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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 

Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the Draft EIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 

and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft EIR for the Greentree Project during 

the public review period, which began April 15, 2022, and closed May 30, 2022. This document has been 

prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgement of  

the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated Draft EIR comprise the Final EIR, in accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE F INAL EIR  

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this Final EIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 

commenting on the Draft EIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 

individual responses to written comments. Individual comments for each letter have been numbered, and the 

letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR . This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR text and figures as a 

result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 

and omissions discovered after release of  the Draft EIR for public review.  
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The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the Final EIR. City 

of  Vacaville staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  

significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft EIR for further public comment under 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 

significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, none of  this 

material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 

environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring 

recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons and 

public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  Draft EIRs should be òon the sufficiency of  the 

document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 

effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional 

specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is determined 

in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. éCEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 

perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 

responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need 

to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 

EIR.ó  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, òReviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 

and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 

significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.ó Section 15204 (d) also states, òEach responsible agency and 

trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agencyõs statutory 

responsibility.ó Section 15204 (e) states, òThis section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 

comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 

recommended by this section.ó 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 

agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 

The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this Final EIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to 

the legal standards established for response to comments on Draft EIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Vacaville) to evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the Draft EIR and 

prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the Draft EIR and the City of  Vacavilleõs responses to 

each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 

of  the Draft EIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the Draft EIR 

text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public 

review period. 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment 

A Department of Toxic Substances Control, Gavin McCreary, Project Manager May 6, 2022 

B Solano County Water Agency, Alexander A. Rabidoux, Principal Water Resource Engineer May 12, 2022 

C 
California Department of Transportation, Associate Transportation Planner, Yunsheng Luo 
(on behalf Highway Operations) 

May 27, 2022 

D California Department of Transportation, Associate Transportation Planner, Yunsheng Luo May 31, 2022 

E 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta region, Assistant to the Regional 
Manager, Debbie Hultman 

May 25, 2022 

F State Water Resources Control Board, Lori Schmitz May 31, 2022 

G Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, CRD Administrative Assistant, Victoria Delgado May 31, 2022 

1 Douglas McDonald May 01, 2022 

2 Ana Cuiris April 28,2022 

3 Joyce Barnes May 19,2022 

4 Greentree Liaisons: Marj Kelly, Chris Winther, Jim Leland, and Jim Robbins May 02 2022 

5 Leo Escarcega May 30, 2022 

6 Roberto Valdez May 31, 2022 

7 James Robbins May 17,2022 

8 Ken and Karen Stockton May 21, 2022 

9 Ken and Karen Stockton May 31, 2022 

10 Michael and Sandra Cereda May 31, 2022 

11 Todd Chambers May 31, 2022 

12 Deborah Krummes May 27, 2022 

13 Lynn Upchurch May 25, 2022 

14 Lynn Upchurch May 31, 2022 

15 Marj Kelly (on behalf of Charles Capp) May 23, 2022 

16 Frances Peterson March 10, 2022 

17 Alisha C. Pember (on behalf of Napa-Solano Residents) May 31, 2022 
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LETTER A ð DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, 
GAVIN MCCREARY, PROJECT MANAGER (3 PAGES)  
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Response to Comments from Department of Toxic Substances Control, Gavin McCreary, Project 
Manager, dated May 06, 2022. 

A-1 DTSC recommends evaluating potential activities on project site that can result in the 

release of  hazardous waste or substances. DTSC recommends additional studies to 

examine potential hazardous materials and determine if  any additional action is required 

from government agencies. 

 As stated on pages 4.13-7-4.13-9 of  Chapter 4.13, Hazards, and Hazardous Materials, under 

Existing Conditions, the DEIR discloses existing and potentially hazardous waste or 

substances related to the Project site. The DEIR includes Appendix 4.9 which discusses 

the studies and analysis conducted for the Project site such as Phase I, Phase II, and 

Additional Phase II Environmental Site Assessment for the Former Greentree Golf  

Course. The Phase I ESA identified three recognized environmental conditions (REC), 

which refers to the presence of  any hazardous substances or petroleum products in the 

project site. Subsequent investigations showed one of  the RECs, residual pesticides in soil, 

did not pose a health risk, another residual lead from structures is expected to be slated 

for excavation, and the last REC was an underground storage tank (UST) but did not show 

evidence of  vapor intrusion risk. The DEIR also includes mitigation measures for the 

above listed potential hazards made by investigations. Furthermore, the Phase I 

Supplemental ESA states the project site was not found to be listed on any superfund or 

other lists complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962; therefore, no 

additional action is required from government agencies.  

A-2 DTSC provides a brief  history of  United State refiners lead usage in gasoline during the 

1920s. DTSC recommends conducting a soil sample specifically for aerially deposited lead 

(ADL) for the project site. 

 See response to comment A-1. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment determines a REC 

from surficial lead around buildings. As discussed on page 4.13-16 of  the DEIRõs Chapter 

4.13, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, address the detected surficial lead found by 

the Phase I ESA and Additional Phase II Site Investigation and provide mitigation 

measures to reduce and handle the hazardous material. 

A-3 DTSC suggests the EIR disclose any past or present mining activities at or near the project 

site and should be evaluated using DTSC's 1998 Abandoned Mine Land Mines 

Preliminary Assessment Handbook. 

As stated on page 4.10-9 in Chapter 4.10, Geology and Soils and Mineral Resources, of  the 

DEIR, there are no mines in the City of  Vacaville nor is the proposed project site mapped 

as mineral resource zone (MRZ). 
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A-4 DTSC recommends that survey samples be conducted for the demolition of  buildings or 

other structures. Specifically sample for pollutants commonly found in buildings as found 

in DTSC's 2006 Interim Guidance Evaluation of  School Sites with Potential 

Contamination from Lead Based Paint, Termiticides, and Electrical Transformers. 

See response to Comment A-1 and A-2. 

A-5 DTSC recommends proper sampling to ensure imported soils are free of  contamination 

if  the importation of  soil to backfill is required. DTSC also recommends characterization 

of  imported materials based on DTCõs 2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill 

Material. 

 See response to comment A-1 and A-2. The DEIRõs Chapter 4.13, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, page 4.13-16 provides mitigation measures for identified RECs 

(HAZ-1 and HAZ-2) and addresses the proper handling and disposing of  hazardous 

materials. 

A-6 DTSC recommends sampling project site for agricultural containments if the project site 

was used for agricultural, weed abatement, or related activities using Interim Guidance. 

 See response to comment A-1. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment sampled the 

Project site because of  the former agricultural use of  the site from 1937-1968. The Phase 

II Environmental Site Assessment determined there are no elevated concentrations of  

pesticides from former agricultural usage. 
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LETTER B ðSOLANO COUNTY WATER AGENCY, ALEXANDER A. 
RABIDOUX, PRINCIPAL WATER RESOURCE ENGINEER (2 PAGES) 
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Response to Comments from Solano County Water Agency, Alexander A. Rabidoux, Principal Water 
Resource Engineer, dated May 12, 2022. 

B-1 Solano County Water Agency (SCWA) requests changes to the DEIRõs Chapter 4.14, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.14-5 under the Regional Drainage and Runoff 

subheading. The SCWA requests the Regional Drainage and Runoff  subheading should 

include that the project site is bounded by Horse Creek to the north and Ulatis Creek in 

the southernmost tip which are both part of  the Natural Resource Conservation Service 

Ulatis Flood Control Project (UFCP) managed by SCWA.  

 The Regional Drainage and Runoff  subheading has been revised to clarify that the both 

the Horse Creek and Ulatis Creek are part of  the Natural Resource Conservation Service 

Ulatis Flood Control Project (UFCP) managed by SCWA. The text change does not 

require recirculation of  the DEIR because it does not provide significant new information 

that would give rise to a new significant environmental impact. The comment merely 

clarifies the existing regional drainage of  the project site. 

B-2 SCWA request changes to the DEIRõs Chapter 4.18, Public Services, page 4.18-4 under 

Existing Conditions to include a Flood Control sub-section where SCWA will be noted as 

the managing agency for the UFCP which includes Horse Creek and Ulatis Creek. SCWA 

also asks to clarify that Old Ulatis Creek is managed by the City of  Vacaville and that the 

project proponent will work with SCWA to minimize impacts to the UFCP facility.  

 See response to comment B-1. Policy COS-P13.5 includes language that states 

coordinating with the SCWA to promote water conservation and quality programs which 

includes the UFCP. The Existing Conditions on page 4.21-19 of  Chapter 4.18, Public 

Services, has been revised to clarify that Ulatis Creek is managed by SCWA and Old Ulatis 

Creek, a tributary to Ulatis Creek, is managed by the City of  Vacaville. The text change 

does not require a recirculation of  the EIR because it does not provide significant new 

information new information that would give rise to a new significant environmental 

impact. The comment merely clarifies the existing conditions of  the creeks in Vacaville 

that are within the project site. 

B-3 SCWA provides a list of  requested improvements to minimize impacts to the UFCP 

facility. SCWA requires a security fencing for the permanent SCWA easement along the 

south bank of  Horse Creek, fencing alignment, convert easement into fee title, vehicular 

access gates, and sidewalk driveway aprons.,  

The DEIR page 4.21-11 incudes water policies from Vacavilleõs General Plan, specifically 

Policy COS-P13.5, which states the project proponent will coordinate water conservation 

and quality programs with the Solano County Water Agency and other appropriate water 

agencies. The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or 

conclusion in the Draft EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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LETTER C ð CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
ASSOCIATE TRANSPORTATION PLANNER, YUNSHENG LUO (ON 
BEHALF HIGHWAY OPERATIONS) (2 PAGES) 
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Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, Associate Transportation 
Planner, Yunsheng Luo (on behalf Highway Operations), dated May 27, 2022. 

C-1 The Highway Operations team asks what year the proposed project will start and to see 

technical reports on traffic circulation specifically Project Circulation & Neighborhood 

òQuality of Lifeó Assessment Memorandum in Appendix 4.19-2. 

As stated in Chapter 3.7 of  the DEIR, the project may be built in a single or multiple 

phases, beginning as early as mid-2023, and extending for a period of  up to 10 years. The 

requested Appendix 4.19-2 and the requested GHD memorandum are available on the 

City of  Vacaville website. Please see the following: viewAttachment.aspx 

(cityofvacaville.com).  

C-2 The Highway Operations team asks why on page 4.19-7 of the DEIRõs Chapter 4.19, 

Transportation, the year 2015 is used as the baseline year for Table 4.19-1 and 4.19-2. The 

commenter suggests basing the tables on a more recent year that is not affected by the 

pandemic. The Highway Operations team asks to clarify the òCumulative (BO-NE)ó and 

year of  the results for the proposed project in Table 4.19-1 

According to the World Health Organization and CDC, the COVID-19 began in 2019, or 

well after the base Year data was collected for use in developing the Cityõs VMT modeling, 

as summarized in DEIR Table 4.19-1. As stated in the footnote to Table 4.19-2, the 

Cumulative (BO-NE) reflects Build Out minus the Northeast Area of  Vacaville.    

The 2015 analysis year corresponds to the year for which the Cityõs VMT thresholds were 

adopted and corresponds the most recent City of  Vacaville travel demand model base 

year. The approach and methodology for evaluating VMT with and without the project 

requires that the Project VMT be compared to the 2015 VMT thresholds. It is also worth 

noting that even if  a travel demand model had been developed for 2019 for this project, 

there would have been no change in the transportation network that would have caused 

the VMT without the project to be reduced compared to the 2015 base year VMT, and 

since the Project VMT is compared to the VMT under the No Project scenario, the overall 

conclusion about the VMT impacts due to the Project would have been unchanged. 

This comment states: In TABLE 4.19-1, suggest clarifying if  the "Cumulative (BO-NE)" 

is for the proposed project. Is the CUMULATIVE BUILD OUT - NORTHEAST the 

same as the proposed project in Alternative 2 or a part of  Alternative 2. Also please clarify 

the year of  these "Cumulative (BO-NE)" results.  

In Chapter 4.19 of  the DEIR, Table 4.19-1 refers to the Cumulative Buildout Northeast 

scenario, also called the Cumulative scenario. Alternative 2 refers to an alternative project 

scenario, in which the Project would consist of  a reduced level of  commercial 

development at 255,000 square feet. The other components of  the Alternative 2 project 

scenario are identical to the Cumulative Buildout Northeast (i.e., Cumulative) scenario.  

The cumulative scenario refers to year 2050. 

https://permits.cityofvacaville.com/eTRAKiT3/viewAttachment.aspx?Group=PROJECT&ActivityNo=16-289&key=AE%3a2204180217341339
https://permits.cityofvacaville.com/eTRAKiT3/viewAttachment.aspx?Group=PROJECT&ActivityNo=16-289&key=AE%3a2204180217341339
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C-3 The Highway Operations team asks to clarify the analysis on page 4.19-18 of  the DEIRõs 

Chapter 4.19, Transportation, regarding what component of  the project would exceed the 

VMT threshold under existing baseline conditions and cumulative conditions. The 

commenter asks why VMT per Unit Thresholds for each Land Use are different between 

Table 4.19-2 and Table 4.19-3. The commenter asks what year was used to generate the 

results in Table 4.19-3. The commenter also asks to clarify the difference between the 

components for existing baseline and cumulative buildout- northeast and why VMT per 

unit drops below the threshold under cumulative build-northeast but exceeds under the 

existing baseline. 

The conclusion of  the VMT evaluation was that under baseline conditions, the proposed 

residential multi-family portion of  the Project results in VMT per capita that exceeds the 

VMT threshold; and under cumulative conditions, the proposed commercial component 

of  the Project results in VMT per employee that exceeds the VMT threshold (non-

residential VMT). The proposed Project was analyzed under existing conditions to comply 

with CEQA-related methodology for analyzing transportation impacts. Since the existing 

conditions model base year exists for 2015 and is the year which corresponds to the 

adopted VMT impact thresholds, the Project was analyzed for year 2015 (existing) plus 

project conditions; for which the VMT results are presented in Table 4.19-2. 

For the purpose of disclosing the Projectõs impacts, the Projectõs level of VMT must be 

compared to existing conditions. However, for the City of Vacavilleõs information in terms 

of  understanding the cumulative impacts from multiple development moving forward, 

and eventually the contribution of  various proposed projects to cumulative VMT impacts 

it is also important for the analysis to include VMT for cumulative conditions. For the 

purpose of  evaluating VMT under cumulative conditions, it is beneficial to look at VMT 

for cumulative conditions without the project and to establish a cumulative VMT 

threshold. As mentioned, for the purpose of  evaluating VMT impacts for the Project, the 

thresholds presented in Table 4.19-2 were used. 

Based on our analysis, under cumulative conditions there is a higher degree of  

complementary land uses from a citywide perspective and there is also increased density 

under cumulative conditions, compared to baseline 2015 conditions ð a consequence of  

the fact that future development in Vacaville is being planned for to achieve better 

balances of  jobs and households within various parts of  the City. 

 As shown in DEIR Table 4.19-2, the projectõs Residential Multi-Family and Retail 

components have the potential to exceed Base Year VMT Thresholds, respectively, by 0.6 

and 21.2.  Under Cumulative conditions, only the Retail component of  the project is 

modeled as exceeding the Threshold, by 10.1.  As stated in the DEIR, these VMT 

estimates conservatively assume no walking trips between the Retail component and the 

age-restricted units south of  Sequoia.  In addition, the modeling does not account for 

VMT reductions which may result from reduced shopping and recreational trip lengths 

associated with existing residents outside the project who utilize amenities within the 
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project, or from VMT reductions for future workforce housing residents within the 

project finding jobs within the biotech and high technology manufacturing center across 

I-80 (the model assumes a standard drive to work trip length).    

 VMT Thresholds differ between the two tables because of the Cityõs adopted General 

Plan policies for reducing VMT over time.  As stated in the DEIR on page 4.21-14, the 

Cumulative results for the Northeast VMT area correspond to 2040 buildout projections 

in the Vacaville General Plan.  The modeling shows that each of  the project componentsõ 

VMT per Unit (Multi-Family, Senior, and Retail) drop somewhat between Existing and 

Cumulative conditions as additional buildout development occurs within the modeling 

area. 

Table 4.19-3 is for cumulative conditions; therefore the results are associated with year 

2050. 

C-4 The Highway Operations team asks what criteria was used to determine the significance 

of  the impact for each land use and suggests clarifying the term òsignificant and 

unavoidableó and define what is considered unavoidable.  

The City of  Vacaville has maintained a guidance document of  VMT thresholds. This 

VMT Guidance has been used on several other EIR studies. As mentioned in the previous 

response (Response to Comment C-3), the City of  Vacaville developed VMT thresholds 

for both existing conditions (in 2015) and for cumulative conditions. From a CEQA 

perspective, evaluating VMT impacts and disclosing VMT impacts for a project is based 

on existing VMT, which in this case applies to 2015. Further, the City of  Vacaville 

completed a VMT Threshold Guidance document in which they established VMT 

thresholds for different land uses. Part of  the rationale for establishing thresholds for 

different land uses was to have the ability to achieve better òVMT efficienciesó, for various 

future proposed developments, as they occur in various parts of  the City with different 

compositions of  land use and different characteristics of  jobs-housing balances. 

The significance for each of  the project components' VMT per Unit is determined under 

both Baseline and Cumulative conditions by whether the corresponding Threshold is 

exceeded.  An unavoidable VMT impact occurs where the project is projected to exceed 

the modelõs projected VMT per Unit Threshold with no additional available mitigation 

measures to compensate.  The Greentree project employs a mix of  complementary land 

uses in an infill setting, close to public transportation and a growing business park, and 

with a range of  mobility measures to promote walkability, use of  bicycles, and reduce 

dependency on vehicles.  Because no additional VMT reduction measures could be 

identified, the results of the model are considered òunavoidableó. 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

2-18 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

August 2022 2-19 

LETTER D ð CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
ASSOCIATE TRANSPORTATION PLANNER, YUNSHENG LUO (4 
PAGES) 

 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

2-20 PlaceWorks 

 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

August 2022 2-21 

 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

2-22 PlaceWorks 

 

 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

August 2022 2-23 

Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, Associate Transportation 
Planner, Yunsheng Luo (on behalf Highway Operations, dated May 27, 2022. 

D-1 Caltrans asks to submit a copy of  technical reports mentioned in the DEIRõs Chapter 

4.19, Transportation. Caltrans asks to specify the proposed project opening year of  results 

in Table 4.19-3, explain why VMT per Unit Threshold are different in Table 4.19-2 and 

4.19-3, and clarify the difference between the components for the existing base line and 

the cumulative build out- northeast. 

 See response to comments in C-1 and C-3. As stated in Chapter 3.7 of  the DEIR, the 

project may be built in a single or multiple phases, beginning as early as mid-2023, and 

extending for a period of  up to 10 years. DEIR Appendix 4.19-2 provides the detailed 

analysis and modeling in support of  the DEIR conclusions. 

D-2 Caltrans states that a portion of  the I-80 is under Zone A per Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) which drains to Horse 

Creek located east of  I-80. The agency states that the proposed redirecting of  a 57.1-acre 

drainage area, mentioned in page 4.14-19, of the DEIRõs Chapter 4.14, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, would result in potential increase in the flooding of  I-80. The agency also states 

that the proposed raising of  the Zone A area could increase flooding of  the I-80 corridor. 

Caltrans recommends the approved Conditional Letter of  Map Revision (CLOMR) and 

Letter of  Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA be reviewed prior to the approval of  a 

Caltrans-issued permit.  

 See response to comment 8-1.  As discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.14 and detailed in 

Appendix 4.14-3, the project proposes to replace a series of  shallow former golf  course 

ponds with substantially larger storm water detention basins.  The proposed stormwater 

improvements have been modeled showing that post-development peak flows discharging 

both north to Horse Creek and south to Old Ulatis Creek would be below 

predevelopment conditions.  The detailed analysis in DEIR Appendix 4.14-3 shows that 

implementation of  the project would result in minor changes to the local drainage area 

boundaries, and that discharges resulting from those modifications are fully mitigated by 

the location, size, and design of  stormwater basins at all points of  connection to receiving 

waters (i.e., Horse Creek, Old Ulatis Creek, and UIatis Creek).  Thus, DEIR Chapter 4.13 

concludes that flooding which potentially occurs under existing conditions within the 

northerly portion of  the project site will be fully mitigated.   DEIR pages 4.14-20 and 21 

reflect the requirement that the comprehensive stormwater management strategy 

proposed by the project must be documented through CLOMR and LOMR processed 

through FEMA.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no additional 

mitigation is required.      
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D-3 Caltrans informs that movement of  oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways 

requires a transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans. Furthermore, Caltrans states 

prior to construction, the proposed project may need to develop a transportation 

management plan (TMP) to the State Transportation Network (STN). 

The comment is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of  the EIR and no 

response is required. 

D-4 Caltrans informs that the City of  Vacaville is responsible for all project mitigation 

including any needed improvements to the STN. The agency also informs that Caltrans 

facilities impacted by the project will need to meet American Disabilities Act (ADA) 

Standards after construction and bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. 

The comment is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of  the EIR and no 

response is required. 
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Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife ð Bay Delta region, Assistant 
to the Regional Manager, Debbie Hultman, dated May 25, 2022. 

E-1 CDFW states the pre-construction surveys proposed in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 for the 

Swainsonõs Hawk on page 4.7-25 (sequential numbering page 4.7-25) of the DEIRõs 

Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, is inconsistent with survey protocols referenced in 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2. The agency states failure to accurately detect Swainsonõs 

Hawks nesting sites can hinder the species population and habitat. The agency 

recommends changing Mitigation Measure BIO-2 to require preconstruction surveys to 

be conducted by a qualified biologist with experience surveying with the Swainsonõs Hawk 

Nesting Surveys in Californiaõs Central Valley Swainsonõs Hawk (2000) survey protocol. 

The CDFW also recommends surveying for the Swainsonõs Hawks nesting sites within 0.5 

miles of  the Project site each year. CDFW recommends surveys shall be completed for at 

least the two survey periods immediately prior to the Projectõs initiation, and three surveys 

shall be conducted for each survey period. CDFW adds the Project shall obtain CDFWõs 

biologist and survey report prior to Projects construction between March 1 and August 

31 each year. The agency also recommends a 0.5 mile òno disturbanceó buffer zone around 

the nest if  nesting is identified and Project activities shall be prohibited within the buffer 

zone between March 1 and August 31, unless otherwise approved by the CDFW. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires, among other measures, that pre-construction surveys 

be conducted within ¼ mile of  the study area within 15 days of  construction 

commencement.  This measure expressly requires that the surveys: òshall incorporate 

methodologies from CDFWõs 1994 Staff Report regarding Mitigation for Impacts to 

Swainsonõs Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of  California (CDFW 1994) and 

the Swainsonõs Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (SHTAC) survey guidelines (SHTAC 

2000).ó  Combined with the other mitigation measures prescribed in the draft EIR, and 

consistent with CDFGõs Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainsonõs 

Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California (1994) and the Swainsonõs Hawk 

Technical Advisory Committee (SHTAC) survey guidelines (SHTAC, 2000), these 

measures have been found to be sufficient to reduce impacts to the Swainsonõs Hawk to 

less-than-significant levels.  Surveys within ¼ mile of  an in-fill site, such as this project 

site, are specifically recognized in CDFWõs 1994 Staff Report regarding Mitigation for 

Impacts as being adequate because birds that choose to nest in urbanized settings are 

relatively tolerant and acclimated to noise and activities associated with human activities 

near their nests.  Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3 incorporate the 

methodologies from both the CDFWõs 1994 Staff Report regarding Mitigation for 

Impacts to Swainsonõs Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of  California (CDFW 

1994) and the Swainsonõs Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (SHTAC) survey 

guidelines (SHTAC 2000). Those methodologies recognize that multiple surveys at 

different times of  year are appropriate. 



G R E E N T R E E  P R O J E C T  F I N A L  E I R 
C I T Y  O F  V A C A V I L L E 

2. Response to Comments 

2-44 PlaceWorks 

E-2 CDFW states the DEIR does not identify water features from Ulatis Creek and Old Ulatis 

Creek as being subject to LSA Notification requirements under Fish and Game section 

1602. The agency states failure to identify water features as having LSA requirements 

could impact drainages that support riparian habitat. CDFW recommends consulting with 

the agency to determine if  any water features will be impacted by the Project and if subject 

to LSA Notification requirements. If  any of  the impacted drainages is subject to Fish and 

Game Code section 160, the Project shall submit an LSA Notification to CDFW prior to 

construction and the Project shall comply with all required measures in the LSA 

Agreement. 

 The draft EIR identifies and describes the aquatic resources on the site, including the 

constructed ditches and their physical features, as part of the siteõs physical setting. The 

constructed ditches were built in uplands as part of  the municipal stormwater system and 

do not convey the natural flow of  any river, stream, or lake.  Other than Old Ulatis Creek 

and Horse Cheek (which will be fully avoided by the project), neither the draft EIR nor 

CDFW staff  have identified any rivers, streams, or lakes as being part of the siteõs existing 

aquatic resources. 

 Potential habitat impacts identified in BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 will be mitigated to less-

than-significant levels by implementation of  Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through MM 

BIO-12.  These mitigation measures work in combination to compensate for the 

maximum potential loss of  habitat for protected animals, and to ensure that further 

impacts to creek habitat do not occur.   

E-3 CDFW states the DEIRõs Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, does not present the accurate 

amount of  burrowing owlõs nesting sites. CDFW recommends changes to the Mitigation 

Measure BIO-3 in page 4.7-26 of the DEIRõs Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, as it requires 

the preservation of  only two nest sites with a 1:1 conservation ratio which the CDFW 

states is not an adequate measure to mitigate impacts. CDFW recommends using the 

2017-2018 historical conditions, include the presence of  seven known nest sites, and 

proposed its own Mitigation Measure 1 for burrowing owl breeding and wintering habitat. 

CDFW states the methodology detailed in the DEIRõs Mitigation Measure BIO-4 on page 

4.7-27 is unlikely to detect all burrowing owls impacted by the Project and is inconsistent 

with the CDFW 2012 Staff  Report referenced in Mitigation Measure BOI-4. CDFW 

recommends changes Mitigation Measure BIO-4 for buffer zone distances during 

breeding and non-breeding periods because the set buffer zone distances may not 

adequately protect burrowing owls from visual and auditory disturbances. CDFW 

recommends the implementation of  Mitigation Measure 2 for burrowing owl surveys and 

avoidance.  

 Burrowing owl conditions on the site have been shown to change or fluctuate over time.  

Using the more recent burrowing owl survey work conducted for the Biological 

Assessment appended to the DEIR provides the best available description of  the 

environmental setting from which to evaluate the environmental impacts of  the proposed 
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project when it becomes operational.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) provides 

that: 

 òWhere existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary to provide the most accurate 

picture practically possible of the projectõs impacts, a lead agency may define existing conditions by 

referencing historic conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes operational, or both, that 

are supported with substantial evidence.ó 

 A standard protocol burrowing owl survey was conducted in October 2020, in compliance 

with the California Department of  Fish and Wildlifeõs (CDFW) Staff  Report on Burrowing 

Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).  This was followed by a series of  ten (10) surveys for 

burrowing owl conducted in the ruderal grassland areas north of  the former golf  course 

during December 2020 through May 13, 2021, prior to and during the 2021 burrowing 

owl nesting season. Most of  the surveys were conducted during the very early-morning, 

generally starting prior to sunrise, with the biologists often arriving in the dark and waiting 

for enough light to commence a visual survey, as that is the best time of  the day for 

burrowing owl surveys.  The analysis presented in the DEIR, including the Biological 

Assessment (DEIR Appendix 4.7-1), provides an accurate and complete description of  

the environmental setting.  These documents serve as the basis for evaluation of  potential 

environmental impacts of  the proposed project consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires permanent preservation and enhancement of  almost 

159 acres burrowing owl habitat of  similar or better value for burrowing owl than exists 

on site, considering the full potential for use of  this site by burrowing owl.  This approach 

is consistent with the approach recommended in the CDFW Staff  Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).  CDFW has not shown that the mitigation called for in the 

DEIR, which is consistent with the 2012 Report, would be inadequate as applied to this 

project. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4 provides adequate buffers for this urban infill project.  Any 

owls that might be on onsite or on adjacent properties have selected an urban setting for 

foraging and/or nesting.  Those owls are accustomed to human activities including noise, 

and, with the buffers proposed in this mitigation measure, would not be significantly 

adversely impacted by visual and auditory disturbances resulting from the project.  The 

pre-construction surveys and buffers called for in this measure are sufficient to reduce 

impacts to burrowing owls onsite to less-than-significant. 

 The burrowing owl has not been listed under the federal or California ESA.  There is no 

recovery plan or habitat conservation plan that exists for burrowing owl in Solano County.  

The DEIR measures will achieve the goal of  reducing potential burrowing owl impacts to 

less-than-significant by identifying, managing, and improving replacement owl habitat, as 

well as through passive relocation of  owls onsite (the approach recommended in the 2012 

CDFW staff  report and adopted in many development projects in the years since). 
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E-4 CDFW recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-9 on page 4-29 of  the DEIRõs 

Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, for the pallid bat and western red bat. CDFW suggests a 

bat tree habitat assessment and survey be conducted a minimum of  30 to 90 days prior to 

tree removal by a qualified biologist. The commenter states if  suitable habitat trees are 

found then tree removal must be stopped and shall not proceed unless the presence of  

bats is presumed, removal using the two-step removal occurs only during seasonal periods 

of  bat activity, or after a qualified biologists completes their assessment and determines 

there are no roosting bats. The CDFW also explains the two-step tree removal process 

must occur over two consecutive days.  

 The proposed alternative mitigation measure is appreciated and will be used to replace 

MM BIO-9 in the draft EIR.  The revised measure which will accomplish the same 

purpose of  reducing potential impacts to less-than-significant.  Revised measure BIO-9 

reads as follows:  

A qualified biologist who is experienced with the identification of local bat species 
shall conduct pre-construction roosting bat surveys within 14 days prior to any tree 
removal during the breeding season (April through August). If no active roosts of 
special-status bats are found, no further mitigation is required. 

If special-status bats or roosts are detected during the surveys, the qualified biologist 
shall prepare a take avoidance plan for submittal to the City and CDFW. The plan 
shall prescribe measures to minimize the potential for take of bats, such as 
undertaking tree removal during certain times of the year, undertaking tree removal 
when daytime temperatures are high enough to allow individuals to leave on their 
own, implementing a two-step tree removal process of limbs followed by trunks, and 
monitoring during construction. The applicant shall implement the take avoidance 
plan following approval by CDFW. 

òPrior to any tree removal, a qualified biologist shall conduct a habitat assessment for 

bats. The habitat assessment shall be conducted a minimum of  30 to 90 days prior to 

tree removal and shall include a visual inspection of  potential roosting features (e.g., 

cavities, crevices in wood and bark, exfoliating bark, and suitable canopy for foliage 

roosting species). If  suitable habitat trees are found, they shall be flagged or otherwise 

clearly marked and tree trimming or removal shall not proceed unless the following 

occurs: a) in trees with suitable habitat, presence of  bats is presumed, or documented 

during the surveys described below, and removal using the two-step removal process 

detailed below occurs only during seasonal periods of  bat activity, from approximately 

March 1 through April 15 and September 1 through October 15, or b) after a qualified 

biologist conducts night emergence surveys or completes a visual examination of  

roost features that establish absence of  roosting bats. 

Two-step tree removal shall be conducted over two consecutive days, as follows: 1) 

the first day (in the afternoon), under the direct supervision and instruction by a 

qualified biologist with experience conducting two-step tree removal, limbs and 

branches shall be removed by a tree cutter using chainsaws only; limbs with cavities, 
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crevices or deep bark fissures shall be avoided; and 2) the second day the entire tree 

shall be removed.ó 

E-5 CDFW recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-7 on page 4.7-28 of  the 

DEIRõs Chapter 4.7, Biological Resource, for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB). 

CDFW recommends a qualified biologist evaluate the habitat for VELB following the U.S. 

Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2017 Framework for Assessing Impacts to the VELB. 

CDFW also recommends all project activities avoid elderberry plants and include a 165-

foot buffer around each plant. CDFW states if  Project activities must occur within the 

outlined buffer zone, then the Permittee must consult with USFWS pursuant to the federal 

Endangered Species Act. 

 The measures proposed in Mitigation Measure BIO-7 in the draft EIR are derived from 

the USFWS 2017 Framework and would serve to reduce impacts to VELB to less-than-

significant. 

E-6 CDFW recommends revising Mitigation Measure BIO-12 on page 4-32 of the DEIRõs 

Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, to require nesting birdõs surveys within a minimum of  500 

feet of  the project site and if  construction is stalled for seven days, then another survey 

shall be conducted.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-12 in the draft EIR includes appropriate survey areas and buffers 

in this urban setting, which would reduce impacts to nesting birds to less-than-significant.  

The commenter has not shown that MM BIO-12 would be inadequate for this purpose. 

E-7 CDFW asks to report special-status species and natural communities detected during 

project surveys to the CNDDB. CDFW also states the proposed project would have an 

impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of  filing fees is necessary. 

 As stated on page 4-34 of the DEIRõs 4.7, Biological Resources, under Cumulative 

Impacts section states the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 

sensitive species and habitats with the implementation of  the mitigation measures. 

Therefore, it is not necessary for an assessment of  filing as CDFW states. 
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Response to Comments from State Water Resources Control Board, Lori Schmitz, dated May 31, 2022. 

F-1 The State Water Resource Control Board, Division of  Drinking Water (State Water Board, 

DDW) states they are the agency responsible for issuing water supply permits pursuant to 

the Safe Drinking Water Act. The State Board DDW comments new wells proposed by 

the project must apply for an amended water supply permit from the State Water Board, 

DWW, San Francisco District. State Water Board, DDW also asks for the Water Supply 

Assessment Report for the Greentree Development Project, Appendix 4.14-2 of  the 

DEIR, be submitted for review. 

 The Project does not propose new wells for water supply. As stated on page 4.21-14, 

Section 4.21.2, Water Supply and Distribution System, under Impact Discussion UTIL-3 

states that the existing water supply and delivery system are adequate to meet the project 

requirements. Therefore, the project would not require an amended water supply permit 

from the State Water Board.  

F-2 State Water Board DDW also asks for copies of  the draft and final EIR with the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan, (MMRP), Findings, and Statement of  Overriding 

Consideration (SOC), comment letters received and the lead agency responses, resolution 

or Board Minutes adopting the EIR, MMRP, Findings, and SOC; and the stamped Notice 

of  Determination filed at the Solano County Clerkõs Office and the Governorõs Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. 

 All required contents of the Final EIR will be sent out and published as stated in section 

15132 of  the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response to Comments from Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, dated May 31, 2022. 

G-1 The Yocha Dehe Winton Nation appreciates the opportunity to input cultural information 

regarding the proposed Greentree Specific Plan and Development Project. The Yocha 

Dehe Winton Nation states the Cultural Resources Department has concluded that the 

project is within aboriginal territories. Yocha Dehe Winton Nation recommends the EIR 

implement a mitigation measure where prior to issuance of  grading permits, the 

construction crews undergo adequate training for the identification of  federal- or State- 

eligible cultural resources to CULT-1. The Yocha Dehe Winton Nation also recommends 

mitigation measure CULT-2, where if  sensitive cultural resources are found during 

construction phase, then all activities should cease within 100 feet of  the find and a 

qualified araneologist Tribal Monitor, and the tribe must be informed.  

Mitigation Measure CULT-1 and Mitigation Measure CULT-2 have been amended as 

requested by the Yocha Dehe Winton Nationõs. The comment does not describe any 

inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in the DEIR. No additional analysis is 

required.  
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Response to Comments from Casa Grande MHP Resident 1, Douglas McDonald dated May 01, 2022. 

1-1 The commenter disagrees with the Notice of  Availability determination for unavoidable 

impacts. The commenter states the City of  Vacaville is currently over developed and 

compares it to cities in the Bay Area. The commenter comments on the road 

infrastructure, driving behaviors, and traffic enforcement in Vacaville. The commenter 

states road rage will increase with increased density and will lead to more problems in 

Vacaville. 

This specific comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or 

conclusion in the DEIR; therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required. The commenter 

has been added to the distribution list for the proposed project and will be informed of  

all notices regarding the proposed project. 

1-2 The commenter is a resident in the Casa Grande Mobile Home Park Apartments on 

Popular. The commenter states the turn onto Leisure Town Road is unsafe and has 

significant amount of  traffic from home development from nearby cities. The commenter 

also mentions cars speeding and traffic jams due to Leisure Town Road being the primary 

access for Intersection 80.  

DEIR Chapter 4.19, Transportation, discusses the existing and proposed street network 

for the proposed project. Figure 4.19-4, Proposed Public Street Network, on page 4.19-15, 

illustrates the proposed traffic improvements along Leisure Town Road. The DEIRõs 

Transportation Chapter on page 4.19-21 provides an impact discussion associated with 

the proposed projectõs street network and circulation plan. The impact discussion in 

TRANS-3 analyzes the potential for the proposed project to increase hazards from 

geometric design features, which were determined to be less than significant. The 

comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in the 

DEIR; therefore, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

1-3 The commenter is opposed to the proposed project on the previous Green Tree golf  

course. The commenter also is opposed to continuing to increase growth in that specific 

area.  

The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in 

the Draft EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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Response to Comments from Casa Grande Mobile Home Park Resident, Ana Cuiris, dated April 28, 
2022. 

2-1 The commenter is asking for general project information. The commenter asks when the 

proposed project will start and how long will the project last. The commenter also asks if  

the project will implement a stop light on Popular and Leisure Town Road. 

See response to comment C-1. The DEIRõs Project Description details the proposed 

projectõs overall connectivity plan in section 3.6.4.4 Circulation Improvements on page 3-

22 of  the DEIR. Figure 3-9, Roadway Cross-Section Index, on page 3-25 also illustrates a 

proposed traffic signal for the Village Way (Poplar Road Extension) and Leisure Town 

Road. 
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Response to Comments from Joyce Barnes dated May 19, 2022. 

3-1 The commenter is concerned about how the proposed project will impact water supply, 

specifically asking where residents and businesses will get their water.  

 The DEIRõs 4.21.2, Water Supply and Distribution System, presents information and analysis of  

the City of Vacavilleõs water supply and whether the proposed project would impact its current 

water supply and delivery system. This chapter of  the DEIR determined that the current water 

supply and delivery system will be adequate to meet project requirements (UTIL-3). Table 

4.21-7 Summary of  Projected Available Water Supply Through 2040, on page 4.21-16 includes 

a list of  water supply sources expected to supply water to the proposed project and City. 

3-2 The commenter is concerned about how the proposed project will impact electricity in the 

City of  Vacaville. 

 DEIR chapter 4.9, Energy, presents information and analysis of  the City of Vacavilleõs 

electricity and whether the proposed project would impact electricity consumption. This 

chapter of  the DEIR examined whether the project would result in potentially significant 

environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of  energy 

resources, during project construction or operation (ENE-1). As stated on page 4.9-11, the 

DEIR determined impacts related to energy use by the Project would be less than significant. 

As listed on page 4.9-8, the proposed project would include energy efficient and self-mitigating 

features, such as including cool roofs and EnergyStar efficient appliances and prohibiting 

woodstoves and natural gas hearths.   
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Response to Comments from Greentree Liaisons Marj Kelly, Chris Winther, Jim Leland, and Jim 
Robbins dated May 02, 2022. 

4-1 The commenter refers to Air Quality/Energy/Greenhouse Gas Report in Appendix 4.6-1, 

Tier 4 construction requirements for the project site. The commenter states Table 2-5. Annual 

Greentree Construction Emissions Summary on page 2-19 of  Appendix 4.6-1 is based on 

mitigated output from Tier 4. The commenter believes that if  non-tier 4 equipment is allowed 

then the emissions data in Table 5 may not be relevant because it is based on Tier 4 output. 

The commenter states that TOC tables generated based on Tier 4 equipment will not reflect 

the equipment that will be used in the construction phase of  the project resulting in under-

estimated TOC levels in the community. 

As shown in DEIR Table 4.6-1 construction criteria air emissions, with mitigation applied, 

would not exceed the air district thresholds of  significance, and would therefore be less-than-

significant.  The DEIR mitigation measures specify that all diesel construction equipment 

larger than 25 horsepower used at the site for more than two continuous days or 20 hours 

total shall meet U.S. EPA Tier 4 final emission standards for PM (PM10 and PM2.5) except in 

those situations where this equipment is not available.  Non-availability must first be 

demonstrated by the contractor to the satisfaction of  the City of  Vacaville if  alternative 

equipment is to be used, in which case a level of  emissions control adequate to reduce 

emissions to a less-than-significant level as reflected in the modeling must be shown to be 

achieved by either:  (i) Using equipment that meets U.S. EPA emission standards for Tier 4 

Interim or Tier 3 engines with particulate matter emissions control equivalent to CARB Level 

3 verifiable diesel emission control devices that altogether achieve an 85 percent reduction in 

particulate matter exhaust in comparison to uncontrolled equipment; or (ii) Using alternatively 

fueled equipment with lower NOx emissions that meet the specified NOx and PM reduction 

requirements.  Subject to compliance with the foregoing alternative equipment and fuel 

requirements the modeling presented in Appendix 4.6 shows that the project would not result 

in a cumulatively considerable net increase of construction related criteria pollutant for which 

the project region is in non-attainment.  As confirmed in Table 4.6-1, the projectõs construction 

emissions would remain well below the applicable Air District thresholds for ROG, NOX and 

PM10.     

4-2 The commenter states the Construction Control Plan does not provide real time monitoring 

dust control measures. The commenter is concerned for sensitive receptors living in Leisure 

Town adjacent to the project site. The commenter also provides a list of  recommended dust 

control measures to address real time monitoring for dust control during construction.  

 The Greentree DEIR (Section 4.6, Table 4.6-1) shows that the original applicant-sponsored 

control measures listed below would be sufficient to reduce all project construction emissions 

under AIR-2 and AIR-3 to a level of  less-than-significant.  The following enhancements have 

been proposed by the project applicant to augment the original project-sponsored measures 

identified in the Draft EIR to improve their efficacy and reliability throughout construction, 

and to further minimize emissions, consistent with the projectõs commitment to protection of 
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nearby residents from fugitive dust and other air emissions during construction. The proposed 

changes to the mitigation measures are listed below.  

 Following are the òquantifiedó applicant-sponsored mitigation measures from the 

DEIR : 

1. Pedestrian network improvements which promote a shift from vehicles to 

nonmotorized modes of  transportation, thereby reducing vehicle trips and vehicle 

miles traveled. 

2. Traffic calming features (e.g., bulb-outs and other features at several major 

intersections, and narrower than standard vehicle travel lanes) to reduce vehicle speeds 

and improve pedestrian safety, with the goal of  promoting pedestrian movement. 

3. For businesses with 15 or more employees, transit subsidies of  a minimum of  50 

percent of  the average daily transit cost for a minimum of  50 percent of  the 

employees (ECAS measure). 

4. For businesses with 15 or more employees, employee parking òcash outó for a 

minimum of  50 percent of  the employees (ECAS measure). 

5. No woodstoves or natural gas hearths 

6. Prohibition on use of  natural gas in all residential units 

7. Water efficient landscaping. 

Following are the ònon-quantifiedó applicant-sponsored mitigation measures from 
the DEIR with enhancements to improve their efficacy and reliability throughout 
construction, and to further minimize emissions, consistent with the projectõs 
commitment to protection of  nearby residents from fugitive dust and other air 
emissions during construction: 

1. Construction phase control measure to reduce particulate (PM10) dust. Applicable 

measures include: 

a. Prior to issuance of  a grading permit, the project sponsor shall prepare a Dust 

Control Plan for review and approval by the City which shall incorporate all the 

elements listed below. 

b. All grading, trenching, and other phases of  construction involving earthwork 

shall be monitored on a daily basis by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) who 

shall direct implementation of  the approved Dust Control Plan, including 

supplemental watering, covering of  material piles, use of  wind breaks, 

hydroseeding, and other measures (in addition to those listed below) as necessary 

to minimize fugitive particulate dust leaving the site.  Implementation of  this 

measure by the QSP shall specifically take into consideration the following 

factors: (1) Proximity of  daily grading operations to adjoining residential uses; (2) 

Type of  work scheduled (grading, trenching, etc.); (3) The total area of  exposed 
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soil; (4) Prevailing wind direction and forecasted wind speed based on NOAA or 

other local daily source as identified in the Dust Control Plan; (5) The moisture 

content of  the soil (based on recent rains, overcast days, sunny days, hot days, 

etc.); and (6) Hours of  work scheduled 

c. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 

unpaved access roads) shall be watered as directed by the QSP, including such 

watering and use of  binding agents as determined necessary by the QSP to 

control dust after hours and on weekends and holidays when work is stopped 

d. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material shall be covered. 

e. Material stockpiles shall be separated from the site boundary adjoining residential 

uses to the extent practical, and covered when not in use as directed by the QSP. 

f. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using 

wet power vacuum street sweepers as directed by the QSP. Dry power sweeping 

is prohibited. 

g. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

h. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as 

possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless 

seeding or soil binders are used. 

i. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number of  the QSP and person to 

contract at the Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. The QSP shall respond 

and take corrective action within 24 hours. The Air Districtõs phone number shall 

also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.  

j. All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended as 

directed by the QSP when average wind speeds exceed 20 mph and visible dust 

extends beyond site boundaries. 

k. Wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall be installed on the windward side(s) of  

actively disturbed areas of  construction adjacent to sensitive receptors, as directed 

by the QSP based on specific observed conditions. Wind breaks should have at 

maximum fifty percent air porosity. 

l. Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to disturbed areas after cut 

and fill operations and hydroseed area to establish a vegetative ground cover. 

m. Construction activities shall be phased to reduce the area of  disturbed surfaces at 

any one time. 

n. Avoid tracking of  visible soil material on to public roadways by treating site 

accesses to a distance of  100 feet from public paved roads with a 6- to 12-inch 

compacted layer of  wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 
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o. All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as 

necessary to be cleaned free of  dirt prior to entering paved public roadways; the 

QSP shall monitor compliance and enforcement of  this requirement. 

p. Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt 

runoff  to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent. 

q. Inactive storage piles shall be covered. 

2. Construction phase equipment exhaust control measures that reduce NOx and PM 

emissions, but also have the co-benefit of  reducing GHG emissions. Applicable 

control measures include: Tier 4 engines for construction phase equipment exhaust 

control measures as specified under #9, minimizing construction equipment idling 

time, and using grid-supplied electricity to power both stationary and portable 

construction equipment 

3. Bicycle network improvements for off-street bike trails to promote a shift from 

vehicles to nonmotorized modes of  transportation, thereby reducing vehicle trips and 

vehicle miles traveled. 

4. Bicycle parking facilities at non-residential uses that exceeds minimum requirements 

in the California Green Building Standards Code (Tier 1/Tier 2). 

5. Bicycle parking facilities at multi-family residential uses that exceeds minimum 

requirements in the California Green Building Standards Code (Tier 1/Tier 2). 

6. Electric vehicle support infrastructure that exceeds minimum requirements in the 

California Green Building Standards Code. This includes level 2 charging stations at 

each single-family home (Tier 1), charging stations at 15 percent of  parking spaces 

within multi-family residential development (Tier 1), charging stations at 15 percent 

of  commercial building parking spaces (Tier 1), and designated parking spaces for 

fuel efficient vehicles (Tier 1). 

7. Bus stops/shelters to be constructed as deemed necessary by City Coach through 

required consultations between developers of  individual projects and City Coach. 

8. Energy demand reduction measures that include: 

a. Cool roofs on all non-residential buildings to reduce building cooling needs; 

b. Electrical outlets on all exterior walls of  residential units to promote using 

electric landscape equipment; 

c. Energy Star appliances in all non-residential buildings; 

d. Programmable thermostats in residential units; and 

e. Landscape trees in all non-residential parking lots to achieve 50 percent 

shading of  parking areas within 10 years 
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9. Construction phase equipment exhaust control measures that reduce NOx and PM 

emissions, but also have the co-benefit of reducing GHG emissions. Applicable 

control measures include: (4-11-20) 

a. All diesel construction equipment larger than 25 horsepower used at the site 

for more than two continuous days or 20 hours total shall meet U.S. EPA 

Tier 4 final emission standards for PM (PM10 and PM2.5), if  feasible, 

otherwise, 

i. If  Tier 4 Final equipment is not available, alternatively use equipment 

that meets U.S. EPA emission standards for Tier 4 Interim or Tier 3 

engines with particulate matter emissions control equivalent to CARB 

Level 3 verifiable diesel emission control devices that altogether 

achieve an 85 percent reduction in particulate matter exhaust in 

comparison to uncontrolled equipment. 

ii. The construction contractor shall demonstrate to the City of  Vacaville 

that Tier 4 Interim equipment is not available if  Tier 3 equipment is 

used: and  

iii. Use alternatively fueled equipment with lower NOx emissions that 

meet the NOx and PM reduction requirements above. 

10. Diesel engines, whether for off-road equipment or on-road vehicles, shall not be left 

idling for more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable 

state regulations (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The construction 

sites shall have posted legible and visible signs in designated queuing areas and at the 

construction site to clearly notify operators of  idling limit. 

11. Provide line power to the site during the early phases of  construction to minimize the 

use of  diesel-powered stationary equipment, such as generators, concrete/industrial 

saws, welders, and air compressors. 

12. Portable equipment shall be powered by electricity if  available, instead of  diesel 

generators. If  grid electricity is not available, batteries or fuel cell systems for backup 

power shall be considered before using fossil-fueled generators. 

4-3 The commenter approves of  the list of  Traffic Calming Recommendations (Appendix 4.19-

1). The commenter also suggests the recommendations in Appendix 4.19-1 be considered. 

The commenter suggests adding a Roundabout at Yellowstone Drive at Sequoia and Traffic 

Circle at Yellowstone Drive at Rushmore Drive. Adding rectangular rapid flashing beacons 

(RRFB) to Yellowstone Drive at Rushmore Drive and Yellowstone Drive at Teton Drive. The 

commenter also recommends the city to evaluate intersections along Yellowstone Drive for 

All-Way-Stop-Control warrants as development occurs. The commenter also recommends 

installing radar feedback signals along Yellowstone Drive, constructing curb extensions (bulb-

outs) at intersections, and painting conflict marks along bicycle lands. Lastly the commenter 

suggests considering traffic calming and pedestrian crossing along Sequoia Drive west of  

Yellowstone Drive.  
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 DEIR Chapter 4.19, Transportation, discusses the existing and proposed street network for the 

proposed project site. Figure 4.19-4, Proposed Public Street Network, on page 4.19-15 

illustrates traffic calming feature at Yellowstone Drive and Rushmore Drive as well as a 

proposed roundabout at the intersection of  Yellowstone Drive and Sequoia Drive. Figure 4.19-

5, Proposed Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities, on page 4.19-16, illustrates where bike and 

sidewalk enhancements will be made. Other recommendations provided in Appendix 4.19-1 

will be reviewed as part of the Cityõs project approval process. The comments provided do 

not note any inadequacies in the conclusions in the DEIR and no further analysis is required. 

4-4 The commenter suggests the area south of  Sequioa should only include single-story homes or 

two-story homes and be visually separated from existing homes. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 3.0, Project Description, on page 3-4 includes objectives for South of  

Sequioa which lists providing a single-family, senior residential community and ensure lot 

size/density compatibility with existing surrounding residential neighborhoods. The specific 

plan aims to provide housing for senior residential thus need single-story housing. The specific 

plan specifies new housing be compatible with the surrounding communities. This is a 

comment on the project and does not identify any inadequacies in the conclusions in the 

DEIR. No further analysis is required. 

4-5 The commenter suggests not building a fence that will obstruct views of  open space. To 

prevent obstructing views of  open space, the commenter suggests building a wall to have the 

upper half  be iron and the lower half  be masonry. The commenter also suggests changes to 

the dog park design, such as increasing the size and segregating the park based on dog size.  

 This is a comment on the project and does not identify any inadequacies in the conclusions in 

the DEIR. No further analysis is required. 

4-6 The commenter requests including language in Section 9.4 of  the DEIR to ensure the City 

Community Development Department and other developing agencies enhance community 

input opportunities. The commenter wants to ensure that the communityõs participation and 

input will be included in the project approval.  

 The environmental review and project approval process provide multiple opportunities for 

community input. A Notice of  Preparation was circulated for public comment from April 2, 

2019 to May 2, 2019 and scoping meeting was held on April 25, 2019 to take oral comments 

from interested parties. The Draft EIR was circulated from April 15, 2022 through May 31, 

2012 for public comment and a meeting to discuss the Draft EIR was held on May 17, 2022 

with the Planning Commission. Further opportunity for comment will be available at the 

Planning Commission and City Council when those bodies will consider approval of  the 

project.    

. The comment does not identify any inadequacies in the conclusions in the DEIR. No further 

analysis is required. 
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Response to Comments from Leo Escarcega, dated May 30, 2022. 

5-1 The commenter notes they moved to Leisure Town was because of  the quality of  life offered 

by the Leisure Town Homeowners Association. The commenter quotes land use policies from 

the City of  Vacavilleõs Land Use Element, specifically Goal LU-1 and Policy LU-3.4 to support 

their disapproval of  the proposed project. 

As ruled in Stop Syar Expansion v. County of Napa (2021) 63 Cal.App.5th 444, consistency 

with the General Plan is not a CEQA issue. This is a comment on the project and does not 

identify any inadequacies in the conclusions in the DEIR. No further analysis is required. 

5-2 The commenter is concerned the additional vehicle miles traveled on Yellowstone Drive from 

the proposed project will create a vehicle/pedestrian calamity. The commenter states adding 

traffic calming measures to Yellowstone Drive proves the proposed project will increase traffic. 

 DEIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, on page 3-26, describes traffic calming features being 

added to Yellowstone Drive (bulb-outs, roundabout) and explains how these features would 

help alleviate traffic and promote bike and pedestrian safety. DEIRõs Chapter 4.19, 

Transportation, also provides VMT assessment (Appendix 4.19-2) conducted for the Project. 

Table 4.19-2, Existing (Model Year 2015) VMT Results, and Table 4.19-3, Cumulative Build 

Out-Northeast VMT Results, on pages 4.19-18 and 4.19-19, respectively, present areas of the 

proposed project predicted to exceed VMT thresholds under existing baseline conditions and 

cumulative buildout. Impact TRANS-2, on DEIR page 4.19-18, discloses significant and 

unavoidable impacts from the proposed projectõs retail land-use area due to the uncertainty 

regarding trips made by customers. The comment does not identify any inadequacies in the 

conclusions in the DEIR. No further analysis is required. 

5-3 The commenter requests the City of  Vacaville Planning Department to review the EIR and 

address the irreversible impacts the proposed project will bring to the Leisure Town 

Community and the City of  Vacaville. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 5, Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, identifies significant and 

unavoidable impacts from the proposed project related to air quality, greenhouse gas 

emissions, and transportation. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider the 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project, as well as the significant 

and unavoidable impacts of the project regarding project approval or denial.  
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Response to Comments from Roberto Valdez, dated May 31, 2022. 
 
6-1 The commenter writes a general description of  the Greentree Project. The commenter writes 

that the City of  Vacaville and current developer can demonstrate responsible stewardship and 
environmental benefits to the community by implementing mitigation measures for wildlife 
within the proposed project site. The commenter recommends the Vacaville City Council and 
staff  listen to the needs of  the community in Leisure Town. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, lists proposed mitigation measures for the Project. 
All the comment letters received for the proposed project have been incorporated into the 
public record for the proposed project and are included in this FEIR, which will be considered 
when the city deliberates regarding whether to approve of  the Greentree Project. 

6-2 The commenter recommends the stringent mitigation measure and highest conservation-ratio 
be implemented for identified species within the project site specifically for the Swainson 
Hawks, Burrowing Owls, and White-Tailed Kites. The commenter recommends conducting a 
three-to-five-year survey to assess the environmental impacts on wildlife and their habitat after 
construction is completed. The commenter also recommends mitigation measures and the 
highest conservation ratios be applied to trees found within the project sire such as the Valley 
Oaks, Coastal Oaks, and Silk. The commenter states there should not be any permitted tree-
removals during Swainsonõs Hawk and Burrowing Owls breeding and nesting season. The 
commenter also recommends the strongest mitigation measures and highest conservation-
ratios for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB) and its host plant the blue elderberry 
shrub combined with a three-to-five-year monitoring survey as mentioned in the Habitat 
Conservation (HCP) for Solano County.  

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.7, Biological Resources, presents background information on wildlife and 
plant life within the project site. Table 4.7-1, Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species 
Documented or Potentially Occurring in the Project Vicinity, on page 4.7-13 compiles a list 
of the status, habitat, and potential occurrence of a special-status species within the proposed 
project site. The CDFWõs California Natural Diversity Database (CNDD) query lists 
Swainsonõs Hawk, White Tailed-Kite, Burrowing Owls, and Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle to be in the greater project vicinity. The Impact Discussion section of this chapter 
(BIO-1) presents mitigation measures to special-status species, such as prohibiting tree 
removal during nesting season, conducting a preconstruction survey for each species, and 
providing full replacement habitat for that impacted. These measures are to be implemented 
in strict accordance with the applicable protocols, including for example the CDFGõs Staff 
Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainsonõs Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central 
Valley of California (1994), the Swainsonõs Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (SHTAC) 
survey guidelines (SHTAC, 2000), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlifeõs 
(CDFW) Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).  Based on implementation of 
all specified measures, the project would have a less than significant impact on biological 
resources.   

CNDD query did not determine Valley, Coastal, and Silk Oaks as a special-status plant within 
the project site; therefore, no conservation efforts are required. The DEIR determines impacts 
to be less than significant if mitigation measures associated for each species are implemented. 
The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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6-3 The commenter writes their appreciation for the current developerõs commitment to adding 
educational signage along the connective trails leading into parklands during mentioned in a 
public meeting with the Vacaville Planning Commission.  

 The comment is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of  the EIR No further analysis 
is required.  
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Response to Comments from James Robbins, dated May 17, 2022. 

7-1 The commenter disagrees with the DEIR presenting a 15% retail reduction as the only 

alternative suggested. The commenter suggests reducing housing by 15% and 25% as an 

additional alternative. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, discusses what is considered a 

reasonable project alternative under CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[a]). As mentioned in section 

6.3, Alternatives Considered and Rejected, page 6-7 reducing residential density is considered 

as an alternative. However, the reduced development density alternative was rejected because 

it conflicts with CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(c), regional plans, project objectives, and 

would simply result in relocating impacts elsewhere.  

7-2 The commenter claims the DEIR does not present any specific methods to reduce traffic on 

Yellowstone south of  Sequioa. The commenter suggests imputing lighted cross walks with 

elevated crosswalks to reduce speed on Yellowstone.  

 The DEIRõ 4.19 Chapter, Transportation, discusses the existing and proposed street network in 

the project site. Figure 4.19-4, Proposed Public Street Network, on page 4.19-15 proposes a 

roundabout at the intersection of  Yellowstone Drive and Sequoia Drive which is aimed to 

optimize traffic flow while facilizing safe pedestrian and bicycle connections across Sequioa 

Drive. 

7-3 The commenter makes comments regarding analysis conducted in the technical report Air 

Quality/Energy/Greenhouse Gas Report in Appendix 4.6-1 of  the DEIR. The commenter 

recommends conducting an independent analysis for the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Modeling Assessment by a State of  California Certified Industrial Hygienist. The commenter 

believes the emissions presented in Table 5. Annual Greentree Construction Emissions 

Summary from Appendix 4.6-1 will not be relevant if  non-Tier 4 equipment is allowed during 

the construction phase of  the project. The commenter is also concerned the Greentree 

Construction Emissions Summary does not consider short term higher levels of  emissions. 

 Please see the response to Comment 4-1 addressing these issues.  

7-4 The commenter provides a list of  recommendations and comments for the construction dust 

control measures. These recommendations include hourly watering, measures to prevent 

tracking onto public roads rather than relying on wet street sweeping, responses to excessive 

dust emissions be a Standard Operating Procedure, and a wash pad with a pressure washer to 

clean trucks exiting the site. The commenter also asks if  the contractor will have a weather 

station equivalent to what is described in the Meteorological Monitoring Guidance on the site 

to determine wind speed and direction. The commenter asks what the minimum windbreak is 

and recommends a minimum height of  eight feet. Lastly, the commenter recommends a 

separate Quality Control team to monitor construction activities.  
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 See response to comments to 4-2. As previously mentioned, emissions generated during the 

construction phase of  the proposed project are projected to be below Air District thresholds. 

Since PM 10 is below Air District thresholds then additional measures implemented will further 

decrease total emissions for that pollutant.  
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Response to Comments from Ken and Karen Stockton, dated May 21, 2022. 

8-1 The commenter is concerned with the flooding events in Leisure Town. The commenter is 

skeptical about the proposed on-site storm water drainage feature and believes it will not be 

able to manage potential storm water from the proposed project and from existing properties. 

The commenter is concerned with the removal of  existing ponds which help to drain 

stormwater in the area. The commenter states there is currently no adequate piping to move 

stormwater from streets into drainage systems. Without upgrading the pipe system, the 

commenter believes areas and residents close to Yellowstone will continue to experience 

flooding which can impact more than 700 homes. The commenter requests to see information 

that supports the claim that the proposed on-site storm water drainage feature will help reduce 

flooding in Leisure Town.  

 As discussed in Chapter 4.14 of  the DEIR and further documented in the Hydrologic Analysis 

and Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan (DEIR Appendix 4.14-3), the detention basins 

proposed as part of  the project will replace the existing golf  course ponds, draining a total 

watershed area of  723 acres (approximately 1.1 square miles), of  which the project will develop 

approximately 180 acres.  The new basins will provide a 100-year storage capacity of  

approximately 70 acre-feet, compared with the approximately 37 acre-feet in the old golf  

course ponds.  The new basins are designed with sufficient capacity to meet all project needs 

while also providing additional storage capable of  reducing flooding that periodically occurs 

on the public streets within Leisure Town, thereby improving public safety, reducing damage 

to public and private property, and eliminating areas of  sustained ponding.  The modeling 

shows that the project design will adhere to the City of  Vacaville Engineering Standards (DS-

4, 2006) such that 10- and 100-year post development peak flows will be reduced to pre-

development levels.  The added storage capacity within the proposed ponds is designed to 

accommodate water that currently accumulates along portions of  Yellowstone Drive and the 

connecting loop streets from Lassen Circle to Carlsbad Circle as documented in Report 

Appendix A).  This existing developed neighborhood westerly of  the project now drains 

through two easements from Yellowstone Drive to the existing golf  course ponds.  As shown 

in DEIR Appendix 4.14-3 Appendices B and C, segments of  existing City pipe within 

Yellowstone Drive and connecting Yellowstone Drive to the project site would need to be 

upsized by the City to improve drainage from this area and take advantage of  the enhanced 

storage capacity to be provided within the project detention basins.      
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Response to Comments from Ken and Karen Stockton, dated May 31, 2022. 

9-1 The commenters are referring to comments made in their May 21, 2022, email. The 

commenter states curbs in Leisure Town that are not ADA ramped should be on the list for 

review on the June 22 meeting. The commenter also asks the Project implement directional 

signs in the new roundabouts in Leisure Town. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.17, Population and Housing, on page 4.17-2 includes goals from the 2015-

2023 Housing Element which references commitment to ensure housing developments 

support accessibility for people with disabilities. Other recommendations provided will be 

reviewed as part of the Cityõs project approval process. The comments provided do not 

determine any inadequacies in the conclusion in the DEIR. 

9-2 The commenter is concerned about surface water drainage. The commenter states the current 

piping that drains surface water from Circles, Bryce, and Sequioa are undersized. The 

commenter also asks if  the drainage system will be upgraded during rezoning for this project.  

 See response to Comment 8-1. 
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Response to Comments from Michael and Sandra Cereda, dated May 31, 2022. 

10-1 The commenters are concerned about a 24-inch concrete retaining wall and is concerned it 

will obstruct the open views. Furthermore, commenters recommend adding river cobble stone 

along the wall to make it difficult for people to walk across the area. The commenter proposes 

landscaping shrubs instead to enhance the park-like view.  

 The comments are related to components of  the project and do not identify any inadequacies 

of  the DEIR. No further analysis is required. 
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Response to Comments from Todd Chambers, dated May 31, 2022. 

11-1 The commenter is asking for copies of  comment letters that are submitted on the Greentree 

Project.  

 All required contents of the Final EIR will be sent out and published as stated in section 15132 

of the State CEQA Guidelines. The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the 

proposed project and will be informed of all notices regarding the proposed project. 
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Response to Comments from Deborah Krummes, dated May 27, 2022. 

12-1 The commenter is concerned about the traffic and safety along Leisure Town Rd. The 

commenter expresses that traffic has increased exponentially from new development. The 

commenter is also concerned with the speeding of semi-trucks that can result in major 

accidents. The commenter states traffic from nearby highway is redirected to Leisure Town 

Rd. The commenter states the section of Leisure town Rd between Sequoia St. and Elmira Rd 

is very difficult and dangerous to enter on. The commenter urges the commissions to consider 

how the Greentree project will affects the current density of development and the quality of 

life of the surrounding community. 

See response to comment 1-2.   
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Response to Comments from Lynn Upchurch, dated May 25, 2022. 

13-1 The commenter suggests using battery operated golf  carts or vehicles on walking and biking 

paths specifically senior citizens to reduce dependency on automobile use. 

As discussed in Impact TRANS-1, on pages 4.19-11 through 4.19-13, the project includes a 

bicycle and pedestrian network to encourage non-vehicular transportation, including a Class I 

multi-use path along Leisure Town Road adjacent to the project site that would be part of the 

cityõs bikeway network. Bicycle lanes that are separated from travel lanes/parking by a buffer, 

and sidewalks on both sides would be provided along Yellowstone Drive. Class II bicycle lanes 

and enhanced sidewalks would also be provided along Sequoia Drive between Yellowstone 

Drive and Leisure Town Road. Pedestrian trails (i.e., separated walking paths) would be 

provided throughout the development areas with connections to proposed roadways and 

parks. 

13-2 The commenter is concerned about the shrinking and swelling clay soils causing cracking and 

movements under homes. The commenter suggests the cost of  repairs to homes should be 

borne by Syar. The commenter suggests Syar pay LTHA residents for the cost of  power 

washing and cleaning of  homes and decks every month during construction. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.10, Geology and Soils and Mineral Resources, on page 4.10-9 discloses 

expansive soils found on the project site. This chapter of  the DEIR also discusses expansive 

soils impacts on the project site in GEO-4. The DEIR present Mitigation Measure GEO-1 

on page 4.10-11, where specific recommendation in the geotechnical evaluations will be 

incorporated into the final project plans and construction-level geotechnical report resulting 

in less than significant impacts from expansive soils. The comment does not describe any 

inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in the DEIR, therefore no changes to the 

DEIR are necessary. The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the proposed 

project and will be informed of  all notices regarding the proposed project. 

13-3 The commenter demands the Final EIR have specific information regarding the exact 

placement of  traffic features of  the proposed project 

 See response to comment 1-2 and 4-3. The comment does not describe any inadequacies in 

the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the DEIR. The commenter has been added to the 

distribution list for the proposed project and will be informed of all notices regarding the 

proposed project. 

13-4 The commenter suggests the two creeks, Old Ulatis and Horse Creek, be restored with 

planting of  trees, new rip rap, erosion control measures, benches, and walking paths. The 

commenter also suggest LTHA residents could have access to gates that require electronic 

card swipe equipment to help with potential security issues. 
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 This is a comment related to existing conditions in the noted channels and not a consequence 

of  developing he proposed project. DEIR Chapter 4.14, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 

4.14-4.14-13 discusses basin design to include vegetated buffer areas and other areas (parks, 

gardens, etc.). This chapter also includes a list of  best management practices for the site design 

and source control for the proposed basins. The comment does not describe any inadequacies 

in the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the DEIR. 

13-5 The commenter suggests the Stinky Pond (Little Pond) area become a wildlife habitat to 

encourage Burrowing Owls, Swainson Hawks and White Tale Kites. The commenter also 

recommends having efforts to maintain the existing trees because they provide environmental 

benefits such as providing habitat for species and improving air quality.  

 The DEIRõs section 3.6.4.5, Utilities and Infrastructure, page 3-32 details the proposed plan for 

the existing Stinky Pond. The Stinky Pond will be removed and replaced with open space as 

part of  the proposed planned storm water management plan. The open spaces will be 

designed to incorporate naturalized contouring and landscaping thus providing habitat for 

species. The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or 

conclusions in the DEIR. 

13-6 The commenter suggests contacting Lynn Upchurch for information regarding having Kaiser 

Permanente providing exercising facilities in a park in Greentree. 

The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the 

DEIR. The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the proposed project and 

will be informed of all notices regarding the proposed project. 

13-7 The commenter suggests another set of  cores be drilled on the golf  course to look for 

pesticide residue starting in 2017. The commenter informs that the most recent set of  core 

samples was from October 2016. 

 See response to comments A-1 and A-6. The comment does not describe any inadequacies in 

the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the DEIR. 

13-8 The commenter disagrees with residents, specifically senior citizens, being subject to noise 

described as òvery loudó from the construction phase of the Project. The commenter suggests 

mitigating the expected noise level by stopping the South of  Sequoia development, except in 

the area closest to Leisure Town Road and at least 500 feet from homes on Whitney Way. The 

commenter also suggests developers to provide a detailed schedule noting the dates when 

heavy construction will occur to inform homeowners. The commenter also notes the DEIR 

does not mention white noise that comes from the I-80. The commenter states the traffic and 

white noise is expected to increase with the increase in Vacavilleõs population. The commenter 

adds increased traffic on Leisure Town Road and Nut Tree Rd is clearly audible throughout 

LTHA. 
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 As discussed in Impact NOI-1 on pages 4.15-14 and 4.15-15, construction noise is not 

considered to be a significant impact if construction is limited to daytime hours and 

construction equipment is adequately maintained and muffled. The City of Vacaville municipal 

code limits hours of construction activities (if occurring within 500 feet of an occupied 

residence) to between 7:00 a.m. and onehalf hour after sunset with no activities permitted on 

Sundays and holidays. However, noise impacts could occur if construction activities do not 

incorporate appropriate mitigation measures and best management practices. The DEIR 

determined compliance with the Cityõs noise ordinance and implementation of BMPs and 

Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-5, would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

13-9 The commenter suggests the Greentree shopping area include locally owned restaurants that 

provide a mix of  cuisine types. 

 The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the 

DEIR. The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the proposed project and 

will be informed of all notices regarding the proposed project. 

13-10 The commenter states FEMA has recently increase flood risk in the south of  Golf  Course 

Estate area to "X Major" with the prediction that homes could flood 1.7 feet of  water within 

the next 30 years. The commenter asks if  the proposed new detention basin will reduce flood 

risk and will the system be adequate in 30 years. 

Please see the response to Comments D-2 and 8-1.  As discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.14 and 

detailed in Appendix 4.14-3, the project proposes to replace a series of  shallow former golf  

course ponds with substantially larger storm water detention basins.  As discussed on pages 

29 and 52 of  DEIR Appendix 4.14-3, design and modeling for the stormwater improvements 

has considered the potential for the magnitude of  the flood peaks in the winter months to 

increase slowly over time.  This is addressed through flooding safeguards, such as freeboard 

built into the design of  the stormwater basins, which will help mitigate infrequent and higher 

magnitude floods that may occur because of  climate change.  The analysis shows that post-

development peak flows discharging both north to Horse Creek and south to Old Ulatis Creek 

would be below predevelopment conditions, based on this enhanced detention capacity.     

13-11 The commenter is concerned about in the case that the LTHA and Greentree development 

needed to be evacuated due to a wildfire, there would be no evacuation plan. The commenter 

argues the traffic would pour onto Yellowstone and Leisure Town Road heading towards I-80. 

The commenter suggests including information in the Wildlife Chapter of  the DEIR for how 

the area would be evacuated in the event of  a wildfire. 

  

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.22, Wildfire, on page 4.22-8 discusses how the proposed project will 

impact an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan regarding wildfire.  

WILD-1 determines the proposed project is not located in State Responsibility Area nor a 
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non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones thus there would be no impact to an emergency 

evacuation plan. The DEIR also states the proposed project is consistent with goals and 

policies within the Safety Element of the General Plan. The comment does not describe any 

inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the DEIR. The commenter has been 

added to the distribution list for the proposed project and will be informed of all notices 

regarding the proposed project 
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Response to Comments from Lynn Upchurch, dated May 31, 2022. 

14-1 The commenter is against using a link fencing anywhere in the Greentree Project. The 
commenter states the use of  a fence is ugly, will reduce property values, and does not serve a 
purpose. The commenter opposes to fence the detention basins and iterates that this is their 
third time objecting to the idea of  a fence.   

 The proposed project does not propose chain link fencing. As sated on page 4.14-11 of  the 
DEIRõs Chapter 4.14, Hydrology and Water Quality, detention basins will be integrated with park 
and open space areas using naturalized contouring and landscaping when appropriate. The 
comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusions in the 
DEIR. No further analysis is required. 
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Response to Comments from Marj Kelly (on behalf of Charles Capp), dated May 23, 2022. 

15-1 The commenter explained their background as a land surveyor in California. The commenter 

states the proposed project will increase impervious surfaces and runoff. The proposed 

commenter asks why the EIR does not consider Rain Garden technology for the new streets 

and houses for the proposed project. 

 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. DEIR Chapter 4.14, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, addresses the projects effects related to water quality, groundwater recharge, 

redirecting drainage flows, and water quality control plans all sustainable groundwater 

management plans. Each of these impacts were found to be less than significant. 

15-2 The commenter asks to change the housing schematic and layout plan per tentative Map. The 

commenter asks to change the cluster development design into the specific plan instead of  lot 

and block design. The commenter argues the change in design will help incorporate Rain 

Garden technology. 

 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comments from Frances Peterson, dated March 10, 2022. 

16-1 The commenter states amendments to the specific plan may be necessary over time but overall 

maximum development capacities for the project must remain unchanged. The commenter 

asks when the plan is amended, if  it is possible to remove parcels identified as parks and open 

space. The commenter also asks who will maintain parks, open space, and lighting on pathways 

and in parks. The commenter asks if  lighting standards apply to Hampton Park and Leisure 

Town Home pathways.  

 See response to Comment 7-1. The Project will follow the Illumination of  Outdoor Areas 

required by Section 9.05.190 of  the Vacaville Municipal Code. The comments do not describe 

any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis. No further response is warranted.  The two public 

parks, the public open space system, and public trails identified in the Project Description are 

to be improved by the developer and dedicated to the City of  Vacaville for maintenance 

thereafter.   

16-2 The commenter asks if  VUSD provides buses for students. The commenter states it is 

important to coordinate with the City Coach regarding public transit and asks when the City 

Coach will be involved in the project. Lastly the commenter asks if  the current service will 

change for existing neighborhoods. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 4.18, Public Services, page 4.18-8 discusses how the Project will impact 

schools. As stated on page 4.18, the Project will generate a total of  approximately 671 students. 

To offset impacts to the existing school services, the Project would be requiring paying school 

impact fees, pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 50, to reduce impacts to the school system. Therefore, 

with the inclusion of  the impact fees, impacts to school services would be less than significant. 

This is a comment on the project and not on the adequacy of  the DEIR 

16-3 The commenter asks if  the amenities listed for the parks in north and south of  sequoia will 

be lighted for nighttime use. The commenter asks if  there will be off  street parking for the 

park north of  sequoia. The commenter also asks if  anyone be responsible for managing use 

of  the amphitheater in the park south of  Sequoia.  

 The Project will follow the Illumination of  Outdoor Areas required by Section 9.05.190 of  

the Vacaville Municipal Code. Chapter 6 of  the Greentree Specific Plan, Figure 6-1, Greentree 

North Neighborhood Park, illustrates the types and arrangement of  amenities envisioned 

including on street parking of  24 spaces. This is a comment on the project and not on the 

adequacy of  the DEIR. As documented in DEIR Appendix 4.15-2, Greentree South Neighborhood 

Park, Amphitheater-Related Noise Levels, WJV Acoustics Inc., October 2021, use of  the 

amphitheater within the Greentree South Neighborhood Park will be limited to daytime hours 

and managed by the City of  Vacaville.  
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16-4 The commenter has questions regarding the existing trail behind the homes on the north side 

of  the east end of  Grand Canyon Drive. The commenter asks if  anything is planned to prevent 

access of  non LTHA residents from the paths. The commenter suggests placing a gate at the 

end of  Grand Canyon to protect private property and residential parking. 

 This is a comment on the project and not on the adequacy of  the DEIR.  As documented in 

DEIR Chapter 4.16, the public park and open space systems included in the project will be 

improved by the developer and dedicated to the City of  Vacaville for operation and 

maintenance.   

16-5 The commenter is asking the likelihood for residential development standards to be changed. 

The commenter states a promised buffer of  a minimum of  50 feet wide between existing and 

new homes should apply for the entire development. The commenter also provides other 

setbacks and buffers that should be followed within the proposed project. The commenter 

also recommends the open space in the north side of  the east end of  Grand Canyon be 50 

feet of  project land.   

 There are no plans for residential development standards to be changed. 

16-6 The commenter gives a brief  land use description of  Leisure Town Home Association in 1962. 

The commenter asks if  necessary to add more commercial areas. The commenter thought the 

project was planned to be 100% electric and asks if  the strategies for pedestrian interest more 

than suggestions. The commenter asks who will make decisions after developer leaves. The 

commenter asks if  3.5 parking spaces per unit be enough and if  assumptions are made that 

customers are going to live in the surrounding residential areas. 

 The DEIRõs Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, on page 6-13, presents the reduction 

of  commercial development to reduce potentially significant impacts. DEIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, on page 3-4, presents the proposed project objectives, which include integrating 

expanded pedestrian and bicycle connectivity and recreational opportunities. Development 

standards for commercial uses in the project are detailed in Section 7, Table 7.4 of  Specific 

Plan Appendix A, calling for 3.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of  floor area.  DEIR Chapter 

4.12 references General Plan Policy LU-P11.3 in accommodating flexibility in certain 

development standards, including parking, applicable to mixed use projects.  DEIR Chapter 

4.12 also finds that the project is consistent with General Plan Transportation Element Policy 

TR-P5.4 in finding that the project provides sufficient on-site parking.   

16-7 The commenter asks about the table on page 113 shows health risk parameters used in the 

evaluation. The commenter asks why the table only reports infants, children, and the adults 

and does not include those above 55 years old.  

Technical Appendix A of  DEIR Appendix 4.14-3, Air Quality/Energy/Greenhouse Gas Report, 

provides a table summarizing the health risk parameters used in the analysis.  As stated in 

Attachment 1, Health Risk Calculation Methodology, the current OEHHA guidance recommends 
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that cancer risk be calculated by age groups to account for different breathing rates and 

sensitivity to TACs. Specifically, they recommend evaluating risks for the third trimester of  

pregnancy to age zero, ages zero to less than two (infant exposure), ages two to less than 16 

(child exposure), and ages 16 to 70 (adult exposure).   

Attachment 1 is from BAAQMD guidance, as the YSAQMD does not provide the same 

detailed description in their guidance that BAAQMD does. BAAQMD guidance is based on 

the State OEHHA guidance and calculation methodology. Both YSAQMD and BAAQMD 

have the same health risk calculation methodology that relies on potency factors and breathing 

rates based on a personõs age. Hence, the guidance references ages 16-70 as the òadultó range 

in attachment 1. 

Both BAAQMD and YSAQMD use a 10 in a million risk threshold, based on a 30 year period 

of  exposure. However, cancer risk is calculated for a 70-year averaging period. In Attachment 

1, it is assumed the health risk is being calculated for an individual over a 30-year period (from 

3rd trimester fetus to 30 years old). Thus, the table in Attachment 1 òstopsó at 30.  Because of  

the adjustment factors used in the calculation, infants and children end up with a higher 70-

year cancer risk over the 30-year exposure period than adults (16-70) do. Calculating a 30-year 

exposure risk for a 70-year averaging time for someone 50 ð 80 yrs old would result in less of  

a risk than that calculated for the infant to adult person. Thus, the greatest risk has been 

calculated in the HRA. 

The analysis in the DEIR has therefore estimated the worst case 70-year cancer risk based on 

OEHHA and YSAQMD thresholds for an individual being exposed for 30-year starting as an 

infant growing to be 30 years old. An adult exposed to the same concentrations over a 30 yr 

period would have a 70-year risk well below that of  the other individual.          

16-8 The commenter asks what the difference is between a roundabout and traffic circle and if  

there is room at the intersection of  Yellowstone Drive Rushmore and/or Teton and if  not, 

where will the land come from. 

 DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-26 describes the proposed traffic calming 

features. Figure 4.19-4, on page 4.19-15, presents the existing and proposed future public 

streets, which includes a traffic calming feature at the interaction of  Yellowstone Drive 

Rushmore and Teton.  
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