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LETTER 31:  Hank and Lynda Trowbridge 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
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LETTER 32:  Stephen V. Sikes 
 
Response to Comment 32-1: 
 
The attached comment letters are responded to in Responses to Comments 32-2 through 32-9, please see 
below. 
 
Response to Comment 32-2: 
 
The comment that the Draft EIR estimates that 0.57 pounds per day of ROG would be released from 
the site during operation of Phase 2 is not accurate.  The 0.57 pounds per day referenced in the comment 
is clearly shown in Table 4.2-6 (see page 4.2-19) of the Draft EIR as being associated with area sources 
from operation of Phase 1 only.  As shown in Table 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR, operational ROG emissions 
from Phase 2 were calculated to be 299.12 pounds per day on non-event days and 390.98 pounds per day 
on large-event days.   
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 18-9, the YSAQMD, which is the primary local regulatory agency 
in charge of improving air quality in the area, commented on potential VOC emissions from horse waste 
(please see Response to Comment 17-4).  VOC is an acronym for volatile organic compounds.  VOC’s 
are the EPA’s term for organic gases that react to form ozone.  Reactive organic gases, or ROG, is the 
term used by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to denote organic gases that react to form 
ozone.  VOC’s and ROG’s are virtually the same, except that the EPA considers slightly more gases to 
be reactive.  The terms “ROG” and “VOC” are normally used interchangeably, and will be considered 
identical in this response.  The CARB has developed a methodology for measuring emissions of ROG 
from livestock as part of their emission inventory process.  In CARB’s Methods and Sources for 
calculating emissions from Livestock Husbandry operations, Table A shows that horses are estimated to 
have an emission factor of 84 lb/head/year of total organic gases (TOG), and 6.7 lb/head/year of ROG.  
This 6.7 lb/head/year of ROG would result in an additional 26 pounds per day of VOC/ROG from 
daily operation of the project, assuming as a worst case that 1,440 horses were stabled on site.   An 
additional 26 pounds per day of ROG from horse waste would increase daily build-out operational 
emissions from 239 pounds per day to 265 pounds per day.  This is not a significant increase in the 
calculated operational ROG emissions from the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 32-3: 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 32-2, the CARB has developed emission factors for  livestock as 
part of the CARB’s emissions inventory process.  For horses, the CARB factor is 84 lbs/head/year of 
TOG and 6.7 lbs/head/year of ROG.  This would result in an additional 26 pounds per day of 
VOC/ROG from daily operation of the project, assuming as a worst case that 1,440 horses were stabled 
on-site.  As discussed in Response to Comments 18-9 and 32-2, the Draft EIR already finds operational 
ROG to be significant because it is above the YSAQMD threshold.  Application of the emission factor 
to the Proposed Project and adding the result to the total operational ROG would not significantly 
increase the previously calculated operational ROG number. 
 
Response to Comment 32-4: 
 
The comment asserts that ozone levels would increase near the project because of the project’s potential 
to increase emissions of ozone precursors.  Ozone is not a directly emitted pollutant that normally has 
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substantial impacts in the vicinity of where ozone precursor emissions occur.  Ozone is a regional 
pollutant problem, not a localized problem.  Formation of ozone occurs over a period of days.  The 
ozone precursors of ROG and NOx, as gases, would not remain in a localized area for multiple days, 
whether or not calm conditions are prevalent in the vicinity. Consequently, it is not realistic to expect 
that higher ozone levels would occur near the project site, although ROG and NOx emitted at the project 
may add to the cumulative effect of ozone concentrations elsewhere in the region. 
 
The YSAQMD Air Quality Handbook states “The time period required for ozone formation allows the 
reacting compounds to spread over a large area, producing a regional pollution problem.”7  This shows 
the nature of ozone as a regional pollutant.  The Proposed Project would add to the cumulative regional 
ozone impact but would not necessarily result in higher ozone concentrations in the vicinity of the 
project site. 
 
Response to Comment 32-5: 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. Please note that the NQSP designates development of the project site for employment 
generating uses including light industrial and office.   
 
Response to Comment 32-6: 
 
The comment repeatedly refers to the project as including a “casino”.  This is not true.  The Project 
Description contained in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR does not describe the project as including a casino.  
Rather, it describes a horse racetrack and associated pari-mutuel betting facilities in the Finish Line 
Pavilion building.  The concern raised by the commenter does not address any environmental concerns 
or the adequacy of the EIR.  The social effects of the project were addressed in a study done by 
Economics Research Associates, An Assessment of Potential Social Impacts of the Proposed Dixon 
Downs Project, August 2005.  A copy of this report is available on the City’s website. The concern 
regarding gambling and the proximity to U.C. Davis is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 32-7: 
 
The potential increase in air pollutants associated with the Proposed Project were addressed in Section 
4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  As stated in the Draft EIR, Solano County is currently in non-
attainment under both the State and federal standards for ozone and in nonattainment for PM10 under 
the State standards. Air emissions associated with project construction and operation of both Phase 1 
and Phase 2 of the project would exceed the Air District’s thresholds.  Therefore, during project 
construction there would be a short-term significant and unavoidable impact and a long-term significant 
and unavoidable impact associated with project operation.   
 

                                                 
7  Air Quality Handbook – Guidelines for Determining Air Quality Thresholds of Significance and Mitigation 

Measures for Proposed Development Projects that Generate Emissions from Motor Vehicles, page 2.  Yolo-Solano 
Air Quality Management District, May 1996, revised 2002. 
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Response to Comment 32-8: 
 
The increase in traffic associated with the project is discussed in detail in the Draft EIR in Section 4.10, 
Transportation and Circulation.  The project is anticipated to increase traffic along area roadways, 
especially during any special events. Please see Master Response TRAFF-1.  The project-specific effects 
of construction activities associated with expanding Amtrak facilities and any potential impacts associated 
with an increase in air pollutants or noise would be addressed in a separate environmental document.  
The cumulative impacts of air quality and noise associated with future development in the City of Dixon 
in combination with the Dixon Downs project were addressed in Section 4.2, Air Quality and Section 
4.8, Noise of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 32-9: 
 
The commenter’s concern regarding the increase in air pollutants and traffic is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 33:  Gail and Ada Preston 
 
Response to Comment 33-1: 
 
In the event that the City determines to approve the Proposed Project notwithstanding the existence of 
unavoidable significant environmental impacts, it would be required to adopt a written Statement of 
Overriding Considerations  The Statement of Overriding Considerations must be provided to the 
decision-makers and the public for their review prior to taking action on the project.   
 
Response to Comment 33-2: 
 
A description of the Finish Line Pavilion Building is provided on page 3-11 of the Project Description.  
As described in the Project Description, the Finish Line Pavilion Building would be an approximately 
192, 372 square foot three-story building with capacity for 5,000 patrons.  The multi-purpose Pavilion 
building would include a stage for in-door concerts, restaurant(s), meeting rooms, conference facilities, 
and the latest advances in simulcast technologies available. The description in the Draft EIR adequately 
describes the facility and additional detail is not required. 
 
Response to Comment 33-3: 
 
Figure 3-13 on page 3-35 of the Draft EIR includes a site plan that shows the location of Phase 2 relative 
to Phase 1.  As described on page 3-33 of the Project Description,  
 

Phase 2 is presented as a conceptual design to allow the project applicant flexibility to adapt the design of subsequent 
sub-phases to meet market demands.  For example, if there is a greater demand for retail uses versus office uses, the 
amount of retail space would increase (not to exceed a maximum sf of 950,000 sf) while the total amount of office 
use would decrease, providing the total developed building floor area stays within the allowable 1.2 million square 
feet.  The Design Guidelines would include specific design parameters for Phase 2 even though the buildings have 
not yet been designed.  These design parameters include the development standards relative to the maximum height 
set forth in Table 3-3.  All new development associated with Phase 2 would conform to the design parameters 
defined in the Design Guidelines.  
  
The land uses proposed as part of Phase 2 would be designed to build upon and supplement the destination 
entertainment theme established in Phase 1 by the racetrack with its multi-purpose Finish Line Pavilion.  Phase 2 
would consist of an approximately 65-acre “Marketplace” located west of the racetrack (shown in Figure 3-13 as 
Mixed Use Development Area No. 7.) and an approximately 15-acre “Commerce Center” located north of the 
racetrack (shown on Figure 3-13 as Mixed Use Development Area No. 7a.).  The Marketplace would include retail 
and hotel/conference uses.  Office uses would be permitted in this area, but would be peripheral to the other uses.  
 
The Marketplace would have as its principal design feature a clustered, mixed-use “Village Core" that would be 
situated internal to the site in proximity to the Finish Line Pavilion along both sides of the project’s main entry 
boulevard.  Opportunities would also be provided for freestanding stores, movie theaters, office buildings, and 
smaller inline centers at the project entries and along the Dixon Downs Parkway frontage.  The Commerce Center 
would include office and hotel/conference uses.  Retail uses would also be permitted, and may be substituted for 
office uses as the defining element of the Commerce Center should the retail market support such a shift in 
emphasis.  The Commerce Center is envisioned as a “campus” style development that would incorporate the finish 
line turn of the racetrack as a design element.   

 
Development of Phase 2 would be required to conform to specific design and other performance 
thresholds included in the Draft EIR to ensure it is within the parameters of what was analyzed in the 
EIR. Please refer to Chapter 3, Project Description for a more detailed explanation of Phase 2. 
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Response to Comment 33-4: 
 
On page 3-48 of the Project Description (see Chapter 3) there is a list of objectives set forth by the City 
of Dixon in considering the Proposed Project and amendments to the NQSP and General Plan.  Below 
the City’s objectives are the applicant’s objectives for the project.  It is clearly stated that the applicant’s 
objectives are not necessarily endorsed by the City. Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines specifies the 
project description include a statement of the “objectives sought by the proposed project”.  Typically the 
project objectives are provided by the applicant in proposing the project, but in this case the EIR also 
included the objectives of the City in its consideration of the merits of the project as well as the applicant 
in approving the project.  In essence, the applicant’s objectives are part of their project being analyzed in 
the EIR; therefore, there is no justification to remove this information from the Draft EIR.     
 
Response to Comment 33-5: 
 
The comment states that there would be many diesel truck trips generated by the Proposed Project.  The 
project would generate some diesel truck traffic as goods are transported to the site and materials such as 
human solid waste and soiled horse bedding are transferred off-site.  This truck activity would be 
consistent with other typical commercial development. 
 
It is true that large numbers of diesel truck trips can contribute to human health impacts.  However, the 
trucks that cause the most concern are the heavy-duty diesel trucks that are normally associated with 
heavy industrial or agricultural operations, or that are used to transport goods from ports, distribution 
centers, etc., to warehouses or industrial facilities.  The Proposed Project would not generate large 
numbers of trips from these types of trucks.  Horses are transported in horse trailers, not by semi-trucks 
and trailers.  Some goods that would be used at the facility, such as beverages and food, and possibly the 
food for the horses, could be transported via larger delivery trucks.  Other goods listed in the comment 
would most likely arrive via smaller delivery-type trucks.  Again, this activity is common to commercial 
development.  The Proposed Project would not create heavy-duty truck trips like a distribution center or 
truck stop, and would not have the health impacts associated with facilities such as these. 
 
Response to Comment 33-6: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-5, above, for a discussion of why truck traffic associated with the 
project would not be similar to that of industrial or agricultural uses that are known to have the potential 
to impact nearby receptors.   
 
The truck traffic associated with the Proposed Project would add to cumulative pollution levels, but 
would not, by itself, create conditions that would make the air unfit for breathing.  Any pollutants 
generated by truck traffic, (except ozone precursors, which would add to the regional ozone problem) 
would be experienced in the vicinity of the area where the truck travels.  The project site is located 
adjacent to I-80.  Trucks would approach and depart from the project site on I-80.  The location of the 
project site would allow trucks to access the facility directly from the Interstate and depart on the 
Interstate directly after leaving the facility.  Accordingly, trucks trips on local roads through areas 
surrounding the project site would be few, and there would be no impacts on sensitive uses because 
trucks would not pass near these uses. 
 
Aside from project-related truck traffic, the comment states that the vehicles of patrons would also make 
the air unfit for breathing.  Patrons would travel to the facility in cars.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the 
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pollutants of concern emitted by personal vehicles are the ozone precursors, carbon monoxide, and, to a 
lesser extent, PM10 and PM2.5.  The Draft EIR indicates what the ozone precursor impact would be in 
Table 4.2-5 (see page 4.2-15) when it estimates emissions of ROG and NOx.  The Draft EIR finds both 
operational ROG and NOx to be significant.  Ozone is a regional pollutant and would add to the regional 
ozone problem, but the Proposed Project would not necessarily increase ozone levels in the vicinity of 
the project site.  Impact 4.2-3 addresses potential CO impacts from vehicles by calculating worst-case 
CO concentrations at intersections.  As shown in Impact 4.2-3, CO levels would not exceed the CAAQS 
for CO, therefore the impact is considered less than significant.  The particulate matter (PM) impact 
from project-related motor vehicles is also estimated in Table 4.2-5.  Operational PM10 emissions are 
shown in Table 4.2-5.  PM2.5 would be a subset of this PM10 number.  The total operational vehicle PM10 
emissions listed in Table 4.2-5 would be generated over the entire vehicle trip.  Consequently, the vast 
majority of PM10 and PM2.5 would be generated away from the project site.  As with trucks, most vehicles 
would access the facility from the freeway, so very little PM10 or PM2.5 would be produced in proximity to 
receptors surrounding the proposed project or elsewhere in the city, and there would be no substantial 
air quality impact. 
 
Response to Comment 33-7: 
 
URBEMIS modeling was conducted in order to estimate peak pounds per day of PM10, ROG and NOx.  
Paving of the parking areas associated with the Proposed Project would not occur simultaneously with 
other heavy emissions producing construction activities for Phases 1 or 2.  Consequently, paving 
emissions would not be added to the maximum daily construction ROG number.  The maximum daily 
emissions of ROG would occur during Phase 2 construction from the use of heavy-duty equipment and 
architectural coatings.  This is reflected in Table 4.2-5 (see Draft EIR page 4.2-15). 
 
Response to Comment 33-8: 
 
The natural gas source indicated in Appendix D (see Volume II of the DEIR) is the equipment that 
would be used to heat the indoor areas of the facility.  Like other commercial heating units, these units 
would be natural gas fueled.  The use of this equipment would generate a certain amount of emissions 
that are indicated in the appendix outputs shown in Appendix D. 
 
Response to Comment 33-9: 
 
The total number of trips included in Appendix D indicates daily trips. 
 
Response to Comment 33-10: 
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, trips in the 30-mile radius range would 
come mostly from the east.  Trips in the 30 to 60 mile radius range would come from the west.  This 
means that the great majority of the miles traveled on the longer trips would be traveled outside of the air 
basin in which the Proposed Project is located.  Consequently, lengthening vehicle trips to account for 
the longest trips would overestimate the emissions that would be generated in the air basin.   
 
Response to Comment 33-11: 
 
Table 4.2-5 (see page 4.2-15) shows operational emissions both before and after mitigation measures are 
applied.  This shows the emissions reductions obtained from the specified mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment 33-12: 
 
PM10 accounts for particulate matter of ten microns or less.  PM2.5 is therefore a subset of PM10.  As 
shown in Table 4.2-5 (see page 4.2-15), operational PM10 emissions for the Proposed Project were 
estimated by construction and project phase.  See also Response to Comments 27-1 and 33-6 for an 
explanation of why PM10 and PM2.5 from mobile sources would not create significant impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 33-13: 
 
Monitoring for PM2.5 is a very technically complicated and expensive undertaking.  Air quality regulatory 
agencies are currently the only entities that perform this type of modeling in the area.  It is not reasonable 
to require the project applicants to absorb the expense of purchasing this very expensive monitoring 
equipment and the continued cost of paying to maintain, operate, and collect the data.  This expense 
could possibly be justified if PM2.5 was believed to be generated in large amounts by the project.  
However, as shown in Responses to Comments 27-1, 33-6 and 33-12, PM2.5 would not be generated in 
significant amounts on the project site or in the surrounding area from operation of the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Response to Comment 33-14: 
 
The project site, which is part of the NQSP, is being rezoned to a Planned Development (P-D) zoning 
designation. The Zoning Ordinance requires that implementation of the PD zoning district occur 
through approval of a “PD Plan”.  For the Proposed Project, the Dixon Downs Development and 
Design Guidelines document, in combination with the NQSP, constitute the Proposed Project’s “PD 
Plan” [to define the project’s development plan, including the general location, size, setbacks, and heights 
of buildings, as well as development density assumptions and permitted uses].  Through the Dixon 
Downs Development and Design Guidelines, a horse racetrack, training center, and ancillary uses are 
permitted.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance and the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines do 
not formally provide a definition for “Confined Animal Feeding Operation” (CAFO), or regulate such 
uses. 
 
Response to Comment 33-15: 
 
The Agricultural District of the City of Dixon Zoning Ordinance lists many permitted uses related to 
agricultural activity, including the raising of livestock, and the operation of commercial kennels or stock 
feeding yards.  While the Zoning Ordinance does not specifically define “Confined Animal Feeding 
Operation” (CAFO), the definition of the name can be reasonably interpreted as a use consistent with 
the established purpose and permitted uses listed for the Agricultural Zoning District.   
 
Response to Comment 33-16: 
 
It is not clear what ordinance the comment is referring to.  As described in Response to Comment 33-14, 
the project site, which is part of the NQSP, is being rezoned to a P-D zoning designation. The Zoning 
Ordinance requires that implementation of the PD zoning district occur through approval of a “PD 
Plan”.  For the Proposed Project, the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines document, in 
combination with the NQSP, constitute the Proposed Project’s “PD Plan”.  Through the Dixon Downs 
Development and Design Guidelines, a horse racetrack, training center, and ancillary uses are permitted.  
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While the City’s Zoning Ordinance and the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines do not 
formally provide a definition for CAFO, given the permitted uses established for the project, a CAFO 
would be permitted as it relates to the horse racetrack and entertainment center.   
 
In addition, as discussed under Response to Comment 33-15, operation of a CAFO can be reasonably 
interpreted as a use consistent with the established purpose and permitted uses listed for the Agricultural 
Zoning District.   
 
Therefore, approval of any other CAFOs by the City would be evaluated for consistency with the City 
Zoning Ordinance requirements.  The act of approving a CAFO that is consistent with the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance would not, in and of itself, expose the City to a lawsuit.   
 
As it relates to water quality, stormwater, the Proposed Project qualifies for coverage under the General 
NPDES permit requirements for CAFOs consistent with Section 122.23 of Title 40 Code of Regulations.  
The permit regulates all manure, litter and process wastewater generated by the animals to protect 
receiving water quality.  A more detailed discussion of the permit requirements is included on pages 4.6-
10 and 4.6-11 of the Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 33-17: 
 
The comment correctly notes that Pedrick Road would be raised 3.5 feet at the existing lowest point in 
the road (at the CMP culvert).  The road would be raised between 0 to 1.5 feet along the Proposed 
Project frontage.  The road is being raised to meet City standard requirements to maintain the 10-year 
hydraulic grade line and to prevent the road from overtopping during a 10-year event.   
 
Response to Comment 33-18: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-17.  This measure is part of the improvements proposed to provide 
for adequate drainage capacity.  It would not interfere with other proposed improvements. 
 
Response to Comment 33-19: 
 
In response to the comment, the second sentence in the last paragraph on page 4.6-28 is revised as 
follows: 
 

Process water (e.g., horse wash water and water from unpaved surfaces, such as the stable 
walkways) would first be filtered through a 20-mesh screen at the storm drain inlet, followed by 
filtration through sand traps to remove grit and sand. Volumes of water less than or equal to the 
25- year, 24-hour storm event would be detained in an underground storage system and pumped 
to the sanitary sewer system for final disposal (see Figure 4, SWQMP).  

 
Response to Comment 33-20: 
 
As discussed under Impact 4.7-1 on page 4.7-11, “the project appears to be essentially consistent with the 
overall intent of the applicable goals and policies in the NQSP and the City’s General Plan, as well as the 
zoning ordinance.  However, it is within the City’s purview to interpret its own General Plan and other 
planning documents to ultimately decide if the project is consistent or inconsistent with any adopted City 
goals or policies.”  The EIR does not contain, and is not required to contain, a line-by-line evaluation of 
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the project compared to the goals, policies and action steps of the General Plan.  It is the responsibility 
of the City Council, in considering the merits of the proposed project, to determine if the project is in 
substantial compliance with the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 33-21: 
 
The information included in the Regulatory section on page 4.9-3 under Horse Racing Act is included 
because if the City decides to receive a statutory distribution of funds from the racing facility there still 
would be the requirement that the City “shall continue to provide ordinary and traditional municipal 
services, such as police services and traffic control.”  
 
Response to Comment 33-22: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-21, above. 
 
Response to Comment 33-23: 
 
Tucker Bill distributions do not affect solid waste removal because the City of Dixon does not provide 
those services.  The removal of solid waste is provided by NorCal Waste Systems (dba Dixon Sanitary) 
pursuant to a franchise agreement between NorCal and the City. 
 
Response to Comment 33-24: 
 
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, as well as in the Solid Waste discussion in Section 4.9, 
Public Services, when the bedding material in the stables is soiled, it would be removed from the stalls 
and moved to an on-site transfer station for daily off-site transport to permitted composting facilities. It 
is unlikely that any of the manure or soiled bedding would be disposed of at the landfill.  However, if this 
were the case assuming all 1,440 stalls are occupied 50 percent of the year, an additional 72,000 lbs/day 
or 6,552 tons/year could be disposed of at the landfill. This would increase the total amount from an 
estimated 8,710 tons/year to 15,262 tons/year that could be disposed of at the landfill.  
 
If the horse manure and bedding is also delivered to the landfill, Dixon’s annual contribution to the 
landfill would increase to 31,835 tons per year, approximately a 50 percent increase in solid waste from 
Dixon; this would use about one percent of the facility’s maximum daily disposal.  
  
To address the commenter’s concern, the Methods of Analysis on page 4.9-22 and Table 4.9-1 on page 
4.9-24 are revised as follows: 
 

• Horse Manure and Soiled Bedding:  6350 lbs/horse/day 
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Table 4.9-1 
Dixon Downs Phase 1  

Solid Waste Generation 

Phase 1 Use Capacity Generation Rate 

Days 
Per 

Year 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(per day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(per year) 

Finish Line Pavilion 
& Grandstand 6,800 guests 1.25 lbs/guest/day 353 8,500 lbs/day 1,500.2 tons/yr 
Tier 2 Event 15,000 guests 1.25 lbs/guest/day 12 18,750 lbs/day 112.5 tons/yr 
Employees 760 2.7 lbs/emp/day 365 2,050 lbs/day 374.1 tons/yr 

Temporary Housing 
265 dorm rooms 

(470 people) 2.7 lbs/res/day 2701 1,270 lbs/day 171.3 tons/yr 
Subtotal     2,158 tons/yr 

Horse Manure and 
Soiled Bedding 1,440 horses 6350 lbs/day 1822 

90,72072,000 
lbs/day 8,2566,552 tons/yr

Total 
  

  
8,710  

10,414 tons/yr 
Notes: 
1.  Assumes occupancy of temporary housing approximately 75% of the year. 
2.  Assumes maximum occupancy 50% of the year. 
Source:  EIP Associates, 2004. 

 
 
The third paragraph under Impact 4.9-7 on page 4.9-24 is also revised as follows: 

 
Upon completion, Phase 1 would increase Dixon’s annual contribution to Hay Road Landfill by 
approximately 13 percent and would use 1.9 0.25 percent of the permitted maximum daily 
disposal.  Total waste (excluding animal waste) received by the Dixon Sanitary Service would 
increase from 16,573 tons per year to 18,731 tons per year.  If the horse manure and bedding is 
also delivered to the landfill, Dixon’s annual contribution to the landfill would increase to 25,283 
26,987 tons per year, approximately a 62 50 percent increase in solid waste from Dixon; this 
would use about 2.5 one percent of the facility’s maximum daily disposal.  

 
Response to Comment 33-25: 
 
Solid waste is transported to the Hay Road Landfill (previously called the B&J Landfill), located 
approximately eight miles south of Dixon.  The remaining capacity of the landfill has been estimated at 
23,198,067 cubic yards, or 82.1 percent.  Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept a maximum disposal 
of 2,400 tons per day, and is anticipated to have capacity through the year 2070.8  The site has a 
permitted disposal area of 256 acres, with a 640-acre permitted site area.9  Please see page 4.9-20 in the 
Draft EIR for more information. 
 

                                                 
8  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Active Landfills Profile for Hay Road Landfill, Inc. (B & J Landfill), 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/profiles/facility, Accessed on June 18, 2004. 
9  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Active Landfills Profile for Hay Road Landfill, Inc. (B & J Landfill), 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/profiles/facility, Accessed on June 18, 2004. 
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Response to Comment 33-26: 
 
Construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to be completed in three years (see page 3-58 of the Draft EIR).  
The information included in the second paragraph on the top of page 4.9-23 is not accurate.  Therefore, 
this text has been removed. The remainder of the information on page 4.9-23 is correct. 
 
The 2nd paragraph on page 4.9-23 is revised as follows: 
 

In order to determine how the project would affect the landfill, an estimate of the annual tonnage 
generated by the project was multiplied by three years, which represents the general estimate of 
the time that the project would be completed and occupied. The total tonnage estimated to be 
generated was then compared to the remaining landfill capacity.  

 
Response to Comment 33-27: 
 
In response to the comment, the text on page 4.9-23 is revised to reflect the manure and the additional 
bedding materials. During preparation of the Draft EIR the Hay Road Landfill was contacted and they 
indicated that they could accept the solid waste generated by the project. 
 
The last sentence in the last paragraph on page 4.9-23/24 is revised as follows: 
 

Assuming all 1,440 stalls are occupied 50 percent of the year, the Phase 1 uses plus manure and 
soiled bedding would generate an estimated 8,710 8,256 tons per year, or an average of 24 45 
tons per day. 

 
Response to Comment 33-28: 
 
In response to the comment, the text on page 4.9-24 under Impact 4.9-7 is revised to reflect the manure 
and additional bedding materials. 
 
The third full paragraph on page 4.9-24 is revised as follows: 
 

If the horse manure and bedding is also delivered to the landfill, Dixon’s annual contribution to 
the landfill would increase to 25,283 26,987 tons per year, approximately a 62 50 percent increase 
in solid waste from Dixon; this would use about 2.5 one percent of the facility’s maximum daily 
disposal. 
 

The last sentence in the last paragraph on page 4.9-24/25 is revised as follows: 
 

Phase 1, including manure and bedding waste, would is estimated to generate 24 45 tons of solid 
waste per day, 17 tons per day more less than the waste flow planned by the NQSP EIR.  
However, because there is adequate capacity in the landfill, Tthis would be a less-than-
significant impact. 
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Response to Comment 33-29: 
 
Horse stalls are cleaned by the stable hands under the direction of the trainer for equine hygiene.  Soiled 
bedding material would be removed on a daily basis.  In some instances, stalls are cleaned more 
frequently than daily.  The bedding material is completely replaced with all new material every several 
days. 
 
When the bedding material is removed from the stalls, it is deposited in covered containers located 
beside each barn (“Barn Containers”).  The Barn Containers are filled and moved when full or nearly full 
to an on-site collection point, the Manure Transfer Building, for unloading and then loaded into trucks 
for removal off-site.  This activity is done on a daily basis.  The Barn Containers also provide additional 
storage capacity for contingencies. 
 
Response to Comment 33-30: 
 
Most major horse racing/training facilities arrange for vendors to pick-up and remove the soiled bedding 
material to composting facilities, mushroom farms, or other end users.  The trucks are filled and 
compressed using the loader.  The volume of each load is fixed, but the weight may vary slightly.  In the 
unlikely event the end user market for the soiled bedding material is not adequate to accommodate the 
daily volumes leaving the site, the excess material would go to the landfill for disposal. Please see 
Responses to Comments 8-3, 33-24, and 33-25. 
 
Response to Comment 33-31: 
 
While not specifically mentioned in the Manure Management Plan, there are contingency plans for 
removing soiled bedding material and for addressing mechanical breakdowns of equipment.  For 
example, there is extra on-site covered storage capacity available that can be used should there be a 
problem moving materials off-site.  In addition, supplemental containers are readily available through an 
equipment rental vendor.  Alternately, the horse trainers and owners could be required to remove their 
animals from the site to stop the generation of soiled bedding materials.  Also, critical spare mechanical 
parts would be kept on-site as part of a preventative and critical maintenance program.  Contingency 
plans also include the ability to rent or lease material handling equipment, if necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 33-32: 
 
The Draft EIR assumed there would be approximately between three and five truck trips per day to 
remove manure off-site to nearby composting facilities or mushroom farms or the landfill, if necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 33-33: 
 
Tucker Bill distributions do not affect school district operations or taxation because the Dixon Unified 
School District is an independent public agency.  Please see Response to Comment 33-21, above. 
 
Response to Comment 33-34: 
 
The project applicant is proposing to pay in-lieu fees to meet this requirement.  
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Response to Comment 33-35: 
 
All new industrial and commercial development is required to pay the Dixon Unified School District 
school impact fees.  At this time the current maximum rate for commercial, office, and hotel is $0.42 per 
square foot.  All commercial development in Phase 1 and Phase 2 would be required to pay school 
impact fees to the district.  
 
Response to Comment 33-36: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-21, above. 
 
Response to Comment 33-37: 
 
A private recreation area with basketball courts and a softball field is planned adjacent to the Grooms 
Quarters as shown in Figure 3-4 on page 3-10 of the Project Description.  This information is also 
included on page 3-14 of the Project Description and in the discussion on parks and recreation included 
on pages 4.9-35 through 4.9-40 in Section 4.9, Public Services.  It is assumed an approximately 10-acre 
private recreation area would be provided; however, at this time the exact number of acres is not known.  
 
The Notice of Preparation indicates that the park was originally designated as a public amenity.  As the 
project evolved, the City determined that because the site was not on the City’s Parks Master Plan, was 
physically isolated from any residential areas, was located inside the racetrack security area, and was 
primarily designed to provide recreational opportunities for the on-site workers, the City was not 
supportive of designating the park a public amenity.  
 
Response to Comment 33-38: 
 
This comment asserts that attendance levels described in the Draft EIR at Bay Meadows and Golden 
Gate Fields, which were used as the basis for estimating an average trip generation rate per live 
horseracing attendee, were underestimated based on data published by the California Horse Racing 
Board (CHRB).  Attached to the comment letter is a chart obtained from the CHRB website 
(www.chrb.ca.gov).  This chart shows that average daily attendance during the fall 2003 racing season 
was 6,818 persons at Bay Meadows and 6,327 persons at Golden Gate Fields.  The average attendance 
per day column includes the following footnote that was not mentioned in the comment letter: 
 

“The attendance column represents total patrons in attendance at on- and off-track sites located in 
California.” 

 
In this instance, “on-track” refers to the track conducting the live horseracing event and “off-track” 
refers to any California guest location accepting wagers.  A breakdown of on-track versus off-track 
attendance was not provided.  However, data on the CHRB website indicates that on-track wagering 
represented less than 20 percent of the total wagers at each facility.  Thus, assuming on-track and off-
track patrons wager at comparable levels, actual on-track attendance levels are likely to be about 20 
percent of the average 6,000+ attendees asserted in the comment (about 1,200 to 1,400 attendees per day 
on average). 
 
Fehr & Peers obtained data provided by the applicant for each live race day in 2003 at Bay Meadows and 
Golden Gate Fields.  The data was extremely detailed and included attendees (within grandstand, 
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clubhouse, and turf club), track and weather conditions, parking, and track personnel.  After carefully 
reviewing the data, Fehr & Peers deemed it reliable for use in preparing the transportation analysis for 
the EIR.  This data is on file at the City of Dixon offices for review by interested parties.   
 
In conclusion, there is no evidence to suggest that the Draft EIR is in any way inaccurate or deficient 
because it made use of attendance data provided by the applicant for Bay Meadows and Golden Gate 
Fields.   
 
Response to Comment 33-39: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-38 for a discussion of the accuracy of attendance levels.  Since 
attendance assumptions were correct, none of the analyses and conclusions contained in the Draft EIR 
have been altered. 
 
Response to Comment 33-40: 
 
The commenter’s concern regarding whether or not the use of a dirt parking lot would be consistent with 
the applicant’s goal of developing a high class project is a policy issue for the City Council to determine.  
The commenter’s concern is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 33-41: 
 
Page 4.10-69 of the Draft EIR states that: “Phases 1 and 2 with a Tier 2 event would require a supply of 
approximately 10,400 spaces to accommodate the entire parking demand on-site”.  This is identified in 
Impact 4.10-11 as being a significant and unavoidable impact despite the requirement of a parking 
management plan (as recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.10-11(b)). The parking management plan 
would identify potential off-site parking locations, use of shuttles, logical pedestrian connections, and 
other items associated with a Tier 2 event. 
 
Response to Comment 33-42: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-3 regarding the project’s responsibility for the Vaughn Road-Pedrick 
Road connector. 
 
Response to Comment 33-43: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 30-49. 
 
Response to Comment 33-44: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 33-38. 
 
Response to Comment 33-45: 
 
The assumed average vehicle occupancy of 2.8 is in the more conservative end of the generally-accepted 
range of 2.5 to 3.5 persons per vehicle for live concerts and sporting events.  The assumed rate is 
supported by various field observations and assumptions made in previous environmental documents.  
For instance, the California Speedway EIR (San Bernardino County, 1995) assumed an AVO of 3.0 based 
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on observed AVO data at several South California race venues.  An analysis by Fehr & Peers in 1997 for 
a proposed amphitheater in South Placer County, which was ultimately constructed in Yuba County, 
assumed an average vehicle occupancy (AVO) of 3.0 based on data from the Shoreline Amphitheater in 
Mountain View.  Based on data from various sources (including studies of several sports venues in 
Southern California), the analysis for the Stockton Ports Stadium (Traffic Impact Analysis for Stockton Ports 
Stadium, Fehr & Peers, 1999) assumed an AVO of 2.8 for concerts and baseball games.  Thus, the AVO 
of 2.8 assumed in the Draft EIR is supported by substantial evidence demonstrating its reasonableness.   
 
Response to Comment 33-46: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-2.  
 
Response to Comment 33-47: 
 
The eastbound left-turn movement referred to in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(b) is made by motorists on 
the overcrossing of I-80 (e.g., motorists who originated on Currey Road or Milk Farm Road) who desire 
to travel eastbound on I-80.  The movement is controlled by a stop sign and yields to the through and 
left-turn movements on northbound North First Street and the eastbound-to-southbound off-ramp 
movement from I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 33-48: 
 
The effects of a Tier 2 Event were analyzed for Phase 1 only and for Phases 1 and 2 combined.  Please 
see pages 4.10-88 through 4.10-91 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures.  
The Draft EIR recognizes that with implementation of mitigation measures associated with Phase 1 only, 
Tier 2 events would require greater levels of off-site traffic management personnel.  The Draft EIR 
concludes that impacts would be significant and unavoidable under this condition despite the 
implementation of a Traffic Management Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 33-49: 
 
The TDM plan was recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(a).  The discussion of this mitigation 
measure states that some level of reduced single-occupant vehicle trips would likely be achieved, but the 
level of reduction would not be sufficient to offset any of the identified significant impacts.  This 
statement does not imply that TDM strategies are ineffective, as asserted by the comment.  It should be 
noted that Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b), which would add a 4th lane in each direction of I-80 east of 
Pedrick Road, was also recommended and would be extremely effective in improving operations on I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 33-50: 
 
The comment expresses concern regarding the deferral of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) to Phase 2.  
Impact 4.10-3 indicates that the mainline segment of I-80 directly east of Pedrick Road is not 
significantly impacted during either a weekday or Sunday p.m. peak hour with Phase 1 (Tier 1 event) of 
the project.  However, a significant impact would occur with Phases 1 and 2 (Tier 1 event).  Thus, 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) is required for Phase 2 of the project, not Phase 1.  
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Please see Response to Comment 33-38 for a discussion of the accuracy of attendance levels.  Since 
attendance assumptions were correct, none of the analyses and conclusions contained in the Draft EIR 
have been altered.  Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 regarding improvements to I-80.   
 
The commenter, in citing the last full paragraph of page 4.10-87, expresses concern that due to potential 
costs, operational problems, and lack of Caltrans support, Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) may never be 
implemented.  The discussion on page 4.10-87 refers to potential concerns with widening other segments 
of I-80 (e.g., between Pitt School Road and West A Street), not the segment directly east of Pedrick 
Road.  Caltrans would likely support the widening of I-80 directly east of Pedrick Road because it is 
necessary to improve operations at the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange.  Please see Master Response 
TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2 for more information regarding potential improvements on I-80 and at the 
I-80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 33-51: 
 
The comment is incorrect in stating that operations on each of the referenced segments of I-80 are all 
currently acceptable.  Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 and Response to Comment 33-50 regarding 
improvements on I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 33-52: 
 
The commenter’s opinion regarding traveler perceptions of Dixon is noted and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 33-53: 
 
The comment is correct in stating that Tier 2 events would cause numerous intersections and freeway 
segments to operate at unacceptable levels.  Impacts of a Tier 2 event would be greater under Phase 1 
conditions than with Phase 1 and 2 because the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange and I-80 widening would 
be completed in conjunction with Phase 2.   
 
Table 4.10-27 compares operations along Pedrick Road and I-80 under “Existing Plus Phases 1 & 2” 
conditions, without and with the recommended mitigations.  Improvements to I-80 and the I-80/Pedrick 
Road interchange would provide substantial operational benefits during a Tier 2 event.  Although 
implementation of a TMP would provide additional operational benefits, some study facilities would 
continue to operate unacceptably.  Thus, Impact 4.10-5 was considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment 33-54: 
 
The last sentence on page 4.10-98 is revised as follows: 

 
As discussed on page 4.10-52 4.10-53 through 4.10-58, all of these intersections would operate at 
LOS F under cumulative conditions. 

 
Response to Comment 33-55: 
 
The comment states that none of the previously recommended mitigation measures (4.10-1 through 
4.10-12) would be imposed by the applicant and that no mitigation construction would occur.  Mitigation 
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measures would be imposed by the City of Dixon, not the applicant.  In No Slo Transit, Inc. vs. City of Long 
Beach (1987), the court stated that mitigation measures are “suggestions which may or may not be 
adopted by the decision-makers.  There is no requirement in CEQA that mitigation measures be 
adopted.”  However, if the City chooses to not require certain mitigation measures, they must then make 
written CEQA findings and a statement of overriding considerations, supported by substantial evidence, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 
 
The letter referred to in the comment was a letter from Magna to the City of Dixon related to 
negotiation of the Development Agreement.  In addition to traffic mitigation measures which would 
ultimately be the subject of public hearings and final approval by the City Council, matters relating to the 
nature, timing, and allocation of costs of freeway mainline and interchange improvements would be 
addressed in the project development agreement.  The project applicant’s concerns related to any 
financial requirements to fund improvements are of interest, however they should not be assumed to be 
the final word on the matter.  The outcome of the negotiation process will go through public review as 
well as Planning Commission and City Council review prior to any formal action being taken. 
 
Response to Comment 33-56: 
 
The concerns put forth by the commenter are forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 33-57: 
 
The concerns put forth by the commenter are forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 33-58: 
 
The technical analysis presents the project impact discussion for Phase 1 alone and Phases 1 and 2 
combined.  This was done to assist the reader in understanding the impact associated with just the Phase 
1 component of the project in the event Phase 2 is not constructed, as well as the combined effect of the 
full project, as proposed.  The traffic section contains a large volume of information but was written to 
assist the reader, to the greatest extent possible, to understand all the various traffic scenarios associated 
with the project, including its component parts. 
  
Response to Comment 33-59: 
 
A hardcopy of the document is available for review at the City offices.   
 
Response to Comment 33-60: 
 
The comment states that Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR contains a partial analysis of the project’s impact 
on I-80.  Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation included an extremely detailed and thorough 
analysis of potential project impacts on various segments of I-80 from I-505 in Solano County to the 
Yolo Causeway in Yolo County during weekday, Saturday, and Sunday peak hours.  Five interchanges 
with I-80 were also studied.  Analyses were conducted for Existing, Existing Plus Project, Cumulative, 
and Cumulative Plus Project conditions.  It is not customary to estimate changes in accident rates 
resulting from changes in congestion and delays as suggested by the comment.  Traffic crash rates are 
function of a number of different variables.  Any attempt to establish direct causality between increased 
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congestion on I-80 and changes in accident rates would be speculative.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 
states that if an agency finds that a particular impact (e.g., increased accident rates on I-80 due to project 
traffic) is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion 
of the impact.   
 
Response to Comment 33-61: 
 
The economic loss or cost resulting from traffic delays is not an environmental impact addressed by 
CEQA.  The commenter’s concern is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 33-62: 
 
The Draft EIR includes substantial information of the extent to which the project would use and 
potentially impact I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 33-63: 
 
Page 4.11-38 in the Draft EIR states: “the City’s WWTP does not have the capacity to serve City growth 
for the next five years, including Phase 1 of the Proposed Project.”  The Proposed Project that is the 
subject of the Draft EIR is the Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack and Entertainment Center (see page 1-1 
in the Draft EIR).  The wording in the Draft EIR referenced by in the comment clearly refers to the 
Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack and Entertainment Center and not Phase 1 of the planned WWTP 
expansion. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 33-64: 
 
The City of Dixon General Plan contains goals and policies that are applicable to the provision of 
wastewater services.  Policy 6, which is referenced in the Draft EIR on page 4.11-33, recognizes that new 
development will increase the demand for treatment capacity and requires the expansion of wastewater 
treatment capacity in response to such development.  As stated on page 4.11-38 in the Draft EIR, 
expansion of the City’s WWTP to accommodate new development would be required regardless of 
whether the Proposed Project is implemented.  Mitigation Measure 4.11-6(a) (Draft EIR, page 4.11-39) 
specifically would require capacity expansion to accommodate Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, which 
would ensure consistency with Policy 6 and the General Plan.  No amendment to the General Plan 
would be required, as suggested in the comment.   
 
In addition, the general plan designates this area as an “employment center”.  An Employment Center is 
defined on page 50 in the general plan to mean “…an umbrella designation pending submission of more 
detailed patterns of specific land uses consistent with the types included under the Planned 
Business/Industrial (PI), Professional/Administrative Office (O), and Highway Commercial (HC) 
designations...” As stated on page 51 of the general plan, Highway Commercial includes those uses which 
“…cater primarily to the traffic passing Dixon on I-80…”  Since the project would draw the 
overwhelming majority of its patrons from outside of the City, this would be consistent.  
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Response to Comment 33-65: 
 
The basis for the WWTP demand assumptions and timeline for Phases 1 and 2 of the Proposed Project 
are stated in the “Methods of Analysis” section on pages 4.11-34 through 4.11-35 in the Draft EIR.  The 
technical calculations were included in a technical study prepared by ECO:LOGIC Engineering (Review of 
Dixon Downs Project Impacts on City Wastewater Facilities), which is referenced in the footnotes throughout the 
“Wastewater” subsection of Section 4.11, Public Utilities.  An additional study (Morton & Pitalo, Preliminary 
Sewer Study-Dixon Downs) was completed prior to the ECO:LOGIC study.  The Morton & Pitalo study is 
also noted on page 4.11-34 in the Draft EIR.  These documents are available for public review at the 
Dixon Community Development Department, 600 East A Street, Dixon, during normal business hours. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 33-66: 
 
This comment relates to the timing of wastewater flows from new development and the proposed 
expansion schedule of the city’s wastewater treatment plant.  When the projected timelines of new 
development are compared to the proposed expansion schedule for the wastewater treatment plant the 
City’s wastewater consultant has determined that the proposed expansion schedule stays ahead of the 
increased flows from new development.  Accordingly, it is not anticipated that wastewater treatment 
capacities would be exceeded by wastewater flows generated by new development. 
 
Response to Comment 33-67: 
 
Features associated with Phase 2 development of the Proposed Project are described in the Project 
Description (Chapter 3) on page 3-33 in the Draft EIR.  Factors used to determine Phase 2 flows are 
included in ECO:LOGIC’s Review of Dixon Downs Project Impacts on City Wastewater Facilities.  A review of 
wastewater generation rates for the Milk Farm project and wastewater flows to be generated by Phase 2 
of the Dixon Downs project indicates that the unit demand rates for the two projects are different.  The 
Milk Farm project includes a higher percentage of wastewater generating commercial uses (restaurants, 
etc.) than the more traditional retail uses (retail stores, etc.) that predominate the mix of uses in Phase 2 
of the Dixon Downs project.  Traditional retail uses generate less wastewater on a per square foot basis 
than do restaurants.  Accordingly, a smaller percentage of these types of uses in Phase 2 of the Dixon 
Downs project resulted in a lower projection of wastewater flows than would result from the straight 
ratio comparison provided in the comment. 
 
Response to Comment 33-68: 
 
The comment indicates that the city’s wastewater treatment plant is not a secondary treatment facility 
while, in fact, the existing facility is a land-based secondary equivalent treatment facility.  The total land 
area in basins is approximately 230 acres. 
 
Response to Comment 33-69: 
 
This is a comment on plans for the City’s WWTP expansion and is not a comment on the analysis of the 
Proposed Project presented in the Draft EIR.  Although approximately 500 acres would be needed (see 
Draft EIR, page 4.11-31),  as stated on page 4.11-44 in the Draft EIR, the location(s) for the percolation 
disposal areas have not been identified, so current land uses are unknown.  If the land identified for the 
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ponds is agricultural, the conversion of that land could result in adverse environmental impacts that may 
not be avoidable, which is acknowledged in Impact 4.11-9 (cumulative impact) in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 33-70: 
 
The City of Dixon WWTP is an aerated pond facility that provides full secondary treatment in the 
normal sense, except that natural algae grow in the wastewater during the treatment process.  Other than 
this difference, the same treatment processes like settling, aerobic digestion, and anaerobic digestion are 
used in ponds and more mechanized/energy-intensive facilities such as at the City of Vacaville WWTP.  
Pond treatment has the advantage over mechanical treatment by being more stable, and using less 
mechanical equipment and power.  Mechanical treatment has the advantage over pond treatment by not 
growing algae, having the ability to remove nitrogen better, having a smaller footprint, and losing less 
water by evaporation.  At some of the most recent state-of-the-art treatment facilities, such as at the City 
of Lincoln WWTP, both ponds and mechanical treatment are provided to maximize compliance with 
stringent new wastewater regulations. 
  
The term "secondary equivalent" is a federal regulatory acknowledgement that for compliance testing 
purposes an allowance for natural algae growth is appropriate.  It does not imply lesser or inferior 
treatment. 
 
In the planning for new treatment facilities that meet the latest state permitting requirements, and 
provide new capacity for growth, a variety of regional options were considered.  The Vacaville WWTP 
was considered and rejected because they have unresolved permit compliance issues with the state related 
to their practice of discharging wastewater to low-flow surface waters.  Discharging wastewater to low-
flow surface waters is not considered by the state to be an appropriate, long-term, planning policy.  
Exporting the wastewater to the Sacramento River, possibly in concert with the Sacramento regional 
facility, is considered cost prohibitive, and not necessarily politically viable.  The City's current 
wastewater plan, which was negotiated with the state, is relatively cost effective, flexible, and best meets 
the goals of the State's Basin Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 33-71:  
 
Wastewater service is provided in Dixon as an enterprise, and that enterprise is funded through sewer 
connection or hook up fees and monthly sewer user fees.  Those fees would be required to be paid by 
the project regardless of whether the Tucker Bill option is pursued.  Please see Response to Comment 
33-21, above. 
 
Response to Comment 33-72: 
 
The proposed NQSP text amendments regarding sewer capacity are reflective of the improvement 
program mandated by the recent decision of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and do not 
change the plan’s pre-existing commitment for the City to provide service capacity for future 
development within the NQSP.  In the Public Facility and Service Element policies, the NQSP requires 
adherence to City ordinances and policies applicable to wastewater collection and disposal.  Those 
ordinances and policies include payment of connection and user fees reflective of wastewater treatment 
and disposal demand generated by new development, regardless of whether the development occurs 
under the existing or an alternative land-use plan such as the Proposed Project. 
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The proposed revision to the NQSP EIR Mitigation Measure PS-E expands the original reference to fees 
for “sewage treatment” to include “sewage conveyance, storage, treatment, and disposal.”  The specific 
fee amounts are not included in the mitigation measure because they may, and likely will, change over 
time.  The reference to “appropriate hook-up fees” provides the City greater flexibility in revising and 
requiring payment of such revised fees in the future.  The responsibility of increased sewer capacity as 
required by the Proposed Project falls on the City of Dixon as stated in the NQSP (Section 6.2 Sewer).  
The City will provide system capacity to serve the anticipated increase in sewer requirements resulting 
from the new development.  In addition to appropriate hook-up fees, the mitigation measure also 
requires that the project applicant is responsible for the construction of sewer lift stations, sewer mains, 
and any other facility improvements necessary to serve the Proposed Project.   
 
Response to Comment 33-73: 
  
This approach could present some risk of “pressure on the Public Works and City Engineering 
Departments” to allow occupancy if the City’s wastewater treatment plant improvements had not been 
significantly clarified in recent months.  With the Regional Board’s requirements to implement water 
quality and capacity upgrades by 2009, comes significant certainty of the plant’s ability to meet demands 
from new development. 
 
The intent of the options provided in Mitigation Measure 4.11-6 (a) and (b) is to allow the City to permit 
simultaneous construction of the Proposed Project, if it is approved, and the expansion of the City’s 
wastewater treatment plant.  Rather than requiring expansion of the wastewater treatment plant prior to 
issuance of the project building permit, the option provided would require completion of the City’s 
wastewater treatment plant prior to issuance of the project occupancy permit.  Mitigation Measure 
4.11-6(a) is the wording from the previously certified NQSP EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.11-6(b) provides 
an alternative that would require determination of wastewater treatment capacity availability prior to 
occupancy of Phase I buildings, rather than prior to issuance of building permits as required in Mitigation 
Measure 4.11-6 (a).  The schedule for construction of the wastewater treatment plant expansion has been 
established in an order from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Contrary to the 
comment, the intent of the optional mitigation measure is not to increase pressure on the City’s Public 
Works Department but to facilitate the construction of both projects if so desired by the City Council. 
 
Response to Comment 33-74: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter are forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 34:  Shirley Humphrey 
 
Response to Comment 34-1: 
  
The City has complied with all requirements of the CEQA process as established in the Public Resources 
Code and the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 34-2: 
 
The City is not aware of the source of the quote provided by the commenter.  Nonetheless, it is incorrect 
to draw the conclusion that the requirement for the lead agency to exercise its independent judgment 
under CEQA does not allow for appropriate involvement of the project applicant.  In fact, several key 
requirements of the CEQA process necessitate involvement of the applicant, including the statement of 
project objectives and acknowledgement of the applicant’s willingness to undertake mitigation measures.  
In fact, CEQA expressly allows for the potential preparation of a preliminary draft of an EIR by the 
project applicant (see Section 15084(c)(d)).  Under CEQA, the emphasis is less on the specific 
participants and the level of engagement of the applicant, than on the importance of the EIR to reflect 
the independent judgment of the lead agency.   
 
Response to Comment 34-3: 
 
As is described on page 3-57 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant has proposed an amendment to the 
City General Plan.  The amendment would allow certain intersections in the City to operate at a level of 
service below “C” where the benefits of a project are deemed by the City Council to balance adverse 
effects of a project on traffic operations.  As of the writing of this Final EIR, the City staff has not made 
any recommendations pertaining to this project applicant proposed amendment to the City General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 34-4: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-3. 
 
Response to Comment 34-5: 
 
As is described on pages 3-51 through 3-56 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant has proposed a 
number of amendments to the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan that would be necessary to 
accommodate the proposed project.  As of the writing of this Final EIR, the City staff has not made any 
recommendations pertaining to these project applicant proposed amendments to the NQSP.  Please see 
Response to Comment 34-3 regarding the project applicant proposed amendment to the City General 
Plan. 
 
Contrary to the comment, no changes have been made to the City’s General Plan or the Northeast 
Quadrant Specific Plan related to the Proposed Project at this time.  The applicant is proposing 
amending the General Plan and the NQSP as part of the project, but the City has not yet taken any 
formal action on the project at this time.   
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Response to Comment 34-6: 
 
In the process of development of the Draft EIR, under the direction of the City staff the City’s 
consultant prepared a Screencheck Draft EIR.  The Screencheck Draft EIR is a staff-level review draft of 
the Draft EIR produced prior to publication of the Draft EIR.  As part of the City staff review of this 
version of the Draft EIR, the project applicant team was allowed the opportunity to review the 
document and provide comments to the City pertaining to the accuracy of the project description, and 
the applicant’s opinion of the analyses and mitigation measures.  The applicant’s comments were 
provided to the City staff, which reviewed every comment and provided explicit direction to the 
environmental consultant.  This exercise of the City’s independent judgment is proper under CEQA, 
regardless of the origin of the review comments.  The comments provided by the applicant and the City 
direction as to each comment is on file at the City offices and would be part of the administrative record 
for this project, if the project is ultimately approved by the City Council.  
 
Response to Comment 34-7: 
 
As is required under CEQA, all comments on the Draft EIR provided by the public and interested 
agencies and other parties have been thoroughly reviewed and written responses prepared.  Those 
comments and responses are included in this Final EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-8: 
 
The City is unaware of any information pertaining to this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 34-9: 
 
The City Planning Commission and the City Council will exercise their independent judgment in 
determining the adequacy of the EIR prior to considering the merits of the project application.  Under 
CEQA, it is improper for the City Council, as the duly elected legislative body, to delegate the role of 
lead agency to any other party. 
 
Response to Comment 34-10: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-9. 
 
Response to Comment 34-11: 
 
The approvals required for the project are included on pages 3-51 through 3-61 in the Draft EIR Project 
Description (Chapter 3). The only General Plan Amendment required for this project is to amend Policy 
VI.E.1 of the General Plan to allow exceptions to the LOS “C” standard under certain qualifying 
circumstances. The new language is included on page 3-57 of the Project Description. 
 
Response to Comment 34-12: 
 
Because the project-specific land use analysis considers both existing and future planned land uses, 
impacts resulting from the additive effect of other proposed or reasonably foreseeable land use plans 
would not differ from those identified in the project-specific impact discussions.  Similarly, because the 
analysis of applicable land use goals and policies considers both existing and planned land uses, 
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cumulative land use compatibility impacts are not considered independently. The cumulative loss of 
agricultural land within Solano County is addressed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Agricultural Resources.  
In that case, the cumulative context included agricultural land within Solano County. 
 
Each technical issue area, or section of the Draft EIR, an analysis of the cumulative impacts was included 
at the back of the section.  For each technical issue area a specific cumulative context or setting was 
identified because it differs depending upon the resource or issue analyzed.   
 
Response to Comment 34-13: 
 
As discussed above, each technical issue area assumed a different cumulative context depending upon the 
resource or the issue area analyzed.  For example, for air quality the cumulative setting would depend on 
the pollutant being evaluated.  For regional pollutants, such as ozone, the cumulative setting extends over 
the entire Sacramento Valley Air Basin in a future year.  For pollutants with localized impacts, the 
cumulative context would include the area in the immediate vicinity of the project site in a future year.  
To evaluate the cumulative impacts of a temporary activity, such as construction, the cumulative context 
includes the vicinity of the project site over the duration of the activity. For biological resources the 
cumulative impacts analysis assumes build out of the adopted City of Dixon General Plan. For traffic, 
Year 2015 was selected as the horizon year for the analysis of City of Dixon intersections because it 
represents the approximate 20-year horizon of the City’s current General Plan (adopted in 1993) and 
provides sufficient lead time to assume that all major land developments in and around Dixon (including 
Phase 2 of Dixon Downs, Milk Farm project, UC Davis West Village Neighborhood, Flying J Truck 
Stop, Southwest Dixon Specific Plan, Brookfield, and the new high school) are constructed.  Year 2025 
was the horizon year selected for the analysis of Interstate 80 and its interchanges.  This year was selected 
to provide a cumulative impact analysis based on a 20-year planning horizon.  Traffic forecasts were 
developed using the City of Dixon Travel Demand Model.  This model produces traffic forecasts for 
Year 2015 and 2025 conditions based on anticipated land use absorption and planned roadway 
improvements.  All Year 2015 analysis scenarios assume buildout of the residential component of the 
City in accordance with the current General Plan and 2015 market levels of non-residential land 
absorption (with the exception of the NQSP which was assumed to be fully developed).  The non-
residential uses are not expected to be fully built out until well beyond 2015. 
 
All Year 2015 and 2025 analyses assume development of the Milk Farm site (based on the most recent 
project application submitted to the City) and the Flying J properties.  Other pending and approved 
projects within the City (e.g., Valley Glen, Southwest Dixon Specific Plan, Brookfield, new high school) 
are also included in the cumulative analysis scenarios.   
 
Response to Comment 34-14: 
 
Only if applicable will the cumulative analysis include general plans and projects in adjacent cities or 
unincorporated areas.  It would depend upon what the cumulative context was for a specific issue area or 
resource.  Please see discussion above in Response to Comment 34-13. 
 
Response to Comment 34-15: 
 
Under CEQA an EIR is not required to conduct a full evaluation of the relationship of the project to the 
goals and policies of plans of Responsible Agencies.  Rather, Section 15125 (d) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requires that the environmental setting discussions “discuss any inconsistencies between the 
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proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.”  This is accomplished throughout the 
Dixon Downs EIR in the Regulatory Setting section of each technical issue area section of the EIR.  The 
ultimate determination of consistency of the Proposed Project with the goals, policies and regulations of 
responsible agencies is within the responsibility and authority of those very agencies. 
 
Response to Comment 34-16: 
 
The City of Dixon’s General Plan policies do not require commercial and industrial projects to 
contribute to addressing Dixon’s affordable housing needs. 
 
Response to Comment 34-17: 
 
The multipliers are based on regional accounts and multipliers for the County of Solano that are reduced 
appropriately to reflect characteristics for the Dixon area, which are based on data at the zip code level 
for Dixon.  The zip code level data are derived from information contained in the Bureau of Census 
County Business Patterns program.   
 
Response to Comment 34-18: 
 
If applicable, all of the technical issue areas analyzed in the Draft EIR take into account the increase in 
employee population associated with the project and the increased demand for public services (e.g., 
water, sewer, solid waste, police, fire, schools, etc). In addition, the increase in vehicle trips associated 
with the project is addressed as well as any increase in air pollutants and noise.  The potential increase in 
population that could result from the project is also indirectly addressed in EIRs prepared for other 
development projects in the City, such as the Southwest Dixon Specific Plan that includes a large 
residential component to address future residential growth anticipated to occur in the City. Please see 
sections 4.1 through 4.11 in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 34-19: 
 
The multipliers used in the economic impact analysis apply to goods and services.  The Proposed Project 
is for a non-residential development; therefore, it would not directly result in a population increase. 
Please see the discussion on page 66 of the Initial Study (Volume II Appendices, Appendix A of the 
DEIR) that addresses population. 
 
Response to Comment 34-20: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-19 that addresses the population issue.  The fiscal impact analysis 
does account for an increase in employment created by the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-21: 
 
The project would increase demand for a variety of City services including fire, police, water supply, 
wastewater treatment, solid waste.  Sections 4.9, Public Services and 4.11, Utilities address the impacts 
associated with the increase in demand associated with the project.  The commenter is referred to the 
Draft EIR for more information. 
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Response to Comment 34-22: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-15 for an estimate of the growth-inducing impacts on housing.  
Since the impacts on schools would be based on student generation rates per household, which would 
reflect what is happening in the City of Dixon currently, the impact on schools is estimated to be the 
same proportionately as the impact on housing.  In other words, the school system could expect a 20% 
increase in K-12 students over 15 years as a result of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-23: 
 
The commenter is correct.  For the purposes of the CEQA analysis, the City of Dixon is the Lead 
Agency for the project.  The Dixon City Council is made up of elected officials that are charged with 
making the decision to determine the adequacy of the EIR and to either approve or deny the project. 
  
Response to Comment 34-24: 
 
The procedure for certifying CEQA documents is established by state law.  The CEQA consultants were 
chosen by the City who had no conflict of interest or prior connection to the applicants.  The 
consultants and their scope(s) of work were controlled by the City.  The resulting work product was 
reviewed by City staff, by the City’s Planning Commission, and City Council, and was the subject of 
intense review by the public. 
 
Response to Comment 34-25: 
 
It is not unusual for public agencies to permit applicants to review Administrative Draft EIRs or Draft 
EIRs prior to release to the public and to receive comments from them.  As previously indicated by the 
City in its “Community Questions and Responses Document” (October 12, 2005) in response to 
Question 14.2: 
 

“The term “bullet proofing” when used in a CEQA context means ensuring that the CEQA documentation (EIR or 
negative declaration) has been prepared in such a way that it will withstand legal challenge.  Since CEQA acts as an 
informational document, and the primary basis for challenging an EIR is that it failed to provide sufficient 
information or analysis regarding a particular environmental impact, a “bullet proof” CEQA document is one which 
provides more, not less, information to the public, or one which indicates more, not less, of an environmental 
impact.  Use of the term “bullet proof” indicates a caution to not understate environmental concerns.” 

 
Response to Comment 34-26: 
 
The term “lead agency” is defined in CEQA to mean the public agency having the primary responsibility 
to ensure compliance with CEQA (in this case, the City of Dixon).  While the public is provided an 
opportunity to participate in the process, the public is not considered “part of” the lead agency. 
 
Response to Comment 34-27: 
 
The public is considered any interested person or organization. 
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Response to Comment 34-28: 
 
Written policy regarding implementation of CEQA in the City of Dixon is contained in Resolution 
95-50.  Section 05.01 titled Environmental Impact Report states: 
 

“[A]n environmental impact report is an informational document which objectively informs public decision makers, 
responsible agencies, and the general public of the environmental affects, alternatives, and mitigation measures for 
projects proposed for approval.  The EIR process identifies the likely impacts of a project on the environment, 
examines and proposes mitigation measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts, and considers alternatives to the 
project as proposed.  The EIR examines all phases of the project, including planning, construction, operation, and 
expansion.” 

 
That section goes on to describe the process for preparation of an EIR leading to the certification of the 
EIR by the City Council.  Certification of the EIR after the public review process is the final test of 
objectivity and thoroughness of the document.  The policy does not discuss preparation of an 
administrative draft EIR or, a “screen check” EIR, which are steps in the administrative process of 
preparing a Draft EIR for public review.  The applicant’s review of an administrative draft or screen 
check version is not precluded.  As you have learned through your review of the record on this project, 
there is a comprehensive list of applicant comments on the administrative draft document and the 
disposition of each comment.  If through the public review and hearing process objective review of the 
disposition of each of those comments suggests that they were not satisfactorily addressed by 
staff/consultants in preparation of the Draft EIR, then those issues should be raised with the Planning 
Commission and the City Council which are charged with making the final determination of adequacy of 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-29: 
 
As of mid January 2006, the City of Dixon has paid the environmental consultant, EIP Associates, a total 
of $361,430.  This money was provided to the City by the project applicant, MAGNA, for preparation of 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-30: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-29. 
 
Response to Comment 34-31: 
 
The City’s policy regarding preparation of EIRs pursuant to CEQA are contained in the City of Dixon 
CEQA Guidelines adopted by Resolution 95-50; available for review at the Dixon City Hall during 
normal business hours. 
 
Response to Comment 34-32: 
 
Section 01.02 of the City’s CEQA Guidelines states that “[T]he provisions of this chapter shall be 
administered by the Community Development Department”.  A copy of the City’s CEQA Guidelines 
that include specific policies outlining responsibilities are available for review at the Dixon City Hall 
during normal business hours. 
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Response to Comment 34-33: 
 
The City’s CEQA Guidelines, Section 05 Environmental Impact Report, in conjunction with the 
California Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines, describe the process for preparing an EIR.  
Draft EIRs, are generally prepared in the same manner as was the Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack and 
Entertainment Center project Draft EIR.  Under the State CEQA guidelines a lead agency, such as the 
City of Dixon, is actually permitted to utilize a Draft EIR prepared by the applicant or a consultant 
retained by the applicant, a practice which is not followed in Dixon. 
 
Response to Comment 34-34: 
 
Differences between the EIR prepared for the Proposed Project and other EIRs prepared by the City of 
Dixon are as follows: 
 

• Numerous companion studies were prepared as part of the project evaluation process, 
making more information available for preparation of the Draft EIR than is typically 
available. 

• The applicant was provided the opportunity to review the administrative draft (screen check) 
document and provide feedback. 

• The public review period for the Draft EIR exceeded the typical 45-day public review period. 
• A two-evening joint workshop of the Planning Commission and City Council was held 

during the public review period to answer questions from both decision makers and the 
community and to provide responses.  See Chapter 6, Transcripts, of this Final EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 34-35: 
 
The deliberate and cautious process to evaluate the Proposed Project under CEQA does not and should 
not create a “past practice” except as relates to any future project proposed in the City of Dixon of a size 
and unique nature consistent with the proposed Dixon Downs project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-36: 
 
The vision and mission of Magna Entertainment Corp. (MEC) is to revitalize the sport of horse racing.  
This vision is being implemented through a system of existing and new racetracks located around the 
United States and in various parts of the world. 
 
MEC, founded in 1998, by Frank Stronach, founder and chairman of MAGNA International, is the 
publicly traded American company (headquartered in Canada) dedicated to the revival of the sport of 
horse racing in the U.S., Canada, and other parts of the world.  MEC’s network of racetracks includes 
properties such as Santa Anita Park and Golden Gate Fields in California; Gulfstream Park in Florida 
(Sunshine Millions); Lonestar Park in Texas (Breeder’s Cup); Pimlico Race Course in Maryland 
(Preakness Stakes); and several others scattered throughout North America. 
 
Key elements in MEC’s effort to build the sport of horse racing include the introduction of exciting new 
state-of-the-art racing and training facilities, the redesign and “reinvention” of the older, classical tracks 
and the combination of both new and classic tracks with destination, family-oriented entertainment and 
retail opportunities. 
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Response to Comment 34-37: 
 
The definition for “employment center” can be found on page 50 of the City’s General Plan. As defined 
in the General Plan: 
 

Employment Center (E) – This designation is applicable only in those areas for which a Specific Plan is to be 
prepared for future adoption by the City, and represents an ‘umbrella’ designation pending the submission of more 
detailed patterns of specific land uses.  Includes only non-residential uses consistent with the types included under 
the Planned Business/Industrial (PI), the Professional/Administrative Office (O), and the Highway Commercial 
(HC) designations defined above and below.  The requirements defined in the City’s Zoning Ordinance under 
sections 12.13 (ML – Light Industrial District), 12.07 (PAO – Professional & Administrative District), and 12.10 (CH 
– Highway Commercial District) shall provide the general framework for compliance.  The standards of building 
intensity, height, and coverage, and of employee density for Employment Center uses shall fall within the ranges 
defined for these component designations and shall not exceed them.   

 
The NQSP also includes a land use goal to “Provide the City of Dixon with a major employment 
center.”  The NQSP does not define what constitutes a major employment center, but as stated on page 
2-1 of the NQSP, the function of the NQSP is “…to provide a variety of employment site opportunities 
and to provide a retail and service center for the residents of Dixon, the employees in the area, and the 
travelers on I-80.”   
 
Response to Comment 34-38: 
 
The federal Clean Water Act regulates the introduction of pollutants into surface waters and wetlands.  
The project would be required to comply with the Clean Water Act as it relates to the quality of surface 
runoff during construction and the potential fill of jurisdictional wetlands on the site. Section 4.6, 
Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality, includes an analysis of the project’s proposed drainage plan and 
addresses any potential water quality issues.  Page 4.6-10 outlines the federal Clean Water Act and 
provides a summary of all the requirements set forth in the Act.  In addition, Impact 4.6-6 on page 4.6-40 
addresses development of the Proposed Project and any contribution of additional polluted runoff to 
downstream receiving waters or the project’s contribution to the degradation of water quality.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-6 is required to ensure typical mechanisms are implemented and included in the post-
construction phases of the Proposed Project that would reduce pollutant loads and concentrations to a 
less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 34-39: 
 
The project is required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local laws and requirements.  The 
project would comply with all of the requirements set forth in the Clean Water Act, as applicable. 
 
Response to Comment 34-40: 
 
If a project is approved, a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is required to be prepared by the lead 
agency to track and monitor compliance with all of the adopted mitigation measures.  A copy of the draft 
MMP for the Proposed Project is included in Chapter 7 of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment 34-41: 
 
There is no requirement under CEQA for the provision of materials in Spanish, or other languages.  
Further, and more importantly, despite extensive outreach, the city has received no specific requests for 
the provision of the EIR or other project informational materials in languages other than English. 
 
The City recognizes that the population of Dixon has a high percentage of people of Hispanic 
background, however, a considerably smaller percentage of the community communicates only in 
Spanish.  The production of reports and the conduct of public meetings regarding the Proposed Project 
only in English is consistent with what is done for other development projects proposed in the City of 
Dixon. 
 
Response to Comment 34-42: 
 
During the Information Exchanges that occurred in 2004/5, and during the City Council/Planning 
Commission special meetings in November 2005, members of the community who attended and asked 
questions were provided time to ask as many questions as they desired.  Each session was kicked-off with 
a presentation of information, and then followed by an extensive question and answer period.  In 
addition, the City has responded in writing to all comments that have been provided related to the EIR 
in this Final EIR, and on issues not directly related to the EIR in a document titled Responses to Public 
Questions (published in October 2005). 
 
The information exchange meetings, a unique feature of the process of public information dissemination 
regarding this project, were initiated to provide early opportunity for the community to gain additional 
information regarding this large and unique project.  The information exchange meetings did feature 
speakers providing background information on various topical areas such as economics, public safety, 
community character, etc.  Each meeting also provided an opportunity for audience members to ask 
questions and voice viewpoints.  Relatively unrestricted opportunity was provided for public comment at 
every meeting.   
 
Response to Comment 34-43: 
 
In some cases, answers could not be provided at the information exchange because the studies that 
underlie the EIR were not yet completed. Please see the Community Questions and Responses 
document published in October 2005 available at the City or on the City’s website.  Please see also 
Response to Comment 34-42. 
 
Response to Comment 34-44: 
 
After consideration, the City Council did indicate that it was disinclined to conduct “town hall style 
meetings” sponsored by the City; however, noted that anyone in the community was certainly free to 
hold their own meetings. 
 
Response to Comment 34-45: 
 
The City Council discussed the question of a public vote on the Dixon Downs project and determined 
not to place the matter on the ballot.  However, community based initiative and referendum processes 
are available if the public wishes to pursue them. 
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Response to Comment 34-46: 
 
The job fair was not affiliated with the City of Dixon and independently held by the applicant. Holding a 
job fair was a decision the project applicant made and did not involve the City. Please see Response to 
Comment 34-24. 
 
Response to Comment 34-47: 
 
The City took special care to insure that there was a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the 
Proposed Project and that the community had ample opportunity to be involved in the process.  
 
Response to Comment 34-48: 
 
City staff conducted a thorough review of interim working drafts of the Draft EIR prior to publication.  
Participants in this review included the City Manager, City Economic Development Director, City Public 
Works Director, City Finance Director, Police Chief, Fire Chief, as well as representatives of DSMWS.  
Each individual focused on issues within their particular area of expertise.  The review conducted was 
focused on the accuracy and completeness of: 
 

• Technical information and data, 
• City and other local policies and ordinances, 
• Conclusions of the impact analyses, 
• Suggested mitigation measures, and 
• Alternatives. 

 
Based on direction of City staff, the consultant team made revisions to the interim working drafts to 
ensure that the Draft EIR reflected the independent judgment of the City. Please see Response to 
Comment 34-24. 
 
Response to Comment 34-49: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 34-24, and 34-48. 
 
Response to Comment 34-50: 
 
Under CEQA, representatives of the lead agency are not required to “remain at arms-length” during the 
development of the EIR.  In fact, the lead agency is required to be very involved in the development of 
the Draft EIR to ensure that it reflects the independent judgment of the City.  Please also see Responses 
to Comments 34-24 and 34-48. 
 
Response to Comment 34-51: 
 
The comment’s reference to the courts having determined that a lead agency is required to use the most 
stringent standard in the region is not correct.  The use of performance standards as a method of 
mitigation has been validated by California courts, and is embodied in Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  There is no specific requirement to use any particular performance standard, as 
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long as achievement of that standard is feasible, and such achievement would mitigate the impact to a 
less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 34-52: 
 
The term “bullet proofing” when used in the CEQA context refers to preparing an EIR (or any other 
type of CEQA document) to withstand a legal challenge.  Since an EIR is an informational document 
and the primary basis for challenging an EIR is that it failed to provide sufficient information or analysis 
regarding a particular environmental impact, a “bullet proof” EIR is one that provides more, not less, 
information.  Use of the term “bullet proof” indicates a caution to not understate the environmental 
concerns. Please see Response to Comment 34-25. 
 
Response to Comment 34-53: 
 
On page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR, under the heading “Methods of Analysis” and “Construction 
Emissions” the methodology that was used for calculating air quality emissions from construction 
activities is explained.  In addition, Impact 4.2-1 gives a detailed explanation of the assumptions that were 
used and the rationale behind the model inputs.  The air quality model outputs are included in Appendix 
D in Volume II of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-54: 
 
On page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR under the heading “Methods of Analysis” and “Operational 
Emissions” the methodology that was used for calculating air quality emissions from the operation of the 
proposed project is explained.  In addition, Impact 4.2-2 gives a detailed explanation of the assumptions 
that were used and the rationale behind the model input.  Page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR under the 
headings “Methods of Analysis” and “Operational Emissions” presents the methodology that was used 
for calculating air quality emissions from the operation of the proposed project.  In addition, the text of 
Impact 4.2-2 gives a detailed explanation of the assumptions that were used and the rationale behind the 
model input.  Appendices of the model outputs are included in the Draft EIR as well. 
 
Response to Comment 34-55: 
 
Impact 4.8-4 on page 4.8-17 gives a clear explanation of how the conclusions in the impact were reached, 
including noise from crowds and public address systems, and how this noise would affect the 
surrounding area. 
 
Response to Comment 34-56: 
 
It is assumed the comment is referring to the St. Anton’s Partners property located on North Lincoln 
Street in Dixon.  According to maps of the area, this property is approximately two miles west of the site 
of the proposed project.   
 
Based on a visit to the project site, businesses to the west of the proposed project site included 
manufacturing, distribution centers, etc. that are not considered sensitive noise receptors.  Also, special 
events that would take place typically would happen on evenings and weekends when these businesses 
would not necessarily be operating. 
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As discussed in Impact 4.8-4 (see page 4.8-17), large special events at the project site could conceivably 
produce maximum noise levels of 130 dB at the interior of the racetrack.  This would only occur if 
concerts were held at the facility where music was amplified to extremely high levels, and represents the 
absolute maximum level of noise that could be generated during a special event.  Noise events this 
extreme are unlikely to occur based on the types of special events proposed by the applicant, and any 
instances of noise levels this high would be on an occasional basis.  However, if noise levels this high are 
generated, Impact 4.8-4 indicates that at 1500 feet away, noise levels would be approximately 84 dB.  
Also as shown in Impact 4.8-4, buildings that would be constructed as part of the proposed project 
would intervene between the racetrack and the nearest receptors, and reduce the estimated maximum 
noise level to approximately 74.5 dB. 

 
The St. Anton property referenced in the comment letter would be located approximately 10,560 feet 
from the proposed racetrack.  Taking into account the noise attenuation provided by this distance, 
maximum special event noise levels could perhaps be 66 dB.  As with the existing residences on Vaughn 
Road, the proposed project buildings would be constructed between the racetrack and the receptor.  
Other intervening vegetation and structures exist as well.  These intervening structures would have a 
buffering effect and further attenuate noise levels at the St. Anton property, reducing noise levels by 
approximately another 10 dB, generating maximum noise levels of approximately 56 dB at the property.  
This would be less than the background noise levels at this location, and consequently would be only 
slightly noticeable, if at all. 
 
Response to Comment 34-57: 
 
The City has no way of knowing how much the applicant may have expended to promote or advance the 
project. The statements made in the comment are noted and the reference to the trade publication 
“Bloodhorse” included in the comment is also noted. No further response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 34-58: 
 
Authority for review and issuance of land use entitlements varies by the type of entitlement.  Decision 
making authority is established both by state law (which in the case of General Plan Amendments, 
Zoning Ordinance amendments, development agreements and subdivisions provides that approval is by 
the City Council, following the Planning Commission’s recommendation) and by the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance (which provides that use permit approval and variance approval is by the Planning 
Commission). Most provisions of the state law are not subject to revision at a City level.  
 
The City’s Zoning Ordinance is found in the Dixon City Code, Article II chapter 12.  The City’s 
subdivision regulations are found in the Dixon City Code, Article II chapter 10.  The State Planning and 
Zoning Law (including matters relating to general plans, zoning and development agreements) is found 
in the California Government Code, section 65000 et seq. The State Subdivision Map Act is found in 
California Government Code, section 66410 et seq. 
 
Response to Comment 34-59: 
 
The City policies are contained in Council Resolution no. 88-128, adopted December 13, 1988. 
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Response to Comment 34-60: 
 
The City has no estimate for the monetary value of the entitlements currently under consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 34-61: 
 
It is not clear what the comment is asking.  The City is not receiving anything for the entitlements with 
the exception of the standard processing fees, providing the project is approved. 
 
Response to Comment 34-62: 
 
Please refer to pages 11-12, as well as Appendix 1, of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated 
August 19, 2005, to see the projected fiscal impacts associated with Dixon Downs.  Decisions regarding 
the use of general funds generated by the project would be made by the Dixon City Council from year to 
year as a part of the budget hearing process.  Funds dedicated to a particular purpose by law or through 
the development agreement would be utilized for those specified purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 34-63: 
 
It is possible that a larger fiscal surplus could be generated from a different project, but the proposed 
project is anticipated to produce much higher fiscal surpluses than would a project that develops 
pursuant to the existing zoning.  Please see Response to Comment 34-62.   
 
Response to Comment 34-64: 
 
The City of Dixon’s General Plan policies do not require commercial and industrial projects to 
contribute to addressing Dixon’s affordable housing needs. Therefore, the project would not be required 
to contribute to the City’s affordable housing program.  Please see Response to Comment 34-16. 
 
Response to Comment 34-65: 
 
Please refer to Table 16 in Appendix 3 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 
2005, (this information is available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) for a list of jobs 
and wages anticipated at Dixon Downs.  A discussion of this table is provided on page 27 of the report. 
 
Response to Comment 34-66: 
 
It is unlikely that residency requirements for project employees would be negotiated in the development 
agreement because of the difficulty of long-term enforceability.  However, provisions for preferential 
recruitment efforts in Dixon could very well be a subject of negotiations. 
 
Response to Comment 34-67: 
 
The Proposed Project site has been within the city limits since approximately 1995 and planned for urban 
development of a commercial/industrial nature since that time.  A decision to amend the Specific Plan 
and Zoning for the proposed Dixon Downs project has, as yet, not been made.  Questions of 
employment generation and costs or benefits in terms of municipal finance have been evaluated in 
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special studies funded by MAGNA Entertainment.  That information will be considered as the land-use 
entitlements are evaluated by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
Response to Comment 34-68: 
  
The City of Dixon General Plan includes policies designed for urban growth and development that state 
that the “City shall identify agriculture as an acceptable interim use on land in the unincorporated 
portions of the Planning Area which have been designated for ultimate development in residential, 
commercial, industrial, or institutional use” and that the “City shall encourage the maintenance of 
agricultural uses in all undeveloped areas designated for future urban use, especially in the areas 
designated for future industrial uses.”  The NQSP is an area of the city designated for future 
development.  The General Plan also contains specific policies designed to protect agricultural land from 
the premature conversion to urban uses for land not designated for future development.  Because the 
NQSP is an area designated for future development, the City has not designated this agricultural land for 
protection.   
 
Response to Comment 34-69: 
 
Based on a conversation with Solano County Planner Ron Klauss, if the Proposed Project were located 
within the jurisdiction of the County several factors would apply.10  The Proposed Project must be 
consistent with the Williamson Act and it would need to be determined if the Proposed Project would be 
required to comply with the County’s Confined Animal Facility Ordinance.  According to the Solano 
County General Plan, horse shows are considered compatible uses under areas designated agricultural.  
In order for a horse racetrack to be compatible under the General Plan, the project applicant would need 
to demonstrate to the planning commission that a horse race is similar to a horse show, thus making it a 
compatible use under the agricultural designation.11     
 
Response to Comment 34-70: 
 
As discussed under the Regulatory Setting section on pages 4.7-5 through 4.7-9 in Section 4.7, Land Use 
and Agricultural Resources, the City of Dixon does not have a Right-to-Farm ordinance, but includes 
numerous policies in the general plan that address agricultural issues and concerns.  Please see Section 4.7 
in the Draft EIR for more information. 
  
Response to Comment 34-71: 
 
Solano County has a Right-to-Farm Ordinance, as discussed on page 4.7-9 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-72: 
 
As discussed on pages 4.7-5 through 4.7-9 in Section 4.7, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, the City 
of Dixon’s General Plan includes a number of policies designed to address the preservation and 
protection of agricultural resources.  Please see Section 4.7 for more information and a list of all the 
applicable policies. 
 

                                                 
10  Ron Klauss, Solano County Planner, personal communication, February 7, 2006. 
11  Jason Rosa, Solano County Planner, personal communication. May 9, 2006. 
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Response to Comment 34-73: 
 
State law delegates to the City Council the authority to establish and change land uses through its 
General Plan and zoning ordinance.  It is also within the authority of the City to establish and cancel 
Williamson Act contracts.  The Initial Study (Appendix A of Volume II of the Draft EIR) determined 
that the project site is not subject to any Williamson Act contracts; therefore, there would be no 
conflicts.  
 
Response to Comment 34-74: 
 
The City of Dixon General Plan includes goals to conserve natural resources and to protect the 
environment within the City.  In addition, the General Plan includes a policy that “[T]he City shall 
require the proponents of new development projects to submit a study identifying the presence or 
absence of special-status species at proposed development sites.  If special-status species are determined 
by the City to utilize a development site, appropriate mitigation measures must be incorporated as part of 
the proposed development prior to final approval.”  The Draft EIR includes Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, that provides a detailed analysis of special-status plant and animal species that are either 
present on the site or could be present on the site.  In addition, there are numerous mitigation measures 
included that address these issues.  The commenter is referred to Section 4.3 for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 34-75: 
 
There are numerous federal and State requirements that address erosion and water quality issues, as 
discussed in detail in Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality, specifically on pages 4.6-10 
through 4.6-21.  The NQSP includes a number of policies designed to prevent soil erosion and to protect 
water quality.  In addition, the City of Dixon Municipal Code includes a Grading Control Ordinance 
(Chapter 16.04, Title 16 of the Dixon Municipal Code) that addresses erosion during grading. Please see 
pages 4.6-16 through 4.6-20 for more detail on City policies that address erosion issues.   
 
Response to Comment 34-76: 
 
Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation in the Draft EIR describes the existing bicycle system in the 
project vicinity.  It also recommends mitigations to ensure that the project does not interfere with 
existing or planned bicycle facilities in the NQSP area.  Mitigation Measure 4.10-9 would require 
construction of Class II (on-street with appropriate signing and striping) bicycle lanes along Pedrick 
Road (I-80 to Vaughn Road), Dixon Downs Parkway (Vaughn Road to Pedrick Road), and the extension 
of East Dorset Drive to Dixon Downs Parkway. 
 
Response to Comment 34-77: 
 
Bike paths are not proposed to be located within the project site.  However, on-street bicycle lanes would 
be provided on the adjacent segments of Dixon Downs Parkway and Pedrick Road. 
 
Response to Comment 34-78: 
 
The Draft EIR does not discuss a proposed bike path parallel and adjacent to I-80.  The comment may 
be referring to the Davis-Dixon Bicycle Route, which generally parallels I-80 between Davis and Dixon.  
Within the project vicinity, it is located on Vaughn Road.  The Proposed Project would not affect this 
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route.  The project applicant is not proposing to construct a bike path in the open space buffer parallel to 
I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 34-79: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-78.   
 
Response to Comment 34-80: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-77. 
 
Response to Comment 34-81: 
 
A project can, and must, be denied if it is inconsistent with the General Plan.  However, it is only 
through the public hearing process that a final decision as to whether or not it is consistent is made. Yhe 
City has an obligation to process any land use application that are received.  Processing of an application 
does not imply support of a project, nor that the project would ultimately be approved.  The applicant 
has a right to have the application processed.  The decision whether or not the project will go forward 
has yet to be made. To staff’s knowledge, the opportunity for someone to seek approval for a project in 
Dixon has never been denied; however, specific project applications have been denied after due process. 
 
Response to Comment 34-82: 
 
An amendment to a General Plan is usually requested when there is a proposed change to an existing 
land use designation or zoning.  Magna, similar to any other landowner, may legally request a General 
Plan amendment.  It is within the authority of the City to make decisions regarding amendment of its 
General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 34-83: 
 
Residents “…have a voice in saying what the town should look like” on an on-going basis through 
specific project review and decision making processes carried out by the Planning Commission and City 
Council. “What the town should look like” is quintessentially the issue answered by the General Plan.  
Prior to adoption of the general plan, or any amendment to the general plan, public hearings were held in 
order to provide the public with an opportunity to provide input in accordance with the State Planning 
and Zoning Law. The general plan is only adopted or amended after public hearings in which the citizens 
have a voice in saying what the town should look like. 
 
Response to Comment 34-84: 
 
It is unknown how many “voting-age residents are in favor or opposed” to the Dixon Downs project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-85: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-84. 
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Response to Comment 34-86: 
 
The Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Circulation sections of the Draft EIR include occupancy 
assumptions for the facility during Tier 1, 2, and 3 events under Phase 1.  The occupancy assumptions 
include employees of the facilities as well as the horse handlers. The number of employees is not known 
at this time for Phase 2, so specific thresholds have been established in the EIR which Phase 2 must 
demonstrate that either meets the thresholds or results in less demand.  Once the specific uses of Phase 2 
are more defined the project applicant would be required to prepare an environmental review 
demonstrating how the project would meet or fall below the established thresholds.   
 
Response to Comment 34-87: 
 
A discussion is included on pages 19 through 21 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated 
August 19, 2005, (a copy of the report is available for review at the City offices and on the City’s website) 
that summarizes the methodology used to calculate the various impacts, including construction jobs. 
 
Response to Comment 34-88: 
 
A discussion is included on page 21 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005, 
(a copy of the report is available for review at the City offices and on the City’s website) that identifies 
the anticipated construction period for the Proposed Project.  
 
Response to Comment 34-89: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-15. 
 
Response to Comment 34-90: 
 
Table 3 in Appendix 3 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005, (a copy of the 
report is available for review at the City offices and on the City’s website) identifies the number of direct 
jobs, as well as the number of total jobs, anticipated to be created during the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project.    
 
Response to Comment 34-91: 
 
It is impossible to predict exactly how many jobs full-time versus part-time employees would be created 
by the project.  Of the 797 jobs projected for Phase 1, the 484 backstretch employees would not be hired 
by MEC.  This leaves a total of 313 full-time equivalent MEC-hired positions consisting of 303 finish line 
pavilion jobs and 10 veterinary clinic jobs.  Most of these jobs are anticipated to be full-time positions 
since they would be required whether it’s racing season or not.  Some of the Racing Department jobs and 
Pari-Mutuel Department jobs may be part-time or seasonal positions due to the race-specific nature of 
their duties.  In addition, MEC expects to hire 11 full-time and 32 part-time employees to staff the Food 
Service Department.  
 
Response to Comment 34-92: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-91. 
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Response to Comment 34-93: 
 
MEC would employ both salaried and hourly employees; some positions would be full time and some 
part time.  It is unknown at this time how many positions would be paid health benefits, retirement 
benefits or belong to labor organizations. 
 
Response to Comment 34-94: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-93. 
 
Response to Comment 34-95: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-93. 
 
Response to Comment 34-96: 
 
There are 15 full-time employees who work at the Dixon Canning Corporation on a year-round basis.  
An additional 230 full-time employees are hired from July through October to assist during the tomato 
processing season. 
 
Response to Comment 34-97: 
 
The backstretch employees would be hired by individual horse owners using the training facility or 
participating in races at Dixon Downs. 
 
Response to Comment 34-98: 
 
Most backstretch employees could be considered transient employees; others may work at the racetrack 
year-round depending on how long horses are trained and boarded on-site.  At any given time during a 
racing meet or training session, a portion of the backstretch crew would move to other tracks, but they 
would be replaced, or backfilled, by new grooms and trainers as new horses and their owners’ teams are 
cycled through the Dixon Downs facility, so the number of backstretch personnel at the racetrack is 
expected to remain relatively constant throughout the year.  In other words, it is anticipated that 
considerably more than 484 individuals would conduct backstretch work at Dixon Downs at one time or 
another during the year, but the 484 number is an estimate of the number of full-time equivalent 
backstretch employees that would be at the racetrack at any one time. 
 
Response to Comment 34-99: 
 
It is anticipated that few employees would be under 18 years of age. 
 
Response to Comment 34-100: 
 
The number of positions that would be filled by individuals under the age of 18 is unknown at this time. 
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Response to Comment 34-101: 
 
The Proposed Project would provide on-site housing for backstretch employees.  The Fiscal and 
Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005, (a copy of the report is available for review at the City 
offices and on the City’s website) assumes that 50% of the remaining Dixon Downs employees would be 
Dixon residents.   
 
Response to Comment 34-102: 
 
Horse racing and horse racetracks are closely regulated by the California Horse Racing Board (“CHRB”), 
a State Board with extensive expertise and experience in the care and housing of thoroughbred race 
horses. 
 
Response to Comment 34-103: 
 
Simulcast technology is noted in the Draft EIR project description and the data regarding employment in 
the simulcasting department is described on page 3-46 in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-104: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, it is assumed that a 
majority of patrons would access the Finish Line Pavilion by automobile and chartered bus.  The City of 
Dixon does not currently have any bus or light rail transit that serves the project site. The City if Dixon 
currently provides Readi-Ride Transit Service, a public dial-a-ride transit system that provides curb-to-
curb transit service within the Dixon City limits.   Fixed-route bus operations are not currently provided 
within the City limits.  Fairfield/Suisun Transit Route 30 provides service from Fairfield and Suisun 
through Dixon to UC Davis and Sacramento. It travels each way five times a weekday.  The stop in 
Dixon is at the Market Lane Park and Ride (corner of Market Lane and Pitt School Road). 
 
Section 4.10 includes a detailed analysis of the potential impacts to the adjacent roadways associated with 
patrons accessing the Finish Line Pavilion to attend a Tier 1, 2, or 3 event.  As discussed in the Draft 
EIR, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a number of significant impacts associated 
with the increase in vehicle trips accessing the project site.  Chapter 2, Summary of Environmental 
Effects provides a detailed overview of the impacts of the project both on a project level and a 
cumulative level, before and after mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 34-105: 
 
Automated teller machines have become a common feature in our community environment, readily 
accessible in many retail, recreational, traveler, and other settings.  Inclusion or exclusion of ATM’s from 
Phase I of the Dixon Downs project can be a subject of development agreement negotiations; however, 
these machines would certainly be a normal feature in the Phase 2 retail/office/entertainment/hotel area 
components of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-106: 
 
Dixon Downs is designed to be a “family friendly” horse racetrack and destination entertainment and 
retail complex.  Beyond the legally required and obvious signage prohibiting underage gambling, a well-
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trained Dixon Downs security staff would monitor all activity within the Finish Line Pavilion to assure 
that such prohibitions are strictly enforced.  In addition, Dixon Downs would provide youth-oriented 
and family-oriented activities.  For children attending races with their parents, there would be numerous 
activities available that are designed for their entertainment.  
 
Response to Comment 34-107: 
 
There are several responses to this question which provide a cumulative perspective: For purposes of 
identifying the "area", the consultants used the Cities of Dixon and Davis and the Counties of Solano 
and Yolo.  It was recognized that the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County may also be part of an 
"area", but note that Indian casino gambling is located immediately to the northeast and horse racing also 
occurs seasonally at Cal Expo. 
 
Using the California Department of Finance official estimates of population, as shown in the table 
below, and defining the age group 15 to 19 years as roughly 8 percent of population, the total youth 
groups are shown.  The rest of the table defines the application of problem and pathological gambling 
rates which were estimated in the significant benchmark report prepared for the National Gambling 
Impact Study Commission in 1999.  The consultants then estimated mathematically what the possible 
impacts might be in an area composed of the Cities of Dixon and Davis and the concentration of youth 
in education at and surrounding U.C. Davis, the local community colleges, and the high schools. 
 
Further research was done to extract the information provided by the 1999 study (see Chapter 4) which 
defined gambling behavior and the types of gambling which adolescents (and more specifically those ages 
16 and 17) participate in. 
 
 

Estimated Total Potential Youth Problem Gamblers in Concentrated Areas  
In the Cities of Davis, Dixon, and U.C. Davis, which Includes High School/  

Community College/U.C. Davis 
 Dixon Davis U.C. Davis Total 
Youth Problem Gambler 27 101 261 389 
Youth Pathological Gamble 21 81 191 292 
Total 48 181 452 681 
Source: Interviews with Hollywood Park, Agua Caliente Tribe, City of Davis Community Development/Sociodemographics; Gambling Impact and Behavior 
Study (1999), for the National Gambling Impact Study Commission. 

 
 
Data from a 1998 Survey included in the 1999 Report to the National Gambling Impact Study 
Commission found the following: 
 

• One-third of 16- and 17-year-olds never gambled. 
• Adolescent gambling was 40 percent private betting on games of skill/card games. 
• Next most popular was instant lottery scratcher tickets. 
• Fifteen percent of adolescent gamblers bought multi-state, daily or big jackpot lottery tickets. 
• Adolescents (less than 18 years) were not casino players. 
• Pari-mutuel (horse/dog tracks) betting got 2.2 percent of 16- to 17-year-olds and 7.1 percent 

of those 18 years and older. 
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In California, horse racing allows betting by 18-year-olds while casino gambling entry age varies by tribal 
casino compact and location.  Some allow gambling at 18, others restrict the age to 21.  
 
Response to Comment 34-108: 
 
MEC shares the Commission’s view that gambling can be a problem for some individuals.  If Dixon 
schools or other educational institutions in the Dixon area determine there is a need to address the 
subject of gambling, whether it be wagering on horse racing, the state-run lottery, the office sports pool, 
the church bingo social, the friendly Friday night poker game, the increasingly popular internet card 
games, or casino style gambling at Cache Creek or South Lake Tahoe, MEC has agreed to fund problem 
gambling programs for local schools.   
 
Response to Comment 34-109: 
 
A Horse Wizard is not a slot machine; it is an automated pari-mutuel betting system based on the 
performance of horses in live races.  The Horse Wizard is offered at some but not all MEC tracks as an 
alternative mechanism to wager on a live horse racing.  In contrast to slot machines which are betting 
machines based on “pure chance”.  Slot machine gambling is based on the random generation of 
numbers that pay off when a specific pre-determined combination of numbers “line up” and result in a 
“win”. It is not known at this time how many, if any, Horse Wizards would be included within Phase 1 of 
the project.  No Horse Wizards, or any other form of pari-mutual wagering, would be permitted in 
Phase 2.   
 
Response to Comment 34-110: 
 
The Proposed Project is still being reviewed and the General Plan amendment, rezone, and other 
requested land use changes have not yet been approved.  The site-specific detailed plans and 
specifications for the Phase I facilities have not yet been prepared.  It is premature at this time to predict 
how many computer monitors, plasma TV’s or other pieces of electronic equipment would ultimately be 
in use at the project site. 
 
Response to Comment 34-111: 
 
The Draft EIR evaluates the project as proposed.  The project applicant has specifically indicated that 
the project application does not include slot machines, other than legal pari-mutuel betting on horse 
races.  Because slot machines and other similar gaming is illegal in the State of California, it would be 
speculative to consider the effects of the addition of such machines to the Proposed Project.  Section 
15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines expressly states that when the lead agency finds an environmental 
issue to be speculative, it should stop the analysis.  As such, evaluation of the inclusion of 3,000 slot 
machines, as requested by the commenter, would be speculative and improper to include in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-112: 
 
Slot machines would not be provided or available as part of the project.  This information was provided 
to the City two years ago.   
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Response to Comment 34-113: 
 
As is stated in Response to Comment 34-111, the project as proposed does not include the addition of 
slot machines or other gaming facilities, other than the proposed pari-mutuel betting that is part of the 
proposed horse racing operation.  Any addition of slot machine or similar facilities would be speculative, 
as would any assessment of the affects of such facilities on traffic or police services. 
 
Response to Comment 34-114: 
 
As indicated in the prior responses to public comments in response to Question 6.19 (see the City’s 
website for a copy of this document):   
 

Dixon City Code Article I section 16.9 currently provides that any form of gaming not mentioned in 
either California Penal Code Section 330 or 330a is unlawful.  Since those two sections contain a list 
of prohibited forms of gaming, the effect of Section 16.9 is to prohibit all other forms of gaming not 
already prohibited by state law.  In the event the City desires to approve the Dixon Downs project, 
this section should be amended to expressly permit pari-mutual wagering as permitted by the Horse 
Racing Law. (Bus. & Prof. Code 19400 et seq.)   

 
The remainder of the comment inquires why the City would approve satellite wagering.  That is a 
policy decision left to the decision makers.  

 
Additionally, the rationale for approving pari-mutuel wagering is not a CEQA-related question and 
would be determined by the decision makers when and if the project is approved.  The proposal is 
currently inconsistent with the provisions of the Dixon City Code prohibiting all forms of gaming.  The 
approval of the project would include either the amendment of that prohibition or an exception for pari-
mutuel wagering. 
 
Response to Comment 34-115: 
 
The economic impacts are described and quantified in the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, prepared 
by the Goodwin Group, dated August 19, 2005, (a copy of the report is available for review at the City 
offices and on the City’s website) relate specifically to the City of Dixon.  Additional economic impacts 
would be felt on a regional and statewide basis.  To the extent that compensation impacts and total 
industry output result in direct deposits at financial institutions by employees and businesses, which are 
in turn recycled through the economy in the form of personal loans, business loans, and other financial 
instruments, the supply of capital should be positively affected.  Therefore, the supply of capital should 
increase locally, increase even more regionally, and increase further still on a statewide basis. 
 
Response to Comment 34-116: 
 
Many segments of this comment are already answered in responses to other comments as well as within 
prior studies and the EIR itself.  Some of these comments have previously been addressed in a separate 
study concerning the social impacts of the Dixon Downs development prepared by Economics Research 
Associates available for review at the City of Dixon or on the City’s website. 
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This response relates to the calculation of probable social cost impacts which, for the most part, are 
experienced by problem gamblers and pathological gamblers who may be drawn to the Dixon Downs 
project, and also to new entries into those classifications in the future. 
 
The information included below provides a methodology for estimation of these social costs. The real 
issue is the probability that the Dixon Downs project would actually cause patrons to transition from 
normal and "at risk" gamblers to problem and pathological gamblers.  Contemporary evidence already 
suggests that horse racing has fallen to 3.5 percent or less of those problem gamblers calling in to the 
California Council on Problem Gambling (as compared to 78.2 percent from Indian casinos). 
 
Table 1 defines the potential distribution of horse race and satellite wagering patronage origins, expressly 
defining those coming from Solano and Yolo counties as compared to those coming from other areas.  
The second table defines the possible average number of return visits by patrons annually, estimated to 
be five to seven times per year.   
 
The third table estimates the potential number of problem gamblers and pathological gamblers in Solano 
and Yolo counties as well as from other areas.  The fourth table compares the Dixon Downs patronage 
estimates with the probable estimated already existing problem and pathological gamblers in the 
immediate two-county region.  The resultant numbers are very modest. 
 
The fifth table relates to the possibility that the Dixon Downs project would actually generate 
incremental additions to the numbers of problem and pathological gamblers in the two counties.  This is 
a very difficult estimation given the enormity of the existing and growing number of such gamblers 
already in the region - a number that is increasing, based on the rapid expansion of Indian casinos, 
lotteries, and on-line internet wagering. 
 
The seventh table relates to the updated information regarding the economic and social costs of 
pathological and problem gambling on an annual basis and on a lifetime basis.  ERA referenced Table 19 
of the 1999 Gambling Impact and Behavior Study and updated the information by adding 8 percent per year 
for eight years from the 1998 base data to generate a reasonable 2006 estimated costs profile.  
Additionally, 20 percent was added because of the higher costs in California. 
 
Next, the consultants defined the likely 1 percent increment in combined problem gamblers and 
pathological gamblers and generated the likely social costs on an annual basis and on a lifetime basis.  
These numbers were not projected forward from the year 2006. 
 
It is projected that the Dixon Downs project might cumulatively impact an additional 1 percent of local 
area (the two counties) race track attendees, which could be a range of 143 to 240 individuals who might 
become problem or pathological gamblers.  The difficulty in making this estimate is the continuing and 
compelling growth of gambling at Indian casinos, lotteries, and via on-line internet wagering.  In reality, 
the project might generate even less transition of population to problem and/or pathological gambling. 
 

Table 1 
Distribution of Horse Race and Satellite Wagering Patronage Origins (ERA estimate) 

Yolo and Solano counties 15% - 18% 99,657 – 119,588+/- 
Other Areas 82% - 85% 544,792 – 564,723 +/- 
Total  664,380 +/- 
Source:  Economics Research Associates, 2006. 
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Table 2 

Possible Average Number of Return Visits by Patrons Annually: Five to Seven Times 
 15 Percent 18 Percent 
Solano and Yolo counties 19,931 – 14,237 23,918 – 17,084 
Other Areas 108,958 – 77,827 112,945 – 80,675 
Source:  Economics Research Associates, 2006. 

 
 

Table 3 
Potential Problem Gambler and Pathological Gambler Estimates 

(among adult patrons who are 73 percent of the population) 
 Patrons 
Problem gamblers at 1.5% of adult population  
From Solano and Yolo counties 14,237-23,918 
@ 1.5% 214-359 
Other Areas 77,827-112,945 
@ 1.5% 1,167-1,694 
Pathological gamblers at 1.2% of adult population  
From Solano and Yolo counties 14,237-23,918 
@ 1.2% 171-287 
Other Areas 77,827-112,945 
@ 1.2% 934-1,355 
Source:  Economics Research Associates, 2006. 

 
 
Comparison with Already Existing Problems and Pathological Gamblers 
 
Dixon Downs patronage by problem and pathological gamblers is a very small proportion of those 
regional residents already engaged in such behavior.  For example, compare estimated numbers of 
residents in both counties with estimated patronage at Dixon Downs, as shown below in Table 4. 
 
 

Table 4 
Comparison with Existing Problems and Pathological Gamblers 

Population of Solano and Yolo counties (2005) 609,400 
 Projected problem gamblers at 1.5% of adult population (73%) 6,673 
 Projected pathological gamblers at 1.2% of adult population (73%) 5,338 
            Total 12,011± 
 Estimated Problem gamblers attending Dixon Downs (multiple times/year) 214-359 
 Estimated Pathological gamblers attending Dixon Downs (multiple times/year) 171-287 
            Total 385-646± 
Percentage of projected problem and pathological gamblers from Solano and Yolo counties 
coming to Dixon Downs annually 

3%-5% 

Source:  Economics Research Associates, 2006. 
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Social Costs of the Dixon Downs Project 
 
The social costs are essentially costs experienced by problem and pathological gamblers and those 
entities which become responsible for intervention and possible recovery.  Based on 1998 cost estimates, 
adjusted by an additional 8 percent per year to 2006, Table 5 illustrates the cost of problem gambling.   
 
 

Table 5 
Selected Economic Costs of Pathological and Problem Gambling: 

Costs per Pathological and Problem Gambler 
(2006 estimated costs) 

 Who Pays Problem Gambler Costs Pathological Gambler Costs 
Type of Cost (Primary) Lifetime Annual Lifetime Annual 

Job Loss Employer n/a $370 n/a $590 
Unemployment Benefits Government n/a 120 n/a 160 
Welfare benefits Government n/a 170 n/a 110 
Filed bankruptcy Creditors $2,870 n/a $6,100 n/a 
Arrests Government 1,780 n/a 2,310 n/a 
Corrections Government 1,240 n/a 3,150 n/a 
Divorce Gambler/spouse 3,610 n/a 7,960 n/a 
Poor health Health insurance n/a 0 n/a 1,300 
Poor mental health Health insurance n/a 670 n/a 610 
Gambling treatment Government 0 0 n/a 60 
Total costs/impacts  $9,500 $1,330 $19,520 $2,220 
Costs minus transfers  6,650 1,040 13,410 1,950 
Transfers to gamblers  2,850 290 6,100 270 
Notes:  n/a = Not able to be estimated in this survey. 
Source: Table 19, on page 52 of the 1999 Gambling Impact and Behavior Study (1999). 
 
 
It is difficult to determine the social costs of this project; however, as indicated above, the project’s 
contribution would be similar to other horse racing facilities. 
  
Response to Comment 34-117: 
 
The information provided in Response to Comment 34-116 gives a framework for indicating how the 
social costs experienced in connection with problem and pathological gamblers are distributed, to the 
degree that such connections can actually be made.  Most recently, in April 2005, a new report prepared 
for the California Council on Problem Gambling on behalf of the State Office of Problem Gambling 
(Situation Assessment of Problem Gambling Services in California) dealt partly with the problems of 
costs coverage for different types of health and mental health issues. This report is available on line from 
the California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs, Program Services Division, Office of 
Problem Gambling.  The report, prepared by several of the same individuals who prepared the 
benchmark 1999 study entitled, Gambling Impact and Behavior Study, on a national basis, deals with the 
coverage of costs. The points made in the Gambling Impact and Behavior study are as follows: 
 

• Currently, there is no state level funding for the treatment of problem gambling in 
California. 
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• Major health insurance providers in California have no formal policy denying payment for 
the treatment of pathological gambling but there are measures in place that make it 
extremely difficult for the patient and the counselor to obtain reimbursement. 

   • The researchers were not able to identify any state agencies or county clinics in California 
that treat problem gamblers or that have a specialized gambling track. 

   • There are three residential treatment providers in California, in Napa, Orange County, 
and Pasadena. 

   • There are also 22 individual treatment professionals who have completed requirements 
for certification as California compulsive gambling counselors. 

 
As noted in Response to Comment 34-116, only about 3.5 percent of all of those who seek guidance and 
help by calling the California Council on Problem Gambling hot line actually come from horse racing 
gambling circumstances, as compared to 78.2 percent who call in because of Indian casino gambling 
problems. 
 
In 2004, the research team found that spending on problem gambling services in the U.S. is very modest.  
It was reported that California has a total spending of roughly $3 million, which equates to $.09 per 
capita in spending on a statewide basis.   
 
The true social costs, which includes public health, criminal and civil justice, family and household 
income stabilization, etc., do tend to be covered, on a minimal basis, by a widespread group of counties 
in California.  Problem and pathological gambling, however, are not recognized necessarily as truly 
eligible reasons for the provision of problem recovery. 
 
Note also that cities, which tend to be the hosts for horse racing tracks, are generally not specifically 
engaged in social services, welfare, public health, mental health, and family and household stabilization 
activities.  Thus, when the problems are actually recognized and dealt with, it is more frequently the 
counties and their various social services and health/welfare entities that are engaged. 
 
By definition, the revenues which are obtained by cities tend to run the entire gamut of the local revenue 
sources in place which can include: 
 
  • Property taxes 
  • Sales taxes 
  • Utility user taxes 
  • Business license taxes 
  • Hotel guest taxes 
  • Municipal services fees 
  • Mandated assessment districts revenues 
 
Additional revenues based upon other unique state legislation which mandates specific revenue flows to 
the local governmental jurisdiction. 
 
The City of Dixon is currently in negotiation of a development agreement with Magna Entertainment 
regarding the Dixon Downs project and may require that Magna include some type of social services 
costs coverage, based upon a formula yet to be agreed upon.  Quite clearly, any such contribution would 
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need to go beyond the simple costs of counseling services because the relevant actual costs are indeed 
much greater, as is shown in Response to Comment 34-116. 
 
Response to Comment 34-118: 
 
The Dixon Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) applies only to occupancies that are both shorter than 30 
days and for which a rent is levied.  To the extent occupancies meet these requirements, the TOT would 
apply. However, an equivalent “in lieu” payment could be negotiated as a provision of the development 
agreement. The Tucker Bill (exempting taxes levied on the racing association in return for a share of the 
pari-mutuel wagering handle) would not be applicable as the TOT is not levied on the racing association 
or its patrons. 
 
Response to Comment 34-119: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-118. 
 
Response to Comment 34-120: 
  
Page 3-31 of the Draft EIR describes the expected type and frequency of Tier 2 events.  Section 4.10 
includes a detailed analysis of the expected vehicular trip generation of these events.  Please see also 
Response to Comment 33-45 regarding the assumed average vehicle occupancy for Tier 2 events. 
 
Response to Comment 34-121: 
 
This comment states: “Please provide data on how this estimate is arrived at.”  If this comment relates to 
the trip generation of Tier 2 events, please see Responses to Comments 33-45 and 34-120. 
 
Response to Comment 34-122: 
 
Table 4.10-10 indicates that a Tier 2 event (with 15,000 attendees) is expected to generate 2,240 trips 
during the pre-event peak hour and 4,120 trips during the post-event peak hour.  Table 4.10-26 indicates 
that the peak parking demand (including employees) for a Tier 2 event (Phase 1 only) would be 6,120 
spaces.  The trip generation is less than the peak parking demand because not all event attendees and 
employees will enter/exit the site during the pre- and post-event peak hours. 
 
Response to Comment 34-123: 
  
The City of Dixon, as well as Solano County and all other jurisdictions, include programs for roadway 
maintenance. The Proposed Project would generate their fair share of taxes that would be used by the 
City for such things as roadway maintenance.  It is not possible to quantify the project’s contribution to 
wear and tear on roadway’s.  In addition, this is not an issue that is addressed in CEQA documents. 
Please see also Response to Comment 14-6. 
 
Response to Comment 34-124: 
 
As part of the project, the project applicant is requesting that a “Tier 3” event could be held which would 
have an attendance of between 15,000 up to 50,000 patrons.  The project applicant has indicated they do 
not anticipate more than one Tier 3 event per year.  Notice of a Tier 3 event would be provided to the 
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City a minimum of one year in advance.  A Tier 3 event would be limited to a special large horse racing 
event such as a Breeders Cup. 
 
Response to Comment 34-125: 
 
The Proposed Project is required to prepare a Master Fire, Safety, and Security Plan (see Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-4(a)) to address emergency preparedness and evacuations associated with a potential fire, as 
well as safety and security issues.  As discussed under Impact 4.5-4 on page 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR, the 
Master Fire, Safety, and Security Plan would address concerns associated with medical emergencies and 
access into and out of the Proposed Project site.  The Plan would need to be approved by the City of 
Dixon Fire Department and Police Department. The plan would be prepared by a qualified consultant 
with experience in emergency preparedness and response planning and would address individually and 
collectively each type of event that could occur in project facilities and credible accident scenarios. 
 
Response to Comment 34-126: 
 
As discussed in the Chapter 3, Project Description, the project applicant is requesting approximately 10 
horse-related Tier 2 events and 15 non-horse related Tier 2 events. 
 

… “Tier 2” events, consisting of events involving an attendance of between 6,800 patrons (capacity of the Finish 
Line Pavilion and Grandstand combined) and 15,000 patrons, are also proposed.  Tier 2 events could include 
concerts, large horse racing events or other events.  Tier 2 events would occur periodically throughout the year.  The 
project applicant has not proposed any particular number of Tier 2 events.  However, for the purposes of this EIR 
and based on the applicant’s experience and observation at other racetracks, it is reasonable to assume it is unlikely 
there would be more than 10 horse-related Tier 2 events per year and 15 non-horse related Tier 2 events per year.  
By December 15th of each year, the racetrack operator would notify the City of any Tier 2 events that are expected 
to be staged at the racetrack during the following calendar year.  Additional events could be added during the course 
of the year, provided the City is notified at least 30 days in advance.  The administrative and enforcement authority 
of the City with respect to Tier 2 events at the project site would be ministerial in nature.   

 
Response to Comment 34-127: 
 
The California Horse Racing Board (CHRB) regulates horse racing in California.  The CHRB is the legal 
entity that grants racing dates.  The CHRB will determine the racing season(s) for Dixon Downs and the 
maximum number of potential live race days.  The project applicant will be seeking a race season of 
approximately 100 days. 
 
Response to Comment 34-128: 
 
Golden Gate Fields is a successful track owned by the project applicant.  According to the project 
applicant, there is no opposition from Indian casinos to either Golden Gate Fields or the Dixon Downs 
project.  MEC plans to continue operating Golden Gate Fields as a racetrack, but MEC is also in the 
process of upgrading the racing facilities and re-designing the Golden Gate Fields site to add 
complementary land uses such as retail and other entertainment uses in a manner similar to the proposed 
Phase 2 uses planned for Dixon Downs.   
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Response to Comment 34-129: 
 
It would be speculative to address more events than what the project it currently proposing.  The Draft 
EIR analyzed a conservative estimate of the number of events to be held at the facility and there is no 
requirement that additional events be analyzed if they are not currently anticipated to occur as part of the 
project.  There is no specific limit on the number of horse races that could be held in a 12-month period. 
 
Response to Comment 34-130: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 regarding funding and timing of improvements on I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 34-131: 
 
The Dixon Downs Development & Design Guidelines include a section on landscaping.  One of the 
goals for the proposed landscaping plan is to use drought tolerant and drought resistant plants. The 
perimeter of the project site is proposed to be landscaped using a mix of trees, shrubs, ground covers 
and native grasses.  Street trees would be planted along the perimeter sidewalks to provide shade.  The 
proposed landscaping plan would not adversely affect the existing ecological community because, the 
entire site would be graded and the existing ecological community removed and replaced with an urban 
environment. In addition, the project site is currently a disturbed agricultural area and not considered a 
natural ecological community.  Due to the distance of the project site from any undisturbed natural 
habitats it is unlikely that any landscaping on the project site would adversely effect those existing natural 
habitats. 
 
Response to Comment 34-132: 
 
The Dixon Downs Development & Design Guidelines encourages the use of native, drought tolerant 
and drought resistant plants and trees to provide aesthetic quality, be adaptive to the environment, and to 
require minimal maintenance. 
 
Response to Comment 34-133: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-132, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-134: 
 
The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of the existing plant and 
animal species on the site and mitigation measures to address the change in the environment associated 
with the project.  If an impact is identified feasible mitigation measures are identified. 
 
Response to Comment 34-135: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-132, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-136: 
 
This issue is addressed in Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality and Section 4.11, Utilities.  
The project is required to comply with a number of federal, State and local requirements which are 
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designed to minimize runoff to any waterways and to ensure all horse manure is removed off-site on a 
daily basis to minimize any adverse effects. The barn area would be served by a separate stormwater 
drainage system that conveys some polluted water to a sanitary treatment facility and diverts some 
through hydrodynamic separators before discharge to Trunk Drainage System.  In order to operate this 
facility, the project applicant is required to prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) that 
addresses operations, water quality standards, water quality monitoring, manure and straw handling 
systems, spill containment, and post-construction Best Management Practices.  The project applicant has 
prepared a WQMP that is currently being reviewed by both the City of Dixon and the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
 
Response to Comment 34-137:  
 
The proposed Dixon Downs project has not yet been reviewed or received any entitlements to build.  As 
a result, the plans and specifications for the facilities have not yet been finalized.  MEC does intend to 
incorporate unisex family facilities into its plans for Phases 1 and 2.  As has previously been mentioned, 
if approves, the Dixon Downs project would be the first new track built on the west coast in almost 70 
years.  It would be designed in such a fashion as to incorporate a variety of up-to-date amenities that 
other new sports facilities and entertainment centers currently include.  Unisex restrooms are just one of 
those amenities. 
 
Response to Comment 34-138: 
 
In accordance with federal law, all of the sidewalks would be designed to be ADA compatible. 
 
Response to Comment 34-139: 
 
At this time it is not known the exact number of bike racks to be provided; however, it is anticipated that 
most patrons would be expected to drive to the facility since the vast majority would come from outside 
of the area. 
 
Response to Comment 34-140: 
 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the proposed Dixon Downs project are considered complementary, rather than 
competing, land uses.  The Dixon Downs project is designed to be a regional attraction, and as such, 
visitors to Dixon Downs would likely partake in the various retail and hotel alternatives offered in Phase 
2.  However, Phase 2 shoppers, moviegoers, visitors, conference attendees, and employees would come 
and go at times that are often different than the times when Phase 1 is operating.  This is another 
complementary feature of Phases 1 and 2.  A lack of adequate parking could have an adverse impact on 
the project’s economic potential, but there is no indication that inadequate parking is proposed given the 
complementary nature of Phase 1 and 2 of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-141: 
 
The comment is asking whether a shuttle system is required to transport patrons between the racetrack 
and parking areas.  An on-site shuttle system is currently not proposed given that the majority of surface 
parking (with Phase 1 of the project) is located relatively close to the Finish Line Pavilion building.  
However, the project applicant is exploring incorporating a shuttle system into the parking management 
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strategy on those days or for those events where Dixon Downs patrons would find it necessary to park 
lengthy distances from the Finish Line Pavilion. 
 
A shuttle system is proposed for Tier 2 and 3 events to transport patrons between the off-site parking 
areas and the project site. 
 
Response to Comment 34-142: 
 
The Draft EIR includes an analysis of the increase in demand on public utilities, public services, traffic, 
and air quality associated with the increase in employees and traffic generated by the project. In addition, 
the cumulative impacts of each issue area are presented in the Draft EIR. The project does not include a 
permanent new residential population; therefore, this issue was addressed solely in the Initial Study (see 
Volume II Appendices).  
 
Response to Comment 34-143: 
 
As discussed on page 3-36 in Chapter 3, Project Description,  
 

“[A]s Phase 2 land uses are introduced, they would replace those portions of the Phase 1 parking field located 
adjacent to the entry corridor/secondary roadway axis.  The Phase 1 parking that would be displaced by Phase 2 
development would, in turn, be replaced and additional parking would be provided to accommodate Phase 2 
development, through a combination of new parking structures and surface parking spaces.  The use of parking 
structures provides an expandable means of addressing Phase 2 parking requirements once surface parking options 
are at capacity.”  

 
The removal of the temporary surface parking for Phase 1 associated with development of Phase 2 is not 
an indication that Phase 2 would not be built.  
 
Response to Comment 34-144: 
 
The City and the project applicant are currently negotiating the development agreement.  As previously 
indicated by the City in its “Community Questions and Responses Document” (dated October 12, 2005) 
in Response to Question 12.13: 
 

“Development Agreements typically require that the developer defend and indemnify the applicable 
public agency against third person lawsuits that relate to the approval of the development project.  It is 
not typical that such agreements extend the defense and indemnity provisions to include injuries to third 
persons arising from the normal day-to-day operations of the project, but there would be no liability on 
the party of the city for any injuries to third persons from such day-to-day operations.” 

 
Response to Comment 34-145: 
 
Consideration for an economic impact by this project on downtown businesses, which might fail because 
of the presence of the project, could be included in a development agreement. However, neither the 
Draft EIR nor the Fiscal Impact Analysis indicates such an impact would occur. Please see Response to 
Comment 12-13. 
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Response to Comment 34-146: 
 
The applicant was not allowed to change the Draft EIR prior to publication. Rather, the applicant was 
provided the opportunity to review the Screencheck Draft EIR and provide comments to the City.  The 
comments were in written form, and the City staff reviewed each comment and made a determination in 
its independent judgment as to the appropriateness of each change.  In some cases the City staff agreed 
to the suggested revisions and in other cases the City disagreed with the changes and did not allow them.  
The applicant’s comments and the City’s determination as to each comment were documented and are 
part of the City’s file on the Proposed Project.  A complete record of the applicant’s comments regarding 
the ADEIR is in the public record, including the disposition of each comment relative to the Draft EIR.   
 
None of the interaction between the City and the applicant regarding the Draft EIR was inappropriate or 
contrary to CEQA.  Please see also Responses to Comments 34-25 and 34-52. 
 
Response to Comment 34-147: 
 
The ability of the City’s Community Development Director to determine what would be considered 
appropriate “other uses” is certainly a policy open to City Council determination in order to “insure 
adequate oversight of the project”. The comment is forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 34-148: 
 
The City’s Code Compliance Technician currently has a full work load and the Proposed Project, as well 
as any other development proposed in the City, would likely increase the work load.  Future new 
development might necessitate hiring an additional full or part-time Code Compliance Technician. 
 
Response to Comment 34-149: 
 
California Business & Professions Code sections 19610.3 and 19610.4. permit a city to receive a statutory 
distribution of funds from a racing facility in the amount of 0.33% of the “handle” or “total pari-mutual 
wagering”. The Dixon Downs Fiscal and Economic Analysis (August 2005), indicates (see Table 5 and 5-
A) on pages 7 and 8 that the estimated handle could be up to $218 million, (a copy of the report is 
available for review at the City offices and on the City’s website).  The amount wagered includes satellite 
wagering.  If the City accepts this distribution, it must forego any license or excise tax or fees with 
respect to an event conducted by the racing association including admission, parking or business license 
taxes, where such taxes are levied solely on the racing association, racing patron, service-suppliers, 
promoters, or vendors. It appears that every California City faced with this option to date has elected the 
distribution. It is important to note that the City is not obligated to provide any particular services by 
accepting this distribution. 
 
Response to Comment 34-150: 
 
Horse Wizards are simplified wagering machines and would be considered equipment; therefore, the cost 
of the Horse Wizards would not be incorporated into the construction costs.  Their contribution to the 
City’s tax revenue would be in the form of increased unsecured property taxes and wagering taxes. 
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Response to Comment 34-151: 
 
The project applicant is proposing to construct the project in two distinct phases.  The first phase is 
development of the Finish Line Pavilion and racetrack as well as the barns and housing for the visiting 
grooms, jockeys, and trainers. The second phase consists of the non-horse track amenities including 
office, retail, and the hotel/conference facility.  At this time the project that the applicant is proposing 
and the one that the City will review consists of only two phases.  It is not anticipated that the project 
applicant would make any changes to the project phasing.  
 
The EIR analyzes the impact of the entire project; therefore, development of the project in more than 
one phase would not affect the environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 34-152: 
 
The development agreement has not yet been finalized and the term of the development agreement is a 
subject for negotiation. There are both positives and negatives – from the perspective of both the City 
and the developer—to having a longer or shorter term.  There should be a distinction drawn, however, 
between the term of the development agreement, and the timing of the development.  The terms of the 
development other than timing (for example, relating to size of events, policing requirements, horse 
maintenance, etc.) should continue for quite some time, thus arguing for perhaps a much longer term 
than 20 years in this instance.   
 
Response to Comment 34-153: 
 
A private recreation area is proposed in the southeast portion of the project site adjacent to the Grooms 
Quarters and the barn area. The recreation area would include a baseball diamond and basketball courts 
for people staying in the temporary living quarters. 
 
Response to Comment 34-154: 
 
No.  It is a private recreation area for people that would be staying in the temporary living quarters. 
  
Response to Comment 34-155: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-154, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-156: 
 
It is a private recreation facility for the Dixon Downs Racetrack facility similar to other private 
recreational facilities provided by private corporations or other private industries for the use of their 
employees.   
 
Response to Comment 34-157: 
 
The project applicant would pay all the costs associated with providing maintenance and upkeep for the 
park facility. 
 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-170 

Response to Comment 34-158: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-157, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-159: 
 
Please see Master Responses TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 34-160: 
  
Page 4.10-54 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the proposed improvements (from the 
I-80/680/780 Major Investment and Corridor Study) on I-80 between Meridian Road and Kidwell Road.  
According to that study, the widening would cost approximately $60 million.  Since funding for its 
construction has not been secured, there are no timeframe for expected completion.  Please see Master 
Response TRAFF-1 for a discussion of proposed improvements on I-80 east of Pedrick Road.  
 
Response to Comment 34-161: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 6-5. 
 
Response to Comment 34-162: 
 
The Proposed Project is located within the NQSP and does not require an annexation.  Please see the 
standards of significance section beginning on page 4.10-21 for the established thresholds of operations 
for various streets and intersections.  An amendment to the City’s General Plan level of service policy is 
proposed on page 3-57 to address situations where LOS C cannot be attained and no feasible mitigation 
measures are available. 
 
Response to Comment 34-163: 
 
Currently the City is not aware of any contract.  While it is the goal of the City to have SR 113 relocated, 
the relocation is not controlled by the City and is within the discretion of Caltrans. 
 
Response to Comment 34-164: 
 
As noted above, the City is not aware of any contract.  Therefore, the City is not aware of the schedule to 
relocate SR 113. 
  
Response to Comment 34-165: 
 
The comment asks whether an estimate of 6 million additional vehicle trips per year due to Phase 2 is too 
low.  Table 4.10-10 in the Draft EIR indicates that Phase 2 of the project would add an additional 2,460 
trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour.  This would translate into a very rough estimate of about 8 
million additional trips per year assuming 10 percent of daily traffic occurs during the p.m. peak hour, 
and given the weekday versus weekend variations in trips as published on page 1450 of Trip Generation.  It 
should be noted that a project’s annual trip generation is not used to evaluate its potential impacts or to 
identify its access or internal circulation needs. The traffic analysis is based on peak demand and not 
annual demand, so the analysis contained in the EIR is more conservative. 
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Response to Comment 34-166: 
 
Pages 3-41 and 4.10-166 of the Draft EIR indicate that the project would provide on-site transit 
amenities such as bus turnouts, shelters, and parking.  In addition, a shuttle service is proposed between 
the project site and the future downtown rail station. 
 
Response to Comment 34-167: 
 
The comment is asking, “What are the specific cumulative impacts of needed roadway improvements?”  
It is unclear whether this comment relates to the roadway infrastructure that is ultimately necessary to 
accommodate cumulative traffic levels, or if this comment relates to the impacts of making these 
improvements.  Figure 4.10-10 displays the circulation system required to accommodate buildout the 
NQSP including the Proposed Project.  Additional environmental review may be required to evaluate the 
impacts of specific roadway improvements. Please see Response to Comment 34-168. 
 
Response to Comment 34-168: 
 
The Draft EIR identifies a number of transportation improvements that may be required to facilitate 
development and operation of the project while optimizing the operations of the nearby and regional 
circulation system.  The onsite improvements, including construction of streets in and around the project 
site are fully addressed in the EIR.  The detailed information requested by the commenter is not 
necessary to conduct a thorough environmental analysis, and is a level of detailed design that is typically 
deferred until the preparation of improvement plans during the design review and plan check stages of 
the permitting process.   
 
The offsite circulation improvements, such as are outlined in mitigation measures presented in Section 
4.10, are discussed conceptually.  These improvements will be designed in detail at a later date if the City 
approves the Proposed Project and adopts the relevant mitigation measures.  Some of the improvements 
will be designed in coordination with Caltrans (for those improvements to state and federal highways).  
Other local improvements will be designed in coordination with the City Engineering staff.  During the 
design process for these improvements, further environmental analysis will be conducted, to the extent 
that the detailed design raises environmental concerns not fully addressed in this EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-169: 
 
The discussion of each recommended mitigation measure indicates whether the mitigation is required for 
Phase 1 or Phase 2.  During Tier 2 and 3 events, acceptable levels of service would not be maintained 
despite implementation of all recommended mitigations.  Please see Responses to Comments 21-19 and 
21-20 for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 34-170: 
 
It is unclear if the commenter is inquiring when impact fees would be increased or when during the life 
of the project are the fees levied.  Impact fees are generally levied (collected from a developer) at the 
building permit stage.  With respect to the amount of fees, the City is in the process of re-evaluating its 
LOS policies to determine if increases or other adjustments are necessary to fund the roadway 
infrastructure.  Changes in the LOS policies may affect the City’s street master plan, which in turn, could 
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affect the funds required to construct the necessary improvements.  After completing this evaluation, the 
City will review the traffic mitigation fee (paid by new development on a per unit or per square foot 
basis) to determine if adjustments are necessary to fund the roadway infrastructure required to 
accommodate new development.   
 
Response to Comment 34-171: 
 
It is uncertain how much the project would generate in traffic mitigation fees because the precise mix of 
retail and office land uses in Phase 2 has not been identified at this time. 
 
Response to Comment 34-172: 
 
The City uses traffic mitigation fees to fund a prioritized list of circulation improvements included in its 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The CIP is adopted by the City Council each year and funds a 
variety of circulation improvements that can also contribute to mitigating the traffic-related impacts of a 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-173: 
 
That information is not known at this time.  Please see Response to Comment 34-170. 
 
Response to Comment 34-174: 
 
Transit-oriented development is likely feasible in Dixon at a scale appropriate to the community. 
 
Response to Comment 34-175: 
 
To staff’s knowledge, there is no specific connection between transit-oriented development in a 
downtown area and the proposed Dixon Downs project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-176: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-13. 
 
Response to Comment 34-177: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-178, below. 
 
Response to Comment 34-178: 
 
The City currently contributes to funding of the regional bus route along the I-80 corridor which services 
the City of Dixon. In addition, the City has requested that Amtrak consider a stop in Dixon, but at this 
point Amtrak has declined.  The City has also recently completed a multi-modal facility to enable train 
stops in the City. Please see Response to Comment 34-181. 
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Response to Comment 34-179: 
 
Amtrak is typically the long distance railroad carrier, (i.e., national and interstate), whereas routes such as 
the “Capitol Corridor” provide regional commute service.  The time frame for regional commute rail 
service in Dixon is estimated at between 5 and 10 years. Please see Response to Comment 34-177. 
 
Response to Comment 34-180: 
 
The City of Dixon currently does not have a signed contract with Greyhound or any other private bus 
company to serve Dixon.  Please see also see Responses to Comments 34-177 and 34-178. 
 
Response to Comment 34-181: 
 
The nature of private bus lines serving smaller communities has changed significantly in the past several 
decades.  In California, private bus companies tend now to primarily serve people traveling between 
larger cities. Greyhound or other private bus lines are regulated on a state level by the CPUC which 
dictates the routes they may or must serve.  There is no local authority to require such service. To assist 
in providing facilities for buses, the City recently completed a multi-modal facility to service bus and train 
travel. 
 
Response to Comment 34-182: 
 
Pages 3-48 through 3-51 of the Draft EIR list the objectives for the Proposed Project that the City of 
Dixon intends to use in considering a decision on the merits of the project application, as well as the 
objectives of the project applicant in making the project application to the City of Dixon.  The City’s 
stated objectives include providing a public benefit if the project is approved including civic and cultural 
opportunities for the community and the region; local venues for entertainment; increased shopping 
opportunities, economic uses capable of fully paying for infrastructure and public service costs while 
improving the long-term municipal finance situation; diverse employment opportunities; and creating 
anchor uses which would help attract other significant economic activity to the NQSP area.   
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 35-64, in the event the City determines to approve the Proposed 
Project, notwithstanding the existence of unavoidable significant environmental impacts, it would be 
required to adopt a written Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Statement of Overriding 
Considerations must be provided to the decision-makers and the public for their review prior to taking 
action on the project.  CEQA requires that the City balance the economic, social, technological, or other 
benefits of a project against the significant impacts when determining whether to approve a project.  If 
the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”  See the 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.   
 
Weighing and balancing public benefits derived from approving the Dixon Downs project versus the 
significant unavoidable impacts of the project is precisely what the public hearing is for.  It is hoped that 
the extensive information provided about the project relative to economics, public safety, community 
character, etc., would be beneficial to the community and decision-makers as this question is debated and 
decided. 
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The objectives described above would be used by the decision-makers in preparing overriding 
considerations for significant unavoidable impacts identified for the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 34-183: 
 
The project is designed as a regional facility located adjacent to I-80.  No traffic calming measures were 
identified as necessary for the project because it is not adjacent to any residential neighborhoods and 
most patrons are anticipated to access the site from the freeway.  The project applicant would be 
responsible for paying for a number of infrastructure improvements or contributing their fair share to 
fund and/or maintain an improvement.   
  
Response to Comment 34-184: 
 
As required by CEQA, the cumulative analysis includes all the known and reasonably foreseeable 
developments in the area.  Please see pages 4.10-53 and 4.10-54 in the Draft EIR for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 34-185: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-184. 
 
Response to Comment 34-186: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 14-6, 30-46, and 30-47 for more information on future 
improvements to SR 113. 
 
Response to Comment 34-187: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 34-188: 
 
Caltrans has provided comments on this EIR.  Please see Comment Letter 6 and Master Response 
TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 34-189: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-188 and Master Response TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 34-190: 
 
No additional responses from Caltrans are required prior to Phase 1. Please see Response to Comment 
34-188 and Master Response TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 34-191: 
 
The city limits include the entire Pedrick Road right-of-way; therefore, any work within the right-of-way 
or to the west of the right-of-way is not subject to approval of Solano County. 
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Response to Comment 34-192: 
 
The comment asserts that traffic counts were “cherry picked” by using the time of year when traffic is 
lowest on Pedrick Road.  Traffic counts were conducted when the preparation of EIR studies began in 
early 2004.  Pages 4.10-5 and 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR describe how the existing volumes (measured in 
the field and deemed to be reliable) on Pedrick Road, Vaughn Road, and North First Street were adjusted 
to account for peak summer traffic conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 34-193: 
 
A copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is included in Chapter 7 of this Final EIR. Please 
see Response to Comment 35-65 regarding the cost issue.  
 
Response to Comment 34-194: 
Water would be provided by the Dixon-Solano Municipal Water System (DSMWS). As discussed in 
Chapter 3, Project Description (pages 3-42 and 3-43), “[I]t is anticipated that two future DSMWS wells, 
two water tanks, and a pump station would be needed to adequately serve land uses within the NQSP 
area, including the Proposed Project.  In addition, the Proposed Project would include a request to make 
use of an existing private well on-site or install a new private well for the purpose of providing an 
alternative source of water for irrigation and horse wash down water.  Water from the DSMWS would be 
used to provide backup.  The project also proposes to relocate a well owned by the Solano Irrigation 
District (SID) to another location on-site and replace a section of pipeline owned by SID along 
Professional Drive.” 
 
Response to Comment 34-195: 
 
As required by law a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Proposed Project. The WSA 
assumed that water demand would be independent of climatic conditions based on historical average 
water use data.  Annual historical and projected water use for 1994 through 2024 in the DSMWS service 
area are included on page 4.11-18 in five-year increments.  In addition to overall project water demand, 
the WSA calculated water demand for the DSMWS service area for the next 20 years in five-year periods 
using the estimated average development rates for non-residential land uses, and “Measure B” 
development rates for residential land uses and water demand factors presented in the WSA.  This 
methodology was used to project water use for any given five-year time period out to year 2024.  The 
WSA determined that adequate water supplies would be available to serve the project even during 
drought years.  At this time it is not anticipated that any restrictions would be placed on the project in the 
event of severe drought conditions; however, if that were to occur it is anticipated that the City would 
prepare an aggressive water conservation plan that all businesses and residents would be required to 
comply with. 
 
Response to Comment 34-196: 
 
Although at this time it is not anticipated that any restrictions would be necessary even in the event of a 
severe drought, if such restrictions were needed at some point in the future, it is anticipated that the 
restrictions would differ between residences and business uses; however, the specifics are not known at 
this time. 
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Response to Comment 34-197: 
 
Landscaping in the public rights-of-way (e.g., roadway medians) must meet the City of Dixon standards.  
The Dixon Solano Municipal Water Service provides water to its customers based on a volumetric rate.  
The more the customer uses the more it costs.  The project applicant has indicated that drought resistant 
landscaping, the use of recycled water and other water conversation measures would be evaluated for use 
at Dixon Downs, if determine feasible. 
Response to Comment 34-198: 
 
As discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities, on page 4.11-22, under project-specific conditions the project’s 
demand for water would be approximately 687 ac-ft/yr for Phase 1 and 702 ac-ft/yr at build-out in 
Phase 2.  These water demands are less than the Proposed Project’s demand presented in the WSA.  As 
shown in Table 4.11-7 on page 4.11-20, an excess of water supplies would be available through the 
proposed on-site well and DSMWS facilities to serve the Proposed Project and future NQSP demands, 
including buildout of the Proposed Project. The WSA did not identify any adverse effects on the water 
supply for Dixon, Davis and Vacaville. 
 
Under cumulative conditions, as discussed on page 4.11-26,  
 

“…the Solano Sub-basin is in a state of equilibrium, where groundwater levels are stable and at levels that preceded 
the overdraft of the basin from intense agricultural use of groundwater in the 1930’s.  The data presented in these 
reports, and additional data published by DWR, show that the Solano Sub-basin is not permanently impacted by 
multiple dry or wet years and is not in a state of overdraft.  In other words, the Solano Sub-basin level changes 
slightly over short periods of time in response to climatic conditions, and over the past twenty years the basin has 
showed an average level of stability despite the increased level of growth and water demands.”  

 
As identified in the WSA, adequate supplies of water are available to serve the City of Dixon for the next 
20 years.  Since adequate water supplies are available it is not anticipated that there would be any adverse 
effects on the water supplies of the cities of Vacaville and Davis.   
 
Response to Comment 34-199: 
 
As discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities, the Proposed Project would generate wastewater flows that would 
be discharged to the City’s sewer system.  Phase 1 peak flow is estimated to be 0.46 mgd.  Phase 2 peak 
flow is estimated to be approximately 0.22 mgd.  The total estimated peak flow to the sewer system 
would be 0.68 mgd. 12    
 
As discussed in Section 4.9, Public Services, the total amount of solid waste generated by patrons and 
employees of the project was calculated using specific generation rates (see page 4.9-22) provided by the 
Dixon Sanitary Service.  The total amount of horse manure and soiled bedding was also calculated using 
a rate of 63 lbs of manure per horse, per day.  Based on the calculations it was assumed that under Phase 
1 the project would generate a total of approximately 2,160 tons per year, or six tons per day of solid 
waste that would disposed of at the Hay Road Landfill.  Assuming all 1,440 stalls are occupied 50 percent 
of the year, a total of approximately 90,720 pounds of manure and soiled bedding would be produced 
every day.  The manure and soiled bedding would be removed from the stalls on a daily basis and trucked 
off-site to either a composting facility, or, in the unanticipated event that no composting facility would be 
available, to the Hay Road Landfill. 
                                                 
12  ECO:LOGIC Engineering, Review of Dixon Downs Project Impacts on City Wastewater Facilities, Draft, January 5, 2005. 
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Under Phase 2, a total of approximately 1,160 tons of solid waste per year (3.17 tons of solid waste per 
day) could be generated.  Phases 1 and 2, combined, would result in 3,318 tons per year (approximately 
nine tons per day).  Phase 1, 2, and the horse manure with soiled bedding would result in 9,870 tons per 
year (an average of approximately 32 tons per day). 
 
Response to Comment 34-200: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-199, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-201: 
 
As discussed in Impact 4.9-7 on page 4.9-23, the project would increase the City’s annual contribution to 
the Hay Road Landfill by approximately 13 percent.  The amount of solid waste generated by a single 
resident is approximately 3 lbs/resident/day.  Because the NQSP area was not designated for residential 
development it is not known how many residences could be constructed on the project site.  However, it 
is safe to assume that if the site were developed as residential it would generate less solid waste.  
 

“[U]pon completion, Phase 1 would increase Dixon’s annual contribution to Hay Road Landfill by 13 percent and 
would use 0.25 percent of the permitted maximum daily disposal.  Total waste received by the Dixon Sanitary Service 
would increase from 16,573 tons per year to 18,731 tons per year.  If the horse manure and bedding is also delivered 
to the landfill, Dixon’s annual contribution to the landfill would increase to 25,283 tons per year, approximately a 50 
percent increase in solid waste from Dixon; this would use about one percent of the facility’s maximum daily 
disposal.  
 
Upon completion, Phases 1 and 2 would increase Dixon’s annual contribution to Hay Road Landfill by 
approximately 20 percent and would use 0.38 percent of the permitted maximum daily disposal.  Including manure, 
Phases 1 and 2 would increase Dixon’s contribution to the landfill by 60 percent.”   

 
Response to Comment 34-202: 
 
As discussed on page 3-43 of Chapter 3, Project Description, Jepson Organics, a subsidiary of Norcal 
Waste Systems, Inc., is a permitted composting facility located approximately 10 miles south of the City 
of Dixon which accepts horse waste, which includes horse manure and bedding waste for composting.  
There are also numerous other facilities that accept horse manure and bedding material including 
Monterey Mushroom, Royal Oaks Facility, Morgan Hill Facility, and South Valley Mushroom Farm to 
note a few places.  The disposal and/or reuse of this material would be required to comply with all 
applicable state laws that oversee the disposal or composting of animal waste.   
 
Response to Comment 34-203: 
 
Jepson Organics is located approximately 10 miles south of the project site and two miles east of 
Vacaville in Solano County.  Winds normally come from the south and west during the warmer months 
so the project site would be considered downwind of Jepson Organics. 
 
Response to Comment 34-204: 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 34-202, the disposal and/or reuse of this material would be required 
to comply with all applicable state laws that oversee the disposal or composting of animal waste.  It is not 
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known how many flies would be present at any of the off-site facilities. Pest management at those 
facilities would be subject to CEQA review, if required.  
 
Response to Comment 34-205: 
 
Jepson Organics is located approximately two miles east of Vacaville in Solano County  
 
Response to Comment 34-206: 
 
The project applicant, MEC, is subject to the same hazardous materials rules and regulations as other 
businesses.  Pesticide use and application by MEC would be done in accordance with such rules and 
regulations.  MEC would use only pesticides that have been approved for use around people and animals, 
are commonly accepted, and have been determined to be safe. 
 
Response to Comment 34-207: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-206. 
 
Response to Comment 34-208: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-206. 
 
Response to Comment 34-209: 
 
The Manure Transfer Building has been designed to accommodate manure and soiled bedding.  The 
temporary storage of manure and soiled bedding would use a two-tiered storage system—consisting of 
numerous transportable and strategically located barn area bins in addition to the central collection point, 
the Manure Management Building.  Inherent within this redundant storage system is limited, but 
adequate capacity to store manure and soiled bedding material in response to an interruption in off-site 
transport of waste materials.  If in the event there is a labor strike or a breakdown in transportation to 
removed the manure and soiled bedding from the site on a daily basis there would be adequate storage 
space available.  In addition, if necessary the project applicant would hire a trucking company to remove 
the manure and soiled bedding off-site either to the landfill or a composting facility.  Please see Response 
to Comment 29-31. 
 
Response to Comment 34-210: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-209. 
 
Response to Comment 34-211: 
 
The project applicant, MEC, has developed a bedding product called “Streufex,” which is, at this time, in 
limited use and manufactured only in North Carolina.  Streufex is used experimentally at some MEC 
tracks, but is currently not in use at all MEC tracks as it is not yet widely accepted by all horse owners 
and trainers.  As acceptance of this new product grows, MEC anticipates expanding production.  MEC 
has not yet determined the extent to which local businesses may be involved in the production or 
distribution of Streufex. 
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Response to Comment 34-212: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-211. 
 
Response to Comment 34-213: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-211. 
 
Response to Comment 34-214: 
 
The comment is correct.  The horse owners and trainers determine the type of feed each horse will 
receive. 
 
Response to Comment 34-215: 
 
Magna Entertainment or MEC does not have any relationships with alfalfa growers. 
 
Response to Comment 34-216: 
 
As mentioned in Response to Comment 34-215, MEC does not have any relationships with alfalfa 
growers; therefore, there are no contracts in place. 
 
Response to Comment 34-217: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-216. 
 
Response to Comment 34-218: 
 
The comment is speculative and involves too many variables to answer.  The project does not include 
growing or cultivating any crops.  However, it is assumed the use of any pesticides in agricultural 
production is regulated to protect the public health and safety. 
 
Response to Comment 34-219: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-218, above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-220: 
 
The diet of thoroughbreds trained and raced at Dixon Downs would be determined by the horse owners 
and trainers, not MEC.  Please see Response to Comment 34-214. 
 
Response to Comment 34-221: 
 
As discussed on page 4.6-8 of the Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR, “the 
project site is not in the 100-year floodplain.  Review of FEMA maps indicates the property is not in the 
100 year flood zone, but is in Zone C, which is an area identified to experience minimal flooding.”  
Localized flooding does occur, however, because of existing drainage system constraints.  The Drainage 
Report (see Volume II Appendix C of the DEIR) and Storm Water Quality Management Plan (see 
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Volume II Appendix F of the DEIR) show the planned drainage system and stormwater detention 
facilities to prevent on- and off-site flooding potential.   
 
Flooding was not determined to be an issue associated with development in this area of the city.  
 
Response to Comment 34-222: 
 
The nature of land in the Northeast quadrant relative to storm drainage is not significantly different then 
other portions of the City which have been urbanized or are designated for future urbanization.  Storm 
drainage conveyance systems through the Northeast quadrant would be sized to accommodate flow that 
comes from the upper portion of the drainage basin within which the Northeast quadrant lies.  
Detention ponds would be required to hold and to meter storm flows into the downstream system and 
meet water quality requirements.  Downstream channel improvements would be required to move storm 
water through the agricultural areas south and east to the delta.   
 
Response to Comment 34-223: 
 
As discussed in the Environmental Setting in Sections 4.6 and 4.11, on pages 4.6-5 to 4.6-6 and 4.6-11 
through 4.11-13, respectively, there are no signs of groundwater overdraft in the Putah Creek Fan area of 
the Solano sub-basin. 
 
Response to Comment 34-224: 
 
Potential groundwater impacts are not typically related to flow rates, but rather, changes in water table 
elevations.  Changes in groundwater elevation could also affect pumping rates and groundwater flow 
rates.  Impacts 4.6-7, 4.6-10, 4.11-1, and 4.11-2 address potential project impacts on groundwater 
supplies.   
 
Response to Comment 34-225: 
 
See Section, 4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 4.6-7 on pages 4.6-51 through 4.6-53 for the 
analysis on potential impacts to groundwater quality from on-site project operations.  Mitigation Measure 
4.6-7 on page 4.6-53 requires the project applicant to implement and design a groundwater monitoring 
program prior to issuance of any grading permit.  In addition, as noted in Section 4.11 Utilities, Impact 
4.11-4 on pages 4.11-25 and 4.11-26, the Dixon-Solano Municipal Water System (DSMWS) and other 
neighboring water districts continue to monitor groundwater levels and quality in the Solano sub-basin.  
In accordance with the technical requirements set forth in California Water Code Section 10750 through 
10756 and Assembly Bill 3030, the DSMWS and other neighboring water districts have prepared and 
implemented groundwater monitoring and management plans.  
 
The groundwater management plan recently updated by the Solano Irrigation District (SID) will be used 
by DSMWS to update its groundwater management plan.  The SID Groundwater Management Plan Update 
(January 2006) includes specific monitoring protocols for groundwater quality and quantity.  The 
groundwater monitoring program in this updated plan implements long-term monitoring of groundwater 
levels throughout the SID and DSMWS service on a bi-annual basis.  These measurements will provide a 
basin-wide quantification of existing water supplies in the spring and fall to measure the effects of 
weather and peak summer water demands on groundwater levels in the Solano sub-basin.  As described 
in the Environmental Setting section for Section 4.11, groundwater in the DSMWS service area is 
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supplied from the Putah Creek Fan which has surplus groundwater supplies.  Despite the surplus, 
DSMWS will implement the yearly monitoring program to inform decision-makers of decreases in water 
quality and quantity in a timely manner. 
 
Response to Comment 34-226: 
 
A separate groundwater management plan was not prepared by the project applicant because water to 
serve the project would be provided by the Dixon-Solano Municipal Water System (DSMWS).  The 
DSMWS is preparing a groundwater management plan, pursuant to AB 3030 requirements for 
groundwater management plans.  As stated above, the plan would be based on SID’s updated plan, 
which is provided in Appendix A of this FEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 34-227: 
 
As required by SB 610 and Water Code Sections 10631, 10910, and 10912, a Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) was done for the project.  A copy of the WSA is included in Appendix I in Volume II of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-228: 
 
With the capacity improvements mandated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board over the next 
four years, the City’s sewage treatment and disposal facilities would have adequate capacity to serve the 
project. 
  
The City’s WWTP currently does not have capacity for all of the Citywide growth planned for the next 
several years.  The City is in the process of implementing two phases of WWTP improvements, to be 
complete in 2007 and 2009, that provide for increased capacity for Citywide growth through year 2014 
and meet new more stringent treatment requirements.  The WWTP improvement plan would provide 
capacity for build out of the current General Plan, including the NQSP area.   
  
The Dixon Downs project is projected to produce slightly less wastewater per acre than the typical 
commercial/industrial facilities originally planned for in the NQSP.  Although, since peak flows during 
race events could overwhelm the sewer system in the NQSP, the project applicant is required to install 
larger pipes than originally anticipated for that area.   
 
Response to Comment 34-229: 
 
On-site project wastewater flow management is required in Mitigation Measure 4.11-5(a).  This is 
discussed in Section 4.11, Utilities, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-230: 
 
The total cost for the WWTP improvements through 2009 is estimated to be approximately $40 million.  
The City has completed a Wastewater Financial Plan and Rate/Fee Update Study, February 2006, which 
sets forth the connection charges and monthly user fees required to fund the improvements.  The City 
will hold rate hearings between now and July 1, 2006 when, if approved, the new rates are planned to 
take effect.   
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In general, new development would be required to pay the cost of capacity increases, while the cost of 
new permit compliance quality would be shared by existing users and new development.  The Dixon 
Downs project is larger than the standard table of charges included in the rate/fee document, so the 
details of the connection charge and monthly fees would be specified in a separate Development 
Agreement between the City and MEC.  This agreement has not yet been drafted, but wastewater related 
charges would conform to the breakdown of rates and fees that are adopted Citywide to fund the 
wastewater improvements.  
 
Response to Comment 34-231: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-230. 
 
Response to Comment 34-232: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-230. 
 
Response to Comment 34-233: 
 
Since the Draft EIR was published, the water provider, DSMWS has begun preparation of an Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP).  However, at the time the Draft EIR was being prepared an UWMP 
was not available.  To date DSMWS, the water supplier for the Proposed Project, has not prepared an 
UWMP.  The project applicant is not required to prepare an UWMP because it is not the water supplier 
for the project. California Water Code Section 10610 (et seq.) requires that all public water systems 
providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers, or supplying more than 3,000 ac-
ft/yr, must prepare an UWMP.  The water provider (i.e., DSMWS) may choose to prepare an UWMP in 
years ending in zero (0) or five (5).  There are no penalties for not preparing an UWMP.  
 
Further, as noted in the Draft EIR, the service area water supplier (DSMWS) does not have more than 
3,000 customers and does not supply more than 3,000 acre-feet per year of water.  Therefore, an UWMP 
is not required and has not been prepared.  However, the DSMWS has prepared a Master Water Plan for 
managing water supplies and potential project water supply usage projections and impacts are addressed 
in Section 4.11, Utilities, in Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2.  
 
Response to Comment 34-234: 
 
Please See Response to Comment 34-225.  Water quantity is managed according to the DSMWS Master 
Water Plan.  As noted in the Draft EIR, because the DSMWS maintains current data on the local 
groundwater quality and quantity, has more than sufficient water supplies for projected growth, and is 
legally responsible for monitoring the groundwater quality in its delivery system, it is better equipped to 
decide how future water demand would be met if groundwater quality affected future use (i.e., drinking 
water treatment plants). 
 
Response to Comment 34-235: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-225. 
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Response to Comment 34-236: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-225, above.  The SID Groundwater Management Plan (January 2006), 
included in this document as Appendix A, contains Basin Management Objectives (BMOs) specific to 
groundwater.  The plan includes BMOs for surface water flows and quality.  The DSMWS is using the 
SID Groundwater Management Plan to form its own plan which will be released this year.   
 
Response to Comment 34-237: 
 
As noted in the Draft EIR, in accordance with the Large CAFO NPDES Permit a Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan (SWQMP) (see Appendix F in Volume II of the Draft EIR) has been prepared for the 
Proposed Project.  This SWQMP designates specific stormwater quality BMPs and operational plans for 
specific areas on the project site, including those specific to the horse stables.  Further, an associated 
Manure Management Plan was prepared for minimizing impacts associated with waste management (see 
Appendix E in Volume II of the Draft EIR) by defining specific standard procedures to be incorporated 
in daily operations.   
 
Response to Comment 34-238: 
 
A discussion of the groundwater table is included on pages 4.6-5 through 4.6-8 of the Draft EIR as well 
as in the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) included in Appendix I of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in the 
WSA, groundwater levels are only taken in the spring and fall.  For year 2004, groundwater levels 
averaged 25.5 inches in the spring and 42.5 inches in the fall. 
   
Response to Comment 34-239: 
 
The water demand for the Proposed Project is presented in Table 4.11-6 on page 4.11-19, with a more 
detailed account of non-potable water demand presented in Table 4.11-7, on page 4.11-20.  The total 
water demand for the Proposed Project at Phase 1 would be approximately 687 ac-ft/yr.  At full build-
out (Phase 2), the Proposed Project would have a water demand of approximately 702 ac-ft/yr.  As 
shown on Table 4.11-8, on page 4.11-20, lists the current and proposed DSMWS facilities and the 
Proposed Project’s well, and their individual and cumulative maximum pumping capacities. 
 
Response to Comment 34-240: 
 
It is not clear what Basin management objectives the comment is referring to.  Several documents have 
been prepared that address groundwater resources in the project area including the June 1988 Groundwater 
Resources report, the May 1995 North Central Solano County Groundwater Resources Report prepared for the 
Solano Irrigation District and the Solano Water Authority, respectively, and the January 2006 Groundwater 
Management Plan Upgrade prepared for the Solano Irrigation District.  Each of these reports describes the 
existing groundwater resources (quality and quantity), existing pumping amounts, and the long-term 
availability of groundwater resources as a supply source.  The 2006 Groundwater Management Plan 
Upgrade includes monitoring results aimed at determining if groundwater resources (quality and quantity) 
of the basin are maintained and sustainable for the beneficial use of all parties. 
 
The Proposed Project’s use of groundwater would not prohibit or hinder attaining the goals of 
maintaining a reliable and consistent supply source.  As described in Response to Comment 21-30, 
adequate groundwater exists to serve the project without adversely affecting the total basin supply.   
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Response to Comment 34-241: 
 
Impacts to others using the Solano Sub-Basin aquifer would not be significantly affected.  According to 
the WSA, sufficient water supplies exist to meet both Proposed Project demands and full build-out of 
the NQSP.   
 
Response to Comment 34-242: 
 
As discussed on page 4.11-22 in Section 4.11, Utilities, both potable and non-potable water would come 
from the same sources:  

 
‘The WSA assumed that the Proposed Project, and the remaining land uses in the NQSP, would use water supplied 
from two proposed groundwater wells, a one million-gallon water tank, and a booster station that would be 
connected to the rest of the DSMWS service system and existing water supplies.  The total water demand for the 
Proposed Project was based on land use water demand rates and supplemental information supplied by the applicant 
to the DSMWS on water demand for horse facilities (i.e., dust control and horse washing).   
 
Since the WSA was published in late 2003, more detailed information about the Proposed Project has become 
available.  The project applicant has recently calculated the Proposed Project’s demand and separated demand into 
potable and non-potable water uses.  The non-potable water uses include dust control for the dirt track and stables, 
landscape watering for the turf track and other landscaped areas in the project site, and horse washing.  Potable water 
uses would include drinking water for the humans and horses on the project site.  The Proposed Project water use, 
demand, and demand rates are listed in Table 4.11-8 and 4.11-9 on pages 20 and 21.  As shown in these tables, the 
Proposed Project demand would be approximately 687 ac-ft/yr for Phase 1 and 702 ac-ft/yr at build-out in Phase 2.  
These water demands are less than the Proposed Project’s demand presented in the WSA.  As shown in Table 4.11-7 
(see page 4.11-20), an excess of water supplies would be available through the proposed on-site well and DSMWS 
facilities to serve the Proposed Project and future NQSP demands, including the buildout of the Proposed Project.”   

 
Water for animal washing and facilities maintenance would not use potable water supplies.  This is 
discussed in the Environmental Setting of sections 4.11, Utilities, and also outlined in Table 4.11-7 on 
page 4.11-20.  
  
Response to Comment 34-243: 
 
The cumulative impacts of developing the Proposed Project, along with other approved development in 
the City of Dixon, on the City’s wastewater treatment plant were addressed in the cumulative impacts 
analysis on page 4.11-43 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed under Impact 4.11-9, the City is moving 
forward with efforts to expand the City’s WWTP to the planned capacity of approximately 2.5 mgd, 
which would accommodate project buildout plus growth in the city projected in the most current 
adopted General Plan.  However, as currently planned, expansion of the city’s WWTP capacity would 
require additional effluent percolation disposal area outside of the existing WWTP boundary.  
Development of the additional percolation disposal area under the planned Phase 2 improvements would 
require the acquisition of property and would result in the conversion of undeveloped land to another 
use.  The location(s) for the percolation disposal areas have not been identified, so current land uses are 
unknown. Therefore, expansion of the WWTP would be required to accommodate cumulative 
development, including the project, and cumulative impacts could be significant.  These impacts would 
be considered indirect consequences of getting additional capacity; there is no danger that additional 
hookups would be granted without adequate capacity available.  The impact was determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment 34-244: 
 
Through the information provided in the Draft EIR, the community has been informed that the 
applicant has proposed an amendment to the City’s General Plan.  No such change has yet been made, 
and would require the approval of the City Planning Commission and the City Council prior to taking 
effect. In every case, General Plan amendments are subject to public hearing and notice requirements.  
Public notices and reports are not published in Spanish.  Of the projects listed, the Multi-Modal Center, 
the Southwest Development area, stores near Wal-Mart, Flying J and Parkway Boulevard are consistent 
with the 1993 General Plan.  The high school project replaced 80 acres of future housing with a high 
school and school farm.  The portion of the question regarding how the changes “will be funded” is 
unclear.  In general it is the City’s policy that “development pays its own way”, such that changes in the 
General Plan which cause increased costs are funded by the development itself rather than the general 
public. 
 
The proposed change to the General Plan does not have a material fiscal effect on the City, other than to 
potentially decrease the cost of street improvements if the measure is implemented.  The cost of 
proposing and evaluating the amendment is being funded by the project applicant, which has proposed 
the amendment. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-41 regarding the provision of EIR and other materials in Spanish. 
 
Response to Comment 34-245: 
 
Appropriate literature and research was conducted by the EIR preparers and City staff as well as the 
city’s subconsultants to ensure the project was designed specifically to address the disposal of animal 
waste. Animal waste disposal was evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-246: 
 
Neither “mega dairies” or “mega horse facilities” are regulated uses within the City of Dixon. Solano 
County has Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) regulations.  Horse and cow manure 
tend to be somewhat similar in composition; however, both are highly affected by the type and quality of 
feed the animals are provided.  Overall, horse manure tends to be slightly less thoroughly broken down 
than cow manure; therefore, it tends to have a higher amount of weeds and other seeds left in it.  Horse 
manure also tends to be drier (less liquid waste) than cow manure. A horse will produce 39 to 52 percent 
less total manure per day compared to a similar size dairy cow.  
 
Typical mega-dairies often use storage pits or lagoons to contain liquid manure waste until removal and 
disposal.  These are regulated under the Large CAFO Permit.  The Proposed Project is required to 
comply with the CAFO regulations and obtain all the necessary permits.  However, the proposed horse 
stalls would not be a major source of above-ground sewage because the majority of waste products 
would not be liquid and would not be stored on-site.  Liquid waste generated in the stalls would be 
absorbed by the straw and bedding material and disposed of as solid waste manure.  Liquid waste 
generated in the walkway areas would be conveyed through the underground drainage system and 
disposed of in the sewer system.  This type of use is less intensive than and mega-dairy.  
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Response to Comment 34-247: 
 
Technical information regarding animal waste was included in the Draft EIR. Please see Response to 
Comment 34-245. 
 
Response to Comment 34-248: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-246. 
 
Response to Comment 34-249: 
 
The EIR preparers did not contact UCD to discuss animal waste. 
 
Response to Comment 34-250: 
 
To calculate the amount of manure and soiled bedding to be generated by the project, information was 
provided by the project applicant on the amount of manure and soiled bedding produced each day based 
on a review of date from other race tracks. Local composting facilities and the landfill were contacted to 
determine if they would accept horse manure and soiled bedding.  The compost facilities contacted as 
well as the landfill indicated they would take the waste.  No issues were raised from a CEQA perspective 
that would require conducting additional scientific research. 
  
Response to Comment 34-251: 
 
Sources contacted regarding the disposal of horse waste are included in the Draft EIR on pages 4.9-20 
through 4.9-27.  The Hay Road Landfill and local compost facilities were contacted to determine if 
animal waste and soiled bedding would be accepted. Horse manure is not considered a hazardous 
material; therefore, the handling and disposal did not constitute a significant issue.  In addition, because 
the volume of waste generated would be accepted at the Hay Road Landfill, as well as at local 
composting facilities the disposal was not determined to be an issue. 
    
Response to Comment 34-252: 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 35-203, the number of cathode ray tubes (CRTs) or other 
imaging equipment (assumed to be electronic devices such as video screens) used by the Proposed 
Project has yet to be determined.  The commenter did not provide any quantified information to support 
the assertion there would be an “intense concentration” of CRTs or similar devices producing 
electromagnetic fields (EMF). 
 
Video display terminals (VDT) or monitors provide some magnetic field exposure unless it is of the new 
flat-panel design. Conventional VDTs containing cathode ray tubes use magnetic fields to produce the 
image on the screen, and some emission of those magnetic fields is unavoidable. VDTs emit magnetic 
fields in both the extremely low frequency (ELF) and very low frequency (VLF) frequency ranges. Many 
newer VDTs have been designed to minimize magnetic field emissions, and those identified as "TCO'99 
compliant" meet a standard for low emissions. 
 
In June 1999, the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) reported to the U.S. 
Congress that scientific evidence for an EMF-cancer link is weak. The NIEHS believes that the 
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probability that ELF-EMF exposure is truly a health hazard is currently small. The weak epidemiological 
associations and lack of any laboratory support for these associations provide only marginal, scientific 
support that exposure to this agent is causing any degree of harm.  No regulatory action was 
recommended or taken based on the NIEHS report. The NIEHS director, Dr. Kenneth Olden, told the 
Congress that, in his opinion, the conclusion of the NIEHS report was not sufficient to warrant 
aggressive regulatory action.  The full report is available on the NIEHS EMF Research and Public 
Information Dissemination (RAPID) web site (http://www.niehs.nih.gov/emfrapid/). 
 
In summary, over the past 25 years, research has addressed the question of whether exposure to power-
frequency EMF might adversely affect human health. For most health outcomes, there is no evidence 
that EMF exposures have adverse effects.  EMF exposures are complex and come from multiple sources 
in the home and workplace in addition to power lines. Although scientists are still debating whether 
EMF is a hazard to health, the NIEHS recommends continued education on ways of reducing 
exposures.13  
 
Response to Comment 34-253: 
 
The EIR preparers reviewed technical information published by the National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences (NIEHS) EMF Research and Public Information Dissemination (RAPID) Program.  
The EMF RAPID Program had the central goal of determining if electric and magnetic fields associated 
with the generation, transmission, and use of electrical energy pose a risk to human health. 14  The 
information provided through the RAPID Program is a thorough compilation of the current scientific 
literature and regulatory considerations regarding EMF. 
 
Response to Comment 34-254: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-252, which summarizes the current scientific understanding of 
potential health effects of EMF. 
 
Response to Comment 34-255: 
 
General waste removal from the Dixon Downs project would be done by the Dixon Sanitary Service 
which has a franchise to serve the entire City of Dixon.  Animal waste removal would likely be by a 
separate waste hauler to be determined by the project applicant in the future.   
 
Response to Comment 34-256: 
 
Waste removal vehicles would likely only traverse residential areas if using an arterial street such as First 
Street which generally has abutting residential land uses south of the downtown area. 
 
Response to Comment 34-257: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-255. 
 

                                                 
13  National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, EMF Questions and Answers, June 2002. 

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/emfrapid/). 
14  http://www.niehs.nih.gov/emfrapid/html/overview.htm 
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Response to Comment 34-258: 
 
As described on page 4.11-41 in the Draft EIR, waste from the horses would consist of inorganic and 
organic matter associated with manure and urine, bedding, hair, or spilled feed.  The project includes a 
separate “process wastewater” system that would direct wastewater and runoff from the stable interior 
and horse walk paths to the sewer.  Generally, the primary pollutants associated with these discharges 
would include nitrogen compounds, salts, organic matter, pathogens, and to a lesser extent antibiotics, 
pesticides, and hormones.  It is important to note that the floors of the stable stalls would be covered 
with an absorptive bedding material typically consisting of straw and wood shavings.  When the bedding 
material is soiled, it would be removed on a daily basis from the stalls, deposited in enclosed containers 
and moved to an on-site Manure Transfer Building for daily off-site transport to a permitted composting 
facility, the landfill, or some other disposal site, as discussed on page 4.5-12 in Section 4.5, Hazardous 
Materials.  In addition, one of the operational elements of the Dixon Downs Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan is routine “street sweeping” in the stable and service areas to remove and dispose of 
fecal material.  This would also minimize the potential for fecal material to be tracked outside the stable 
area by horses or vehicles entering and leaving the stable area.  This would reduce the potential for 
bacterial contamination in stormwater runoff conveyed through the site piped drainage system. Even for 
larger storm events, where water could pond in the infield, contaminants, if any, would be substantially 
diluted by the volume of runoff (see Draft EIR, p.4.5-13). 
 
Response to Comment 34-259: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-258, above.   
 
Response to Comment 34-260: 
 
Wastewater would be discharged to the City sewer system.  Please see Response to Comment 34-258, 
above. 
 
Response to Comment 34-261: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-258.  The levels of pollutants in the wastewater would vary.  The 
kinds of pollutants would be limited to nutrients, some fecal coliforms, and detergents from horse and 
stable washing.  Levels in water would vary, however, all wash-water, and the highest concentration 
stormwater (runoff for up to a 25-year 24-hour storm event) would be conveyed to the sanitary sewer 
system and treated as human waste is treated. 
 
As discussed on page 4.11-41 in the Draft EIR, wastewater constituents from the horse barns are not 
expected to adversely affect the quality of wastewater leaving the site and entering the City’s WWTP.  
Moreover, periodic sampling for these constituents at the site would need to be performed at the City’s 
discretion as part of a comprehensive monitoring program required by the new WWTP Cease and Desist 
Order and future discharge permit when it is issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board.   
 
A discussion of water quality and the level of pollutants generated by the project is included in Impact 
4.6-6 on page 4.6-10.  As discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality;   
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“Table 4.6-4 on page 4.6-10 lists the projected mean annual pollutant loads for Existing Conditions and Proposed 
Project conditions.  For the Proposed Project analysis, the barn area is not included since it would be served by a 
separate stormwater drainage system that conveys some polluted water to a sanitary treatment facility and diverts 
some through hydrodynamic separators before discharge to the Trunk Drainage System.  Moreover, in order to 
operate this facility, a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) would be developed that addresses 
operations, water quality standards, water quality monitoring, manure and straw handling systems, spill containment, 
and post-construction BMPs.  A SWQMP has been prepared and is included as Appendix H”.  
 
“The Proposed Project would be subject to the provisions of the NPDES General Permit.  Under this permit, the 
project applicant or developer would be required to implement a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP).  
The SWQMP must include BMPs that would reduce sediment and other pollutants in stormwater discharges after 
development Proposed Project.  Applicable BMPs would be compiled in the SWQMP and based on final site 
characteristics, runoff potential, and project design needs.”  

 
A copy of the appendices is included in Volume II of the Draft EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 34-262: 
 
Nitrates in wastewater discharged to the City’s sewer system would be processed at the City’s WWTP 
and would not represent a substantial adverse environmental hazard.  Please see also Responses to 
Comments 34-258 and 34-260, above. 
 
The potential for nitrates and other pollutants in wastewater would not be a concern.  As noted in the 
Storm Water Quality Management Plan and Draft EIR Impact 4.6-6, all wash-water and up to the 25-
year 24-hour stormwater runoff from uncovered areas of the Stable Area would be conveyed to the 
sanitary sewer system and treated prior to any discharge.  Therefore, animal wastes (liquid and solid) 
deposited on the surface in uncovered areas that might be carried in stormwater and wash-water would 
be treated like human waste (e.g., toilet water).  This stormwater would contain most of the pollutants 
that could run off the Stable Area, therefore the majority of waste that might migrate off the site would 
be captured and treated.  The majority of nitrates in animal liquid waste in covered areas (e.g., stalls) 
would be absorbed by bedding material.  This bedding material containing the liquid and solid waste 
would be periodically removed.  Stored manure would be in an enclosed area and removed daily and 
taken to a manure composting facility, landfill, or otherwise disposed off-site according to regulatory 
requirements.  Furthermore, the stalls would be lined with impervious material that would prevent 
leaching to the groundwater.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 would assure that any potential deficiencies in the 
limestone and impervious barriers would be identified, contaminated material removed, and if wastes 
leak below the soil, groundwater would be remediated.   
 
Response to Comment 34-263: 
 
The Proposed Project is a horse racetrack and entertainment facility.  All of the wastewater generated by 
the project would be conveyed to the City’s WWTP for treatment prior to being discharged.  Water used 
in the barn area to hose down the stalls and the general walkway areas would be conveyed through a 
separate, treated drainage system and partially through hydrodynamic separators for treatment.  Impact 
4.6-1 on page 4.6-34 provides a detailed analysis of stormwater generated on the project site. Stormwater 
flows from the project site would be directed to the City’s storm drainage system.  There would be no 
“landfill runoff” onto urban or agricultural land. No landfills would be created with implementation of 
the Proposed Project.  Animal bedding waste material would not be stored on-site for longer than one 
day and temporary storage would be in a covered and contained area.   
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Response to Comment 34-264: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-258.  Unlike a dairy, manure and soiled materials would be removed 
daily, and all wastewater from the horse barn areas containing organic and inorganic matter would be 
directed to the City’s sewer system for treatment and disposal. 
 
Although the types of pollutants and amount of waste generated from horses are similar to dairy cows 
(for the same equivalent weight), a mega-dairy typically operates with a storage pit or lagoon for holding 
liquid waste in open areas and uncovered or minimally covered facilities for the dairy cows. The horses 
associated with the racetrack would live in covered stalls and covered stable areas.  By covering most of 
the surfaces that might collect waste products, rainfall would be prevented from washing potential waste 
material off surfaces and carrying waste materials in runoff.  Bedding material in the stalls would absorb 
most of the liquid waste, which would be removed daily, along with the solid waste, and taken to a 
composting facility.  Impermeable liners beneath the horse stalls would prevent leaching of waste to the 
groundwater.  All drainage from the Stable Area, up to the amount for a 25-year 24-hour storm volume, 
would be disposed of in the sanitary sewer system.  All other runoff, in excess of the 25-year 24-hour 
storm volumes would not likely contain many pollutants and would be treated through standard 
stormwater quality BMPs.   
 
Furthermore, although waste products from dairy cows and horses contain similar types and amounts of 
pollutants, horse solid waste tends to be less degraded (less digested) compared to dairy waste and 
therefore, nutrients left in the materials are less susceptible to being leached out and transported off-site.  
Because it is less degraded, this material does not emit as much smell (volatilized ammonia and urea). 
 
Response to Comment 34-265: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 34-258 and 34-261 through 34-264, above. Wastewater from the 
non-barn area would not be different from typical commercial land use wastewater.  Process water and 
runoff from the barn area could contain inorganic and organic matter associated with animal wastes, 
bedding, hair, or spilled feed. Generally, the primary pollutants associated with these materials include 
nitrogen compounds, salts, organic matter, pathogens, and, to a lesser extent, antibiotics, pesticides, and 
hormones. These constituents could temporarily affect the character of wastewater entering the City’s 
WWTP, which has specific effluent quality standards that must be achieved to satisfy the Cease and 
Desist Order (CDO), and future WDR permit for land disposal. If the levels of constituents of concern 
contributed by the Proposed Project to the WWTP were sufficiently elevated, this could increase the 
potential for WWTP effluent discharge limits established by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (CVRWQCB) to be exceeded. However, like in other areas, it is expected that careful 
handing and use of products containing constituents of concern would minimize the amount entering the 
sewer. As such, wastewater constituents from these areas are not expected to adversely affect the quality 
of wastewater leaving the site and entering the City’s WWTP. Moreover, periodic sampling for these 
constituents at the site would need to be performed at the City’s discretion as part of a BPTC program 
required by the new WWTP CDO and future WDR permit when it is issued by the CVRWQCB.   
 
Response to Comment 34-266: 
 
The City Council has not reviewed the entirety of the project yet and no final decisions regarding the 
project have been made.  It is the responsibility of the City Council to make the final determination 
regarding if the project “fits” within the City of Dixon.  
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Response to Comment 34-267: 
 
The City of Dixon General Plan does not include a specific policy that addresses the division of 
productive agricultural land.  However, the General Plan does include a policy stating that the “City shall 
preserve agricultural lands and prevent their premature conversion to urban uses”. Whether this 
proposed conversion of agricultural land is considered premature within the meaning of the General Plan 
is an issue for the City Council to determine and is beyond the scope of this EIR.  The adoption of the 
NQSP and associated zoning indicated a prior policy determination by the City Council that the area is 
appropriate for future development. 
 
Response to Comment 34-268: 
 
The commenter’s concern and opinions are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
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LETTER 35:  Mary Ann Montague 
 
Response to Comment 35-1: 
 
The Dixon Downs Racetrack and Entertainment Center EIR consists of the Draft EIR (Volume 1), the 
Appendices (Volume II), the Technical Traffic Model Output Sheets (Volume III) and the Responses to 
Comments or Final EIR that will comprise all the comment letters and responses received during the 
public comment period.  The documentation used to prepare the EIR was provided, in part, from a 
variety of technical reports including the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines, Fiscal and Economic 
Analysis for the Proposed Dixon Downs Development, Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc., Overview of Social and 
Cultural Issues, David Wilcox, Economics Research Associates, Dixon Downs Public Safety Report, 
Organizational Effectiveness Consulting, Public Outreach Summary Report for the Proposed Dixon Downs Project, 
MIG, Inc.  All of these documents are available at the City offices or on the City’s website.  
 
Response to Comment 35-2: 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Draft EIR be publicly circulated for a 
minimum of 45 days.  The public comment period on the Dixon Downs Racetrack and Entertainment 
Center project Draft EIR closed on November 30, 2005.  The Responses to Comments or Final EIR will 
provide responses to all written and oral comments received during the 45-day review period.  The City’s 
Planning Commission and City Council will have the Draft EIR (Volume 1, II, and III) and the Final 
EIR to review prior to making their final decision on the project.  The public will have the opportunity to 
voice their opinion on the project before the Planning Commission and City Council prior to the City 
Council taking final action on the project.  The public had the opportunity to provide comments on the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR before the comment period closed on November 30. 
  
Response to Comment 35-3: 
 
The documents made available to the public as part of the public review of the Dixon Downs project 
have been developed to assist the public and the decision makers to fully understand the environmental, 
social, economic, and other consequences of construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  The 
extent that these documents provide utility to the public and decision makers in understanding and 
considering other proposals in the Northeast Quadrant or elsewhere in and around the City of Dixon 
will depend on the nature, location, and timing of other proposals.  The Dixon Downs documents have 
not been prepared with the intent that they would apply to any other projects. 
 
Response to Comment 35-4: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-3. 
 
Response to Comment 35-5: 
 
MEC Dixon, Inc. is a single purpose entity that has been formed to own and operate Dixon Downs.  
The use of single purpose corporations which operate as subsidiaries of a parent company (in this case 
MEC) is a commonly accepted and widely used approach to business organization. To date, MEC Dixon, 
Inc. (MEC Dixon) has not shown an operating profit or loss.  MEC Dixon is still in the pre-development 
stage of its planned development program for the 260-acre site located in Dixon.  All pre-development 
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costs are capitalized until MEC Dixon becomes operational or it is determined that the capitalized costs 
no longer have a future economic benefit. 
 
MEC Dixon has appointed corporate officers and engaged consultants to assist in processing its 
entitlement application. 
 
MEC Dixon does not currently sell products or services.  However, MEC Dixon continues to move 
forward on its planned development program for the Dixon Downs project. 
 
MEC Dixon is a single-purpose corporation that owns land in Dixon, California that it is developing for 
business purposes.  MEC Dixon is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Magna Entertainment Corp. (MEC) and 
is included in MEC’s consolidated income tax filings.   
 
The officers of the corporation include Tom Hodgson – Chairman; Ron Charles - President & Chief 
Executive Officer; Don Amos - Executive Vice-President and Chief Operating Officer; Blake Tohana - 
Executive Vice-President and Chief Financial Officer; Frank DeMarco Jr. - Vice-President, Regulatory 
Affairs; William Ford – Secretary; Mary Lyn Seymour – Controller; and Scott Fischer - Assistant 
Controller. 
 
Tom Hodgson, Ron Charles, and Blake Tohana are all on the Board of Directors. 
 
Response to Comment 35-6: 
 
MEC has a number of credit facilities and loan agreements for which it has pledged certain assets as 
security, including land and other assets at some of its wholly-owned subsidiaries.  In connection with 
one of MEC’s loan agreements with MI Developments, Inc. (MID, which is MEC’s parent company), 
MEC has pledged certain assets as collateral for the loan, including the land held by MEC Dixon.  In the 
event MEC were to default on this loan, the lender could realize on its security, including the land held 
by MEC Dixon.  The rights and obligations of both MEC Dixon, Inc. and the City with respect to the 
use and development of the Dixon Downs property would be as set forth in the project Development 
Agreement. 
 
MEC Dixon, MID, and Magna International, Inc. (MII) are each separate, publicly traded companies that 
are controlled by the Stronach Trust.  Frank Stronach is the Chairman of the Board of each of these 
companies. Mr. Stronach and three members of his family are trustees of the Stronach Trust. MEC is a 
publicly traded company listed on NASDAQ and TSX with a market capitalization of $765 million as at 
December 31, 2005.  MID is a publicly traded company listed on the NYSE and TSX.  MID is also 
MEC’s parent company and owns approximately 59% of MEC’s equity and is able to exercise 
approximately 96% of the total voting power of MEC’s outstanding stock.  MID is controlled by the 
Stronach Trust through its right to direct the votes attaching to approximately 66% of MID’s Class B 
Shares. 
 
Magna International, Inc. (MII) is a publicly traded company listed on the NYSE and TSX.  The 
Stronach Trust controls MII through the right to direct the votes attaching to 66% of MII’s Class B 
Shares. 
 
The City’s rights and obligations with respect to the use and development of the Dixon Downs property 
would be set forth in the terms and conditions of the Development Agreement. 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments 
 

 
 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50811.00 Dixon Downs\FEIR\4.0 RTC.doc 4-195 

 
Response to Comment 35-7: 
 
The Development Agreement has not yet been finalized.  However, development agreements typically 
contain provisions relating to the rights of a lender in the event of foreclosure.  Usually the lender 
obtains no land use entitlement right unless it agrees to assume all the development agreement 
obligations.  The same or similar provisions are anticipated in this case. 
 
Response to Comment 35-8: 
 
If the question relates to changes in the Draft EIR no “change orders” have been initiated by the 
applicant “after the screencheck Draft EIR was produced”.  
 
Response to Comment 35-9: 
 
If the question relates to changes in the Draft EIR since the “screencheck Draft EIR” was produced, the 
Dixon City Manager agreed to address many of the applicant’s suggested changes as reflected in the 
spread sheet which is part of the public record plus more recently clarification of a map reflecting the 
proposed zoning which was published in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 35-10: 
 
If the question relates to changes in the Draft EIR, no “change orders” have been initiated by the Dixon 
Development (sic) Director “after the screencheck Draft EIR was produced”. 
 
Response to Comment 35-11: 
 
Relative to preparation of the EIR by the environmental consulting firm EIP Associates, there had been 
“change orders” totaling $147,985 prior to November 30, 2005.  
 
Response to Comment 35-12: 
 
To clarify the purpose of a Planned Unit Development or PUD, the currently-approved NQSP provides 
for development projects within the specific plan to utilize the PUD process outlined in Section 12.17 of 
the City of Dixon Zoning Ordinance.  In a non-residential context, a PUD enables the City to review and 
approve large-scale projects with multiple buildings, that may be constructed in a single phase or multiple 
phases.  The Zoning Ordinance’s PUD regulations also give the City discretion to allow flexibility in the 
permitted uses, development standards, and design of individual projects.  In short, a PUD provides a 
process for the review and approval of a development plan, which can include the general location, size, 
setbacks, and heights of buildings, as well as development density assumptions and permitted uses.   
 
As amended, the NQSP would change the zoning for the project area to P-D (Planned Development).  
This change would permit a different review process for future permit approvals than is outlined in the 
PUD section of the Zoning Ordinance.  Per Section 12.15 of the City of Dixon Zoning Ordinance, the 
purpose of the Planned Development Zoning District (P-D District) is to provide the City with a process 
that authorizes more flexibility in the design of development projects within designated areas than would 
be possible through the strict application of the zoning regulations.  Through the use of this zoning 
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designation, the City is enabled to encourage and facilitate the development of well-planned residential, 
commercial, and industrial projects that have a diversification of uses and development standards. 
 
Because the amendments to the NQSP would change the zoning for the Proposed Project to P-D, future 
development projects within Dixon Downs would be subject to the P-D regulations in the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance.  This requires the City to approve a “PD Plan” that outlines the development standards, 
design guidelines, and design review process for a project in a P-D District.  The Dixon Downs 
Development and Design Guidelines document, in combination with the NQSP, constitute the 
Proposed Project’s “PD Plan” and would be approved concurrently with the amendments to the Specific 
Plan.  Therefore, in recognition of this process, the Specific Plan amendments include the text “or 
equivalent mechanism” after references to the PUD to allow the future development review of projects 
within the Dixon Downs area to utilize the regulations set forth for P-D Districts.  This text addition 
does not preclude other projects within the NQSP from utilizing the permit review process outlined in 
the Zoning Ordinance for PUD’s. 
 
Response to Comment 35-13: 
 
This comment asserts that the City can “make the rules” while utilizing the Zoning Ordinance’s PUD 
process through an entitlement review process.  To clarify, and as indicated in Response to Comment 35-
12 above, the purpose of adding the text “equivalent regulatory mechanism” is to allow the City to use 
the development regulations set forth in the Zoning Ordinance for P-D districts to process subsequent 
entitlements associated with the buildout of the Proposed Project.  For projects in P-D Districts, the 
Zoning Ordinance requires that a “PD Plan” be adopted to outline a project’s development standards, 
design guidelines, and design review process.  The Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines 
document, in combination with the NQSP, constitute the Proposed Project’s “PD Plan” and would be 
approved concurrently with the amendments to the Specific Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 35-14: 
 
The City’s authority to utilize PUD zoning is found in the State Planning and Zoning Law (California 
Government Code, section 65000 et seq). The City policies are found in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, 
Article II Chapter 12 of the Dixon City Code (including sections 12.12 (planned mixed use), 12.15 
(planned development), and 12.17 (planned unit development). Please see also Response to Comment 
34-58. 
 
Response to Comment 35-15: 
 
The City of Dixon City Planning Commission and City Council are appointed and elected officials that 
make land use and policy decisions for future growth and development in the City. 
 
Response to Comment 35-16: 
 
The City of Dixon City Council is the final decision-maker for land use decisions in the City.  
 
Response to Comment 35-17: 
 
The language “and beyond” was added to this sentence to recognize that the City’s General Plan will 
continue serving the City beyond the year 2010.  While the City’s current General Plan originally looked 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments 
 

 
 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50811.00 Dixon Downs\FEIR\4.0 RTC.doc 4-197 

at a horizon year of 2010 when it was adopted, the adopted goals, policies, and 
(programs/implementation measures) will not expire and they continue to be valid after the year 2010 
passes.  Furthermore, the General Plan will continue to be useful as a citywide document that provides 
policy guidance and vision for the City’s future beyond the year 2010. 
 
Response to Comment 35-18: 
 
The text “and other” was inserted to recognize that the City’s General Plan provides for other types of 
development other than industrial, office, and commercial land uses.  Rather than list every land use 
contemplated by the General Plan, this language was added to provide a level of consistency between the 
amended NQSP and the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 35-19: 
 
Amendments to the City’s General Plan would ensure that it would be consistent with the NQSP, as 
amended.  In accordance with State law, when a City considers adoption of, or amendments to, a Specific 
Plan, the document must be consistent with the City’s General Plan.  With the current project, the 
proposed amendments to the NQSP would result in inconsistencies with specific policies of the City’s 
adopted General Plan.  As an example, currently, the City’s General Plan does not provide a land use 
designation for Entertainment/Commercial/Office Mixed Use, which is the proposed land use for the 
project area.  Because a new land use is proposed for the project site that is not currently included in the 
General Plan, it would need to be amended accordingly, and prior to the City approving the proposed 
changes to the NQSP.   
 
Response to Comment 35-20: 
 
As indicated in Response to Comment 35-19 above, currently the City’s General Plan does not provide a 
land use designation for Entertainment/Commercial/Office Mixed Use.  In addition, when the General 
Plan was originally adopted, it did not contemplate development of a large-scale entertainment center 
within the City or the NQSP area.  Also, as indicated in Response to Comment 35-19 above, State law 
requires a Specific Plan be consistent with the City’s adopted General Plan.  Because the General Plan 
does not currently include the proposed land use designation for the Proposed Project, the appropriate 
General Plan amendment would need to be adopted by the City prior to the amended NQSP being 
approved.   
 
Response to Comment 35-21: 
 
The question of applicant funding of a shuttle link to the downtown transportation center would be 
subject to certification of mitigation measures in the Final EIR and negotiation of the development 
agreement.   
 
Response to Comment 35-22: 
 
The “unaltered NQSP” is not correct because the passenger station stop in Dixon is currently being 
considered for future commute rail service. 
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Response to Comment 35-23: 
 
Alternative travel modes are available for patrons to travel to/from the site.  The City operates a dial-up 
curb-to-curb transit service.  A shuttle system is proposed to run between the project and a future 
downtown rail station.  In addition, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided adjacent to the 
project site; however, the specific number of bike racks is not known at this time. Without a passenger 
rail stop in Dixon, the most likely non-automobile access for visitors or employees to the project would 
be by bus. Please see also Response to Comment 34-139. 
 
Response to Comment 35-24: 
 
It is unlikely that Phase 1 patrons would access the site by rail stop in Davis given the lack of direct bus 
route between the Davis rail station and the site.  However, a shuttle system is proposed to run between 
the project site and a future downtown rail station.  This would provide an opportunity for Phase 1 
patrons to use non-auto modes of travel to access the site.  If public transportation to the project site was 
initiated from a Davis or Fairfield/Vacaville rail stop it would likely be by shuttle bus. 
 
Response to Comment 35-25: 
 
There is no accurate way to estimate what the difference in the future ambient noise environment would 
be as a result of the proposed project.  It is too speculative to predict what specific kinds of uses could 
potentially develop in the NQSP in the future, so future noise levels cannot be determined.  As shown in 
Impact 4.8-3, on a daily basis operational noise levels associated with the project would not create a 
significant increase in the existing ambient noise environment. 
 
Response to Comment 35-26: 
 
As stated in Response to Comment 35-25, above, normal daily operational activities of the Proposed 
Project would not create a significant change in the existing ambient noise environment.  There are three 
residences located along Vaughn Road near the project site, but the analysis determined that they would 
not be adversely affected during project operation.  In addition, since noise increases would be less than 
significant, it would not be expected that any businesses would be adversely affected; therefore, it is 
assumes there would be no impetus for these businesses to move. 
 
Response to Comment 35-27: 
 
There are no changes or proposed amendments to the NQSP that incorporate “child care facilities” as a 
requested use.  In addition, there are no references to “child care facilities” in the current Specific Plan 
document. 
 
Response to Comment 35-28: 
 
The Proposed Project and the amended NQSP do not show any designated bicycle paths as indicated in 
the comment letter.  The NQSP references that a meandering path would be constructed adjacent to 
arterial roadways that would provide pedestrian and bicycle access.  It is not clear what the comment is 
referencing. 
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Response to Comment 35-29: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-26, above. 
 
Response to Comment 35-30: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-27, above. 
 
Response to Comment 35-31: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-28, above. 
 
Response to Comment 35-32: 
 
The Proposed Project would not have any effect on the number or frequency of train trips or the noise 
generated by trains.  Because the project does not include any sensitive receptors the potential increase in 
train trips was not analyzed. The Proposed Project is the development of a horse racetrack with 
associated infrastructure as well as retail, office, and other commercial development. 
 
Response to Comment 35-33: 
 
As noted in Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, the City does have plans for a future grade 
separation at Pedrick Road as well as other improvements.  
 

“Policy VI.E.7 of the City of Dixon General Plan states that “the City shall pursue the construction of grade separated 
rail crossings within the Planning area”.  The General Plan map shows the general locations of grade-separations to 
be at Pedrick Road north of Vaughn Road, Jackson Street in downtown, and Parkway Boulevard in the south part of 
the City.  The Railroad Grade Separation / New Alignment Feasibility Study and Financing Plan – Phase III Implementation Plan 
(Parsons Brinckerhoff, January 1995) evaluated two preferred alternatives for the grade-separation of the North First 
Street at-grade crossing.  The estimated cost of the alternatives ranged from $8 to $9 million (in 1994 dollars).  

 
“The City of Dixon Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (Dixon, March 2004) shows $9.5 million earmarked for the 
Parkway Boulevard Grade-Separation.  The North First Street Grade-Separation is not included in the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP).  Construction of this grade-separation would be a regional improvement that would 
be of City-wide benefit.  If the City chooses to prioritize this improvement, it can include it in subsequent updates of 
its CIP.   

 
Currently all trains blow their whistles (or horns) at road crossings for safety concerns.  Train traffic is 
not affected by development or operation of the project.  The increases in the number of trains and the 
whistle-blowing would occur with or without the project, until such time as the grade separation is 
completed.  The intersection of Pedrick Road and the UPRR tracks is not located in close proximity to 
the Finish Line Pavilion building.   
 
Response to Comment 35-34: 
 
It is not anticipated that trains blowing their whistles at the intersection of Pedrick Road and the UPRR 
tracks would interfere with any of the entertainment aspects of the project. Due to the distance of the 
tracks and the Finish Line Pavilion building there would not be an issue with noise associated with either 
the trains or their whistles. 
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Response to Comment 35-35: 
 
The train whistle is not anticipated to have a significant affect on horses training or racing at Dixon 
Downs.  Trains run adjacent to tracks throughout the U.S.  Trains used to be the main method of 
transporting horses from racetrack to racetrack before airfreight became a viable alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 35-36: 
 
The traffic circulation around the site is discussed in the Traffic Section of the Draft EIR.  A discussion 
of the Vaughn Road-Pedrick Road Connector is included on page 4.10-70 of the Draft EIR.  As 
indicated on page 4.10-70, the NQSP shows a new road that connects Vaughn Road and Pedrick Road 
to the north of the UPRR tracks.  This connection would provide improved circulation to the Specific 
Plan area and allow for one or both of the at-grade UPRR track crossings to be eliminated. The new 
Pedrick Road/Vaughn Road/Dixon Downs driveway intersection would be signalized.  The at-grade 
UPRR crossing on Pedrick Road would be maintained, while the at-grade crossing on Vaughn Road 
would be eliminated.  Vaughn Road would be turned into a cul-de-sac on either side of the tracks.  
However, more detailed studies would be necessary to identify the precise alignment of the connector 
road.  
 
Response to Comment 35-37: 
 
A “business owners association” (like a property owners association or a homeowners association) is 
formed by the developer and is a private non-profit organization.  It is not known who would control the 
organization, as control is established by the organizations articles of incorporation and bylaws.  Typically 
the voting authority of such organizations are organized on the basis of which business has the greatest 
financial obligation to the organization (unlike Home Owners Associations which are usually organized 
as one vote per one dwelling unit). 
 
Response to Comment 35-38: 
 
Based on Regional Water Quality Control Board dictates, the first stage of Dixon municipal sewage 
treatment plant capacity improvements would be completed in 2007 with the long-term capacity 
improvements being completed in 2009.   
 
Response to Comment 35-39: 
 
As described on page 4.11-39 of the Draft EIR, permitted capacity of the WWTP must be demonstrated 
either prior to issuance of a building permit, or the City must determine that the permitted WWTP 
capacity is sufficient to serve Phase 1 of the project prior to issuance of an occupancy permit.  
Completion and occupancy of Phase 1 of the project is dependent on achieving adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity at the City’s WWTP.  There is some flexibility in the actual timing of required 
improvements as described in the below text from page 4.11-39 of the Draft EIR. 
 

The NQSP EIR identified Mitigation Measure PS-C to address WWTP capacity issues.  Mitigation Measure PS-C 
requires that permitted capacity be demonstrated prior to issuance of a building permit.  A plan and timeline to 
expand the WWTP to 2.0 mgd, which would accommodate Phase 1 flows, has been developed, and expansion is 
expected by the end of 2007.  The applicant may elect to grade the site, install infrastructure, and construct other 
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improvements, which would require a building permit, but which could also occur in advance of completion of the 
expansion.  Mitigation Measures 4.11-6(a) and 4.11-6(b) provide flexibility in the timing of such improvements 
relative to the interim WWTP (2.0 mgd) and ultimate Phase 2 (2.5 mgd) improvement plans.  Implementation of 
either option in Mitigation Measure 4.11-6(a) would reduce impacts for Phase 1 to a less-than-significant level and would 
ensure consistency with Public Services and Facilities Element Policy 6 and Policy 7.  Implementation of NQSP EIR 
Mitigation Measure PS-E (which is included in Mitigation Measure 4.11-6) identifies the applicant’s financial 
obligations for the WWTP expansion.  Under Mitigation Measure 4.11-6(b), the WWTP capacity with Phase 2 
improvements would accommodate Proposed Project flows, but such expansion (to which the Proposed Project 
would incrementally contribute) could result in significant, and possibly unavoidable, significant impacts. 

 
Response to Comment 35-40: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-39. 
 
Response to Comment 35-41: 
 
Negotiations for the development agreement have not yet commenced, and therefore it is not known 
what the developer would be asked to install, nor what the developer would request reimbursement for.  
 
It is typical for the first developer in an area to be required to develop more or larger facilities than 
necessary to serve that first development, because later development would have to use the same 
facilities.  For example, while a specific development project might need only a 6-inch sewer line, it may 
have to install a much larger line to account for known or anticipated future development in the same 
area. Typically, such developers request that the city require those later developers to reimburse them for 
the cost of over sizing the required infrastructure.  It is anticipated that this would be required with the 
Dixon Downs project for certain facilities, but it is not known at this time which facilities would be 
included. 
 
Response to Comment 35-42: 
 
The City’s obligation is to act as a “conduit” or “pass through” for the payments by future developers.  
However, if the City were to request “oversizing” of facilities that do not serve future development, but 
instead is designed to serve currently existing residents, then those costs would be directly borne by the 
City. 
 
Response to Comment 35-43: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-42. 
 
Response to Comment 35-44: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-42. 
 
Response to Comment 35-45: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review. 
Please note, the City of Dixon conducted a number of informational meetings regarding the project to 
inform the community, in addition the City complied with the CEQA process and circulated the Notice 
of Preparation for the required 30 days as well as the Draft EIR for more than the required 45 days.  
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Please see Response to Comment [outreach process] that addresses in more detail the public outreach 
conducted by the City of Dixon. 
  
Response to Comment 35-46: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review. 
 
Response to Comment 35-47: 
 
The project applicant, MEC, is requesting a change to the existing level of service policy in the General 
Plan but no other General Plan amendments.  The NQSP is approximately 10 years old and certain 
statements in the Specific Plan are inaccurate by virtue of events which have occurred during the last 
decade.  Additional amendments to the NQSP, requested by the applicant, are specifically geared to allow 
the Dixon Downs project to be developed on land which is currently designated for future industrial and 
commercial development.  Please see also Responses to Comments 35-19 and 35-20. 
 
Response to Comment 35-48: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-192. 
 
Response to Comment 35-49: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-192. 
 
Response to Comment 35-50: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-192. 
 
Response to Comment 35-51: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-192. 
 
Response to Comment 35-52: 
 
No, Magna International, Inc. and MEC Dixon are not involved in any fashion in the proposed transit 
oriented development in downtown Dixon. 
 
Response to Comment 35-53: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-175. 
 
Response to Comment 35-54: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-176. 
 
Response to Comment 35-55: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 12-13 and 19-12.  
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Response to Comment 35-56: 
 
As mentioned on page 3-41 of the Draft EIR, a shuttle system is proposed by the applicant to transport 
patrons between the project site and the future downtown Dixon rail station. Patrons of the “Finish Line 
Pavilion” could access public transportation at the downtown transportation center, using the City’s 
Readi-Ride system or, if implemented, a shuttle bus connecting the project to the downtown area.   
 
Response to Comment 35-57: 
 
The service that Readi-Ride currently provides in the City of Dixon is not envisioned to change as part of 
this project. Readi-Ride Transit Service is a public dial-a-ride transit system that provides curb-to-curb 
transit service within the Dixon City limits.  It operates from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and fares range from 
$1.00 to $1.50 per trip.  
 
Response to Comment 35-58: 
 
The comment asks whether the safety of seniors and school children would be compromised by patrons 
desiring to visit the project site via the City’s dial-a-ride transit service.  Since the transit service is used 
primarily by existing residents (the service does not extend into adjacent jurisdictions), the project would 
not be introducing a new class of users.  In other words, a resident who wants to use the service to travel 
to the site may already be using the shuttle to travel to other areas of the City. 
 
The Dixon Readi-Ride system has expanded its patronage significantly over the past 10 years to a point 
where in 2005 the system carried approximately 55,000 passengers.  A significant portion of the Readi-
Ride trips serve people going to and from work, not just students and seniors.  The system has expanded 
by adding additional buses and drivers without jeopardizing the safety of any passengers.   
 
Response to Comment 35-59: 
 
Historically, the cost of providing the Readi-Ride service has been borne by state and federal 
transportation grants and, to a much lesser degree, fare box receipts. If it were determined that Readi-
Ride should provide a significant portion of the transportation to and from the project site, the 
development agreement could provide for a contribution to Readi-Ride from the project operators. 
 
Response to Comment 35-60: 
 
The busses would operate on days with live horseracing events.  They would generally arrive prior to the 
start of the races and depart after the races end.  Exact arrival and departure times would depend on the 
provider, geographic origin, and many other considerations. The Readi-Ride system currently operates 
between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  The system periodically prepares a 5 and 10 
year Transportation Plan to address new and changing ridership demands including expanded 
hours/days of service. 
 
Response to Comment 35-61: 
 
The City’s dial-a-ride transit service operates until 6 p.m.  Thus, unless service hours are expanded, no 
transit service would be provided after 6 p.m.  According to page 3-44 of the Draft EIR, live races 
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typically finish by 5 p.m. and track facilities that accommodate live racing patrons would then close.  
Only the inter-track simulcast racing area would remain open until midnight.  Thus, the majority of live 
race attendees would depart the site while the City’s dial-a-ride service is still in operation. 
 
The likelihood of minimal public transportation patronage during the later hours of any business day 
would generally preclude regularly scheduled public transportation other then taxis from being available.   
 
Response to Comment 35-62: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-61.  
 
Response to Comment 35-63: 
 
The comment asks “what would be the impact on private homes in Dixon”?  The comment is 
presumably referring to the effects of additional transit demand on existing City residents.  Transit 
impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR under Impact 4.10-7.  It is unlikely that public transportation 
serving the Proposed Project would have any impact on private homes in Dixon.  
  
Response to Comment 35-64: 
 
As discussed previously, in the event that the City determines to approve the Proposed Project 
notwithstanding the existence of unavoidable significant environmental impacts, it would be required to 
adopt a written Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Statement of Overriding Considerations 
must be provided to the decision-makers and the public for their review prior to taking action on the 
project.  CEQA requires that the City balance the economic, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
project against the significant impacts when determining whether to approve a project.  If the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”  See the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093. 
 
Response to Comment 35-65:  
 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is insufficient because it does not provide cost estimates for 
the various elements needed to appropriately mitigate the significant impacts of the project.  The costs of 
traffic mitigation measures have not been included in the Draft EIR, and are not required by CEQA.  
The measures that have been identified are considered feasible at this time.   
 
Please see also Master Responses TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 35-66: 
 
Funding for project mitigation should come from the project, except to the extent that improvements 
installed by the project benefits other new development in which case that development should pay a 
proportionate fair share or reimburse the project for a fair share.  This approach to reimbursement for 
some portion of infrastructure costs would be consistent with provisions of other developments such as 
the Southwest Dixon area and the Brookfield project. 
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Response to Comment 35-67: 
 
The vast majority of traffic and other transportation improvements that could be required to mitigate 
adverse effects of the project or cumulative development would occur within existing public rights-of-
way.  In the event that additional land is required to fully implement a particular mitigation measure, the 
City would use legal means to implement the measure. 
 
Response to Comment 35-68: 
 
Mitigation at the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange, and I-80/North First Street interchange, and Pedrick 
Road between I-80 and Dixon Downs Parkway were identified for each phase of the project.  The 
timeline for construction would depend on the timing of each phase of the project.  No improvements 
were recommended at the I-80/Kidwell Road interchange.  Please see Response to Comment 35-65 for a 
response to the cost estimate request. 
 
Response to Comment 35-69: 
 
The economic effects or the fiscal impacts associated with a loss of revenue due to increased traffic along 
I-80 is beyond the scope of an EIR to address.  Please see Responses to Comments 19-11, 19-12, and 
36-63.   
 
Response to Comment 35-70: 
 
The commenter is correct that mitigation fee programs must be designed to collect the necessary fees for 
mitigation within a reasonable period of time in order for the payment of fair share fees to qualify as 
adequate mitigation under CEQA.  As part of the preparation of the Development Agreement, if the 
project is approved, the City would determine the appropriate contribution of the Proposed Project to 
area wide mitigation measures.  Also, currently the City is studying its transportation impact fee program 
and, when completed, will determine appropriate fees based on current and anticipated future needs.   
 
Response to Comment 35-71: 
 
The City may not approve any development which is inconsistent with its general plan.  To approve this 
or any other development, the City must either (i) find the development to be consistent with the general 
plan; (ii) amend the development proposal such that it is then consistent with the general plan; or (iii) 
amend the general plan prior to approval of the proposal. 
 
Response to Comment 35-72: 
 
To the best of its knowledge, the City has not approved any development which is inconsistent with the 
general plan.  The City has on occasion amended the general plan so as to harmonize the general plan 
and a proposed project and thus permit an otherwise inconsistent project to be approved. 
 
Response to Comment 35-73: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-72. 
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Response to Comment 35-74: 
 
The transportation analysis included in the Draft EIR included an evaluation of the project’s impacts at 
the A Street/First Street and West A Street/Pitt School Road intersections.  The segment of West A 
Street between I-80 and Pitt School Road was also analyzed as part of the regionally significant project 
analysis.  Please see Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation for Existing, Existing Plus Project, 
Cumulative, and Cumulative Plus Project volumes at these locations.   Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(b) 
would require the applicant to widen the segment of West A Street between I-80 and Pitt School Road to 
four lanes with Phase 2 in the event it is not already widened as part of the Southwest Dixon Specific 
Plan.  Impacts to the A Street/First Street intersection were found to be significant and unavoidable with 
development of Phase 2 of the project.  The comment’s asserts that “the projected traffic increase is 
significant, and I find this document deficient in that regard”.  However, this statement is not 
accompanied by any evidence of technical errors or inaccuracies that would suggest that the document is 
deficient. 
 
Response to Comment 35-75: 
 
Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of alternative travel routes through Dixon that 
are likely to be used by patrons to the project.  Although the project applicant can encourage the use of 
certain routes to avoid sensitive streets through downtown, individual travel behavior is difficult to 
control.  The A Street/First Street intersection would worsen to LOS D during the Sunday p.m. peak 
hour with Phase 1 and 2 with a Tier 1 sold-out event.  This impact would be significant and unavoidable 
during these events. 
 
Response to Comment 35-76: 
 
The purpose of the transportation impact analysis is to identify the potential significant impacts of the 
Proposed Project on the transportation system and to identify mitigation to lessen their significance.  
Measures are not available to mitigate several impacts to less-than- significant levels; therefore, these 
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
The comment states that the Dixon General Plan implies that connector streets linking neighborhoods 
are not intended for through traffic.  The comment then asks why this is proposed to be allowable for 
the project.  The Draft EIR evaluates the extent to which roads such as Lincoln Street, Stratford Avenue, 
Adams Street, and West A Street are likely to be used by the project.  The resultant volumes and traffic 
operations are then compared to the established standards of significance to determine whether impacts 
are considered significant and require mitigation.  Neither the applicant nor the Draft EIR propose an 
amendment to the City’s General Plan to allow the project to add through traffic to streets that provide 
access to neighborhoods.   
 
Response to Comment 35-77: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-75. 
 
Response to Comment 35-78: 
 
As discussed in Impact 4.2-6 (see page 4.2-26), the Draft EIR acknowledges that construction and 
operational emissions of ozone precursors would be cumulatively significant.  The URBEMIS modeling 
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to document the construction emissions of the Proposed Project accounts for the sources specified in 
the comment to obtain a maximum pounds per day for ozone precursors.  Please see also Response to 
Comment 33-7 for an explanation of why paving emissions would not be included in the maximum 
pounds per day calculation. 
 
Response to Comment 35-79: 
 
The YSAQMD would determine which ozone precursor-reducing technologies are applicable for the 
equipment used during construction.  The California Air Resources Board has developed a Diesel Risk 
Reduction Plan that would reduce diesel PM emissions by 75 percent by year 2010 and 85 percent by 
year 2020. 
 
Response to Comment 35-80: 
 
Impact 4.10-6 on page 4.10-92 of the Draft EIR addresses safety issues on Pedrick Road associated with 
potential conflicts with farm equipment and vehicles. This was determined to be a significant impact and 
Mitigation Measures 4.10-6(a) and (b) were imposed which require appropriate signage and enforcement 
of the speed limit along Pedrick Road.  The presence of mud along the roadway was determined to be a 
less-than-significant safety issue. During the winter months whatever mud is tracked onto the roadway 
from construction vehicles would, more than likely, be washed away once it rains.  Unfortunately, this is 
a nuisance that accompanies all construction projects.  
 
The project applicant is required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The City 
could require that the SWPPP include a requirement that the mud from all trucks be washed off prior to 
leaving the site; or the City could require this measure as a condition of construction permit. 
 
Response to Comment 35-81: 
 
Construction vehicles would be required to comply with all safety regulations and keep their running 
lights and headlights turned on at all times and comply with the speed limit along all local roadways.  It is 
anticipated that signage would be placed along Pedrick Road warning motorists of trucks accessing the 
roadway in compliance with City requirements.  In the event of fog, it is assumed any motorists traveling 
along Pedrick Road would regulate their speed based on the conditions and site visibility and that any 
construction vehicles accessing or exiting the site would have all their running lights and headlights on to 
be visible to oncoming motorists.  No mitigation is required. 
 
Response to Comment 35-82: 
 
During project construction there would be increased traffic along Pedrick Road and other roadways 
around the project site due to construction vehicles accessing the project site.  It is not anticipated that 
the presence of construction traffic would significantly disrupt commerce or the ability of Dixon 
residents to travel along the same roadways.  There may be short periods of time when traffic is heavier 
due to a specific construction activity which may inconvenience motorists in the area; however, the 
presence of construction traffic would be no different than other large construction projects (i.e., Wal-
Mart).  No mitigation is required.   
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Response to Comment 35-83: 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, operational activities associated with the proposed project would 
be significant for emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOx.  Since ozone is a regional pollutant, 
emissions of ozone precursors would have an effect region-wide, and not at any one specific location 
such as the existing businesses in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Directly emitted pollutants, such 
as carbon monoxide (CO) or Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) could have adverse impacts only if emitted 
in significant amounts.  As discussed in the Air Quality Section, the amount of CO or TACs emitted 
associated with project operation would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Response to Comment 35-84: 
 
High ozone levels have been shown to have an impact on the health of vegetation.  Ozone is a regional 
pollutant, so ozone levels that would affect the agricultural uses to the south of the project site would not 
be the result of the Proposed Project.  Instead the impact would be generated by many pollution sources 
over a much broader area.  Although ozone can impact vegetation, the actual impact on agricultural uses 
south of the project site cannot be quantified, nor can an economic impact be calculated. 
 
Response to Comment 35-85: 
 
The City of Dixon CIP includes a street maintenance program.  Please see Response to Comment 14-6 
regarding maintenance of Solano County roadways used by the project. It is a standard requirement that 
any roadway damage to local roads would be repaired by the project applicant.   
 
Response to Comment 35-86: 
 
The Draft EIR did not identify a significant project impact at the I-80/West A Street interchange.  Thus, 
no mitigation measures were identified.  The City’s CIP includes funding for preparation of a Preliminary 
Study Report (PSR) for this interchange and small capacity improvements, such as signals or ramp 
widenings, required by Caltrans.  However, there are no known funding sources or entities obligated to 
fund its construction. 
 
Response to Comment 35-87: 
 
The development agreement would specify what the applicant would be financially responsible to pay 
for.  In many instances for some of the larger infrastructure improvements the applicant would be 
required to contribute their fair share.  Please see Response to Comment 30-59. 
 
Response to Comment 35-88: 
 
It is a standard requirement that any roadway damage to local roads caused during construction of a 
project would be repaired by the project applicant.  The project applicant’s liability for damages sustained 
by third persons due to road conditions would depend upon the specifics of each situation, including the 
ability of the third person to demonstrate the applicant had caused the specific pothole in question and 
that the specific pothole had caused the damages in question.  Please see Response to Comment 35-85. 
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Response to Comment 35-89: 
 
Damages suffered by individuals as a consequence of a dangerous or defective condition of public 
property may be recovered from the City, under some circumstances, by filing a claim pursuant to the 
Government Claims Act, Government Code section 810 et seq.  If it is clear that the condition was caused 
by a given contractor, the City may recover the costs of repair and any third party costs from the 
contractor. 
 
Response to Comment 35-90: 
 
It is a standard requirement that any roadway damage to local roads caused during construction of a 
project would be repaired by the project applicant.  Please see also Response to Comment 35-85. 
 
Response to Comment 35-91: 
 
Regulatory agencies, including the EPA have addressed the existence of a heat island effect.  However, 
the literature examines this effect in terms of very large areas of developed land, such as large specific 
plan areas or entire cities.  The size of the Proposed Project is much too small to cause any significant 
increase in ozone due to the heat island effect, or to contribute substantially to any cumulative heat island 
effect impact. 
 
Response to Comment 35-92: 
 
At this time it is anticipated that once Phase 2 is developed the temporary surface parking lots provided 
for Phase 1 would be replaced with a combination of parking structures and surface parking lots. Please 
see the discussion on page 3-37 in Chapter 3, Project Description. 
   
Response to Comment 35-93: 
 
Construction of Phase 2 would require that the temporary parking areas constructed as part of Phase 1 
be removed.  It is anticipated, based on current typical construction practices, that any asphalt removed 
would be ground up and recycled.  
 
Response to Comment 35-94: 
 
The effects of removing asphalt from Phase 1 parking during the construction of Phase 2 would be 
minimized by the Development Standards that would allow for the use of non-paved parking for 
portions of the Phase 1 parking.  To the extent that pavement needs to be removed during Phase 2 
construction, it is anticipated that the asphalt would be removed from the site and recycled.  The dust 
effects of such land disturbance activities have been considered in the air quality analysis contained in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR (see Impact 4.2-1, page 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 35-95: 
 
As part of Phase 1 the project applicant has proposed to provide limited landscaping within and around 
the temporary surface parking lots for a period of time so they do not have to remove expensive 
landscaping when Phase 2 is constructed.  As part of Phase 2, parking structures may be constructed to 
provide parking; however, at this time that has not yet been determined. 
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Response to Comment 35-96: 
 
It is not clear from the comment where in the document the reference to creating a Mello Roos district is 
mentioned.  It is not discussed in the Project Description or in Section 4.9, Public Services or Section 
4.11, Utilities.  The Draft EIR does not include a recommendation to create a Mello Roos district for the 
entire NQSP area.  Section 4.9 includes a discussion of both fire and police services and identifies how 
these services would be funded.  The City is authorized to levy impact fees among other methods, in 
order to provide adequate funds.   
 
It is not known at this time whether a Community Financing District (or other land-based financing 
mechanisms) would be formed, or what it would be used to fund.  Typically such districts are used to 
fund infrastructure, not salaries. 
  
Response to Comment 35-97: 
 
A “Mello Roos District” (the formal name for which is a community facilities district or “CFD”) is often 
used in order to finance the costs of public infrastructure which would otherwise have to be constructed 
over a lengthy period of years as cash flow permits.  In addition, the CFD provides a convenient 
mechanism for allocating costs of infrastructure among multiple property owners and varying types of 
land uses whose “fair share” of such costs is not otherwise immediately apparent. 
 
Response to Comment 35-98: 
 
The entire cost is borne by property within the CFD itself, not by residents living outside of the project 
boundaries.  
 
Response to Comment 35-99: 
 
The infrastructure constructed by this project would serve and benefit the remainder of the NQSP. 
 
Response to Comment 35-100: 
 
The development agreement has not yet been finalized.  Typically such agreements (and the CFDs or 
other financing mechanisms put in place or required by the agreements) obligate the developer to bear 
the entire cost of providing service. 
 
Response to Comment 35-101: 
Tucker Bill funds would be deposited into the City’s general fund and could be used to provide 
municipal services, i.e., fire protection services, or used for any other municipal purpose under the City’s 
discretion. 
 
Response to Comment 35-102: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.9, Public Services under Impact 4.9-4, the impact associated 
with the need for additional fire personnel and equipment was determined to be potentially significant.  
Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.9-4(a) through (c) would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 requires that prior to completion of design review the city shall determine 
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the project’s fair-share contribution for additional fire protection services and that the project applicant 
shall either dedicate land for a fire station and provide financial contributions toward equipment and/or 
personnel or shall participate in establishment of an assessment district in which all property owners in 
the area would dedicate funds towards establishment of adequate fire protection facilities, or shall make 
financial contributions to operations of fire protection services.  
 
Adequate fire personnel and equipment would be available to provide fire suppression services to serve 
the project site, including Phase 2. 
 
Response to Comment 35-103: 
 
The City would more likely receive greater revenue by accepting the Tucker Bill allocation and using 
those general fund revenues to help cover the cost of ordinary and traditional municipal services.  If the 
City elects not to accept Tucker Bill revenues it would be forced to find other sources of revenue to 
cover the costs of these services.  This would result in the City experiencing a lower fiscal surplus from 
the project.    
 
Response to Comment 35-104: 
 
Sales tax would be charged to racing patrons. 
 
Response to Comment 35-105: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-103, above. 
 
Response to Comment 35-106: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-149. 
 
Response to Comment 35-107: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-149. 
 
Response to Comment 35-108: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-62. 
 
Response to Comment 35-109: 
 
The Tucker Bill does not affect taxes imposed by entities other than the City. 
 
Response to Comment 35-110: 
 
The City would not assume any liability for this project. 
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Response to Comment 35-111: 
 
There would be no impact on commercial development in Phase 2 of Dixon Downs (the non-race track 
related development. 
 
Response to Comment 35-112: 
 
It is anticipated that the development agreement would specify that Phase 2 is not subject to the Tucker 
Bill. 
 
Response to Comment 35-113: 
 
The City does not currently have any taxes applicable to such events (such as an admissions tax or 
parking tax). Please see Response to Comment 35-101. 
 
Response to Comment 35-114: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-105. 
 
Response to Comment 35-115: 
 
There is no City liability for traffic control.  Costs of additional traffic control are anticipated to be 
recovered from the developer through provisions included in the development agreement. 
 
Response to Comment 35-116: 
 
According to the City, no increase in the City’s insurance premiums are anticipated due to this project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-117: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-116. 
 
Response to Comment 35-118: 
 
The economic impacts are derived using the Type SAM multipliers, which are based on regional social 
accounting matrices.  These multipliers are used to generate direct, indirect, and induced effects.  
 
Response to Comment 35-119: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-17 that addresses the local nature of the multipliers used in the 
analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 35-120: 
 
It is important to note that the Fiscal Analysis that was conducted for the Dixon Downs project was a 
separate document and not part of this EIR, (a copy of the report is available for review at the City 
offices and on the City’s website).  As stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, “[E]conomic or 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” The Draft EIR 
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does not include an analysis of the social or economic effects of the project, but the City of Dixon 
prepared a number of reports that address these concerns and were presented at the numerous 
informational exchange meetings. 
 
Please refer to Tables 7 and 8 in Appendix 1-D of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated 
August 19, 2005, for a list of multipliers used in the fiscal analysis.  The multipliers inherent in the 
economic analysis can be derived by reviewing the tables in Appendix 3 of the report. 
 
Response to Comment 35-121: 
 
Please refer to Table 16 in Appendix 3 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 
2005, for a list of jobs and wages anticipated for Phase 1 of the proposed Dixon Downs project. This 
information is available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website. 
 
Response to Comment 35-122:  
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-91. 
 
Response to Comment 35-123: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-121 that addresses jobs and wages related to Phase 1. 
 
Response to Comment 35-124: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 35-118 through 35-121. 
 
Response to Comment 35-125: 
 
Phase 2 is not expected to be operated by Magna Entertainment Corporation (MEC); therefore, none of 
the direct jobs or employees for Phase 2 would be employed by MEC.  
 
Response to Comment 35-126: 
 
It is not known at this time the number of jobs that would continue for 10 years or more. 
 
Response to Comment 35-127: 
 
It is assumed that all of these jobs are expected to be 365 days per year.  Some may be part-time and 
most would be full-time, but the number of jobs is expressed in full-time equivalents. 
 
Response to Comment 35-128: 
 
It is anticipated that all of the full-time jobs associated with Phase 2 are anticipated to pay a living wage. 
 
Response to Comment 35-129: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-118 that addresses the type of multipliers used in the analysis. 
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Response to Comment 35-130: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-17 that addresses the local nature of the multipliers used in the 
analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 35-131: 
 
The analysis contained in the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005, did not 
specifically identify the contribution to the local economy made by backstretch employees.  Based on a 
cursory analysis of the economic impacts generated by this group of employees, it is estimated that 
approximately 40 jobs would be created.  Compensation impacts are estimated to be a little over $1.0 
million, and total industry output impacts are estimated to be just under $4.0 million.  A copy of the 
Fiscal and Economic Analysis is available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website. 
 
Response to Comment 35-132: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 34-17 and 35-118. 
 
Response to Comment 35-133: 
 
Please refer to page 4 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005, for a detailed 
discussion on the relationship between residents and employees (a copy of the report is available for 
review at the City offices and on the City’s website).  Since backstretch employees are considered mostly 
transient by nature, they would be characterized more like visitors staying at hotels for an extended 
period of time than as actual residents living on site permanently.  The analysis in the report does not 
treat Phase 2 hotel guests as residents, and it would also be inappropriate to treat backstretch employees 
as residents. 
 
Response to Comment 35-134: 
 
The increased property tax and sales tax revenue would augment the City’s General Fund.  In addition, 
the increased revenue would generate more funds for the Dixon Unified School District (schools) as well 
as the County of Solano (social services). 
 
Response to Comment 35-135: 
 
The California Horse Racing Board has rules and regulations pertaining to facility workers and public 
safety. It is anticipated that the Horse Racing Board would oversee the monitoring of backstretch living 
quarters for health and safety considerations. 
 
Response to Comment 35-136: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-118. 
 
Response to Comment 35-137: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 35-138 and 35-139.   
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Response to Comment 35-138: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-13. 
 
Response to Comment 35-139: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-14 for Davis.  As with Davis, it is not anticipated that the cities of 
Vacaville, Woodland, Winters, Esparto, or Cache Creek would experience significant negative impacts in 
the areas of restaurant, bar, memorabilia, or entertainment services, although the impacts on these other 
jurisdictions have not been evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 35-140: 
 
Backstretch personnel such as trainers, handlers, hot walkers and exercise riders would be employed by 
horse owners and trainers; MEC would also have its own backstretch personnel responsible for 
maintaining the “backstretch infrastructure”. 
 
The employer is responsible for verifying U.S. citizenship of each employee and the validity of required 
work permits, visas, and other required documentation to work in the U.S. 
 
Response to Comment 35-141: 
 
The City’s fiscal and economic expert, Goodwin Consulting, has projected that nearly 1,000 jobs 
associated with Phase 1 and another 2,500 jobs tied to Phase 2 would be created. The Phase 1 jobs 
associated with the racetrack and training center would include executive, administrative, fiscal and 
accounting, technical, telecommunication and computer-related operations and maintenance, marketing 
and security positions, many of which would be associated with the operation of the Finish Line Pavilion 
and racetrack.  Within the projected 1,000 jobs a significant number would be dedicated to working the 
backstretch as well.  Backstretch personnel such as trainers, handlers, hot walkers and exercise riders 
would be employed by horse owners and trainers; MEC would also have its own backstretch personnel 
responsible for maintaining the “backstretch infrastructure”. 
 
MEC has a long-standing corporate policy of using local vendors for goods and services whenever 
possible.  The same policy applies to hiring locally, for the backstretch, and Finish Line Pavilion and 
track development.  To this end, MEC, in cooperation with the Dixon Chamber of Commerce, 
Downtown Business Association, and local construction trades sponsored a Job and Vendor Fair at 
which over 250 names were obtained from local citizens seeking either employment opportunities or 
looking to sell goods and services. The 250 individuals and families who left business cards and signed 
the Vendor/Job Fair roster would be the first contacted for business and employment opportunities if 
the project is approved and moves forward.  
 
Response to Comment 35-142: 
 
Operational impacts from Travis Air Force Base would only be taken into account in the context of a 
cumulative analysis because they are not part of the Proposed Project.  As stated in Impact 4.2-6, the 
YSAQMD would consider the effects of a project to be cumulatively significant if the project would 
require a change in land use from the current zoning in the local general plan to a more intense use. As 
stated in Impact 4.2-6, the YSAQMD would consider a project to be cumulatively significant if it requires 
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a change in land use from the current zoning in the local general plan.  This is because the local air 
quality plans take into account emissions from both existing development and proposed future 
development.  The Travis Air Force Base, and the emissions produced by it, already would be taken into 
account in the air quality plan, and therefore are accounted for in the cumulative analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 35-143: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-142, above.  As with Travis Air Force Base, emissions from the UC 
Davis “West Village” and the other development listed by the commenter would be considered only in 
the cumulative analysis since they are not part of the proposed project analyzed in this Draft EIR.  Also, 
as with Travis Air Force Base, these future uses are included in the local land use plan(s) and would 
therefore be accounted for in the applicable air quality plans.  Consequently, they are taken into account 
as part of the cumulative context for air quality. 
 
Response to Comment 35-144: 
 
The cumulative impact analyses are contained in Sections 4.1 through 4.11 in the Draft EIR, and 
summarized in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, establish the cumulative context for each impact.  In some 
cases the cumulative context is very local, in and around the project site; other times it is the whole of the 
City of Dixon. In this case, the development projects referenced by the commenter would not combine 
with the Proposed Project to add to any cumulative impact. Other times the cumulative context is 
regional in nature, accounting for development projects throughout the Nonattainment Area which 
would include, the individual projects mentioned by the commenter in Response to Comment 35-143.  
The establishment of a cumulative context unique to each impact is appropriate and required under 
CEQA.  For a more thorough discussion of the context for cumulative analyses in the Draft EIR, please 
see the discussion on pages 5-7 through 5-8 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 35-145: 
 
As shown in Impact 4.2-6 (see page 4.2-26), the Proposed Project would have a cumulatively 
considerable effect on ozone levels.  Consequently, the Proposed Project would combine with other 
development in the Sacramento Regional Nonattainment Area to contribute to the regional ozone 
problem.  The air districts included within the Nonattainment Area, along with the federal and State 
regulatory agencies, are making progress towards reducing emissions from various stationary, area, and 
mobile sources, to enable the region to come closer to attaining the ozone standard. New development 
in the region creates sources of emissions of criteria pollutants and ozone precursors.  These emissions 
add to the region-wide inventory and increase the amount of pollutants that must be reduced to achieve 
attainment of State and federal standards. Even with the approval of new development, the air districts 
of the region anticipate that ozone levels will decline in future years. 
 
Response to Comment 35-146: 
 
Federal funding for the region would only be jeopardized if the local transportation agency’s 
transportation plan was in conflict with the applicable regional air quality plan.  The Proposed Project 
would not influence this. 
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Response to Comment 35-147: 
  
Air quality monitoring is conducted by the YSAQMD and the CARB at various locations throughout the 
area.  These regulatory agencies choose monitoring sites based on a site’s potential to be the site of an air 
quality violation.  If the agency were to choose not to monitor in close proximity to the project site, it 
would be because the agency has determined that other locations better represent worst-case conditions 
in the area.  
 
Response to Comment 35-148: 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 35-83, operation of the Proposed Project would not be 
significant for any of the directly emitted criteria air pollutants.  The Proposed Project would result in a 
significant impact for emissions of ozone precursors (i.e., ROG, NOx).  Ozone is a pollutant that has 
impacts on a region-wide basis, not necessarily a localized one.  In other words, ozone precursors 
emitted at the project site could add to the overall amount of precursors in the air basin and help to 
increase the chances of an ozone violation.  These violations could potentially occur anywhere in the air 
basin, possibly far away from the proposed project site.  Consequently, it is impossible to estimate what 
effect ozone precursor emissions from the proposed project could have on receptors at any particular 
location. 
 
While ozone precursor emissions in one area can lead to actual ozone violations elsewhere, the 
meteorology and topography of a region make certain areas more likely to experience ozone violations 
than others.  The closest monitoring station to the proposed project site is the Davis-UCD Campus 
monitoring site in Davis.  This monitoring site has registered no violations of the previous one hour 
federal ozone standard or the new eight-hour federal ozone standard over the last three years.  Only 
three violations of the state ozone standard have been recorded at this site over the last three years.  This 
would indicate that an exceedance of the ozone standards in the area near the proposed project site are 
rare, and emissions of ozone precursors at the site would do little to contribute to ozone an exceedance 
in the area. 
 
Response to Comment 35-149: 
 
Travis Air Force Base is not part of the Proposed Project, so emissions from the Base are not included as 
emissions generated by the project. Emissions from the base are included with other regional air 
pollution generators as part of the cumulative analysis of air pollution in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 35-150: 
 
According to Leticia Widemann, MSN, Director of Health Services Dixon Unified School District, the 
economic impact of these cases on school attendance and funding is minimal. Although asthma is one of 
the main reasons that children miss school, the children in the Dixon Unified School District with this 
chronic disease are well managed.  District-wide there is an average of 175 children out of approximately 
4,000 students diagnosed with asthma; or 4.4% of the total student population.  The majority of these 
students have mild to moderate asthma.  Educational support is offered at school sites as well as trained 
personnel to medicate the children according to physician orders.   
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Response to Comment 35-151: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-150. 
 
Response to Comment 35-152: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-150. 
 
Response to Comment 35-153: 
 
Project impacts, relative to schools, are discussed in Section 4.9, Public Services, of the Draft EIR.  
Schools are basically funded through the state, based on attendance.  So, to the degree this project 
generated new students in the district, commensurate funding from the state would be provided.   
 
Response to Comment 35-154: 
 
Information on the adult asthma rate and the health effects in the adult population is not available.   
 
Response to Comment 35-155: 
 
As stated in the Draft EIR, there are no federal noise regulations that apply to the Proposed Project.  
Compliance with other regulations is ensured through the local planning and environmental process.  
However, if the City determines that a project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and a significant 
impact has been identified the City can override the impact.  If the environmental analysis finds that a 
significant noise impact would occur, the lead agency would either not approve the project, or 
alternatively, could override the impact. 
 
Response to Comment 35-156: 
 
As with the vast majority of other local jurisdictions in California, the City of Dixon does not have a 
policy for monitoring noise.  Compliance is determined by the City Code on a complaint basis.  If a 
source of noise exceeds the standards in the City Code, a complaint can be lodged and the City can take 
appropriate enforcement action against the noise source. The City of Dixon Zoning Ordinance sections 
12.24.03 through 12.24.06 deal with permitted noise levels. Section 12.24.03 provides maximum 
permitted levels of stationary source noise for various zoning districts.  These permitted levels are shown 
in Table 4.8-4 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 35-157: 
 
Noise associated with the Proposed Project is analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The lead agency has the option 
of overriding any significant noise impacts providing the project is consistent with the General Plan.  The 
Dixon City Code would provide recourse for Dixon residents if for some reason abnormally high noise 
levels would at any time be generated by the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-158: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-157.  The same explanation applies to the entire NQSP and to the 
City as a whole. 
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Response to Comment 35-159: 
 
As stated on page 4.8-8 in the Draft EIR, the General Plan identifies four policies concerning noise in its 
Natural Environment section: 
 

• The city shall protect existing noise sources from future noise-sensitive development. 
• The city shall establish performance standards to limit noise generation. 
• The city shall establish physical development patterns compatible with the noise 

environment of Dixon. 
• The city shall, where feasible, mitigate traffic and other noise to the levels defined as 

“Acceptable Levels of Noise Exposure.”  Areas in which noise levels currently 
exceed, or as a result of future development, will exceed these levels of noise 
exposure are deemed inappropriate for the development in question. 

 
The Acceptable Levels of Noise Exposure reflect noise levels that the City deems to be appropriate for 
various uses.  By recommending these levels, the City acknowledges that quiet environments are more 
appropriate to uses such as residential development, hospitals or schools, and that industrial or 
commercial development can be appropriate uses in areas with higher noise levels.  These noise levels 
recommendations are used to guide land-use decisions and City policy. 
 
Response to Comment 35-160: 
 
There are a number of plans in existence that would improve air quality in the City of Dixon.  The 
Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan contains a strategy to meet federal ozone standards.  The 
CARB’s Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles is a 
strategy for decreasing particulate matter and diesel TAC from heavy-duty vehicles throughout the State. 
 
Response to Comment 35-161: 
 
The Dixon General Plan contains noise standards for various uses as 24-hour standards.  The 24-hour 
standard is appropriate for assessing the day-to-day operation of the Proposed Project.  The Dixon 
Municipal Code, which sets maximum noise level standards would be appropriate for the regulation of 
noise peaks during events. 
 
The Proposed Project does not propose to modify either the Dixon General Plan, in regards to noise, or 
the noise provisions of the City Code.  The provisions of the existing General Plan and City Code are 
sufficient for making informed policy decisions regarding the Proposed Project and regulating potentially 
significant noise from the project.  There are no plans, as part of this project, to adopt event-specific 
noise level monitoring as a General Plan amendment. 
 
Response to Comment 35-162: 
 
It is assumed the comment is referring to the maximum decibel level that could be experienced by an off-
site individual or residences.  The decibels that could be experienced by an individual or residence from 
the public address system would depend on how far the individual or residence is from the project site.  
As is clearly shown in Impact 4.8-4 (see page 4.8-17), monitoring data collected at facilities similar to the 
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Proposed Project showed that speakers generated noise up to 105 dB at the interior of the facility.  It can 
be estimated that the Proposed Project would generate similar noise levels.  As stated in Impact 4.8-4, 
speaker sound levels are expected to be relatively consistent regardless of whether the event is a Tier 2 or 
horse racing event.  Consequently, attenuated noise at the nearest receptors during these events could 
reach approximately 65 dB at the nearest offsite receptor (individual or residence).  For the purposes of 
the EIR analysis, a worst-case analysis was assumed which was an outdoor concert event.   
 
As stated in Impact 4.8-4, concert events could conceivably reach up to 120 – 130 dB at the interior of 
the facility.  This would result in attenuated noise levels of 64.5 at the nearest off-site receptors. 
 
Response to Comment 35-163: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-162. 
 
Response to Comment 35-164: 
 
The requirements set forth in the City Code are established to ensure that noise levels would not exceed 
appropriate standards.  The City is responsible for enforcing these provisions, so excessive noise 
produced during onsite events would be subject to enforcement action, which would limit the noise. 
 
Response to Comment 35-165: 
 
Other jurisdictions in Yolo or Solano County may have adopted design policies; however, because the 
project is located in the City of Dixon it is not relevant to the Proposed Project.  
  
Response to Comment 35-166: 
 
An EIR is not required to address how a project would or would not harmonize with adopted policies in 
adjacent jurisdictions.  The Draft EIR addresses policies contained in the City of Dixon General Plan.  
An EIR does not contain, and is not required to contain, a line-by-line evaluation of the project 
compared to the goals, policies and actions of the General Plan.  It is the responsibility of the City 
Council, in considering the merits of the Proposed Project, to determine if the project is in substantial 
compliance with the General Plan. 
  
Response to Comment 35-167: 
 
The Proposed Project includes the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines (Design 
Guidelines) which addresses lighting, landscaping, signage and other development-related issues.  The 
perception of a visual impact is personal and subjective; what one person may perceive as a negative 
impact another may find visually pleasing.  Even those experienced in urban design principals and 
architecture can have differing opinions on the visual “quality” of a particular project or element.  It is 
assumed that compliance with the Design Guidelines, as deemed appropriate by the reviewing bodies 
(e.g., City Planning Commission and City Council), would ensure that a project would be substantially 
consistent with the direction of future development within the City, and, as a result, would not result in 
significant negative aesthetic effects. 
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Response to Comment 35-168: 
 
How well the project complies with design guidelines set forth in other jurisdictions is not relevant.  The 
project is located in the City of Dixon and is therefore required to be reviewed by the City.  It is the 
purview of the reviewing bodies in the City of Dixon to determine what is appropriate for their 
community. 
 
Response to Comment 35-169: 
 
It is within the purview of the City’s Planning Commission and Council to interpret the City’s General 
Plan and to determine what is consistent or inconsistent with the goals and values of the community set 
forth in the general plan. 
 
Response to Comment 35-170: 
 
The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR includes a section that addresses cumulative impacts 
of the project and identifies mitigation, if required.  The commenter is referred to Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, pages 4.3-24 through 4.3-28 for more specific information on the cumulative impacts of the 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-171: 
 
It is not clear from the comment what other land use changes the commenter is referring to. Recently 
approved and pending development projects including Southpark (Valley Glen), Brookfield, Southwest 
Dixon Specific Plan, and Milk Farm have involved “land use changes” involving reconfiguration of 
previously approved similar land use patterns or, in the case of the Brookfield project, timing.  All of 
these projects were addressed and taken into account in the cumulative impact analysis included in each 
technical section of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 35-172: 
 
The City has made no determination that it “wants” this project.  The project applicant has requested 
land use approvals, and the City has an obligation to study the application, hold hearings, and for the City 
Council to ultimately make a decision whether or not to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-173: 
 
In each section of the Draft EIR there is a discussion of the cumulative impacts of the project pertinent 
to that issue area.  For example, cumulative traffic impacts, air quality impacts, biological resource 
impacts, and agricultural resource impacts are all addressed in the applicable section of the Draft EIR.  
The Land Use analysis in an EIR does not typically include a discussion of cumulative impacts.  Because 
the project-specific analysis considers both existing and future planned land uses, impacts resulting from 
the additive effect of other proposed or speculative land use plans would not differ from those identified 
in the impact discussions.  Similarly, because the analysis of applicable land use goals and policies 
considers both existing and planned land uses, cumulative land use compatibility impacts are not 
considered independently.  However, the cumulative loss of agricultural land is addressed in Section 4.7, 
Land Use. 
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Response to Comment 35-174: 
 
The Proposed Project includes specific mitigation measures to mitigate traffic impacts associated with 
the project.  In addition, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) is the Congestion Management 
Agency of Solano County.  The STA is responsible for countywide transportation planning, 
coordination, financing of priority projects, and programming of federal, state, and regional 
transportation funds.  Its goals and objectives are to: 1) document transportation needs from both local 
and countywide perspectives; 2) provide safety and operational improvements; 3) preserve the 
transportation system; 4) reduce congestion and maintain mobility; 5) improve commute options to the 
Bay Area and Sacramento regions; 6) promote transit, including intercity bus, rail, and ferries; 7) promote 
alternative modes such as carpooling, vanpooling, and bicycling; and 8) encourage Transportation for 
Livable Communities projects.  The City of Dixon also prepares a Five-Year Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) which requires new development to pay for certain City-wide infrastructure 
improvements.  For the next five years, the CIP has allocated approximately $64 million in 
improvements to wastewater, storm, water, fire, police, administrative, recreation, public works, and 
transportation facilities and services.  Little funding has been allocated for roadway improvements within 
and surrounding the NQSP.   
 
Response to Comment 35-175: 
 
The cumulative effects of the Proposed Project are described in Impacts 4.10-13 and 4.10-14 in the Draft 
EIR.  Both impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.  There are no known written agreements 
with the state that specify funding and timing of improvements to I-80 in Solano County or any of the 
Dixon interchanges.  Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 regarding improvements to I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 35-176: 
 
It is not customary to estimate changes in accident rates or health effects resulting from changes in 
congestion and delays as suggested by the comment.  Any attempt to establish direct causality between 
increased congestion on I-80 and changes in accident rates would be speculative.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145 states that if an agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the 
agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact. 
 
Response to Comment 35-177: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-176. 
 
Response to Comment 35-178: 
 
There is no relevant connection between the potential increase in traffic due to the proposed project and 
pet death due to dogs and cats being struck by moving vehicles.  Pet death from automobiles and trucks 
is, in most cases, due to the failure of pet owners to adequately control their pets through application of 
local leash and animal control laws.  Please see Response to Comment 35-176. 
 
Response to Comment 35-179: 
  
The development agreement would provide a legally binding requirement to construct interchange and 
roadway improvements or a mechanism for the city to recover fair share costs from the project applicant 
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for such improvements.  It is not anticipated that the development agreement would cover state/county 
shortfalls beyond those explained above. 
  
Response to Comment 35-180: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-179, above. 
 
Response to Comment 35-181: 
 
The Union Pacific Railroad has been contacted regarding the project and given an opportunity to 
comment on the Draft EIR.  The NQSP identifies a future connector road from Vaughn Road to 
Pedrick Road to eliminate the Vaughn Road railroad grade crossing.  Currently a grade-separation is not 
proposed at the railroad tracks on Vaughn Road.  Thus, no discussions with UPRR regarding the 
feasibility of this concept have been held. 
 
Response to Comment 35-182: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-181. 
 
Response to Comment 35-183: 
 
No other agencies have been contacted regarding possible cost sharing of the Vaughn/Pedrick 
connector.  The Vaughn Road/Pedrick Road connector is considered in the EIR. Please see also 
Response to Comment 35-181. 
 
Response to Comment 35-184: 
 
The City’s General Plan Policy V.I.E.7 encourages the construction of grade-separated railroad crossings.  
Since the project does not propose a grade-separation at Pedrick Road nor is it required as project 
mitigation, no discussions with UPRR have been held in the context of this project.  The temporary and 
ultimate access to the backstretch facilities near the UPRR tracks, along with the Vaughn Road-Pedrick 
Road connector, have been developed so as to not preclude the ultimate grade-separation. 
 
Response to Comment 35-185: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-184 for the City’s policy on grade-separation.  It should be noted 
that the City is currently pursuing the construction of the Parkway Boulevard grade-separated crossing of 
the UPRR tracks in the southern portion of the City as a means to better connect the areas on either side 
of the tracks. 
 
The NQSP anticipated improving the railroad/vehicle traffic situation by recommending a connector 
from Vaughn Road to Pedrick Road to allow the closure of the Vaughn Road grade separation, thus 
eliminating one potential point of roadway and railroad conflict.  Historically, the City also has prepared 
preliminary plans for a grade separation as an eastward extension of “H” Street.  This grade separation 
project should be an integral part of the future development eastward to Pedrick Road contemplated in 
the current General Plan as occurring after the year 2010.  To the extent that additional significant future 
development occurs in Dixon along the Pedrick Road corridor south of the Union Pacific railroad 
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crossing, funding of a grade separation for the Union Pacific Railroad and Pedrick Road should also be 
contemplated with that development. 
 
Response to Comment 35-186: 
 
Please see Section 4.11, Utilities of the Draft EIR, pages 4.11-25 and 4.11-26 for cumulative impact 
analysis on water supplies.  See all other sections of the Draft EIR for cumulative impacts related to the 
construction of infrastructure in Solano County. 
 
Response to Comment 35-187: 
 
As described on page 7 of the WSA contained in Appendix I of the Draft EIR, a Groundwater Management 
Plan was adopted by the Solano Irrigation District (SID) in 1995.  An updated plan was published in 
January 2006.  In addition, the City of Dixon and SID, among others, participated in the preparation of 
the 1995 Groundwater Resources Report.  The participants agree to monitor groundwater levels and that 
groundwater pumping would be modified, as required, to ensure the sustainability of groundwater 
resources.  Monitoring activities include groundwater levels, water quality, and land subsidence. 
 
The 2006 Groundwater Management Plan Upgrade includes a management objective of facilitating 
conjunctive use operations with a goal of balancing recharge and extraction of groundwater.  Solano 
Irrigation District, along with the other participating agencies of the Solano Water Authority, measure 
ground water levels throughout the county in the spring and fall.  Also, DSMWS monitors water quality 
of its domestic deep wells on an ongoing basis according to EPA guidelines.  Currently, there is not a 
replenishment program in place.  Instead, when the Solano Project was constructed (which supplies 
surface water to the county), it significantly reduced the pumping of ground water and most irrigation 
and domestic water is now supplied via surface water.  Recharge of the basin occurs naturally through 
rain and irrigation practices.  Please see also Response to Comment 21-30.   
 
Response to Comment 35-188:  
 
Please see Responses to Comments 18-29 and 21-29 through 21-36 that address groundwater concerns. 
Dixon Solano Municipal Water Service (DSMWS), the local water purveyor for the project area, in its SB 
610 water supply assessment for the proposed project found there to be an abundance of groundwater 
available even with development of the project.  DSMWS has determined that there is neither an 
overdraft currently nor a potential for an overdraft situation to occur if the proposed project were 
constructed.  Accordingly, there are not binding agreements on overdrafts, and there is no justification 
for the imposition of binding agreements relating to overdraft.  
 
Response to Comment 35-189: 
 
A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Proposed Project in compliance with SB 610.  
The cumulative setting for impacts to water supply is buildout of the Proposed Project, in addition to 
other development within the Solano groundwater basin, in the year 2024. As discussed in Impact 4.11-4, 
adequate water is available to serve the Proposed Project as well as other development and agricultural 
uses in the Solano Sub-basin through the year 2024.  
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Response to Comment 35-190: 
 
The comment erroneously notes that the well construction standard for agricultural wells, such as the 
well for the Proposed Project, mandates a “50 foot diameter concrete collar to prevent groundwater 
contamination”.  On the contrary, State and County well construction standards mandate an annular 
grout for agricultural wells extending 20 feet below the ground surface.  The well construction 
regulations are enforced by Solano County Ordinance Chapter 13.10 for well construction.  This 
ordinance uses the California Department of Water Resources well construction standards published and 
updated in Bulletin 74-90.  Bulletin 74-90 requires the annular space for agricultural wells extend to 20 
feet below ground surface while those constructed for municipal or industrial use extend 50 feet below 
ground surface.  Please note that the Draft EIR text has been changed to reflect that the project 
applicant would be required to follow all County and DSMWS standards with respect to constructing the 
groundwater well.  
 
The second to last sentence in the second paragraph on page 4.11-22 is revised as follows: 
 

The proposed groundwater wells would be constructed in compliance with all applicable county 
and DSMWS standards.  The groundwater wells and would be in operation prior to buildout of 
the Proposed Project and would provide an adequate water supply to meet the demands of the 
Proposed Project at buildout. 

 
Response to Comment 35-191: 
 
The Draft EIR, on page 5-2, recognizes that construction and operation of the project would result in 
“the irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in the form of fossil 
fuels,…”  The EIR does not identify this as a significant impact because it is speculative to identify the 
location and nature of the impacts caused by the project’s incremental increase in energy demand, 
particularly the increased demand for electricity from the state’s grid.  The energy demand of the 
Proposed Project would be part of the overall demand for energy from the region and state.  The 
cumulative demand for energy in California is being met from energy sources throughout the West, 
including gas and coal fired power plants which create air emissions and require the extraction and 
delivery of natural gas and/or coal.  Other energy sources include hydroelectric operations from facilities 
in the Sierra Nevada, as well as facilities in the Pacific Northwest.  Because of the complex nature of the 
electricity transmission system, and the open market methods of purchase and delivery of electricity in 
today’s marketplace, it is impossible to specifically connect the demands of a specific project or region to 
the environmental effects of constructing or operating specific electricity generation facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 35-192: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-191. 
 
Response to Comment 35-193: 
 
The use of renewable energy generation is not specifically addressed in the EIR.  Issues associated with 
the use of nonrenewable energy sources are addressed on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR.  No mitigation 
measures are identified because no specific impacts were identified.  Please see Response to Comment 
43-16. 
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Response to Comment 35-194: 
 
The plans and specifications for the Phase I facilities have not yet been prepared.  It is anticipated that 
the project will comply with the Title 24 state recommendations for energy conservation. The City of 
Dixon currently does not have any energy conservation requirements or policies.  MEC has not 
conducted any solar energy calculations for use of solar panels on any of the roof areas associated with 
the project.  Once the project is entitled, MEC will determine if it makes economic sense to incorporate 
solar into project design. 
 
Response to Comment 35-195: 
 
The detailed plans and specifications for the Finish Line Pavilion building have not yet been prepared.  
At present, there is inadequate information to perform cumulative energy load calculations. 
 
Response to Comment 35-196: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-195.  Until detailed plans and specifications for the Finish Line 
Pavilion building are prepared, this information is not available. 
 
Response to Comment 35-197: 
 
The size of horse stalls would be 12 feet by 12 feet or 144 square feet in area (standard size); the number 
of cubic feet within the stall is not relevant. 
 
Response to Comment 35-198: 
 
A veterinary clinic is not a prerequisite or requirement of a racetrack.  However, MEC has planned space 
for a future veterinary clinic.  A future veterinary clinic specializing in equine health, medicine, and 
training may be a part of Phase 1 construction.  The design and staffing of the proposed vet clinic would 
be undertaken in collaboration with the U.C.D. Veterinary School.  A number of discussions have taken 
place over the last 2 years both with the U.C.D. Chancellors office and Veterinary School regarding the 
Dixon Downs project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-199:  
 
There are other thoroughbred horse racetracks and training centers on the west coast and in the U.S. 
(including MEC’s track at Golden Gate Fields) that have to deal with ground fog, and at these venues, no 
problems have been identified associated with fog or other weather conditions. 
 
Horse races would not be held and training would not be allowed when adverse weather results in 
hazardous conditions on the track. 
 
The trainers and/or owners carefully monitor the safety and well-being of their horses.  The trainers 
determine if the weather is too cold to train safely. 
 
When fog is present, one of the factors race officials would consider in determining whether to allow 
races to proceed on schedule is the extent to which patron viewing is limited by the foggy weather 
conditions. 
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Response to Comment 35-200: 
 
Before a sick or injured horse is euthanized at Dixon Downs or any other California horse racetrack, a 
consultation is made with track officials and a representative of the State Veterinarian’s office.  If a horse 
is euthanized at Dixon Downs, it would be then transferred to UCD Veterinary School for an autopsy.  
Once the autopsy is concluded, the disposal of the euthanized animal would be the horse owner’s 
prerogative and responsibility. 
 
None of the carcasses would be used for human consumption. 
 
MEC does not collect and maintain system wide records for horses euthanized at its tracks.  Horse 
owners, again, are responsible for the health, well-being and euthanasia, if necessary, of the horses within 
their racing “stables”.  If statistics are kept on euthanized horses, whether they are at MEC tracks or 
other tracks within the state, they would be compiled and maintained by either the State Veterinarian or 
CHRB. 
 
Response to Comment 35-201: 
 
Race calendars are determined by the California Horse Racing Board.  Up to 100 race days may be 
permitted by the CHRB, please see also response to Letter 34, Response to Comment 34-127. 
 
Response to Comment 35-202: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-201. 
 
Response to Comment 35-203: 
 
Many types of electronic products used in a commercial or retail setting contain hazardous substances 
such as lead or mercury.  As part of its implementation of the Electronic Waste Recycling Act of 2003, 
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has tested certain types of electronic 
devices to determine which would be a hazardous waste when discarded.  The DTSC presumes the only 
the following video display devices would be considered hazardous waste when discarded: cathode ray 
tube (CRT) devices [including televisions and monitors]; LCD desktop monitors, laptop computers with 
LCD displays, LCD televisions, and plasma televisions.  In other words, not all electronic waste would 
necessarily be considered hazardous waste. 
 
One of the objectives of the Act is a program to recycle and ensure the safe and environmentally sound 
disposal of video display devices.  On January 1, 2005, retailers began charging fees to consumers at the 
time of purchase for “e-waste” recycling programs.  The fees are deposited into a special account to be 
paid to qualified e-waste collectors and recyclers to cover the costs of managing certain electronic 
products when they are discarded. 
 
The amount of electronic waste generated annually by the proposed project would depend on the 
number of electronic devices that would be categorized as e-waste when they are discarded.  Until project 
occupancy, it would be premature and speculative to quantify a specific amount of e-waste. 
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Response to Comment 35-204: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-203. 
 
Regardless of the amount of e-waste generated by the proposed project, any discarded product 
determined by DTSC to require handling as hazardous waste under the Electronic Waste Recycling Act 
must be collected and disposed of by a qualified service.  The Hay Road Landfill operator (Norcal Waste 
Systems, Inc.) is certified by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) as an 
“approved collector” under the Act.  While the landfill operator is authorized to receive and manage 
e-waste, this does not mean the discarded devices are disposed of in the landfill itself. 
 
The Dixon Sanitary Service, which collects waste from Dixon, operates an e-waste program in Vacaville.  
This program is designed for residents and small businesses.  Large commercial operations that generate 
e-waste, such as the proposed project, typically arrange their own e-waste handling services.  Once 
e-waste is removed from the proposed project, it would need to be disposed of or recycled by a certified 
e-waste handler. 
 
Therefore, there would not be any effect on the Hay Road Landfill. 
 
Response to Comment 35-205: 
 
The discussion in the alternatives chapter, specifically Alternative 3, regarding solid waste does not 
include horse manure it just reflects the amount of solid waste generated by the other proposed uses.  
The total amount of manure and soiled bedding that could be generated is estimated to be 144,000 
lbs/day or 13,104 tons/year.  However, it is anticipated that the horse manure and soiled bedding waste 
would be transported to a composting facility and not the landfill. 
 
Response to Comment 35-206: 
 
Wastewater generated by the project is addressed in Section 4.11, Utilities.  As discussed on page 4.11-35, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would generate wastewater flows that would be discharged to 
the City’s sewer system.  Phase 1 peak flow is estimated to be 0.46 mgd.  Phase 2 peak flow is estimated 
to be approximately 0.22 mgd.  The total estimated peak flow to the sewer system would be 0.68 mgd. 15 
 
As discussed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that a total of 2,158 tons/year of solid 
waste associated with the Phase 1 uses would be disposed of at the landfill. A total of 1,160 tons/year of 
solid waste associated with the retail, hotel and office uses under Phase 2 would be disposed of at the 
landfill. 
 
Response to Comment 35-207: 
 
Section 4.9, Public Services and Section 4.11, Utilities in the Draft EIR address solid waste and 
wastewater associated with development of Phase 1 and Phases 1 and 2 combined.  The racetrack and 
horse barns are included as part of Phase 1; therefore, there are no horses included as Phase 2 so there 
would be no manure or soiled bedding associated with Phase 2.  The Phase 2 land uses include retail, 
office, and hotel.  Table 4.9-2 on page 4.9-25 includes the total amount of solid waste generated under 
                                                 
15  ECO:LOGIC Engineering, Review of Dixon Downs Project Impacts on City Wastewater Facilities, Draft, January 5, 2005. 
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Phase 2, which is estimated to be 1,160 tons/year.  The amount of wastewater associated with Phase 2 is 
discussed under Impact 4.11-5 on page 4.11-36, and is estimated to be approximately 0.22 mgd (under 
peak flow conditions).   
 
Response to Comment 35-208: 
 
Many commercial end users require ownership in fee as opposed to a leasehold interest in the property.  
The subdivision of the Dixon Downs property follows common practice where large, multi-use, phased 
projects are proposed and is intended to provide MEC Dixon with the flexibility to implement the Phase 
2 development plan as set forth in the project entitlements, including in particular the Development and 
Design Guidelines, by attracting appropriate commercial ventures. 
 
Response to Comment 35-209: 
 
MEC Dixon, as the owner of the Dixon Downs property, would be able to sell the parcels to qualified 
buyers. However, all of the lots would be subject to the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR, the 
conditions of project approval, and the conditions contained in the development agreement if the project 
was approved and there was no change to the project components.   
 
Response to Comment 35-210:  
 
The Draft EIR Project Description, Chapter 3, describes the intended subdivision of the property into 
16 parcels and presents the proposed tentative subdivision map in Figure 3-16, page 3-59, of the Draft 
EIR.  The use of this EIR for approval of the tentative subdivision map would be limited to the extent 
that the approved parcels are used in a manner consistent with the remainder of the Project Description.  
In the event that the applicant chooses to seek permits for development of any of the created parcels for 
uses that are not consistent with the Project Description, the City would be required to reexamine the 
adequacy of this environmental analysis in light of the new proposed uses. 
 
Response to Comment 35-211: 
 
Development of the Dixon Downs site must be carried out in a manner that is consistent with the 
project entitlements, including, in particular, the Development Agreement, the land use designation and 
zoning, the NQSP, and the Development and Design Guidelines.  The rights and obligations relative to 
the use and development of the Dixon Downs site are ultimately tied to the land. 
 
Response to Comment 35-212: 
 
Any application to further sub-divide the Dixon Downs property would be required to go before the 
City Council for review and approval.   
 
Response to Comment 35-213: 
 
Plans and specifications for the Phase 1 facilities have not yet been prepared.  At this time MEC has not 
determined the type of flooring or adhesives that would be used in constructing the Finish Line Pavilion 
or other buildings on-site.  It is assumed the type of flooring, carpets, or adhesives used would not cause 
“indoor pollution”.   
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Response to Comment 35-214: 
 
Parameters and definitions for duration and frequency of Tier 2 and Tier 3 events would be included in 
the draft Development Agreement for the project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-215: 
 
As previously indicated by the City in its Community Questions and Responses Document (dated 
October 12, 2005) available for review at the City or on the City’s website: 
 

Yes.  Dixon City Code Article I section 16.9 currently provides that any form of gaming not mentioned in 
either California Penal Code section 330 or 330a is unlawful.  Since those two sections contain a list of 
prohibited forms of gaming, the effect of section 16.9 is to prohibit all other forms of gaming not already 
prohibited by state law.  In the event the City desires to approve the Dixon Downs project, this section 
should be amended to expressly permit paramutual wagering as permitted by the Horse Racing Law 
(Bus.& Prof. Code 19400 et seq.). 

 
If the City were to choose not to amend section 16.9, gaming in the Finish Line Pavilion would still be 
authorized by reason of the ordinance adopting the development agreement. 
 
Response to Comment 35-216: 
 
The Finish Line Pavilion building would be designed to be used throughout the year.  The Pavilion 
building is designed to function as a multi-use entertainment venue with enclosed indoor capacity for 
5,000 patrons and outdoor seating for an additional 1,800 patrons in an open air grandstand.  The 
building would be equipped with the most advanced simulcast technology available.  The building would 
also include a theater stage with seating capacity for stage shows of approximately 2,000, would be 
designed to function as a performing arts center as well as a spectator facility for live and simulcast 
racing, and would offer a broad range of programs and events to complement the racing related 
activities.  In addition, the Pavilion building would offer fine dining along with meeting rooms and 
conference facilities and would be available for community functions and charity events. 
 
Response to Comment 35-217: 
 
Market research and analysis conducted by the project applicant is considered proprietary in character 
and not for public review.  The project applicant, MEC, is confident that there is adequate demand to 
support the inclusion of a multiplex theater as one of the principle entertainment anchors of the Phase 2 
Marketplace. 
 
The project is designed to be a destination entertainment and retail center.  It is anticipated that the 
synergy of the variety of land uses to be incorporated within the Marketplace, including the Finish Line 
Pavilion, restaurants, shopping and hotel/conference center, would create the ideal market environment 
for a new theater complex. 
 
Response to Comment 35-218: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-217. 
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Response to Comment 35-219: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-217. 
 
Response to Comment 35-220: 
 
The Development Agreement is a separate document that is negotiated between the City and the project 
applicant. The EIR is comprised of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR documents.  Both of these 
documents constitute the “EIR” for the project.  The EIR must be certified prior to the City Council 
taking final action to approve or deny the project. 
 
Response to Comment 35-221: 
 
As previously indicated by the City in its Community Questions and Responses Document (dated 
October 12, 2005) available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website:   
 

“The decision is made following a public hearing by the planning commission, which makes a 
recommendation to the City Council.  The City Council itself also holds a public hearing, following which 
it makes the final decision”. 

 
In addition to this legally required process, the City has held a number of special workshops and 
meetings regarding the project. 
 
All affected City departments have the opportunity to provide input and review of the Development 
Agreement. The Development Agreement is subject to a public hearing by the Planning Commission and 
the City Council and would either be approved or denied when the project is reviewed by the City 
Council.  
 
If the project is not approved the Development Agreement would also not be approved, and would 
become “void”. 
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LETTER 36:  Kay Fulfs Cayler 
 
Response to Comment 36-1: 
 
The commenter refers to the City of Dixon General Plan Goal that states “To maintain Dixon’s ‘small 
town character’.”  The EIR does not contain, and is not required to contain, a line-by-line evaluation of 
the project compared to the goals, policies and action steps of the General Plan.  It is the responsibility 
of the City Council, in considering the merits of the proposed project, to determine if the project is in 
substantial compliance with the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 36-2: 
 
As discussed in the Aesthetics Section, 4.1, the racetrack lights are anticipated to be turned off no later 
than 11 p.m.(see page 4.1-17) and the stadium light adjacent to the track are also anticipated to be turned 
off by 11 p.m. (see page 4.1-20).  In addition, as discussed in the Project Description (see page 3-44) the 
parking lot lights and lights on the Finish Line Pavilion Building would also be turned off no later than  
midnight. However, non-race-related events (i.e., concerts) would occur in the evening hours; as a result 
the Finish Line Pavilion Building may be open until 12:00 midnight or later on any given day of the week 
to accommodate non-race-related events.  The Finish Line Pavilion Building would be lit every day of the 
year and the lights along the racetrack and in the stadium would only be lit during evening races. Track 
lighting would be directed, generally, from the perimeter of the track directly onto the track to illuminate 
the race surface. Parking lot lighting would be directed downward to provide for the safety of those using 
the facility.  For safety reasons, Phase 1 “surface parking” and Phase 2 “structured parking” would have 
low-voltage lighting on from dusk to dawn, 7 days a week.  In addition, the development agreement will 
contain restrictions on "night glow" and the extent of light cast by the racetrack lights.   
 
Response to Comment 36-3: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-2. 
 
Response to Comment 36-4: 
 
The Finish Line Pavilion building would host a variety of events in addition to night live racing and night 
satellite simulcast wagering.  The Finish Line Pavilion would include restaurants, sports bars, a 
performing arts center, meeting rooms, and other facilities.  The Finish Line Pavilion building would also 
be available for different types of community events, including anniversaries, business meetings, high 
school graduations, reunions, etc.  The Finish Line Pavilion would be open until midnight on a daily 
basis.  Racetrack lights would be used primarily to accommodate night racing.  Night racing typically 
occurs between dusk, approximately 7:00 p.m. and midnight or 12:00 p.m.  Track lights would be shut 
off shortly after the final day race, unless there is night racing.  It is anticipated that the lights from the 
interior of the building would be shielded by the building design and would not create an impact to either 
residents living on Vaughn Road or traveling along I-80.  Please see Response to Comment 36-2, above. 
 
Response to Comment 36-5: 
 
Lighting proposed as part of Phase 2 would meet the requirements set forth in the Dixon Downs 
Permitted Uses, Development Standards & Design Guidelines.  In addition, the City will review plans for 
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Phase 2 to ensure they meet all City requirements as well as the Dixon Downs Permitted Uses, 
Development Standards & Design Guidelines.  
 
Response to Comment 36-6: 
 
The project applicant would like to get the entire project site entitled for development at this time. As 
described in the Project Description, the Draft EIR analyzed preliminary plans for Phase 2 to allow the 
project applicant flexibility to adapt the design of subsequent sub-phases to meet market demands.  The 
Dixon Downs Design Guidelines include specific design parameters for Phase 2 even though the 
buildings have not yet been designed.  These design parameters include the development standards 
relative to the maximum height as well as other elements.  All new development associated with Phase 2 
would be required to conform to the design parameters defined in the Design Guidelines.  The City 
Council will ultimately consider, and then approve or deny, the project submitted by the applicant.   
 
Response to Comment 36-7: 
 
Depending upon the market it is possible, although unlikely, that construction of Phase 2 would not 
begin for twenty years.  However, as the various elements of Phase 2 are designed design review and 
approval would be required by the City.  Such an application would be accompanied by a detailed site 
plan, elevations and perspective drawings for the land use that is the subject of the application. The City 
would ultimately determine if the project is consistent with the direction of the City at that time. 
 
Response to Comment 36-8: 
 
The project applicant could sue the City at a later date if the City does not grant an entitlement that was 
previously approved. One of the primary characteristics of a development agreement is that the right to 
proceed is “vested” in the developer, and the City (in return for whatever else is bargained for in the 
agreement) loses its right to undo the entitlements granted. 
 
Response to Comment 36-9: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-8. 
 
Response to Comment 36-10: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-149. 
 
Response to Comment 36-11: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-105. 
 
Response to Comment 36-12: 
 
Vendors at special events are required to collect sales tax from their customers in the same manner as 
permanent retailers.  The amount varies depending on the amount of the sales.  
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Response to Comment 36-13: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-105. 
 
Response to Comment 36-14: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-111. 
 
Response to Comment 36-15: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-111. 
 
Response to Comment 36-16: 
 
It is anticipated that the development agreement would define that the Phase 2 facilities are not part of 
the racing facility, and the ownership interests in Phase 2 not be held by the same entity as has the horse 
racing license. The City is obligated to consider and approve or disapprove plans submitted by an 
applicant.   
 
Response to Comment 36-17: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-62. 
 
Response to Comment 36-18: 
 
The net positive fiscal impact of the project is anticipated to be much greater than the costs of services, 
despite the limitations of the Tucker bill.  In general, the land use carrying the greatest net negative fiscal 
impact is residential; commercial or industrial land uses carry the greatest net positive fiscal impact.  
Specific amounts are included in the Fiscal Impact Analysis available for review at the City offices or on 
the City’s website.  
 
Response to Comment 36-19: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-36.  
 
Response to Comment 36-20: 
 
All City impact fees would apply to this project. 
 
Response to Comment 36-21: 
 
Development mitigation or impact fees are not prohibited by the Tucker bill.  With respect to taxes, 
please see Response to Comment 34-149.  
 
Response to Comment 36-22: 
 
The Dixon Police Department reviewed the Draft EIR and Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(a) (see page 4.9-7) 
requires that the project applicant prepare a Major Event Management Plan (to the satisfaction of the 
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City) in coordination with the City of Dixon that includes standards and criteria addressing public health 
and safety, parking, traffic management, hours of operation, event access, crowd control, and waste 
management.  The City’s police department would be involved in reviewing this plan to ensure it is 
satisfactory. 
 
Response to Comment 36-23: 
 
As stated on page 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR, The City of Dixon has an events ordinance (Dixon City Code 
Article I, section 14G.1, et seq) that addresses public safety requirements for large gatherings.  However, 
the ordinance only applies to public events on public streets, and would not apply to the Proposed 
Project because the events would be at a privately owned facility and not on a public street. As discussed 
above in Response to Comment 36-22, the project applicant would be required to prepare a Major Event 
Management Plan to address public safety associated with large events. 
 
Response to Comment 36-24: 
 
The City can approve a special ordinance, if necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 36-25: 
 
It is anticipated that the development agreement would contain at least some regulations relating to 
special events (i.e., nature, time, size, frequency, costs, etc.).  The City may not later pass an ordinance 
which would contradict or restrict those matters approved in the development agreement.  Non-
conflicting regulations could be added at a later date. 
 
Response to Comment 36-26: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, these services would likely be contracted on an event basis, not by adding 
additional staff to the police department.  If staff from the Dixon Police Department were required to be 
hired to assist in large events all fees would be paid by the project applicant. 
   
Response to Comment 36-27: 
  
For special events at the Dixon Downs Racetrack and Entertainment Center, the project would be 
required to pay for additional support from the Dixon police department.  
 
Response to Comment 36-28: 
 
A discussion of traffic impacts associated with the project is included in Section 4.10, Transportation and 
Circulation. The traffic study analyzed a Tier 1, Tier 2, and a Tier 3 event and identified any impacts.  As 
discussed under Impact 4.10-1, under Phase 1 a Tier 1 event would not result in any traffic impacts to 
nearby intersections.  Under Phases 1 and 2 there would be a significant and unavoidable impact 
identified at the A Street/First Street intersection. Under a Tier 1 event the contribution of traffic on I-
80 under both Phase 1 and Phases 1 and 2 would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact. All 
feasible mitigation measures have been included, but would not be able to reduce the significance of the 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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Under a Tier 2 or Tier 3 event impacts to intersections and I-80 would all result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 36-29: 
 
During large events there may be the need for additional security to be provided by the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP). The Draft EIR discusses the impacts of the project on traffic congestion and its 
repercussions to police services in Section 4.9.  The City acknowledges the concern of the CHP and this 
comment will be considered by the City Council as part of its deliberations on this EIR.  The CHP is a 
state agency and is funded through the state. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-1. 
 
Response to Comment 36-30: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-29, above. 
 
Response to Comment 36-31: 
 
The general land uses are known at this time for Phase 2 which include a 250,000 square foot (sf) 
hotel/conference center, 750,000 sf of retail uses and 200,000 sf of office uses, along with parking 
facilities to serve these land uses. The project applicant proposes to allow up to 200,000 sf of building 
floor area to be transferred between retail and office uses.  Accordingly, if 200,000 sf of retail is 
developed as office, the project would buildout with 550,000 sf of retail and 400,000 sf of office; 
alternatively, if all 200,000 sf of office is developed as retail, the project would build out with 950,000 sf 
of retail and no office square footage.  Phase 2 uses would not exceed a maximum of 1.2 million square 
feet (msf) of development.  Future development of Phase 2 is required to comply with the Dixon Downs 
Permitted Uses, Development Standards & Design Guidelines.  In addition, development of Phase 2 
land uses would require an application for design review approval.  Such an application would be 
accompanied by a detailed site plan, elevations and perspective drawings for the land use that is the 
subject of the application.  
 
Phase 2 is presented as a conceptual design to allow the project applicant flexibility to adapt the design of 
subsequent sub-phases to meet market demands.  For example, if there is a greater demand for retail uses 
versus office uses, the amount of retail space would increase (not to exceed a maximum sf of 950,000 sf) 
while the total amount of office use would decrease, providing the total developed building floor area 
stays within the allowable 1.2 msf.  The Design Guidelines would include specific design parameters for 
Phase 2 even though the buildings have not yet been designed.   
 
As discussed in the Project Description, for purposes of evaluating the environmental impacts of Phase 
2, the project has been defined in terms of the mix of land uses and the development standards and 
criteria established by the Design Guidelines.  The Development Agreement, however, would allow 
square footage to be transferred between uses without triggering further environmental review provided 
that the development standards and criteria of the Design Guidelines are met and the mix of uses does 
not exceed the thresholds quantified in this EIR.  This would include traffic demand (in terms of p.m. 
peak hour trips), water demand (in terms of gallons per day), and sewer demand (in terms of million 
gallons per day) that is equal to or less than the demand generated by the mix of uses assumed for the 
purpose of evaluating the environmental impacts of the project addressed in this EIR.   
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Response to Comment 36-32: 
 
It is anticipated that the City would review the adequacy of the EIR to consider whether the 
environmental impacts associated with Phase 2 have been adequately described in light of more specific 
design information. Providing the impacts do not exceed the thresholds established in the EIR, as 
discussed above in Response to Comment 36-31, there would be no need to conduct additional 
environmental review. 
 
Response to Comment 36-33: 
 
The City’s consultant, Organizational Effectiveness Consulting evaluated this issue in their report. None 
of the comparative jurisdictions reported any nexus between crime that occurs in the community and the 
wagering at the racetrack.  On the other hand, those jurisdictions do not have a method of capturing 
such data.  Hence, some crime may occur that is somehow related to the racetrack but does not reach a 
level sufficient to create a community concern. As discussed on page 28 of the Public Safety Report 
(June 2005): 
 

Dixon police officials and some community members have expressed some concern about the impact on 
the community in general.  Those concerns included severe traffic congestion, housing shortage, crime 
perpetrated by horse track employees and those attending events. 
 
Based on interviews with police and racetrack officials at other locations, there does not appear to be 
much need for concern.  In fact, the consultants were somewhat surprised to learn from police officials 
that track employees rarely cause problems in the community.  They indicate that the racing facilities 
closely monitor its employees, and all must be licensed by the California Horse Racing Board (CHRB).  
This licensing requirement gives the racetrack officials considerable leverage over employees and can 
suspend or revoke the license of any employee who commits crimes, disturbs the peace or otherwise 
engages in disorderly conduct. 
 
The track officials and police agencies report that most of the backstretch employees who live on-site do 
not often venture off the premises. 

 
A copy of the report is available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website. 
 
Response to Comment 36-34: 
 
None of the comparative jurisdictions reported any domestic violence incidents that were associated with 
gambling losses at the racetrack.  On the other hand, most jurisdictions do not have a method of 
capturing such data.  Therefore, some incidents may occur that are somehow related to wagering at the 
racetrack but would not reach a level sufficient to create a community concern. 
 
Response to Comment 36-35: 
 
None of the comparative jurisdictions identified any embezzlement in their communities, which were 
associated with supporting a gambling debt or habit incurred at the racetrack in their jurisdiction.  On the 
other hand, most jurisdictions do not have a method of capturing such data.  Therefore, some crime may 
occur that is somehow related to wagering at the racetrack but would not reach a level sufficient to create 
a community concern. 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments 
 

 
 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50811.00 Dixon Downs\FEIR\4.0 RTC.doc 4-239 

 
Response to Comment 36-36: 
 
Bankruptcies were not addressed by the City’s consultant; however, none of the comparable jurisdictions 
reported any nexus between bankruptcies and wagering at the racetracks. 
 
Response to Comment 36-37: 
 
In all of the research completed by the City’s consultant, no detrimental impact on a community’s quality 
of life was identified. 
 
Response to Comment 36-38: 
 
A thorough analysis of Tier 1, Tier 2 and Tier 3 events is included in Section 4.10, Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR.  Please see also Response to Comment 36-28. A thorough evaluation of 
project impacts on I-80 was conducted.  Impacts under existing and cumulative conditions were 
identified and mitigation measures were recommended.  The permit process required for Tier 2 or Tier 3 
events would address emergency services issues in regards to adjacent roadways. Please see Response to 
Comment 30-40.  
 
Response to Comment 36-39: 
 
There is always the potential for any number of scenarios to occur.  However, an EIR is not required to 
address all the possible scenarios that could occur because it would be too speculative.  Section 15146 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines expressly states that when the lead agency finds an environmental issue to be 
speculative, it should stop the analysis.  The project applicant would be required to prepare a Major 
Event Management Plan to address access into and out of the facility during large events. Please see 
Responses to Comments 36-22, 43-24, and 43-25 for more detail on what is included in the Major Event 
Management Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 36-40: 
 
Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, addresses traffic impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project.  As discussed under Impact 4.10-3 on page 4.10-80, the project would adversely impact 
operations on I-80.  Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) identifies the construction of an auxiliary lane on I-80 
in each direction that begins at Pedrick Road and extends easterly for about 0.5 miles to conform to the 
existing eight-lane section of I-80 (west of Kidwell Road). This improvement would be required under 
Phase 2 of the project. Please see also Master Response TRAFF-1. 
 
Response to Comment 36-41: 
 
The project applicant is required to provide their fair-share contribution to any upgrades or 
improvements to I-80.  As part of Phase 2 Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) requires that the project 
applicant construct an auxiliary lane in each direction of I-80 that begins at Pedrick Road and extends 
easterly for about 0.5 miles to conform to the existing eight-lane section of I-80 (west of Kidwell Road). 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-1. 
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Response to Comment 36-42: 
 
Impacts to the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-80/North First Street interchanges were identified.  Please see 
the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section for the type of impact and recommended mitigation 
included in Section 4.10.  The analysis also considered the use of alternative routes, particularly during 
periods when I-80 is congested.  Please see Master Response TRAFF-2 for improvements at the I-
80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 36-43: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. Please see also Responses to Comments 35-75, 35-76, 35-77 and 36-68. 
Response to Comment 36-44:  
 
The Master Safety Plan would address a variety of incidents including such events as earthquakes, fires, 
and bomb threats.  The Safety Impact Report (June 2005), available for review at the City offices or on 
the City’s website states the following: 
 

Recommendation 12 – Safety Officer 
• Require the racetrack to provide and maintain one full time management employee qualified 

and trained to manage all emergency related issues, conduct self-inspections, communicate 
with public safety, prepare and maintain emergency plans and coordinate special events.  
Security staff and or other day to day on duty personnel should be trained to carry out 
Emergency Operations Plans, observe unsafe conditions and monitor the day to day 
conditions of fire protection equipment and exit ways. 

 
  Recommendation 20 – Emergency Operations Plan 

• Require the facility to develop and maintain an Emergency Operations Plan, agreed upon by 
the City that addresses the issues in Appendix III, Master Safety Elements List prior to 
operation. 

 
Page 1 of Appendix III, of the report states the following: 
 

RECOMMENDED MASTER SAFETY PLAN ELEMENTS 
This plan should include the following elements, at a minimum: 
 

• Fires and/or Explosions 
• Medical Emergencies 
• Handling and Disposal of Combustible Materials 
• Evacuation Plan 
• Release of hazardous substance 
• Civil Disturbances 
• Labor disruptions 
• Extreme weather conditions 
• Earthquakes 
• Bomb and other Terrorism threats 
• Traffic Mitigation Plans 
• Parking Management Plans 
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• General Crime (Robbery, aggravated assaults, disturbance of the peace and disorderly conduct, 
etc.) 

• Traffic Accidents 
 
Response to Comment 36-45: 
 
All of the facilities constructed as part of the project would be built in compliance with the Uniform 
Building Code, Uniform Fire Code, and all applicable City building code requirements.  All of the 
facilities must comply with the newest and latest building standards which are specifically designed to 
address the issue of safe evacuation.  Ongoing inspections by both the racetrack’s safety personnel and 
the City of Dixon would insure the requirements are met during construction, and continue to be met 
during operation.   
 
The Safety Impact Report (June 2005), available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website 
addressed these issues as stated below: 
   

Recommendation 12 – Safety Officer 
• Require the racetrack to provide and maintain one full time management employee qualified 

and trained to manage all emergency related issues, conduct self-inspections, communicate 
with public safety, prepare and maintain emergency plans and coordinate special events.  
Security staff and or other day to day on duty personnel should be trained to carry out 
Emergency Operations Plans, observe unsafe conditions and monitor the day to day 
conditions of fire protection equipment and exit ways. 

 
Recommendation 19 – Construction Requirements 

• Require all construction to meet the requirements of City Codes such as the Building Code, 
National Electric Code, NFPA Life Safety Code and the Fire Code with amendments and 
conditions recommended in this section. 

 
Response to Comment 36-46: 
 
Time necessary to evacuate varies by both event size and type. Section 4.5, Hazardous Materials and 
Public Safety includes an analysis of emergency evacuation under Impact 4.5-4 on page 4.5-17.  The 
project applicant would be required to prepare a Master Fire, Safety and Security Plan in coordination 
with the City of Dixon.  The plan would be prepared by a qualified consultant with experience in 
emergency preparedness and response planning. The plan would address individually and collectively 
each type of event that could occur in project facilities and credible accident scenarios. It should also be 
noted that security personnel would be trained in the most efficient methods of conducting evacuations.  
Please see Responses to Comments 36-44 and 36-45 above. 
 
Response to Comment 36-47: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-46, above, as well as Responses to Comments 36-44, 36-45, and 
43-25. 
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Response to Comment 36-48: 
 
Such incidents are addressed in the June 2005 Safety Impact Report.  As stated on page 1 of Appendix 
III this information will be included in the Master Safety Plan prepared for the project.  Natural disasters 
can occur anywhere, and are not triggered by a particular venue.  Contemporary building codes will 
significantly mitigate the damage associated with an earthquake at this facility, and those in attendance 
will have adequate avenues of exit.   
 
The opinion and concerns of the commenter is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 36-49: 
 
The Draft EIR finds in Impact 4.8-4 that concert events held at the proposed racetrack could produce 
maximum noise levels that could exceed standards found in the Dixon City Code.  The comment refers 
to the possibility of a policy that could regulate this type of noise.  This policy already exists.  It is the 
noise ordinance in the City’s Code.  The City has the responsibility for enforcing the provisions of the 
City Code.  As such, the legal mechanism already exists to regulate noise sources, such as concert events, 
within the City limits and to require compliance with existing City Code provisions. Events at the May 
Fair are not subject to City noise regulation because the grounds are owned by the State of California and 
are therefore exempt from such regulation. 
 
Response to Comment 36-50: 
 
The Draft EIR includes a discussion of fire and emergency responders on pages 4.9-10 through 4.9-19. 
As discussed under Impact 4.9-4, the Proposed Project could result in the degradation of fire response 
times and service ratios, resulting in the need for additional personnel and/or equipment. This was 
determined to be a potentially significant impact with development of Phase 1 as well as Phases 1 and 2 
combined. As discussed under Impact 4.9-4 Phase 1 and 2 of the Proposed Project: 
 

“…would likely generate 83 fire/EMS responses, if 950,000 square feet of retail uses were developed 
approximately 105 emergency responses would occur.  This would result in a 4 to 5 percent increase over 
current conditions.16  The public safety report concludes the need for one additional fire prevention staff 
to meet the combined demand from Phases 1 and 2 (an estimated 65 to 170 additional emergency calls), 
primarily due to the lack of specifics regarding Phase 2 uses.  This analysis concluded that the increase in 
emergency calls would be a potentially significant impact.17” 

 
A number of mitigation measures are required to address the increase in demand on fire and emergency 
personnel.  Compliance with the required mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level by requiring payment of appropriate fees and implementation of other emergency safety 
measures. The analysis included in the Draft EIR is adequate to address impacts to fire and emergency 
personnel.  
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 regarding traffic concerns. 
 

                                                 
16  Organizational Effectiveness Consulting, Public Safety Impacts, Dixon Downs, April 2005, page 42. 
17  Organizational Effectiveness Consulting, Public Safety Impacts, Dixon Downs, April 2005, page 43. 
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Response to Comment 36-51: 
 
The project applicant would be required to pay their fair share contribution to fund additional fire 
(including emergency medical) and police protection services. The project applicant is required to pay 
fees, as required by the City to address the need to purchase new equipment and hire more personnel. 
Please see Section 4.9, Public Services for more details on the required fees. 
 
Response to Comment 36-52: 
 
The project would generate many different sources of tax revenue, which are collected at different times.  
For example, property taxes are collected by the County twice a year and disbursed to cities twice a year; 
other taxes may be collected monthly, quarterly, or annually. 
 
Response to Comment 36-53: 
 
The city’s existing emergency response equipment and personnel is adequate to address emergency 
response during the construction phase of the project.  The City does not have any special requirements 
pertaining to the provision of emergency response equipment during project construction activities.  The 
existing equipment and personnel is adequate to address any emergency situations that may occur during 
project construction. Please see Response to Comment 30-40, above.  
 
Response to Comment 36-54: 
 
If manure cannot be removed from the transfer station to an off-site destination the manure would 
remain at the transfer station for no longer than 48 to 72 hours.  
  
Response to Comment 36-55: 
 
The Manure Transfer Building (on-site collection point) is designed to store approximately one day of 
waste assuming full occupancy with additional storage capacity available in the covered containers located 
in each barn.  Please see Responses to Letter 33 and 34 and Response to Comments 29-31 and 209-210. 
 
Response to Comment 36-56: 
 
Depending on how many horses are currently housed on-site at that time there could be capacity for one 
day or multiple days.  Planning for natural disasters would be covered by a Master Fire, Safety and 
Security Plan in coordination with the City of Dixon.  Please see Response to Comment 36-46.  
 
Response to Comment 36-57: 
 
The project includes back-up generators in case of a power outage. 
 
Response to Comment 36-58: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-46. 
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Response to Comment 36-59: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR under Impact 4.9-7, if necessary, the soiled bedding and manure would be 
transferred to the Hay Road Landfill for disposal. However, the project applicant is intending for all the 
soiled bedding and manure to be transferred to a permitted composting facility.  Please see also Response 
to Comment 33-24. 
 
Response to Comment 36-60: 
 
The Hay Road Landfill has indicated that they would accept the soiled bedding and manure if a 
composting facility is not available.  Because landfills are subject to stringent federal and state 
requirements that oversee the proper disposal of a variety of items it is assumed the Hay Road Landfill 
would comply with any requirements that pertain to the proper disposal of manure and soiled bedding to 
minimize or eliminate bacterial growth.  
 
Response to Comment 36-61: 
 
It is not known what impact the potential growth of bacteria would have on the surrounding area.  It is 
assumed the Hay Road Landfill would comply with all federal and state requirements and bacteria would 
not be an issue. 
 
Response to Comment 36-62: 
 
The comment is referencing the applicant’s project objectives, as stated on page 6-3 of Chapter 6, 
Alternatives.  As mentioned previously, the project applicant has proposed a set of project objectives that 
they would like to see the project attain. The project is required to pay their fair-share of costs, as 
determined by the City, associated with constructing required infrastructure improvements.   
 
Response to Comment 36-63: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 19-11 and 19-12 regarding the issue of addressing socioeconomic 
issues in an EIR.  To address some of the other issues associated with the project separate reports were 
completed and made available both on the city’s website and at the city offices.  Economics Research 
Associates prepared “An Assessment of Potential Social Impacts of the Proposed Dixon Downs 
Project” that addresses the issue of gambling.  For more information, copies of the report are available 
for review at the City offices or on the City’s website. 
 
Response to Comment 36-64: 
 
The commenter refers to one of the applicant’s stated project objectives, stated on page 6-4 of the Draft 
EIR as “[t]o provide a self-mitigating project, whereby mitigation measures are incorporated in the 
project design so as to minimize the project’s environmental impacts.”  As is reported in the Draft EIR, 
there are several features of the Proposed Project that effectively mitigate the potential for future on and 
offsite impacts.  Examples of this include the design of the storm drainage system that eliminates 
upstream and downstream drainage effects, the inclusion of parking adequate to meet demand for Phase 
1 and Phase 2 uses, the handling and transport of horse waste materials from the site, and the like.  The 
Draft EIR also identifies several impacts that are not fully mitigated through the project design, and 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments 
 

 
 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50811.00 Dixon Downs\FEIR\4.0 RTC.doc 4-245 

where available, identifies additional mitigation measures that could be incorporated into the project to 
avoid or lessen environmental impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 36-65: 
Due to the nature of the project there are aspects that cannot be fully mitigated to eliminate the impact.  
The project would require vehicle and truck trips associated with employees, vendors and patrons 
accessing the site. The Proposed Project, both Phase 1 and Phase 2, would provide on-site facilities (e.g., 
bus turnouts, shelters) to accommodate transit use.  City of Dixon General Plan Policy VI.E.3 
encourages the City to continue to develop and expand the local transit system.  It also requires that new 
development be designed to maximize the use of public transit where feasible. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-3(a) includes Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to reduce the number 
of single-occupant vehicle trips generated by the project during the Sunday p.m. peak hour.  Examples 
include: preferential parking (or other incentives) for carpools/vanpools, a shuttle that operates between 
the site and the planned multi-modal station in downtown Dixon, strategies to encourage shoppers/race 
patrons to use public transit, and post-race activities that keep attendees on-site.   
  
The use of buses to transport employees and patrons to the site would help to offset the number of 
vehicles accessing the site; however, because Dixon is an auto-oriented community and not conducive to 
mass transit it is unlikely the use of transit would make a significant contribution to reducing the number 
of automobiles and trucks.   
 
Response to Comment 36-66: 
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR there are a number of 
mitigation measures included that address the surrounding roadway infrastructure.  It was difficult for the 
project to include these infrastructure improvements as part of the project because until the traffic 
analysis was conducted it was not known what the impacts would be.  However, the project is required to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to offset or eliminate any of the significant impacts identified.  
 
Response to Comment 36-67: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(b) would require the construction of auxiliary lanes in the east and west-
bound directions of I-80 between Pedrick Road and Kidwell Road, east of the project site.  This would 
effectively widen I-80 from three lanes in each direction to four lanes in each direction in the affected 
portion.  These additional lanes would be available for use by any vehicle traveling on that portion of I-
80. Please see Response to Comment 36-66. 
 
Response to Comment 36-68: 
 
Chapter 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, identifies a range of measures to reduce congestion on 
local streets.  Nonetheless, the most substantial “self mitigation” of traffic on residential streets is due to 
the location of the proposed project, near two interchanges with I-80.  Because vehicles can travel from 
I-80, the primary regional transportation facility in Solano County, to the project site without traversing 
local residential streets through residential neighborhoods, the vast majority of impacts that could occur 
to residential streets if the project site was located further from I-80 would be avoided. Please see 
Response to Comment 36-66. 
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Response to Comment 36-69: 
 
The exposure of residents to noise is largely a factor of the amount of noise generated and the distance 
to local residences.  The location of the project site in the northeast corner of the City of Dixon largely 
mitigates any potential noise effects of the project on Dixon’s residential neighborhoods. 
 
Response to Comment 36-70: 
 
The project has proposed a Manure Management Plan that calls for the elimination of the project horse 
manure from the project solid waste stream.  The Manure Management Plan is included in Appendix E 
to the Draft EIR.  Please see Impact 4.9-7 for a discussion of the methods that are proposed to manage 
and mitigate the effects of horse manure production on the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 36-71: 
 
The manure management measures that are described as part of the Proposed Project would be intended 
to substantially lessen or avoid the conditions that could occur that could contribute to unhealthy 
conditions for humans or horses on the project site.  Please see Impact 4.5-2 for a discussion of potential 
disease hazards associated with horse wastes and bedding materials and vectors. 
 
Response to Comment 36-72: 
 
The project applicant would prepare a Master Fire, Safety and Security Plan that would describe security 
measures to be taken for any large event, and which would be subject to approval by the City of Dixon 
police and fire departments (see pages 3-31 and 3-32 of the Draft EIR).  As is described on pages 3-32 
and 3-33 of the Draft EIR Project Description, the project applicant would provide health stations, 
including emergency services, during large events, especially if the infield were used for visitor 
entertainment.  Further mitigation of potential effects to EMS is described in the discussion of Impact 
4.9-4 in the Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 36-73: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-72. 
 
Response to Comment 36-74: 
 
The project would largely avoid impacts to the Campbell’s canning facility through the timing of racing 
seasons (which would largely avoid the summer harvest period) and through construction of 
improvements to Pedrick Road and the Pedrick Road/I-80 interchange. Please see Comment Letter 21 
and responses. 
 
Response to Comment 36-75: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-74. 
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Response to Comment 36-76: 
 
There are no known environmental effects, subject to consideration in an EIR, that would adversely 
affect the May Fair and Lambtown. 
 
Response to Comment 36-77: 
 
There are no known environmental effects, subject to consideration in an EIR, that are related to pari-
mutuel betting that occurs in the Finish Line Pavilion, other than those effects disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  Environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR are mitigated to the extent possible as indicated 
in the MMP.  To the extent there are significant impacts following mitigation, the Council would be 
required to state what it deems to be overriding considerations prior to approval of the project. 
Mitigation has been identified to the extent feasible and available. 
 
Response to Comment 36-78: 
 
In 2000 MEC became a public company following the distribution of MEC shares to Magna 
International, Inc. shareholders. 
 
MEC operates in three primary countries: U.S.A., Canada and Austria with over 5,000 employees and a 
dozen racetracks.  Total assets are near $1.5 billion and revenues through years 2000 to 2004 grew from 
$413 million to over $730 million. 
 
The Development Agreement defines the rights and obligations of both the City and the applicant with 
respect to the use and development of the Dixon Downs property.  The Development Agreement is a 
contract that will bind both the City and applicant to perform consistent with its terms and conditions.  
The Development Agreement will also specify the consequences if either the applicant or the City fail to 
fulfill their respective obligations pursuant to the Agreement’s terms and conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 36-79: 
 
The project is proposing to construct Phase 1 as a single integrated project.  All of the elements of Phase 
1 are required to be constructed; however, the project applicant may defer construction of a portion of 
the capacity in the barns and residential quarters if such capacity is not needed to accommodate initial 
occupancies. 
 
Response to Comment 36-80: 
 
The project applicant does not intend to sell the property to another entity if the entitlements are 
approved.  In addition, if the project is approved and a Development Agreement is recorded against the 
property, the City would require that if the property were to be sold, any use or development of the site 
would have to be consistent with the approved land use entitlements. 
 
Response to Comment 36-81: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-80. 
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Response to Comment 36-82: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 36-80. 
 
Response to Comment 36-83: 
 
MEC is a publicly traded company.  It is not owned by MAGNA International. 
 
Response to Comment 36-84: 
 
According to the project applicant, Frank Stronach’s vision for a network of horse racetracks and 
destination entertainment venues is a shared vision of the MEC Board of Directors and senior 
management.   
 
Response to Comment 36-85: 
 
The Draft EIR evaluates the project as proposed by the applicant.  Since the applicant has requested 
approval of both Phase 1 and Phase 2, the EIR is required to consider both phases of the project.  
However, the EIR does separately account for the effects of just Phase 1 versus the combined effect of 
Phase 1 and 2. CEQA requires the evaluation of the entirety of a project rather than a piecemeal 
approach so the entirety of the impacts are not understated.  To the extent that Phase 2 is still undefined, 
further CEQA review may be required once Phase 2 (or a portion) is submitted to the city for review and 
approval.   
  
Response to Comment 36-86: 
 
The commenter’s concern is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review.  
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LETTER 37:  John Rosenberger 
 
Response to Comment 37-1: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the peak construction emissions of ROG and NOx are estimated to be 
2,506.78 lbs/day and 344.41 lbs/day, respectively which would exceed the current thresholds.  Even with 
mitigation the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
   
Response to Comment 37-2: 
 
Please see Response to Comments 27-1, 33-6, and 33-12 for discussions of why operational particulate 
matter would not substantially affect receptors in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 37-3: 
 
The Draft EIR discloses that the Proposed Project would create noise, especially during large events.  
However, please see Response to Comments 35-161 and 35-164 for an explanation of how existing local 
regulations would regulate noise levels during these events. 
 
Response to Comment 37-4: 
 
Impacts 4.10-1 through 4.10-3 in the Draft EIR identify the impacts of Tier 1 events on the surrounding 
transportation system.  The A Street/First Street intersection would worsen to LOS D during the Sunday 
p.m. peak hour with Phase 1 and 2 with a Tier 1 sold-out event.  Since no mitigation is available, this 
impact was considered significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response to Comment 37-5: 
 
Tier 2 and 3 events would cause significant impacts in the project vicinity.  However, not all roadways 
and segments of I-80 would be impacted.  Further, it is not known whether motorists would consider 
these impacts “intolerable” as suggested by the comment.  Please see Master Responses TRAFF-1 and 
TRAFF-2 for proposed improvements on I-80 and at the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 37-6: 
 
Impacts 4.10-2 and 4.10-6 in the Draft EIR discuss the impacts of the project on Pedrick Road.  
Mitigation measures are recommended for each impact. 
 
Response to Comment 37-7: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 30-50.  
 
Response to Comment 37-8: 
 
Conditions of the Cease and Desist Order (CDO) issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board for the City of Dixon Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) are described on page 4.11-
28 in the Draft EIR.  Planned capacity improvements, which are incorporated into the CDO, are 
described on page 4.11-31 in the Draft EIR.  The commenter did not provide any supporting 
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documentation that contradicts the amount of planned capacity expansion presented in the Draft EIR or 
in the CDO.  No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 37-9: 
 
The commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review.  
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LETTER 38:  Bruce and Cinnamon Danielson 
 
Response to Comment 38-1: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter and the request to vote on the project are noted and forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 39:  Jean Jackman 
 
Response to Comment 39-1: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter do not pertain to the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 39-2: 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 39-3: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter do not pertain to the Proposed Project. 
  
Response to Comment 39-4: 
 
The concerns raised by the commenter do not raise a question that can be addressed. 
 
Response to Comment 39-5: 
 
The Draft EIR evaluated air quality and the potential for the project to generate air emissions associated 
with project construction and operation.  Please see Section 4.2, Air Quality for a thorough analysis of air 
quality in the region and the project’s potential to increase air pollutants. 
  
Response to Comment 39-6: 
 
The information on the status of air quality in Solano County is noted and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. The information provided is consistent with the air quality analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR and would not change the conclusions of the impact analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 39-7: 
 
Conducting an analysis of deaths specifically attributed to an increase in air pollutants is a very difficult 
task.  A specific study would need to be conducted that would be well outside the scope of an EIR.  
 
The Proposed Project would contribute criteria air pollutant emissions.  There is no tool available to 
accurately quantify the potential health impacts from the release of these criteria pollutants.  Since many 
factors come into play when an individual experiences, for example, lung disease or asthma, it is virtually 
impossible to determine what contribution, if any, the Proposed Project would contribute to that health 
effect (e.g., lung disease or asthma).  Any attempt to monitor air pollution levels in the Dixon area would 
entail monitoring the ambient air quality.  The ambient air quality would be influenced by many sources, 
including other development in the City of Dixon and traffic on local roadways as well as on I-80.  
Consequently, air quality monitoring could not assess the Proposed Project’s contribution to background 
pollutant levels, but only overall pollutant levels.   
 
Air quality is currently monitored by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD).  Monitors that collect air quality data are located throughout the Sacramento Valley.  The 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-254 

closest monitoring station to the project site is the Davis – UC Davis Monitoring station, located in 
Davis on the UC Davis campus.18  Since the Davis – UC Davis Monitoring Station does not monitor for 
PM10, data from the closest monitoring station, the Woodland – Gibson Road station in Woodland, that 
monitors PM10 was used.  Since air pollutants are emitted into the atmosphere and can easily travel from 
one location to another it would be very difficult to determine what air pollutants are directly associated 
with the Proposed Project. In addition, due to the proximity to I-80 many of the air pollutants would be 
generated by vehicles traveling along I-80 that would have nothing to do with the project.  Short of 
putting a bubble over the project site it is virtually impossible to know what specific pollutants are 
associated with the project.   
 
Response to Comment 39-8: 
 
The commenter’s request to see data detailing the cost to emergency services and court costs associated 
with drunk driving is not relevant to the project because there is no connection between the uses in the 
Proposed Project and drunk driving Therefore, no response is required and this information is noted and 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 39-9: 
 
The commenter’s request that the project be put to a vote of the residents of Dixon is noted and 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 39-10: 
 
As shown in Table 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR, operational emissions of particulate matter would be 
approximately 299.15 pounds per day.  As shown in Table 4.2-5, particulate matter would be generated 
by area sources (at the project site) and mobile sources (the cars and other vehicles driving to and from 
the project site).  Only 0.03 pounds per day of particulate matter is actually generated on-site from area 
sources.  Approximately 299.12 pounds per day of particulate matter is generated by mobile sources.  
These mobile sources generate particulate matter as they drive to and from the project site.  
Consequently, the particulate matter from one mobile source trip is generated over the course of the 
entire trip, most of which occurs far from the project site and the City of Davis.  Only a small amount of 
the 299.12 pounds per day of particulate matter from mobile sources would actually be generated in or 
around the project site and have the potential to be experienced in the City of Davis.  It is unrealistic to 
expect an increase in particulate matter in Davis as a result of the Proposed Project or that the Proposed 
Project would in any way increase the possibility of premature death of the residents living in the City of 
Davis. 
 
Response to Comment 39-11: 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 

                                                 
18  CARB website:  arb.ca.gov/aqd/namslams/sv1.pdf. 
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LETTER 40:  James R. Humphrey 
 
Response to Comment 40-1: 
 
The list included on pages 2-1 and 2-2 of the Draft EIR identifies those specific issue areas listed in the 
Initial Study that did not result in any potentially significant impacts.  Please see the Initial Study included 
in Appendix A in Volume II of the Draft EIR.  The specific wording for each issue is taken directly from 
the Initial Study so it may seem like there is an impact, but the discussion in the Initial Study explains 
why there is no potentially significant impact. 
 
Response to Comment 40-2: 
 
The commenter is referred to the discussion on pages 4.11-27 through 4.11-45 in Section 4.11, Utilities 
in the Draft EIR which explains the wastewater flows associated with the project and the mitigation 
measures.  Specific mitigation measures are included that require the City to determine if adequate 
wastewater treatment capacity is available to serve the project.  In addition, the project is required to 
comply with stringent water quality standards.  All of this information and detail is contained in Section 
4.11, Utilities.  
 
Response to Comment 40-3: 
 
The barn areas are not lined; however, the individual stalls would be lined.  This issue is discussed on 
page 4.11-41 of Section 4.11, Utilities and included below. 
 

As currently planned, the stables in the barn area would be covered, and associated floor drains would 
capture stormwater in an underground holding tank where it would then discharge to the sanitary sewer 
system during times when discharges from the project site are low.  Directing the barn area runoff to the 
sewer is a stormwater runoff Best Management Practice (BMP) intended to reduce contaminant loading in 
stormwater runoff generated at the site (see Impact 4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality).  
Runoff from the barn roofs and other areas not exposed to horse wastes and storm flows from the barn 
area in excess of a 25-year storm event would discharge to the on-site stormwater system. 
 
Process water and runoff from the barn areas could contain inorganic and organic matter associated with 
animal wastes, bedding, hair, or spilled feed.  Generally, the primary pollutants associated with these 
materials include nitrogen compounds, salts, organic matter, pathogens, and to a lesser extent antibiotics, 
pesticides, and hormones.19  These constituents could temporarily affect the character of wastewater 
entering the WWTP, which has specific effluent quality standards that must be achieved to satisfy the 
CDO, and future WDR permit for land disposal.  If the levels of constituents of concern contributed by 
the Proposed Project to the WWTP were sufficiently elevated, this could increase the potential for WWTP 
effluent discharge limits established by the CVRWQCB to be exceeded.  However, like in other areas, it is 
expected that careful handing and use of products containing constituents of concern would minimize the 
amount entering the sewer.  As such, wastewater constituents from these areas are not expected to 
adversely affect the quality of wastewater leaving the site and entering the City’s WWTP.  Moreover, 
periodic sampling for these constituents at the site would need to be performed at the City’s discretion as 
part of a BPTC program required by the new WWTP CDO and future WDR permit when it is issued by 
the CVRWQCB.   

 
                                                 
19  Brown, Vence & Associates, Review of Animal Waste Management Regulations Task 2 Report, October 2003, Final 

Report-1. 
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Response to Comment 40-4: 
 
The Bay Meadows racetrack located in San Mateo is being redeveloped not because of lack of support 
for horse racing but rather because the owners of this track determined the land had a higher and better 
use. Please see Response to Comment 34-36.   
 
Response to Comment 40-5: 
 
The decision to designate the Dixon Downs property for development with employment generating and 
commercial land uses was made by the City of Dixon in 1996 with adoption of the NQSP, long before 
MEC Dixon purchased the 260-acre site.  The project site has been designated and zoned for commercial 
and industrial development under the NQSP since 1996.  
 
Response to Comment 40-6: 
 
The Dixon Downs project, if approved, would bring new construction and permanent jobs to the City of 
Dixon.  In addition, it would provide infrastructure improvements to the NQSP area which has remained 
essentially underdeveloped for over a decade.   
 
Response to Comment 40-7: 
 
Dixon’s history with horse racing is over 100 years old.  The May fair was the site of one of the earliest 
horse racetracks in the region.  Dixon Downs will bring back the tradition of thoroughbred racing to the 
City of Dixon.  As discussed in Response to Comment 40-5, the project site has been designated and 
zoned for commercial and industrial development.  Since 1996 the City has designated this area for 
development, which would not complement the City’s agricultural roots.   
 
The Dixon Downs Public Safety Impact Report (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s 
website) provides a detailed program to address public safety at the Dixon Downs project. Please see 
Responses to Comments 36-33, 36-44 through 36-46, and 36-50 regarding impacts to businesses in 
surrounding communities.   
 
Response to Comment 40-8: 
 
Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality includes a detailed discussion of runoff associated 
with the project and all the regulations that the project is required to follow.  The federal Clean Water 
Act includes very specific requirements for the control of pollution associated with non-point sources. 
The NPDES permit system was established in the CWA to regulate both point source discharges (a 
municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and non-point source discharges (diffuse 
runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the U.S.  All of these issues are addressed in 
Section 4.6. 
  
As noted in the Stormwater Quality Management Plan and the Draft EIR, all stormwater runoff from up 
to the 25-year 24-hour storm event would be directed to a sanitary sewer system and treated.  The barn 
area facility would be regulated under the Large CAFO NPDES permit.  The rest of the site would be 
considered a non-point source of runoff regulated under the NPDES General Permit. 
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Response to Comment 40-9: 
 
The City’s WWTP is under a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) from the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, as described on page 4.11-28 in the Draft EIR.  The CDO sets forth a 
compliance schedule to assess background groundwater conditions at the WWTP and proposed off-site 
land disposal areas, and constructs facilities by 2009 that do not degrade groundwater, including salt 
impacts.  Another component of the CDO compliance plan involves limiting the amount of salt entering 
the City’s wastewater stream, which may include lowering the current city-wide Sewer Ordinance limits 
on salt, limiting the use of salt-discharging water softeners, and, over the long-term, changing at least 
some of the City’s water supply to surface water.  The anticipated operational changes would occur 
regardless of whether the Proposed Project is implemented (Draft EIR, page 4.11-28). 
 
As also stated on page 4.11-38, expansion of the City’s WWTP capacity (and the associated wastewater 
effluent limits to reduce salt) would be needed regardless of whether the Proposed Project is 
implemented.  As stated on page 4.11-31 in the Draft EIR, the potential environmental effects of 
physical changes to the WWTP would be accomplished as a separate action, independent of the 
Proposed Project.  Therefore, it is appropriate to analyze the potential environmental effects of the 
WWTP expansion separate from the Proposed Project.  The environmental review of the proposed 
WWTP expansion would consider all sources of wastewater discharges to the plant (including those from 
the Proposed Project), treatment methods and efficiencies, and the quality of treated wastewater effluent 
discharged.  The Regional Water Quality Control Board would review the technical data along with the 
environmental document and make an independent determination of any limits or prohibitions that may 
be imposed on the WWTP to ensure compliance with federal and State water quality protection laws and 
regulations. 
 
Most of the salt load would be absorbed in the bedding material and transported to a compost facility. 
Impacts associated with stormwater discharges to the sanitary sewer system are addressed in Impacts 
4.11-6, 4.11-7, and 4.11-10.  Implementation of the requirements of the CDO would serve to mitigate 
potential project impacts, as well as existing deficiencies.  The NQSP EIR identified Mitigation Measure 
PS-C to address WWTP capacity issues. Mitigation Measure PS-C requires that permitted capacity be 
demonstrated prior to issuance of a building permit. A plan and timeline to expand the WWTP to 2.0 
mgd, which would accommodate Phase 1 flows, has been developed, and expansion is expected by the 
end of 2007. 
 
In accordance with the CDO, expansion and WWTP modifications are required, regardless of 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, implementation of WWTP modifications and 
expansion are a separate action and independent of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 40-10: 
 
Information about the federal Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is 
presented on pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-12 in the Draft EIR, respectively, in Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage, 
and Water Quality.  Wastewater discharged from the Proposed Project to the City’s WWTP would be 
treated by the WWTP, which is required to operate according to these two laws and their implementing 
regulations. 
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Response to Comment 40-11: 
 
The City of Dixon is responsible for paying for the cost of expansion and improvements that are 
required under the CDO as part of the City’s WWTP.  
 
Response to Comment 40-12: 
The subject of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR is the proposed Dixon Downs Horse 
Racetrack and Entertainment Center.  Impact 4.11-6 on page 4.11-38 adequately characterizes the 
physical environmental effects of the Proposed Project’s incremental demand on City’s WWTP and that 
such demand would result in the need to expand WWTP capacity.  Please see the second paragraph of 
Response to Comment 40-9 regarding the environmental review process for the City’s WWTP as it 
relates to the Proposed Project. 
 
Potential impacts of discharges are also discussed in sections 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality 
and 4.11, Utilities (see Impacts 4.11-6, 4.11-7, and 4.11-10, specifically). 
 
Response to Comment 40-13: 
 
Potential impacts of the wastewater discharge associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in 
sections 4.6 and 4.11 (see Impacts 4.11-6, 4.11-7, and 4.11-10, specifically).  The City is responsible for 
determining the amount and type of waste the WWTP can successfully treat while meeting requirements 
of the CDO and future WDR deemed acceptable by the State and Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards. Mitigation Measure 4.11-7 would assure that potential impacts associated with discharge of barn 
area waste would have a less- than-significant impact on the wastewater treatment and discharge. 
 
Response to Comment 40-14: 
 
The commenter did not provide any technical supporting data to conclude that discharges from the 
Proposed Project would increase TDS loads or other constituents that would be expensive and difficult 
to control.  As noted on page 4.11-41, directing the barn area runoff to the sewer is a stormwater runoff 
Best Management Practice (BMP) intended to reduce contaminant loading in stormwater runoff 
generated at the site (see Impact 4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality).  Process 
water and runoff from the barn areas could contain inorganic and organic matter associated with animal 
wastes, bedding, hair, or spilled feed.  Generally, the primary pollutants associated with these materials 
include nitrogen compounds, salts, organic matter, pathogens, and to a lesser extent antibiotics, 
pesticides, and hormones.  Neither process water nor runoff would be discharged to the sewer 
continuously (e.g., over a 24-hour period on a daily basis).  Therefore, it is reasonable to state that the 
effect on the character of wastewater entering the WWTP would be temporary.  As further noted on 
page 4.11-41, the WWTP has specific effluent quality standards that must be achieved to satisfy the 
CDO, and future WDR permit for land disposal.  Moreover, periodic sampling for these constituents at 
the site would need to be performed at the City’s discretion as part of a BPTC program required by the 
new WWTP CDO and future WDR permit when it is issued by the CVRWQCB. 
 
The temporary effect on the character of the wastewater refers to the conditions that wash water, 
stormwater, and other forms of wastewater entering the sanitary sewer system would be episodic 
(stormwater would enter the WWTP system only during storm events).  No continuous nuisance flows 
are expected.  Requirements for compliance with the CDO must be implemented, regardless of 
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development of the Proposed Project.  Compliance with the CDO would allow for expanded capacity 
sufficient to serve the Proposed Project discharge needs.   
 
Response to Comment 40-15: 
 
The Growth Inducing Effects of the Proposed Project are presented in Chapter 5, CEQ Considerations 
of the Draft EIR.  The Economics Report presents information about the economic characteristics of 
the City and the Proposed Project.  The growth inducing effect of the project is not the same as the 
economic effect; rather, growth inducement considers the ways in which the project could stimulate 
additional growth, beyond its own economic effects, due to removing obstacles to growth or creating an 
economic stimulus on nearby properties.  In this case, the economic stimulus is somewhat limited 
because the property to the west is already designated to urbanize as part of the NQSP, and development 
potential of lands to the east is limited by agricultural zoning and the fact that the land is outside of the 
sphere of influence of the City of Dixon. 
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LETTER 41:  Donna M. Armstrong 
 
Response to Comment 41-1: 
 
The Draft EIR cannot ensure that mitigation at the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-80/North First Street 
interchanges would be implemented. The inclusion of mitigation measures in an EIR does not bind a 
lead agency to later adopt and carry out the mitigation measure.  In No Slo Transit, Inc. vs. City of Long 
Beach (1987) the court stated that mitigation measures are “suggestions which may or may not be adopted 
by the decision-makers.  There is no requirement in CEQA that mitigation measures be adopted.”  Please 
see Master Response TRAFF-2 for proposed improvements at I-80/Pedrick Road interchange.   
 
Response to Comment 41-2: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-2. 
 
Response to Comment 41-3: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 30-51, 33-60, 35-176, 36-53, and 43-25 for more detail on the 
comments raised regarding congestion on I-80 during an emergency situation.  
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LETTER 42:  Russell L. Caylor 
 
Response to Comment 42-1: 
 
Mitigation measures have been recommended for the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-80/North First Street 
interchanges to accommodate project traffic.  
 
Please see Responses to Comments 33-60, 34-125, 36-46, 36-50, and 36-72 for more information 
regarding emergency evacuation issues.  
 
Response to Comment 42-2: 
 
The commenter is correct that tax policies are not subject to CEQA and responses to comments 
regarding tax policy in this Final EIR so indicate. The information pertaining to the Horse Racing Act is 
included in the Draft EIR because it pertains to one way in which the City of Dixon could opt to receive 
funds in lieu of other options for revenues.   
 
Response to Comment 42-3: 
The potential increase in crime associated with larger events (Tier 2 and 3) is discussed in Impact 4.9-1 
on page 4.9-5.  The potential increase in crime was determined to be a significant impact and Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-1 would be required which would ensure the project applicant provides an adequate level of 
planning prior to large events to address these issues. The project applicant would be required to prepare 
a Major Event Management Plan in coordination with the City of Dixon that includes standards and 
criteria addressing public health and safety, parking, traffic management, hours of operation, event 
access, crowd control, and waste management.  It is anticipated that this plan would also address issues 
associated with large crowds and alcohol and the potential for violence to occur. The Major Event 
Management Plan would be prepared to the satisfaction of the City of Dixon and may vary based upon 
the type of event to account for differences in the types of patrons anticipated to attend. 
 
Response to Comment 42-4: 
 
See Response to Comment 42-2. 
 
Response to Comment 42-5: 
 
See Response to Comment 42-2. 
 



 



OCTOBER 30, 2005 
  
TO:  WARREN SALMONS, CITY MANAGER 
  
FROM:  DOUG UHLIK, PLANNING COMMISSIONER 
  
  
DIXON DOWNS PROJECT 
DRAFT EIR 
INQUIRIES/DISCUSSION ITEMS 
  
My comments and thoughts (including basic questions and reminder questions) 
below were compiled upon reviewing the Draft DIR and accompanying documents.  
I don’t necessarily expect that all comments/questions be addressed at the upcoming 
meetings, since all of us will have questions, but I would hope that some of my 
inquires would be answered at the meetings as part of the question/answer period.  I 
request that those questions, etc. that were not specifically addressed at the 
upcoming meetings be addressed prior to review of the Final EIR. 
  
I will let you decide if it would be appropriate to share the following with the other 
Planning Commissioners and City Council members 
  
  
DRAFT EIR 
  
Comment:  What is the mission statement of the City of Dixon, as it relates to growth i.e., 
is the vision to preserve Dixon’s small town character??  Pls provide at the upcoming 
meetings for reference. 
  
Pg 1: How does the General Plan Land Designation (E - Employment) and NE Quad 
Specific Plan Land Use/Zoning Map Designation (Light Industrial – ML, Community 
Commercial (CC) and Professional/Administration Offices (PAO) differ from the 
Proposed zoning (CH - Highway Commercial, CN - Neighborhood Commercial, CS – 
Service Commercial, PAO, A- Agriculture, PD – Planned Development.  I would like to 
know the three biggest positive changes and three biggest negative changes that will 
occur if these zoning changes occur?  These questions should consider quality of life 
issues and fiscal matters for both local Dixon businesses and Dixon residents? 
  
Discuss the City of Dixon General Plan Policy VI.E.I to allow exceptions to the Level of 
Service “C” traffic standard under certain qualifying circumstances.  Is it the goal of the 
City of Dixon to NEVER drop below this Level of Service?  Should we plan more routes 
of compensate for additional residents and businesses in order to maintain a Level C 
traffic level. 
  
Pg 3:  What does this the “caution” mean when the author of the Draft EIR refers to 
differences in the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study and Draft EIR?  What does this 
mean to me as a Planning Commissioner and my review of this document?  I would like 
to know what significant differences there are and what prompted those changes? 

Letter 43

ccase
Line


ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Text Box
43-1

ccase
Text Box
43-2

ccase
Text Box
43-3

ccase
Text Box
43-4



  
Pg 3:  How does the proposed 1,656 horses differ from the large number of cows being 
housed at local dairies?  Why is the Dixon Downs applicant being held to a different 
standard than local dairies when housing large farm animals, i.e., proximity to residents 
of Dixon is inconsistent?  Or is it different? 
  
Pg 3:  The EIR states that this project is the “first project of its kind in he State of 
California”, i.e., horse racing integrated into a large destination/entertainment mixed-use 
commercial facility.  It makes me uncomfortable to make Dixon a test bed for this type of 
project and I think we should be very careful on how this project is approached in term of 
the project’s negative impacts on the City of Dixon…..now and in the future. 
  
Pg 6:  In terms of the objectives stated by the applicant, how is this ONE racetrack going 
to “reinvigorate” the sport of thoroughbred horse racing in Northern California and will it 
be done at the expense of Dixon residents, i.e., traffic air quality, etc.  Does this mean 
that Dixon Downs will attract horse racing fans from all of Northern California (and not 
just the “surrounding area” as stated elsewhere in the EIR, i.e., Sacramento and Bay 
Area).  Again, regarding the objectives…..will this project really make Dixon a “major 
employment center”.  Is there a definition of “major employment center?” 
  
Pg 6:  In terms of the principal objectives, does Dixon want to be a “destination” location, 
i.e., traffic, crowded gas stations, restaurants, etc.  Although maybe good for business 
will it be good for residents?  Most residents did not move to Dixon for it to be a 
destination location. The objectives state that this project “respects and embraces the 
small town values”,  but it does not say that this project is consistent with Dixon’s small 
town values.  Explain further. 
  
Pg 7:  In terms of the principal objectives, does this project truly add to a strong local 
economic base, i.e., are the jobs created by this project considered low-income, 
moderate-income, or high-income jobs?  What does this do to Dixon’s census and what 
impact will this have on Dixon’s housing element?  Will Dixon be required to construct 
more Apts to satisfy the housing element?  I just want to be sure I understand the 
relationship between these items. 
  
Pg 7:  In terms of the multi-use entertainment Pavilion, the applicant indicates that this 
complex will be available for used by the Dixon community, high school, etc., but will 
this be based on availability, will the community be given priority over other venues, i.e., 
rock, heavy metal, rap concerts, that will draw people from long distances which will 
result in profits. 
  
Pg 7:  Will this 10 acre park be considered a community park or neighborhood park?  
Residents will not be able to access this park easily since they will need to cross SR 113, 
commercial businesses with much local and transient vehicular traffic, etc.  How will this 
park benefit the residents of Dixon?  It is referred to as a “public park” on Pg 71. 
Pg 8:  This project will provide a “destination 
entertainment/dining/retail/hotel/conference, venue”… Specifically how does the 
applicant for this project propose to OPTIMIZE the use of the major rail transit 
improvements planned in the future? 
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Pg 8:  Given the Pavilion’s size (three stories), will this project truly establish a “scenic 
gateway” to the community.  Pg 9:  How does the Pavilion’s height (75 ft) compare to a 
freeway sign?  They are requesting a variance (Pg 34) that would exceed the accepted 
building ht of the Pavilion by 40 feet. 
  
Comment:  I would like to get a study regarding this projects interaction with the cannery 
traffic, proposed flying J project, and Milk Farm project, especially during commute 
hours, weekends, and during the canning season.  How many jobs will be lost if the 
cannery leaves the area?  What will the traffic situation look like when there is an event 
and trucks are entering and leaving the area.  Will other routes through town be 
recommended to visitors from outside the area by the applicant, which will negatively 
impact residential traffic, etc.  In Appendix G - Supplemental Traffic Analysis section 
language stated, this analysis assumed no background traffic growth on Pedrick Rd assoc 
with other land development proposals such as Flying J.”  I think Mild Farm, Flying J, 
and the Cannery models should be provided for consideration by decision makers.  There 
is also language regarding “reasonable conservative assumption” when discussion the 
traffic analysis.  What does this mean and is this the EIR acceptable standard when 
evaluating traffic conditions for a project? 
  
Comment:  Is this project plan on using treated gray water to accommodate the on-site 
grass, shrubs and trees?.  What about the incorp of  solar tubes, solar panels, etc., similar 
to that of the CA State Fair parking lots?  Could this project, because of the size of the 
parking lot, provide power to the City of Dixon, i.e., street lights, city buildings, etc. 
(using solar power). 
  
Pg 9:  The EIR states that the “proposed project would be developed in AT LEAST TWO 
phases”, which could mean that the project may not be completed in ONLY TWO 
phases.  I am concerned that if Phase TWO is stretched out over a long period of time 
using many different phases then the project will look fragmented and without flow.  Is it 
two phases or more? 
  
Pg 20:  How many people attended the Dixon May Fair last year, i.e., Sat and Sun.  Also, 
how many people does the Dixon May Fair grandstand hold?  I want to compare this 
number, and associated traffic, to the Pavilion (5,000 guests), Grandstand (1,800 seats), 
etc. 
  
Pg 21”  The Groom’s Quarters will have 260 rooms.  Will RV parking be allowed on-
site?  For who? How long will they be allowed to park?  Will there be hook-ups?  What 
about on-site permanent trailers? 
  
Pg 23:  The applicant proposed that the Development Agreement vest the right to develop 
approx 1 million sq feet over the course of 20 years, i.e., theatre, restaurant?  I think this 
is too long.  I am thinking 10 years upon completion of the racetrack would be more 
reasonable.  And then what happens if it is not build out?  My son will be 35 years old in 
20 years! 
  

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Text Box
43-13

ccase
Text Box
43-14

ccase
Text Box
43-16

ccase
Text Box
43-17

ccase
Text Box
43-18

ccase
Text Box
43-19

ccase
Text Box
43-20

ccase
Line


ccase
Text Box
43-15



Pg 24:  The proposed circulation plan involves two freeway interchanges to access the 
facility.  Dixon only has four freeway entrances for ingress/egress traffic, i.e., good for 
business but maybe not residents.  Just like at resort areas, the locals are held captive to 
the tourists during the peak tourist season.  Many remain indoors to avoid traffic, etc. 
  
Pg 24:  Are the 484 “backstretch employees” imported form outside the area when the 
horses arrive, i.e., Mechanical Building, Fed Building, and future Vet Clinic? 
  
Pg 27:  The bedding material will be removed to mushroom farms when soiled.  Who 
determines when the material is “soiled” and what if the mushroom farms have too much 
material?  Where would the excess material be sent?  Kept on sight and for how long? 
  
Pg 27:  I think the level of Security needs to be agreed upon by the applicant and the City 
of  Dixon (specifically the PD).  I believe there are different levels of security? 
  
Pg 27:  The Disaster Plan should be approved by Dixon PD, and other law enforcement 
that would be impacted by a major incident. 
  
Pg 28:  What would the hourly wage be for the 276 Finish Line Employees and 484 
Backstretch and Operations Employees?  What jobs would be part-time, weekend and 
summer jobs, which would benefit local high school kids?  How many jobs would be 
imported from outside the area? 
  
Pg 30:  Since groomers “follow the transfer of horses”, i.e., not employees of Dixon 
Downs and since there are 260 rooms to accommodate these individuals when on-site, it 
may be a consideration to know some basic info regarding these individuals when the 
report into the area.  Maybe Dixon Downs could readily provide this info if needed by 
law enforcement officials.  Again, it is just a thought for discussion purposes. 
  
Pg 34:  What if a project development agreement is not honored by an applicant?  Is there 
an enforcement component with fines, etc.  If not, maybe something to consider.  Also, I 
have been advised that the City has one compliance officer to address violations of  
ordinances, conditional use permits, etc., and many times only when an issue is brought 
to the attention of the City.  Maybe this is the time to consider the hiring of a second 
compliance officer so a more proactive approach to enforcement of violations can be 
effected. 
  
Pg 38:  Potentially Significant Impact is defined in part, “an impact that could be 
significant, and for which NO mitigation has been identified.”  If my math is correct, 47 
of the 84 individual enviro checklist items addressed in the EIR have been identified as 
having a “Potentially Significant Impact” which is 56% of all checklist items.  If the 
enviro headings of “Geology and Soils”, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”, and 
“Mineral Resources”, the percentage increases to 46 of 69 items (67%).  This seems 
excessive to me regarding impacts that CANNOT BE MITIGATED, by definition.  I 
would like a comment on my analysis. 
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Pg. 40:  As a side note, upon review of this large scale project, I think it is impt that the 
north side of  I-80 remain an Agriculture zoning (besides the Milk Farm project due to its 
historical significance) to help preserve the beauty of Dixon and keep it unique to the I-
80 Corridor, i.e., keep urban sprawl on the south side of the Interstate. 
  
Pg 69:  In terms of surveillance cameras, I would suggest at a minimum cameras would 
be placed at the all entrances/exits of the facility(both public and private gates) and at the 
pedestrian  entrance exit gates.  Videos should be held for 30 days in the event they need 
to be reviewed at a later date by the PD? 
  
Pg 78:  Comments on NOP/IS – Have all of the issues been addressed as outlined in the 
letters included under this section.    
  
Appendix H – Hydrology – What does Table 1 – Historical Annual Groundwater 
Production by DSMWS indicated in terms of ground water recharge and/or collapse of 
aquifer due to too much water demand in the area.  Is this a concern? 
  
DIXON DOWNS SCREENCHECK DEIR MAGNA TEAM COMMENT 
SUMMARY TABLE 
  
3-19:  Was the DIR based on 15 non-racing events and 10 racing events? 
  
4.1-19:  What effect will the lighting have on freeway traffic?  Please provide another 
well known venue for comparison purposes to gain a better understanding of the lighting 
situation. 
  
4.2-23:  What does “wind patterns would be unlikely to contribute to odor impacts on a 
frequent basis” in a quantitative sense?   Would this statement indicated that there would 
be problems with odors infrequently?  How many days each year would this involve?  
What about flies? 
  
4.6-31: How does a berm avoid the effect of noise  
  
4.8 -  Do barns attenuate sound from events? 
  
  
DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 
  
Pg 17: Permitted Used – “Racetrack uses, including but not limited to :……..”  I am more 
concerned about the OTHER uses aside from horse racing, i.e., loud outdoor concerts in 
grandstand area or parking lot area, stockcar, motorcycle, and other small engine stockcar 
racing which would add to additional noise for Dixon residents.  The wording is such 
where “Other used may be determined by the Community Development Director…” I 
would like the Planning Commission to be involved in the approval process of any events 
not listed in the Permitted/Conditional Use Agreement. 
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Pg 19:  Tier I Special Events – I am not comfortable with OUTDOOR concerts (spill over 
noise), tractor pulls/autocross/dirt motorcycle races, etc., again because of spill over 
noise.  I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THAT NO OUTDOOR MOTORIZED VEHICLE 
AND/OR OUTDOOR CONCERTS WOULD BE ALLOWED.  Also, the plan talks 
about the number of events but it does NOT address the length of each event, i.e., one 
event could last for one month in theory. 
  
I would like to know more about Tier I and Tier II special and major events.  I would like 
to see the 15 major non-racing events require approval of the Planning Commission. 
  
I didn’t see anything that referred to the start/end time of Tier I and Tier II events, i.e., 
spill over noise for residents. 
Pg 27:  Where do “Assumptions” come from when it comes to traffic, parking, etc.  Is 
there an accepted guidebook for this sort of thing or is it arbitrary based on the group 
doing the EIR? 
  
Pg 29:  Commissioner Hefner – Is 15 years acceptable for a tree canopy with 50% shade 
coverage for parking areas? 
  
Comment:  I would like to ensure that a bike route is established from the core of Dixon 
to Dixon Downs/retail area, etc. 
  
Comment:  If the remains of the American Indian are uncovered during the ground work, 
I would like to see a statue of tribute to the land located somewhere in the retail facility.  
Input regarding the design of the statue of tribute should be obtained from the tribe for 
whom the remains belong. 
  
  
FISCAL AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
  
As I read this document I was feeling a little bit overwhelmed with the amount of 
financial data provided by the consultant.  I would like to have the following 
summarized: 
  
Phase I – What taxes, fees, etc. will be collected during the construction phase of Dixon 
Downs Racetrack?  How much will be lost by the City?  What is the Net Gain or Loss to 
the City?? 
  
Phase I – Same info at the completion of Phase I?  Compare this info with if the zoning 
was not changed?  Net gain or loss during the comparison? 
  
Phase II – Same info during the construction of Phase II? 
  
Phase II – Same info at the completion of Phase II? Compare this info with if the zoning 
was not changed?  Net gain or loss during the comparison? 
  

ccase
Line


ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Line

ccase
Text Box
43-40

ccase
Text Box
43-41

ccase
Text Box
43-42

ccase
Text Box
43-43

ccase
Text Box
43-44

ccase
Text Box
43-45

ccase
Text Box
43-46

ccase
Text Box
43-47

ccase
Text Box
43-48

ccase
Text Box
43-49

ccase
Text Box
43-50



Projected revenues from the entire complex?  Where typically would these net funds be 
channeled, i.e., how would the community benefit?  Schools?  School and Park sporting 
facility improvements? Roads? Lighting?  Police and Fire? Parks maintenance? 
  
Who are the three largest contributors to the City of Dixon’s tax base?  Where does 
Walmart fit into the mix?  What is the superstore expected to return to the City of Dixon 
in terms of taxes?  How do these compare to the Dixon Downs Project – Phase I and II. 
  
I want to be sure that if a project of this magnitude is approved there will be a significant 
benefit to not only the City of Dixon, but its residents in terms of quality of life issues. 
  
What are the cut-offs for low income jobs, moderate income jobs, and high income jobs, 
by definition?  Does the census have this info? 
  
Are there going to be privately funded health benefits and retirement plans with the 
projected salaries?  
How will trash be addressed on the routes to and from the facility during Tier II and III 
events?  Will there be something factored into the mix for this type of post event clean-
up. 
  
Pg 28:  Camping in self-contained rec vehicles rarely permitted on-site.  When is it 
allowed? 
  
Pg 33:  I would like to know more about the indiv hired to serve as a safety officer, i.e., 
minimum qualifications. 
  
Pg 53:  I would like to know more about the indiv hired to serve as the Security Chief, 
i.e., minimum qualifications. 
  
  
NORTHEAST QUADRANT SPECIFIC PLAN 
  
Pg 1-12:  Figure 1-6 – Does this Noise contour continue along the I-80 corridor to the 
west?  If so, I would like to get a copy for future residential planning, i.e., overlay a copy 
of the noise contours along the RR tracks and I-80 corridor on an aerial photo of Dixon.  I 
am specifically interested in how these contours interact with the approved St. Anton 
Apts. 
  
  
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUMMARY REPORT 
  
I would like to see responses to the oral and written comments listed in the Public 
Comment Summary sections (fiscal impact, planning process, general, etc.) for all five 
info exchange workshops addressed and provided to the Planning Commissioners prior to 
the final EIR.  Responses can refer to the EIR or stand alone. 
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OVERVIEW OF SOCIAL AND CULTURAL ISSUES 
  
How does the satellite betting work?  How are the winnings split?  Will the City of Dixon 
get $ when horse racing occurs on-site?  Will the City of Dixon get $ when horse racing 
occurs off-site, i.e., satellite betting? 
  
Golden Gate Fields needed some paint, etc. in the grandstand area upon my visiting the 
facility.  Are there plans on closing this facility, which would explain the deferred 
maintenance?  Is this what we should expect from Magna Entertainment Corp if Dixon 
Downs is approved? 
  
What is the logic behind holding a job fair prior to Dixon Downs being approved by the 
Planning Commission and City Council?  There is already a perception by many 
residents that this project is a “done deal”, and holding a job fair prior to this project’s 
approval just as fuel to those perceptions. 
  
I did not see anything that addressed Dixon Down’s impact on the future of the May 
Fair.  Was this addressed? 
  
I don’t remember anything that addressed air quality in terms of vehicles idling while 
waiting to enter the facility, especially during the larger events.  Was this addressed? 
  
  
OTHER INQUIRES 
  
I would like to know the City’s policy on providing incentives to choice businesses, i.e., 
Bass Pro, Cabellas, etc., who are interested in relocating to Dixon.  I would like to 
discuss this issue at some point to weigh out the Pros and Cons of such a practice, since 
many cities do offer incentives.  I think Dixon is getting too many fast food businesses, 
and it would be nice to see something like Genetech, Bass Pro, Cabellas, etc. 
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LETTER 43:  Doug Uhlik, City of Dixon Planning Commissioner 
 
Response to Comment 43-1: 
 
The City does not have an adopted Mission Statement of the City as it relates to growth. The Mission 
Statement of the City, as it relates to growth and community character, is contained in the goals and 
policies identified in the City’s General Plan, as interpreted and implemented over time by the elected 
and appointed decision makers of the City.  The Mission Statement and fundamental goals are included 
in the General Plan on pages 9 and 10.   
 
Response to Comment 43-2: 
 
The project’s existing General Plan land use designation for the project site is E – Employment Center.  
The originally-adopted Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP) established the land use and zoning 
within the plan area.  The NQSP’s land use designations are consistent with the General Plan’s definition 
for an Employment Center land use designation.   
 
With the Proposed Project, a new land use designation would be added to the NQSP, in tandem with a 
new zoning designation for the project site.  The new land use designation is 
Entertainment/Commercial/Office Mixed Use (ECO-MU) and allows a mixture of uses in the 260-acre 
project area, including a horse racing and training facility, and commercial, office, and entertainment uses 
that are further defined in the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines document.  The new 
zoning designation for the project area is Planned Development (P-D), which is combined with Highway 
Commercial (CH) and Professional and Administrative Office (PAO) districts.  These districts are 
consistent with the definitions established in the City of Dixon Zoning Ordinance.   
 
While new land use and zoning designations are proposed for the NQSP, and specifically, the project 
site, they remain consistent with the definition of the General Plan’s Employment Center land use 
designation.  Under the General Plan’s designation, the Zoning Ordinance’s definitions for Highway 
Commercial (CH) and Professional and Administrative Office (PAO) districts are to provide the 
framework for development of Employment Center areas.  In this case, the adopted NQSP, further 
refined through the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines, establishes the specific zoning 
regulations and development pattern for the project, which remains consistent with the General Plan and 
Zoning regulations.   
 
The various project reports collectively discuss the possible negative and positive consequences of the 
project and the proposed zoning change. The comment requests that the city list the 3 largest positive 
and 3 largest negative changes in quality of life that would occur should the project be approved and the 
area rezoned as proposed.  This calls for a subjective determination that cannot be made by the city staff.  
The EIR indicates the environmental impacts that would occur, and which are either significant or less 
than significant, both before and after mitigation measures are imposed.  To the extent impacts are non-
environmental in nature, they are beyond the scope of a CEQA document and hence to this extent the 
comment is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 43-3: 
 
The City of Dixon General Plan currently includes Policy VI.E.I (see below) that requires the City to 
maintain traffic operations at Level of Service “C” or better.  The project applicant has proposed the 
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following amendment to Policy VI.E.1 of the General Plan, as described in the Project Description on 
page 3-57 of the Draft EIR to allow exceptions to the LOS “C” standard under certain qualifying 
circumstances.  The proposed language is reflected in underlined text as follows: 
 
Policy VI.E.1. - The City shall ensure that Dixon’s existing and proposed street configuration and 

highway network maintains traffic operations at Level of Service “C” or better, while 
acknowledging that this objective may be difficult to achieve in those locations where 
traffic currently operates at Levels of Service below “C” for limited periods of time.  
Achieving this policy will require a variety of traffic improvements, including: 

 
• Improving existing arterials; 

 Construction of arterials and collector streets in newly developing areas; and 
 Intersection improvements. 

 
Notwithstanding the above provisions of Policy VI.E.1., where an Environmental Impact Report 
prepared for a project within an approved Specific Plan area concludes that there are no feasible 
mitigation measures sufficient to maintain Levels of Service “C” at certain intersections or roadway 
segments, or where the Planning Commission or City Council reaches this conclusion in findings on the 
project, the Planning Commission or City Council may adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
allowing Levels of Service below “C” on a case by case basis in order to balance the community benefits 
of the project against the adverse affects of the project on traffic operations. 
 
The planning Commission recently recommended to the City Council that, independent of the Proposed 
Project, the LOS be amended to provide for LOS D within the downtown area (while remaining LOS C 
in the remainder to the City).  A public hearing on the proposed general plan amendment was scheduled 
for the City Council to hear in mid-April 2006. 
 
Response to Comment 43-4: 
 
When the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared in December 2003 many elements of the project 
were still being finalized, which is common for large projects.  Therefore, on the top of page 3 of the 
Initial Study (see Appendix A of the DEIR) readers were “cautioned” that the details of the project 
design and land use plan may change between the time the NOP is released and the Draft EIR is ready 
for public review.  During December 2003 when the NOP was released and September 2005 when the 
Draft EIR was released elements of the project design and land use plan were further refined.  The Draft 
EIR and staff report contain a current description of the project that will be going before the Planning 
Commission for review and approval.  The differences include a reduction in the total number of barns 
developed on the site, changes in project circulation, and drainage, further clarification on events to be 
held in the Finish Line Pavilion building, refinement of the parking facilities, and clarification on 
additional plans to be developed to address public safety, security, and event traffic.  
 
Response to Comment 43-5: 
 
The total number of horses that could be housed on-site has been reduced from 1,656 to 1,440, as 
discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description (see Chapter 3).  Regarding the regulations that oversee 
the managing and handling of large animals, it is typical for dairies to store both liquid and solid manure 
on-site in a lagoon prior to disposal/treatment.  That is why groundwater monitoring and water quality 
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monitoring is so highly regulated for dairy operations.  The Dixon Downs project is proposing to use a 
combination of sanitary sewer facilities and daily removal of manure so there is no on-site long-term 
storage of either urine or manure.  Therefore, minimizing potential problems with both odor and water 
quality issues.   
 
The Dixon Downs project is required to comply with all the regulations and requirements that oversee a 
Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO). 
 
Response to Comment 43-6: 
 
The concern raised is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 43-7: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 33-6, 34-36, and 34-37. 
 
Response to Comment 43-8: 
 
The applicant’s project objectives are listed in the Draft EIR so the community and decision makers can 
understand the applicant’s views and goals as they pertain to the project. 
 
It is the task of the elected and appointed decision makers to evaluate the Proposed Project in the 
context of the City’s General Plan and their understanding/interpretation thereof, and decide whether 
the applicant’s project objectives, e.g., creating a “destination” location, are consistent with the 
community’s vision as expressed by the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 43-9: 
 
The elected and appointed decision makers will determine if they believe if the project will, in this case, 
add to a strong local economic base.  The Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 2005, 
(available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) estimates the economic impacts of the 
proposed Dixon Downs project on the City, and provides information about the types of jobs that 
would created and the expected income levels of the employees who fill those jobs.  Employment, wage, 
and other economic affects of employment are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the report. 
 
The local housing demand created by the Proposed Project, if approved, would replace demand which 
would have been created by development under the current industrial and commercial land use 
designations for the property.  It is not possible to predict the exact difference at this time because no 
specific land uses have been proposed under the existing land use categories contained in the NQSP.   
 
Rental/multi-family housing production targets which would be mandated by the State for inclusion in 
Dixon’s next housing element would be based on regional modeling which, in part, considers existing 
local job and dwelling unit availability, plus available residential and employment generating vacant land.   
 
With respect to population growth and the impacts on housing, please see Response to Comment 12-15. 
 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-268 

Response to Comment 43-10: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description, the project proposes a state-of-the-art entertainment 
pavilion, which would include a stage for live performances, several restaurants, meeting rooms, and 
themed entertainment areas.  These facilities would be available for community events.  To address 
scheduling the facility the project applicant has proposed preparing an annual Master Entertainment 
Calendar. The calendar will identify entertainment events by type and date (i.e., upcoming music concerts 
such as Willie Nelson or Martin Sexton, performing artists like Cirque d’ Sole, or magicians like David 
Copperfield).  Similarly, there would be a Master Community Calendar which would list (by date, group 
and location) community events or meetings (i.e., Downtown Business Association, Dixon Chamber of 
Commerce, Soroptomists, class reunions, etc.). The community meeting events do not typically compete 
with scheduled entertainment.  However, this is an issue that the City could regulate as a part of its land 
use approval and include in the development agreement. 
 
Response to Comment 43-11: 
 
As stated in the Draft EIR Project Description, the Groom’s Quarters complex would also include 
private recreational facilities for the use of visiting backstretch personnel (i.e., softball field and basketball 
court).  No public park facilities are proposed as part of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 43-12: 
 
The project applicant would work with the City of Dixon to encourage Amtrak to accelerate the 
designation and construction of the Dixon train stop in downtown Dixon.  At the point in time when 
this occurs, the project applicant would coordinate with the City to optimize the use of this facility as a 
means of accessing Dixon Downs. 
 
Response to Comment 43-13: 
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, Phase 1 includes development of a three-story, up to 
85 feet in height, approximately 192,372 gross square foot (gsf) multi-purpose Finish Line Pavilion 
building. The Dixon Downs Development Standards provide that the Finish Line Pavilion may be up to 
85 feet in height, may include a tower element(s) of an additional 50 feet in height, and may have a 
building floor area of up to 225,000 sf.  If approved, the project would be very prominent when viewed 
from the freeway and Pedrick Road.  The project would be significant enough and close enough to 
downtown to constitute a gateway project. 
 
Response to Comment 43-14: 
 
The traffic section included in the Draft EIR (see section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation) includes 
a thorough analysis of traffic impacts associated with the project as well as under cumulative conditions 
(combined with Flying J, Milk Farm, and other projects proposed in the area).  
 
In terms of providing a conservative assumption in some instances the traffic analysis needed to make 
some assumptions regarding number of daily patrons, vehicle trips, hours of events, etc.  For example, 
based on information provided by tracks in the Bay Area (Bay Meadows and Golden Gate Fields) the 
traffic analysis assumed higher typical weekday attendance numbers than were provided at the other 
facilities to provide for a more conservative estimate of traffic impacts.  Overall, assumptions made in 
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the traffic analysis were more conservative to, in some instances, overestimate the impact.  This is a 
common practice used in preparing traffic studies in order to create a “worst case” scenario.   
 
Please see Responses to Comments 43-15 and 34-96 that addresses potential job losses if the cannery 
leaves the area. 
 
Response to Comment 43-15: 
 
Often times certain assumptions need to be made in order to analyze potential impacts that could be 
created by a project.  It is important that for the purposes of CEQA the assumptions are reasonably 
conservative because it is better to overestimate rather than underestimate the potential impact.  On page 
4.10-73 of the Draft EIR there is a list of assumptions and methodologies used in the traffic analysis to 
ensure that the analysis is reasonably conservative and does not understate the impacts of the project. 
Assumptions for the parking analysis are also included on page 4.10-66 of the traffic section. 
 
Response to Comment 43-16: 
 
The project would connect to existing City infrastructure to receive water and wastewater services, but 
also proposes to retain an existing on-site water well for some non-potable water uses. Once the project 
is entitled, plans and specifications for the Phase I facilities and improvements would be prepared and it 
would be possible to evaluate whether cost-effective opportunities exist to use recycled water to irrigate 
project landscaping.  The City of Dixon currently does not provide a separate system for non-potable 
water to be used for landscape irrigation.  The project, as proposed, does not include any mandatory 
solar energy features. The project would comply with the requirements set forth in Title 24. Please see 
Responses to Comments 34-197, 35-193 and 35-194.   
Response to Comment 43-17: 
 
The project is proposed to be developed in two separate phases.  A complete description of the two 
project phases is included in Chapter 3, Project Description, in the Draft EIR.  Generally, Phase 1 
includes the Finish Line Pavilion building and grandstand, racetrack, barns, jockey’s and groom’s 
quarters, and other support buildings.  Phase 2 includes office, retail, and a hotel/conference facility. 
Please see Response to Comment 34-151. 
 
Response to Comment 43-18: 
 
The Dixon May Fair, held annually on Mother’s Day weekend (Thursday – Sunday), experienced a total 
attendance in the range of 60,000± people for the 2006 fair (final attendance numbers are still being 
determined from the final accounting for the 2006 event).  Dixon May Fair officials estimate the daily 
attendance for the 2006 fair is as follows:  Thursday (10,000±), Friday (15,000±), Saturday (16,000±) and 
Sunday (19,000±).  The Grandstand has a seating capacity of 2,000± for arena events (rodeo, destruction 
derby, etc.), and 6,400± for concert events (additional seating on the floor of the arena is provided for 
concert events).  The 2006 event included a sold out concert event (6,400± people in attendance at the 
Carrie Underwood concert). 
 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-270 

Response to Comment 43-19: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description, the Dixon Downs preliminary conceptual site plan 
provides for a total of 647 automobile parking spaces and 180 open trailer parking spaces for horse 
trailers in surface lots to serve the Backstretch facilities. There are no RV spaces provided in the 
Backstretch area.  Backstretch employees that temporarily live on-site would reside in the 260 room 
Grooms Quarters; no Backstretch employees would be allowed to stay, or live in RV’s within the 
Backstretch area.  There would be a limited number of RV parking spaces included within the parking 
area for the Finish Line Pavilion, but these spaces would be limited to day use and would not provide 
hook-ups for extended overnight stays. 
 
Response to Comment 43-20: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 34-152. 
 
Response to Comment 43-21: 
 
The Draft EIR includes a detailed review of the traffic anticipated to occur as part of the project 
evaluated by different events that could occur in the facility and identifies specific mitigation measures.  
The commenter is encouraged to review Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation in the Draft EIR 
for more specific information. 
 
Consideration of any changes in traffic volumes, requirements for mitigation measures, and implications 
of traffic on the City will be part of the Planning Commission and City Council’s decision making 
process. 
 
Response to Comment 43-22: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 35-141. 
 
Response to Comment 43-23: 
 
The horse stalls would be cleaned of all soiled bedding on a daily basis.  The horse owners, trainers, and 
grooms would determine whether the bedding material is soiled and in need of removal.  The manure 
and soiled bedding would be stored in the Manure Transfer Building until it is removed.  Removal of 
manure and soiled bedding to either a composting facility or the landfill would occur on a daily basis.  
Section 4.9, Public Services in the Draft EIR includes a discussion on solid waste, including storage and 
removal of horse manure and soiled bedding material. 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 29-31 and 209-210. 
 
Response to Comment 43-24: 
 
The Draft EIR addresses security in Section 4.9, Public Services.  As discussed on page 4.9-5,  
 

“[A]s a part of the project, a 26-member security staff is included in Phase 1 development; however, the 
development would still require support from the DPD.  Using other racetrack facilities as examples, the 
Potential Impacts of the Proposed Dixon Downs Phases I & II Development on the City of Dixon Public Safety Services 
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report estimates that Phase 1 could generate as many as 250 calls for service, which is approximately a 2.8 
percent increase above existing levels in Dixon.  Experience at other horse racing facilities indicates that 
those facilities contribute to a very small increase in crime that necessitates a police response.  The report 
states that if Phase 1 of the project achieved 75 percent occupancy it would likely generate approximately 
31 Part 1 crimes.20,21  The report concluded that Phase 1 would not necessitate additional police staffing, 
because the current staff could handle a 2.8 percent increase.22”  

 
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 requires that the project applicant prepare a Major Event 
Management Plan in coordination with the City of Dixon that includes standards and criteria addressing 
public health and safety, parking, traffic management, hours of operation, event access, crowd control, 
and waste management.  The Major Event Management Plan would be prepared to the satisfaction of 
the City of Dixon. 
 
In addition, the Public Safety Report (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) 
included a recommendation about this issue, as follows:   
 

Recommendation 11 – Security Staffing 
Require at least 26 full time (or full time equivalent) Security staff.  This could be made a requirement of 
the CUP and/or the Development Agreement.  Once the track has been in operation for 12 months (or 
sooner if necessary), the security-staffing requirement should be re-evaluated by the Chief of Police and 
the City and/or the Chief of Police should retain the ability to require additional security staffing if it can 
be justified.  The City Council should be the final arbitrator.  If Recommendation 13 – Security 
Technology is not followed, the number of security officers should be increased substantially, perhaps by 
as many as 10-15 security officers. 

 
Response to Comment 43-25: 
 
The project applicant would be required to prepare a Major Event Management Plan that addresses 
public health, safety, parking, traffic management, crowd control and waste management associated with 
larger events (see Mitigation Measure 4.9-1). This plan would need to be approved by the City of Dixon. 
In addition, the project applicant would also prepare a Master Fire, Safety, and Security Plan (see 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4(a)) in coordination with the City of Dixon.  The plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the City of Dixon Fire Department and Police Department. The plan would address event 
emergency response and evacuation planning for event attendees, racetrack personnel, and horses and 
off-site traffic and pedestrian congestion management. The emergency equipment and operations 
component of the plan shall, at a minimum, address the following issues: fire protection/suppression 
systems; procedures for emergency response and warning systems; documentation (as a condition of 
project approval) that adequate trained staff resources and equipment can be made available (including 
veterinarians) through mutual aid agreements, if necessary; and emergency access routes for any 
necessary additional equipment and/or personnel to the project site. 
 
The event emergency (evacuation) element would be developed for use in the event of an emergency 
situation that necessitated partial or complete evacuation of the facility, including the horse stalls. Such 
emergencies could include, but would not be limited to, fires, earthquake, explosions, flooding, security 

                                                 
20  Part 1 crimes include murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny – theft, and motor vehicle 

theft. 
21  Organizational Effectiveness Consulting, Public Safety Impacts, Dixon Downs, April 2005, page 23. 
22  Organizational Effectiveness Consulting, Public Safety Impacts, Dixon Downs, April 2005, page 23. 
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incidents, hazardous materials release on I-80 or UPRR adjacent to the site, or other incidents of a similar 
nature. The plan would identify evacuation routes and routes to nearby medical facilities and horse 
boarding facilities/veterinary care and contingency measures to deal with anticipated traffic and/or 
pedestrian congestion, including movement of large horse trailers. This component of the plan, which 
shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City of Dixon Fire Department, would be incorporated into 
facility employees’ operations and procedure manuals and updated regularly. The plan would be 
coordinated by trained supervisory personnel and would be integrated with the City’s emergency response 
plan.  
 
Response to Comment 43-26: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 35-124, 35-141, 43-55. 
 
Response to Comment 43-27: 
 
All Backstretch personnel would be required to be background checked and licensed by the California 
Horse Racing Board (CHRB).  This type of screening and licensing does not occur at most businesses.  It 
is not anticipated that Backstretch employees would exhibit more problematic behavior than any other 
group of workers. 
 
Response to Comment 43-28: 
 
Development agreements typically contain provisions regarding what happens if one party or another 
fails to comply with the agreement.  Because the Dixon Downs development agreement has not been 
negotiated it is unknown what those provisions would ultimately be. 
 
“Fines” are normally imposed as a part of the criminal enforcement of a local ordinance, such as a 
zoning ordinance.  As an agreement, rather than an ordinance of the City, fines are not appropriate for 
breach of the development agreement. To the extent that a breach of a development agreement occurs it 
is also a violation of the terms of a land use approval, such as a condition on a use permit, violation of 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance can be enforced criminally. Depending on the terms of the development 
agreement, violation could result in freezing of further development rights or the loss of the right to 
utilize already developed property or the imposition of a civil injunction compelling compliance. 
 
The City currently has one full-time code enforcement technician.  Whether the City acts on a 
“complaint basis” or pro-actively seeks out and prosecutes code violations is a matter which is a result 
both of budgetary constraints and a policy decision. 
 
Response to Comment 43-29: 
 
An Initial Study is completed by the Lead Agency early in the CEQA process to identify any potential 
impacts associated with a project.  The Initial Study is a tool to help identify those issue areas that need 
more analysis in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  As shown in the Initial Study that 
accompanied the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A of Volume II of the Draft EIR) there were a 
number of issue areas identified as being potentially significant impacts.  An EIR is then prepared to fully 
analyze those issue areas that were identified in the Initial Study as being potentially significant.  The EIR 
prepared for the Dixon Downs project includes eleven technical sections and provides a thorough review 
of all the potential impacts associated with the project as well as feasible mitigation measures.  
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The percentage of impacts which can be completely mitigated is not a standard by which projects are 
evaluated, nor is it reasonable to do so, since all projects are different, creating both differing 
environmental impacts and differing benefits to the community. 
 
Response to Comment 43-30: 
 
The opinion of the commenter is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-31: 
 
The Public Safety Report (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) provided the 
following recommendation regarding video cameras and surveillance. 
 

Recommendation 13 – Security Technology 
Require modern security technology that makes heavy use of but not limited to the following: 
• CCTV surveillance of public areas, parking lots, gates, backstretch, money room, and all sensitive 

access points.  Require this system to be monitored at all times, and video recordings to be made of all 
cameras and retained for at least 90 days. 

• Electronic gate and door assess by code, card, or other suitable device.  Require that access points be 
open to on-duty police and fire personnel when engaged in official duties.  Provide the ability for both 
the Police and Fire Department to make access through any gate or door (i.e., KNOX-BOX, card 
access, code access, personal escort, or key). 

• Blue Light Alarm System in parking lots, and other out of the way areas. 
• Panic alarms at all public contact points such as public gates, betting windows, reception areas, and 

service counters so that an employee who is being threatened can easily send a silent alarm to the 
security office dispatcher. 

• Quality radio system for security employees that provides good coverage anywhere on the facility and 
with the Dixon Police and Fire Departments. 

• Dispatch center that is staffed at all times (could be consolidated with the CCTV). 
o Landscape and lighting designed for public safety. 
o Armored cars for transport of money to and from the site. 
o Central public address system that can cover the entire grounds including the parking lots and 

backstretch. 
 
Any security plans prepared by the applicant would be required to be reviewed and approved by the City 
of Dixon police department.  The recommendations included in the Security Report are noted and 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-32: 
 
All of the comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix B of Volume II of 
the Draft EIR) have been addressed in the appropriate technical section.  A summary of the issues raised 
are included in the Introduction of each technical section. 
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Response to Comment 43-33: 
 
The condition of the aquifers in the area are not a concern.  Please see Responses to Comments 21-29 
through 21-36 for a discussion of groundwater recharge and how the project would not adversely affect 
the groundwater table in the area. 
 
Response to Comment 43-34: 
 
As explained in the Draft EIR Project Description (see Chapter 3, page 3-31) the Proposed Project 
includes three different event scenarios:  a Tier 1 event would include horse racing and non-horse racing 
events involving an attendance of up to 6,800 patrons; a Tier 2 event includes an attendance of between 
6,800 and 15,000 patrons; while a Tier 3 event would have an attendance of between 15,000 up to 50,000 
patrons.  The Draft EIR analysis assumed the project would host 10 horse-related Tier 2 events per year 
and 15 non-horse related Tier 2 events per year and only one Tier 3 event per year.   
 
Response to Comment 43-35: 
 
The Draft EIR includes an analysis of light generated by the project in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  The 
Finish Line Pavilion building is setback from I-80, as shown in Figure 3-4 on page 3-10 of the Draft EIR.  
The racetrack is proposed on the east side of the Pavilion building, away from the freeway.  The primary 
source of light closer to the freeway would be lights in the surface parking lots.  The Dixon Development 
and Design Guidelines include provisions that lights would be shielded and focused downward to 
minimize spillover light.  In addition, nighttime events at the Finish Line Pavilion building are required to 
end no later than 11:00 p.m.  As shown in Figure 3-4, the surface parking lots are also setback from I-80 
a considerable distance.  This would change once Phase 2 is developed; however, the lighting associated 
with Phase 2 would be similar to other retail development adjacent to the freeway. Lights were not 
identified as having the potential to impact drivers on I-80 associated with either Phase 1 or Phase 2. 
Until Phase 2 is developed, the lighting most visible to the freeway would be from the surface parking 
lots similar to lights at auto dealerships.   
 
Response to Comment 43-36: 
 
The Draft EIR includes an air quality section (see Section 4.2) that evaluates impacts associated with an 
increase in air emissions associated with the project. The Draft EIR examines impacts on those sensitive 
receptors (residences) that currently exist in the area.  This is because future development cannot always 
be predicted with accuracy, especially before it is formally approved.  However, it is acknowledged that 
because of the existence of the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Area, property to the west of the 
Proposed Project site would eventually be developed.  As discussed in Response to Comment 20-2, 
prevailing winds are such that odor impacts from stabled horses would not be either severe or frequent at 
property located to the west of the Proposed Project site. Impact 4.2-4 on page 4.2-23 addresses the issue 
of odors and states that since winds normally come from the south and west during the warmer months, 
wind patterns would be unlikely to contribute to odor impacts on a frequent basis. In addition, because 
horse waste would be quickly removed from the Proposed Project site and disposed of, and because 
wind patterns would not transfer odors towards nearby receptors, odor impacts from the Proposed 
Project would be considered less than significant. Please see Response to Comment 34-204. 
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Response to Comment 43-37: 
 
The Draft EIR includes a section that addresses noise issues (see Section 4.8, Noise).  Noise can be 
attenuated by constructing a solid wall or barrier between the noise source and the noise receptor (e.g., 
residence).  The commonly used rule of thumb is that a solid wall or barrier reduces noise levels by five 
to 10 dBA. An earthen berm can also be used as a barrier to unwanted sound to reduce noise levels 
 
Response to Comment 43-38: 
 
As discussed in Impact 4.8-4 on page 4.8-17,  
 

“Crowd noise can be attenuated by constructing a solid barrier between the racetrack and the noise 
receptors.  Sound levels from public address systems can potentially be attenuated by constructing barriers 
and by directing the public address speakers away from sensitive receptors.  The commonly used rule of 
thumb is that a solid wall or barrier reduces noise levels by five to 10 dBA.  Because the racetrack would 
be in an outdoor arena type of setting, noise from crowds and the public address system would be partially 
attenuated by surrounding seating areas.  Stables and groom’s quarters would also be built between the 
track and Vaughn Road as part of Phase 1.  This would help to attenuate noise, although not as much as a 
solid barrier.  The site plan for the Proposed Project shows that four rows of barns 25-feet tall would be 
constructed between the racetrack and Vaughn Road.  One row of buildings between a noise source and a 
receptor can reduce noise levels by 5 dBA.  Additional rows can reduce sound by 1.5 dBA each.23  
Assuming that there is no “line of sight” between the PA system speakers and the residences on Vaughn 
Road, noise levels could be reduced by a total of 9.5 dBA due to the intervening barns.  Consequently, 
sound levels generated during events, however, could still exceed standards at residences on Vaughn Road 
even with this attenuation, if noise is produced in the 85 to 105 dBA range at the racetrack and the event 
lasts past 10 p.m.  If the event ended prior to 10 p.m., the 60 dBA standard would not likely be exceeded.” 

 
Buildings, such as the horse barns, would act as barriers to help attenuate sound generated by the project. 
 
Response to Comment 43-39: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 24-4 regarding events to be prohibited in the development agreement.  
The comment that the Planning Commission should be involved in the review of events is referred to 
the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-40: 
 
Determinations about Tier 2 and Tier 3 Special Events, relative to type, duration, frequency, total 
number, etc., would all be addressed in the development agreement which is subject to public hearing 
and review/approval by the Planning Commission and the City Council. Please see Response to 
Comment 24-40 regarding events to be prohibited and Responses to Comments 12-8 through 12-11 
regarding noise. 
 
The length of an event is tied to the event itself.  It is conceivable that one event could span a month, but 
would be highly unlikely.   
 

                                                 
23  FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, 1978. 
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Response to Comment 43-41: 
 
A discussion of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 events is included on page 3-31 in Chapter 3, Project Description.  
Please see Response to Comment 43-34 for a discussion of the frequency of events and the maximum 
attendance.  Tier 1 events could include both horse and non-horse events.  Some of the non-horse 
events could include but are not limited to, music concerts (ranging from rock to classical); equestrian 
events (such as polo, dressage, horse auctions, and ride and tie); athletic events (such as soccer, rugby, 
and bicycle races); automobile/motorcycle related events (such as auto club shows, auto and RV 
auctions/shows, ride and drive events, drivers training, and emergency vehicle training); social events 
(such as homecoming and graduation events, weddings, bar/bat mitzvahs, church gatherings, rallies, and 
reunions); business events (such as conventions, conferences, retreats, seminars, workshops, and annual 
meetings); and miscellaneous other events (such as flea markets, farmers’ markets, food shows, cooking 
events, cirque de soleil events, swap meets, and job fairs).  
 
Tier 2 events could include concerts, large horse racing events or other events.  Tier 2 events would 
occur periodically throughout the year.  By December 15th of each year, the racetrack operator would 
notify the City of any Tier 2 events that are expected to be staged at the racetrack during the following 
calendar year.  Additional events could be added during the course of the year, provided the City is 
notified at least 30 days in advance.  The administrative and enforcement authority of the City with 
respect to Tier 2 events at the project site would be ministerial in nature. At this time no Planning 
Commission approval would be required.   
 
As defined on page 3-31 of the Draft EIR, Tier 1 events would involve activities with an attendance level 
of up to 6, 800 patrons, whether for a horse race or some special event.  Tier 2 events would consist of 
those events with attendance between 6,800 and 15,000 patrons.  The Draft EIR assumes a maximum of 
10 horse related and 15 non-horse related Tier 2 events per year.  Tier 3 events would involve patronage 
between 15,000 and 50,000 persons and for purposes of the Draft EIR, were considered to occur no 
more frequently than once per year.  As recommended in the Safety Impact Report, no special permitting 
would be required for a Tier 1 event, however Tier 2 and 3 events would, as recommended, require a 
special permit.  The suggested permit process is outlined as Appendix 2 of the Safety Impact Report.   
 
The commenter’s request that the Planning Commission review Tier 2 events is noted and forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-42: 
 
All nighttime events would be completed by 11 p.m.  Spillover noise is subject to the limitations set forth 
in the City’s Noise Ordinance.  Please see Response to Comment 43-40. 
 
Response to Comment 43-43: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 43-15. 
 
Response to Comment 43-44: 
 
The question by the commenter is asking if 15 years is acceptable for a 50% shade requirement.  The City 
of Dixon Zoning Ordinance Section 12.26.09FI provides that by the fifteenth year of growth trees 
should shade 40% of the parking area. 
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Response to Comment 43-45: 
 
An on-street bike route on North First Street from Dorset southward to H Street and on Vaughn 
Road/North Lincoln from Pedrick to Stratford currently exists.  Bike routes to connect to Vaughn and 
Pedrick Roads would be part of the NQSP street development.  Please see Responses to Comments 
15-11, 15-16, and 34-76 regarding bike routes. 
 
Response to Comment 43-46: 
 
The request that a statue be included within the retail facility if any native American artifacts are 
unearthed during construction is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-47: 
 
Please refer to Table A in Appendix 1-A of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 
2005, (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) for a comparison of fiscal expenses 
and fiscal revenues related to each phase of the Dixon Downs project as well as development of the 
project site under the current zoning.  The analysis evaluated the fiscal impacts of each phase as if 
completed.  During construction, the City would incur expenses for plan checking, building inspection, 
etc., but charges for services, permit fees, and other revenues have been established to offset those costs. 
 
Response to Comment 43-48: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 43-47 that addresses the net fiscal impact comparison of the project 
site under both the proposed zoning as well as the current zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 43-49: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 43-47 that addresses the fiscal impacts during construction. 
 
Response to Comment 43-50: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 43-47 that addresses the net fiscal impact comparison of the project 
site under both the proposed zoning as well as the current zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 43-51: 
 
Please refer to Table 10 in Appendix 1-D of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 
2005, for a summary of fiscal revenues generated by the Dixon Downs project (Phases 1 and 2 
combined) to the City’s General Fund. To the extent fees are received to pay for required mitigation or 
“impact fees”, those funds must be used for that purpose. To the extent there is revenue received which 
is not “earmarked” or designated for a specific purpose they may be used at the discretion of the City 
Council.  Note that after accounting for fiscal expenses related to the Dixon Downs project, the project 
is expected to generate additional revenue to the City’s General Fund in the form of a net surplus.  The 
City would apportion the anticipated surplus at project buildout to the various City departments to 
provide for services through the annual budgeting process or to a reserve fund.  The Dixon Unified 
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School District would also benefit from the Dixon Downs project through increased property taxes; 
however, the actual impacts on the school district have not been determined. 
 
Response to Comment 43-52: 
 
The three entities with the highest assessed valuation for 2005 in the City are as follows:  Basalite 
Concrete Products, LLC ($24.7 million); Premier Industries, Inc. ($16.0 million); and Suntrust Banks, Inc. 
($15.2 million). Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. ($10.8 million) is eighth in terms of assessed valuation in the City 
for 2005.  Assessed valuation is directly related to property tax contribution to the City; a higher assessed 
value leads to higher property tax revenue.  The estimated assessed value for the Dixon Downs project 
(Phases 1 and 2) is $392 million, which is more than 15 times the 2005 assessed valuation of Basalite 
Concrete Products, LLC.   
 
Existing sales tax contributors in the City cannot be identified as a result of confidentiality laws that 
prohibit the release of individual sales tax data to the general public.  The Dixon Downs project (Phases 
1 and 2) is projected to generate approximately $1.9 million in annual sales and use tax revenue to the 
City’s General Fund at buildout.  
 
Response to Comment 43-53: 
 
As a member of the Planning Commission, quality of life issues would be a factor that you and your 
Planning Commission colleagues and the City Council may consider as you evaluate the Proposed 
Project and make your recommendations and final decision. The comment is noted and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 43-54: 
 
There is no recognized salary which is defined as being “low”, “moderate”, or “high” income.  Instead 
the designation typically refers to total household income, adjusted for household size and expressed as a 
percentage of the median income as established by the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development.  The definitions come from the obligation to provide “affordable” housing as defined in 
the State Planning and Zoning Law and in the Community Redevelopment Law.  Generally, the income 
brackets are defined as follows: 
 
 “Very Low Income”   Less than 50% of the median income 
 “Low Income”    Between 50% to 80% of the median income 
 “Moderate Income”   Between 81% to 120% of the median income 
 “Above Moderate Income”  More than 120% of the median income 
 
Response to Comment 43-55: 
 
It is anticipated that employees of the Dixon Downs project would be hourly or salaried depending on 
the position.  According to the project applicant, all full time MEC employees would have access to 
health benefits and retirement plans, partially to fully funded by MEC.  The balance of jobs, roughly 
2,500 within Phase 2, would not be MEC employees.  It is not known what benefit plans may be offered 
by other employers. 
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Response to Comment 43-56: 
 
For activities up to the capacity of the Finish Line Pavilion building and grandstand (6,800 patrons) no 
special provisions would be required for the removal of solid waste.  All solid waste would be disposed 
of at the Hay Road Landfill.  For Tier 2 and 3 events the project applicant is required to prepare a Major 
Event Management Plan that addresses public health, safety, parking, traffic management, crowd control, 
and waste management associated with larger events. Please see the discussion on solid waste in Section 
4.9, Public Services for more detail.  
 
Response to Comment 43-57: 
 
According to the project applicant, overnight camping in vehicles would not be permitted on-site.  In the 
Backstretch area there would be 180 horse trailer parking spaces.  These spaces would be reserved for 
empty live stock trailers.  Owners and trainers would not be permitted to temporarily stay in RV’s parked 
in these spaces while training and racing their horses.  Please see Response to Comment 43-19. 
 
Response to Comment 43-58: 
 
The Security Chief has not yet been hired; however, it is assumed whoever is hired would be a trained 
professional with experience handling a large multi-purpose development. 
 
The Public Safety Report (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website) provided the 
following recommendations for this position: 
 

Recommendation 12 – Safety Officer 
• Require the racetrack to provide and maintain one full time management employee qualified and 

trained to manage all emergency related issues, conduct self-inspections, communicate with public 
safety, prepare and maintain emergency plans and coordinate special events. Security staff and or 
other day to day on duty personnel to be trained to carry out Emergency Operation Plans, 
observe unsafe conditions and monitor the day to day conditions of fire protection equipment 
and exit ways. 

 
Recommendation 6 – Security Chief 

• Require the racetrack to employ a full time manager (Chief of Security) who is qualified and 
trained to mange all emergency related issues, conduct self-inspections, communicate with public 
safety, prepare and maintain emergency plans and coordinate special events.  This manager must 
be familiar with police and security requirements, criminal law, and other regulations affecting a 
horseracing facility. 

 
Note, the duties of the Safety Officer and those of the Security Chief are often performed by the same 
individual who would go by the title Chief of Security. 
 
Response to Comment 43-59: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 43-58. 
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Response to Comment 43-60: 
 
The noise contours shown in Figure 6-1 in the North Quadrant Specific Plan reflect noise generated by 
traffic on I-80.  Therefore, the noise contours would continue along the I-80 corridor to the east and 
west. Please contact the Community Development Department for more current noise contours within 
the city. 
 
Response to Comment 43-61: 
 
Questions not answered at the 5 information exchanges were responded to in the Community Questions 
and Responses document dated October 2005, available for review at the City offices or on the City’s 
website.  That document also addressed numerous questions which had been sent to the City in writing 
both during and after the information exchange process through October 2005.   
 
Response to Comment 43-62: 
 
Satellite wagering, simulcast wagering or “off track betting” all basically describe a form of wagering that 
has been legal in California since the mid 1980s.  Satellite wagering allows horse racing enthusiasts to 
place a wager on a race that is telecast or broadcast from the track where the live race takes place to 
remote or satellite wagering location.  The race is simulcast or televised in real time for the viewing 
pleasure of the horse race enthusiast.  It is some times referred to as a non-live race.  Satellite wagering is 
regulated in Business and Professions Code sections 19605-19608.8. 
 
California Business and Professions Code sections 19610.3 and 19610.4 permit a city to receive a 
statutory distribution of funds from a racing facility in the amount of 0.33% of the “handle” or “total 
pari-mutual wagering”. Please see Responses to Comments 34-118 and 34-149. 
 
Response to Comment 43-63: 
 
According to the project applicant, Golden Gate Fields, also owned by MEC, will soon be undergoing a 
major renovation and upgrade.  Golden Gate Fields is not planned for closure at this time. 
 
Response to Comment 43-64: 
 
The project applicant held a job fair in the fall of 2005.  The City was not involved in the job fair or in 
the applicant’s decision to hold the job fair. According to the applicant, the job fair was held to provide 
residents of Dixon and the surrounding community a chance to better understand the types of jobs that 
would be available at Dixon Downs and the skill levels required. In addition, the project applicant was 
able to obtain more information on the skill levels currently available in Dixon and the surrounding 
communities.  This is a typical process a company would go through when developing such a large 
project.   
 
The perception that this project is a “done deal” is not shared by the City or the project applicant.  The 
Dixon Planning Commission and City Council will make the final determination.  According to the 
applicant, the project is entering its sixth year and processing costs are anticipated to exceed $6 million.   
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Response to Comment 43-65: 
 
The fiscal and economic impact analysis did not specifically address the potential impacts on the annual 
May Fair in Dixon.  The May Fair is the oldest fair in California and generally runs four days in the 
middle of May each year.  The fair features high-profile entertainers as well as local musicians, and 
includes customary county and state fair activities such as carnival rides, games, food, livestock exhibits, 
horse shows, and, after a ten-year hiatus, the demolition derby was reintroduced in 2005.  It is 
improbable that this event, with such a longstanding and storied tradition that is isolated to four days out 
of the year and offers a distinctive entertainment experience, would be significantly impacted in a 
negative way by the Proposed Project.  In fact, if racing season overlaps the fair, racetrack patrons may 
elect to attend the May Fair as part of an extended visit to Dixon and actually improve support for the 
fair. 
 
Response to Comment 43-66: 
 
The air quality section of the Draft EIR (see Section 4.2) addressed an increase in carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations associated with a decline in level of service (for traffic).  Modeling conducted for the air 
quality section is based on the traffic estimates provided for the project.  As discussed in Impact 4.2-3 on 
page 4.2-22, CO levels are highest at intersections where there is congestion and traffic is slow.  Table 
4.2-7 identifies the specific intersections where the level of service would decline and the results of the 
CO modeling.  The highest CO concentrations are not representative of daily conditions, but of peak 
hour conditions after a Tier 2 event held at the project site (i.e., horseracing events, concert events).  Tier 
2 events could draw as many as 15,000 spectators.  As such, these concentrations would be expected to 
occur irregularly, and most likely on weekends.  There is also the possibility that Tier 3 events could be 
held at the facility, which would generate even more trips than a Tier 2 event.  However, since Tier 3 
events would occur very infrequently (at most once per year, and more likely only once every several 
years) they were not analyzed in the section.   
 
Based on the CO modeling it was determined that peak 8-hour CO concentrations would not exceed the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) of 9 ppm; therefore, this was determined to be a less-
than-significant impact. 
 
Response to Comment 43-67: 
 
The City does not have an existing policy on economic development incentives.  Any proposal for 
“incentivizing” an economic development activity would be considered on its individual needs and merits 
on a case-by-case basis.  Incentives can be useful in “closing the deal” with an economic enterprise, 
however, any such enterprise must first be willing to consider locating in Dixon and describe its rationale 
for and amount of the incentive it would need, so that the City Council and community could make an 
informed judgment about the costs and merits of any such proposal. The comments provided by the 
commenter are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 
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LETTER 44: County of Yolo Board of Supervisors, Helen M. Thompson, Chairwoman 
 
Response to Comment 44-1: 
 
The comment reiterates information included in the Air Quality section of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 44-2: 
 
It is not clear where employees of the project would live, but it is assumed employees could live in the 
Cities of Dixon, Davis, or Woodland as well as within Solano County or Yolo County.  
 
Response to Comment 44-3: 
 
The Draft EIR considers and describes all of the direct and indirect physical environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project, including the effects of employees and patrons.  The direct and indirect effects of the 
development under existing zoning are considered and described in Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 44-4: 
 
The comments are generally correct with the exception of the percentage of trips expected to travel east 
versus west on I-80, in which 60 percent of trips are to/from the east (not the west).  It should be noted 
that in addition to TDM strategies, the Draft EIR includes a mitigation that if implemented, would 
require the widening of I-80 to four lanes in each direction for approximately 0.5 miles east of Pedrick 
Road.  
 
Response to Comment 44-5: 
 
The suggestion provided by the commenter to construct a mixed-use project as part of the project is 
noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 




