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CHAPTER 8 
Comments and Responses 

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
Table 8-1 provides a summary of the comments that were received on the Draft EIR. Abbreviated 
designations identifying the commenter appear in the parentheses. 

TABLE 8-1
DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 

Agency/Commenter Dated Received by 
Solano County 

Comment Summary 

Roberto Valdez (RV) June 12, 2013 June 12, 2013 Commenter is concerned over potential 
impacts to eucalyptus trees that provide 
habitat to nesting raptors, white tail kite, and 
other wildlife.  

Solano Irrigation District 
(SID) 

June 26, 2013 June 26, 2013 The commenter states that the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation did not construct or maintain any 
detention basins as part of the Solano Project, 
as indicated in the Draft EIR. They also note 
that the Nut Tree Airport does have access to 
irrigation water from an existing service and 
lateral off of the Putah South Canal. 

Genentech (GEN) June 27, 2013 June 28, 2013 Primary concerns that the commenter raised 
deal with the use of the adopted ALUCP for 
purposes of determining project consistency, 
failure to analyze noise impacts under County 
“thresholds”, improper deferral of analysis, and 
improper use of a “No Project” alternative. 

City of Vacaville (VAC) June 28, 2013 June 28, 2013 The commenter noted or sought further 
clarification on issues in the project 
description, and the hazards and hazardous 
materials, land use, and utilities and service 
systems sections. 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

June 28, 2013 June 28, 2013 The commenter noted concerns over potential 
impacts to the intersection of East Monte Vista 
Avenue/County Airport Road and I-505 
westbound off-ramp/I-80 eastbound on ramp. 
The commenter also noted concern as the 
intersection of Orange Drive/I-505 northbound 
off-ramp/I-80 eastbound off-ramp is at the 0.02 
threshold. 

Roberto Valdez (RV2) July 1, 2013 July 1, 2013 The commenter asked for clarification as to 
when the Draft EIR was noticed, and added 
that there is no need to remove trees that 
provide habitat for certain wildlife species. 

    

Solano County’s written responses to the comment letters identified above are provided on the 
following pages. 
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8.1.2  Response to Individual Letters 
The following section contains the individual comment letters received on the Draft EIR, and 
specific responses to each comment. 

Response to Roberto Valdez 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to Roberto Valdez’s comments 
received at the public workshop held for the Draft EIR on June 12, 2013. 

Response RV-1 
The commenter thanks the County for providing the project kick-off meeting and subsequent 
public workshop on the Draft EIR. 

Comment noted. 

Response RV-2 
The commenter states that he is concerned that the Proposed Project would impact the cluster of 
eucalyptus trees located along Horse and Pine Creeks, as they provide habitat for certain types of 
birds including Swainson’s hawks, burrowing owls, and white-tail kite. 

The Draft EIR notes in Table 3.3-1 (see pg. 3.3-4) that approximately 4.72 acres of eucalyptus 
woodland was identified within the Proposed Project’s study area. Furthermore, as shown in 
Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5, of the 4.72 acres located within the study area, the Proposed Project 
was determined to have a potential direct affect to 0.76 acre of eucalyptus woodland. (Please note 
that the total number of acres of eucalyptus woodland impacted under Phase III has been revised 
to account for the fact that this habitat type located within areas identified for acquisition would 
not be directly affected by the Proposed Project.) As noted on pg. 3.3-43 of the Draft EIR, direct 
affects to eucalyptus woodland would have a potentially significant affect on special-status 
species such as Swainson’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors. In order to avoid impacts to these 
and other special-status species, the Draft EIR proposes a variety of mitigation measures, 
including pre-construction surveys and replacement of lost foraging habitat (see Measures 3.3.1-
2a through 3.3.1-4). With implementation of these measures, the Draft EIR concluded that overall 
impacts to habitat for sensitive or special-status bird species provided by eucalyptus woodland 
would be less than significant. 

Response RV-3 
The commenter states that he believes trees do not pose a safety hazard to aircraft in flight. 

As noted in the previous response, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in direct 
impacts to less than an acre of eucalyptus woodland. Removal of eucalyptus trees would 
accommodate proposed facilities identified in the Master Plan update, but the Proposed Project 
would not remove any trees for the purposes of safety. Potential loss of this resource, and the 
subsequent impacts it may have on special-status bird species has been addressed in Section 3.3 
of the Draft EIR, which proposed mitigation measures to reduce these potential impacts to less-
than-significant levels.  



From: Daly, David R.
To: Phil Wade
Subject: Nut Tree Airport DEIR Comments
Date: Friday, June 28, 2013 10:43:21 AM

Here is the first of the comments, with the exception of Mr. Valdez during the workshop.
We are also expecting a Genentech letter perhaps even later today.
 
Dave Daly
Airport Manager

Nut Tree Airport
301 County Airport Road, Suite 205, Vacaville CA 95688, 707- 469 - 4600
 

From: Justin Hopkins [mailto:jhopkins@SIDWater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2013 2:51 PM
To: Daly, David R.
Subject: Nut Tree Airport DEIR Comments

June 26, 2013

Dave Daly
Solano County
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, California 94533

Subject:          Project Review of Nut Tree Airport Draft EIR

Dear Dave:

We are in receipt of the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Nut Tree Airport Master
Plan. The project is located at the intersection of East Monte Vista Avenue and County
Airport Road in Vacaville. Some of the subject properties are located within the Solano
Irrigation District Boundary and are therefore subject to the Rules and Regulations of the
District. The following are the District’s comments:

1. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation did not construct nor do they maintain any detention
basins as part of the Solano Project as indicated in the “Stormwater” section of the
DEIR. There are existing drainage facilities that cross the Putah South Canal to
convey stormwater from one side of the canal to the other, but the District/USBR do
not operate or maintain those facilities.

2.     It is not stated in the DEIR, but the Nut Tree Airport does have access to irrigation
water from an existing service and lateral off of the Putah South Canal.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please feel free to
contact me should you have any questions or require additional information.

Respectfully,

Solano Irrigation District, Page 1 of 2

SID-1

SID-2



Justin Hopkins, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer
Solano Irrigation District 707.455.4007
Fax: 707.452.8557
jhopkins@sidwater.org
NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail message, including any
attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure
under applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are notified that dissemination, distribution, or copying
of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be a
violation of law.  If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all
copies of the original message.
 

Solano Irrigation District, Page 2 of 2
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Response to Solano County Irrigation District 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to Solano County Irrigation District’s 
comment letter, received June 26, 2013. 

Response SID-1 
The commenter states that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation did not construct, nor do they 
maintain, any detention basins as part of the Solano Project. 

The County could not identify where in the Draft EIR it was indicated that the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation constructed or maintains any detention basins as part of the Solano Project. 

Response SID-2 
The commenter states that Nut Tree Airport does have access to irrigation water from an existing 
service and lateral off of the Putah South Canal. 

Comment noted. Additional information has been added to pg. 3.11-2 of the Final EIR.  



Genentech, Page 1 of 10

GEN-1
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Genentech, Page 10 of 10



8. Comments and Responses 

 

Nut Tree Airport Master Plan Update 8-17 ESA Airports / 120526 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2013 

Response to Genentech 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to Genentech’s comment letter, dated 
June 27, 2013. 

Response GEN-1 
The commenter questions the process by which the County has conducted its analysis of the 
proposed Master Plan update, separate from other regional planning efforts, and with limits on 
the scope of the review. 

Since 2010, Solano County has actively engaged the City of Vacaville as well as other key 
stakeholders, including Genentech, in the process of updating the Master Plan. The process of 
public engagement during the planning process for the Master Plan, as detailed on pg. 1-1 of the 
Draft EIR, has been extensive and thorough. Over this three-year period, the City of Vacaville 
and other neighbors to the Airport have been active participants in the planning process, 
providing valued input that has shaped the development of the Master Plan. As such, the City has 
been aware of the County’s intentions and planning goals associated with the Airport, and has had 
ample opportunity to consider these during the process of updating their own General Plan. 
Therefore, the County disagrees with the comment that the scope of “factual” and “planning” 
review associated with the proposed Master Plan update has been limited. 

Response GEN-2 
The commenter states that the Master Plan update process failed to make available the 
information necessary for determining the nature and extent of impacts to the surrounding 
community. 

As discussed in Response GEN-1, throughout the Master Plan update process the County has 
made a thorough effort to solicit input from the public and provide them with the information 
needed to give valuable feedback on the Proposed Project. Indeed, it was through this process that 
the County eventually reached the Preferred Alternative that is identified in the proposed Master 
Plan. Furthermore, in their NOP comment letter (dated October 5, 2012) the commenter even 
acknowledges that the County had responded to many of the previous concerns raised by 
Genentech and other stakeholders (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). Lastly, the process of 
engaging the surrounding community and providing the necessary information to determine 
potential impacts associated with the proposed Master Plan culminated with the release of the 
Draft EIR for public review. (The scope and adequacy of analysis presented in this EIR is 
addressed in subsequent responses.) Therefore, the County disagrees with the assertion that it 
failed to provide the public with the information necessary to determine the nature and extent of 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

Response GEN-3 
The commenter states that when the Notice of Preparation was released, they expressed their 
support to re-boot the Master Plan update process.  
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With the release of the NOP on October 14, 2012, the County signaled its desire to assess the 
potential impacts associated with the Master Plan update’s Preferred Alternative that was selected 
by the Solano County Board of Supervisors on April 3, 2012. At that juncture, the County had no 
intention of “re-booting” the Master Plan update process, which was already closing in on its 
third year by the time the NOP was released. Furthermore, issues identified in Genentech’s NOP 
comment letter (dated October 5, 2012) that were germane to the environmental review of the 
proposed Master Plan were considered during the process of preparing this EIR. 

Response GEN-4 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR contains fundamental flaws that limit its value as an 
informational guide for decision makers and members of the public. The commenter goes on to 
suggest that because of these limitations, and the need to address them, the Draft EIR should be 
re-circulated. 

While the County will more fully address the assertion that the EIR lacks the necessary details to 
allow for full consideration of the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed 
Project in the following responses, in general, the County firmly believes that this EIR is 
adequate, complete, and represents a good faith effort to fully disclose the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project. As such, re-circulation is not 
required. (Please also see Response GEN-20.) 

Response GEN-5 
The commenter states that as a result of the Master Plan, aircraft operations will increase 
“significantly” over the next 20 years. 

As noted in Chapter 2, Project Description, as of 2011, Nut Tree Airport accommodated 101,500 
operations. The proposed Master Plan forecasts that over the 20 years analyzed, operations will 
grow to 127,329, which constitutes a 25 percent increase in aircraft operations by 2031. Forecasts 
were generated from a thorough assessment of various market and industry factors. Ultimately, 
the Master Plan chose as its preferred alternative the scenario that assumed an annual growth rate 
of approximately 1.1 percent. This growth rate was also used in the FAA Aerospace Forecast, 
Fiscal Years 2010 – 2030 for general aviation hours flown by piston driven aircraft, which is the 
predominate aircraft type operating at the Airport. This growth rate was also very similar to the 
FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) growth rate for the entire Western Pacific Region through 
2030, which was 0.99 percent. In summary, the County believes that a conservative growth rate 
was assumed for the proposed Master Plan, and that the forecasted growth in aircraft operations 
over the next 20 years does not constitute a “significant” increase over baseline conditions. 

Response GEN-6 
The commenter states that for purposes of establishing baseline conditions in the Draft EIR, 
current operations are less than half the levels that were projected in the Airport’s 1988 ALUCP, 
and remain below these levels even at full build-out of the Master Plan. 

Forecasted operation levels as depicted in the 1988 ALUCP are irrelevant for the purpose of 
establishing a baseline condition against which potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
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Project must be assessed. As more fully discussed in Response GEN-9, the baseline condition 
against which potential noise and safety impacts were considered was the existing condition as of 
the date the NOP was released. With respect to existing operation levels, the EIR relied upon the 
most current year with 365 days’ worth of operational data, which was 2011.  

Response GEN-7 
The commenter states that given planned physical and operational changes, as well as the 
relationship between the 1988 projections and current conditions, Genentech believes the Draft 
EIR is defective. 

As addressed in Response GEN-6 above, and Response GEN-9 below, the 1988 ALUCP was not 
utilized to establish a baseline condition against which potential impacts in areas such as noise 
and safety were assessed. Rather, as more fully explained in Response GEN-9, the adopted 
ALUCP was utilized for determining the Proposed Project’s consistency with the compatibility 
policies contained therein. The consideration of the ALUCP and its policies in Section 3.9 of the 
Draft EIR is an effort in determining consistency with an adopted land use plan, against which the 
Master Plan must be evaluated. Given that the commenter asserts that the EIR is defective on this 
misinterpretation, it is important to again firmly express that forecasts assumed in the adopted 
ALUCP in no way informed the development of the baseline condition against which potential 
impacts to all other resources were analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response GEN-8 
The commenter states that the (Airport land Use Compatibility Plan) ALUCP for Nut Tree 
Airport is out-of-date, inaccurate, reliant upon old information, and therefore should not be 
utilized for planning purposes. 

The commenter may be confused regarding the application of the adopted ALUCP to the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. As specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), an EIR shall discuss any 
inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and 
regional plans. The 1988 ALUCP was, and remains, the adopted compatibility plan for Nut Tree 
Airport on the date the notice of preparation (NOP) was released, and therefore, is the appropriate 
document to utilize for purposes of assessing whether the Proposed Project is consistent with the 
adopted ALUCP and potential land use compatibility impacts associated with proposed on-
Airport uses. Though the policies set forth in the adopted ALUCP may rely on older information, 
the ALUCP represents the adopted guidelines, and does not necessarily mean the guidelines are 
inadequate or ineffective at regulating land use compatibility by which all projects within the 
established airport influence area for Nut Tree Airport must be reviewed for consistency.  It 
should also be noted that the current ALUCP policies are reflected throughout the City of 
Vacaville General Plan as it relates to the areas surrounding the Airport, as well as within existing 
and established development land use patterns surrounding Nut Tree Airport. Until such time that 
the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) updates the adopted Nut Tree Airport 
ALUCP, all projects, including updates to the Airport Master Plan must be evaluated with respect 
to the safety, noise, overflight and airspace protection policies contained within that plan.  
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Response GEN-9 
The commenter states that use of the adopted ALUCP for determining the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with ALUCP compatibility guidelines is inconsistent with “baseline” requirements 
under CEQA. 

As discussed in Response GEN-8, as the adopted land use compatibility plan for Nut Tree 
Airport, it is entirely appropriate to utilize the current ALUCP for the purpose of determining the 
proposed project’s consistency with the policies set forth therein. The commenter may not 
understand the correct application of the adopted ALUCP, and as a result, is incorrectly 
interpreting the ALUCP, and the noise and safety factors presented therein, as the baseline 
condition used for the environmental analysis of all resource topics within the Draft EIR. Here, 
the Draft EIR only utilizes the ALUCP for the purposes of determining potential impacts 
associated with the proposed project’s consistency with compatibility policies contained in the 
ALUCP, and not as the baseline for the remaining environmental impact analysis contained the 
Draft EIR. For all other impact discussions, including potential noise and safety impacts, the 
Draft EIR compares the “with-project” condition against the “existing” condition. (For a 
discussion of potential noise impacts, please see Section 3.10, Noise, pg. 3.10-24 through 29. For 
a discussion of potential safety impacts, please see Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
pg. 3.7-16.)  

In order to clarify the baseline condition used for the Draft EIR, a paragraph discussing this issue 
has been added to Chapter 2, Project Description (see pg. 2-15 of the Final EIR). 

Response GEN-10 
The commenter states that the ALUCP for Nut Tree Airport is not available online. 

The Solano County ALUC is responsible for the publication of the ALUCP for Nut Tree Airport. 
At the time this response was prepared, a copy of the adopted ALUCP was accessed here: 
http://www.co.solano.ca.us/depts/rm/boardscommissions/solano_county_airport_land_use_comm
ission/documents.asp. This is also the same web location of other ALUCP related documents 
reviewed by the commenter. Copies of the ALUCP were also available upon request from the 
ALUC at the time of NOP release and during the 45-day Draft EIR public review and comment 
period. 

Response GEN-11 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR ignores the Solano County ALUC’s “Countywide 
Procedures” for reviewing consistency of an airport master plan update. 

Solano County has actively engaged the ALUC on several occasions with information on the 
Proposed Project. Public presentations have been given before the ALUC starting on November 
10, 2011. Including a detailed list of: 1) the extensive public process through which the Proposed 
Project was developed, or 2) ALUC public meetings, is not the purpose of an EIR; however, for 
the purpose of additional information, the Proposed Project was also presented to the ALUC on 
June 13, 2013 and July 11, 2013 to inform the ALUC about the scope of the project, proposed 
land uses, and the noise, safety, and airspace implications of the Master Plan update. The Draft 
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EIR acknowledges that ALUCs must review proposed master plans, stating that part of their 
mandate is to “review plans, regulations, and other actions of local agencies and airport operators 
(PUC Section 21675)” (page 3.9-2). The Draft EIR proceeds to then evaluate the consistency of 
the proposed project pursuant to the compatibility policies established in the adopted ALUCP, 
beginning on page 3.9-12.  

The commenter rightly notes that pursuant to the Solano County Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Review Procedures document, the modification of a master plan is subject to ALUC review. As 
described above, Solano County has provided the ALUC with ample and early opportunity to 
review the proposed Master Plan update and provide comment. As a result of this effort, and 
utilizing analysis provided in the Draft EIR, on July 11, 2013 the ALUC found the proposed 
Master Plan update to be consistent with the adopted ALUCP.  

Response GEN-12 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address the update to the City of 
Vacaville General Plan that is currently on-going, does not indicate what coordination the 
County has had with the City during the Master Plan update process, and does not incorporate 
technical analysis performed as part of the City’s General Plan update process. 

As the adopted general plan for the City of Vacaville at the date the NOP was released, the 2007 
City of Vacaville General Plan is the appropriate document to utilize for purposes of assessing 
potential impacts to future land use and development goals that may occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project. However, for the purpose of providing additional information, the preferred 
alternative land use map from the City of Vacaville draft General Plan update as compared to the 
current General Plan land use map for the City reveals nominal variance between current and 
future planned land uses in the vicinity of Nut Tree Airport. More specifically, a change in land 
use designation occurs in a limited area located northwest of the Nut Tree Airport, which was 
previously designated as Industrial Park and is now proposed to be designated as Commercial 
Office by the City of Vacaville. 

As noted in the Draft EIR (pg. 3.9-24), the proposed Master Plan reflects possible future 
acquisition of parcels located immediately adjacent to the Nut Tree Airport; however, the subject 
parcels are not proposed to be changed by the Master Plan and  remain unchanged under either 
City General Plan land use map. Furthermore, as a County document specific to Nut Tree Airport, 
the Master Plan has no influence over the City’s land use goals or designations. Therefore, 
potential conflicts between the proposed Master Plan update and the future land uses of the City 
of Vacaville, as identified in the City’s preferred alternative land use map or the City’s existing 
land use map, are considered less than significant. This additional discussion has been added to 
page 3.9-25 of the Final EIR. 

The County has actively engaged the City of Vacaville, as well as other key stakeholders near 
Nut Tree Airport, such as Genentech, during the multi-year process of updating the Airport 
Master Plan. The County has worked closely with City staff on numerous occasions, holding 
informal meetings between City and County staff, as well as formal meetings that have been open 
to the general public, as well as Genentech. Documentation of the ongoing Master Plan vetting 
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process that has involved the County, City, key stakeholders, and the general public was provided 
in the Draft EIR (see pg. 1-1). 

Lastly, the Draft EIR utilized all available data regarding the existing environmental condition on 
and around the Airport in order to accurately capture the “baseline” condition at the time the NOP 
was released. This effort included conducting surveys of the physical project site, as well as 
researching relevant information, including background data that was generated as a part of the 
City of Vacaville’s General Plan update. (See the references sections for Section 3.4, Cultural 
Resources, Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Section 3.11, Utilities and Service Systems, and Section 3.12, Transportation and 
Circulation.) 

Response GEN-13 
The commenter states that the EIR should address potential compatibility between the Proposed 
Project and the ALUCP for Travis AFB (TAFB). 

The County has coordinated with TAFB planning personnel at different stages during the Master 
Plan update process regarding the Proposed Project. In regards to ALUC review, as a matter of 
policy the ALUC is responsible for reviewing the consistency of projects that fall within the 
airport influence area for TAFB. Utilizing noise, safety, and airspace protection information 
provided in the Draft EIR, the ALUC found, during their hearing on July 11, 2013, that the 
Proposed Project was consistent with the ALUCP for TAFB. The County agrees that further 
clarifying information can be included in the EIR to discuss the topic of compatibility with TAFB 
and its own ALUCP. Please see pages 3.9-8 and 3.9-23 of the Final EIR for added discussion 
regarding the Proposed Project’s consistency with the ALUCP for TAFB. 

Response GEN-14 
The commenter reiterates the comment made in GEN-8 that the EIR makes use of an improper 
baseline condition by utilizing the current ALUCP for analyzing potential compatibility and 
safety impacts. 

The commenter is incorrectly interpreting the Draft EIR’s discussion of the adopted ALUCP as 
the baseline condition for the environmental analysis of all resource topic areas within the Draft 
EIR, and therefore, draws the incorrect conclusion that potential safety impacts were assessed in 
relation to the adopted ALUCP. As described in Response GEN-8, the adopted ALUCP is the 
appropriate document to utilize for purposes of assessing potential land use compatibility impacts 
associated with proposed on-Airport uses. As such, compatibility analysis presented in Section 
3.9 of the Draft EIR remains relevant. Moreover, as detailed in Response GEN-11, the Solano 
County ALUC reviewed the Proposed Project for consistency with all applicable ALUC policies, 
including those set forth in the adopted ALUCP, and found that the operation forecasts and other 
changes to the Airport (i.e., runway extension) associated with the Proposed Project did not 
conflict with their review criteria or compatibility policies. As such, the ALUC found the 
proposed Master Plan update “consistent.” 
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With respect to the Draft EIR’s analysis of other potential environmental issues, including the 
topic of safety, the existing condition as of when the NOP was released was utilized as the project 
baseline for determining with-project impacts. Specifically, the first full paragraph on pg. 3.7-16 
of the Draft EIR addresses potential safety impacts associated with forecasted increases in aircraft 
operations (above current operation levels) as well as proposed changes to the runway length as 
compared to the current runway configuration. In order to fully clarify this important distinction, 
as well as provide additional analysis in support of the less-than-significant safety impact 
conclusion, additional language has been added to page 3.7-16 of the Final EIR.  

Furthermore, as described in Response GEN-2, in order to clarify the baseline condition used for 
the Draft EIR, a paragraph discussing this issue has been added to Chapter 2, Project Description 
(see pg. 2-15 of the Final EIR). 

Response GEN-15 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to consider thresholds of significance set forth 
within the Solano County ALUC’s Countywide Review Procedures for determining noise impacts. 

The commenter is incorrectly applying review criteria that are utilized by the ALUC to screen 
and ascertain consistency of an airport master plan update with the adopted ALUCP. The review 
criteria contained within the Solano County Airport Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures 
are for “the purposes of that plan” and do not establish thresholds of significance for the purpose 
of assessing noise impacts as set forth in the Draft EIR. The criteria cited by the commenter are 
utilized to assist the ALUC in rendering a consistency determination regarding a proposed master 
plan update.  

For the purpose of providing additional information on the subject of minor increases in noise 
levels, areas located on the Nut Tree Airport property, and small areas designated as industrial 
land use located immediately adjacent to Runway 20, may be exposed to minor noise increases of 
either 3.0 decibel (dB) or greater  or 1.5 dB or greater, depending on location. Marginal increases 
in dB levels, as noted in this paragraph, do not constitute a significant noise impact in relationship 
to industrial land uses, and as shown in Figure 3.10-5, none of the existing or designated 
industrial or other land uses surrounding the Airport would be exposed to noise levels that exceed 
thresholds of significance for these land use types as established under State of California or City 
of Vacaville CNEL noise standards.   

A finding of inconsistency by the ALUC does not necessarily constitute a significant impact, 
particularly with respect to noise, as the criteria set forth in the Review Procedures, and the 
adopted ALUCP for the Nut Tree Airport, inform the ALUC’s review process and consistency 
determination.1 Moreover, while the criteria cited by the commenter may be relevant in terms of 
the ALUC’s assessment of a master plan update’s consistency with an adopted ALUCP, it is not 
useful as a significance threshold for determining potential noise impacts to surrounding land 
uses given that underlying land uses are not a consideration in that criteria. Analysis of potential 
noise impacts cannot occur in a vacuum, and must take into account the types of land uses that 

                                                      
1 The ALUC found the proposed Master Plan update consistent in a hearing on July 11, 2013. 
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may be affected by changes in noise exposure as a result of a proposed master plan update. As 
such, state and local (City of Vacaville) standards for aircraft noise are a more useful measure for 
assessing potential noise impacts as they establish thresholds for maximum noise-level exposure 
by land use type. 

Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c), for the purpose of identifying noise 
impacts, the County utilized thresholds for determining noise impacts that have been established 
by state and City of Vacaville guidelines, as enumerated in the Draft EIR (see pgs. 3.10-10 
through 3.10-17). The use of the City of Vacaville’s noise standards for aircraft operations as a 
threshold of significance is very appropriate given that it is City land uses that could be most 
affected by forecasted airport operations. Furthermore, the standards set forth in the City’s 
General Plan Noise Element (see Table 10-1 in the City’s Noise Element) derive from the 
policies set forth in the adopted ALUCP. 

Using the  City standards, the Draft EIR assessed potential noise impacts associated with 
forecasted growth in aircraft operations, as compared to the baseline (2011 operations) condition, 
and concluded they were less than significant (see pgs. 3.10-24 through 3.10-28). As identified in 
Figure 3.10-5, at full project build-out the Proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors 
to the south (i.e., homes, schools, etc.) to unacceptable noise levels as defined by state noise 
standards or City standards. Furthermore, uses to the north, including existing office and 
industrial uses would not be exposed to unacceptable noise levels as defined by state or City 
standards. (Language has been added to pg. 3.10-23, 24, and 29 of the Final EIR further 
clarifying that City of Vacaville criterion was also considered in the EIR’s analysis. The 55 dB 
CNEL contour has also been added to Figure 3.10-2, 4, and 5.) 

Given the existing analysis provided in the EIR, it is reasonable to conclude that the Proposed 
Project would not result in significant noise impacts on surrounding land uses.  

Response GEN-16 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR inadequately addresses potential safety impacts by 
applying “generic” safety zones from Caltrans Division of Aeronautics’ California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook. 

The commenter misunderstands the purpose and use of the generic safety zones as presented in 
the Draft EIR. Discussion within Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR related to the application of generic 
safety zones for medium length general aviation runways (as suggested in the Caltrans 
Handbook) was not provided to analyze and address potential safety impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project. Rather, depiction of the generic safety zones, and the associated analysis in the 
Draft EIR was provided to inform the ALUC consistency determination process. By depicting 
generic safety zones (per Caltrans standards) for the proposed runway length, and comparing 
them to current safety zones (as delineated in the current ALUCP), the Draft EIR sought to 
provide the ALUC a comparison of the difference and similarities between the adopted ALUCP 
and current generic standards contained in the Caltrans Handbook. The intent of this comparison 
is described on pg. 3.9-17 of the Draft EIR and summarized in the last sentence of the second full 
paragraph of this page, which concludes that despite forecasted aircraft operations and proposed 
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changes to the runway length, “…the operating characteristics of the Proposed Project would not 
render the current safety zones inadequate or less protective of planned land uses.” Again, this 
analysis was provided to inform the ALUC’s consistency determination, not assess potential safety 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Response GEN-14, project-related impacts to the baseline condition, as it relates to 
safety, were discussed on pg. 3.7-16 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concluded that potential safety 
impacts resulting from changes in the baseline condition with implementation of the Proposed 
Project were less than significant (baseline condition of the Nut Tree Airport at the time the NOP 
was released). This discussion has been revised for clarity and additional content in the Final EIR 
(see pg. 3.7-16). 

Response GEN-17 
The commenter states that impact analysis associated with the consistency of proposed on-
Airport, non-aviation land uses with ALUCP compatibility standards is inadequate and that 
proposed mitigation defers analysis. 

Additional analysis has been provided in Section 3.10, Land Use to further clarify potential 
intensity factors associated with the proposed non-aviation uses and expanded administration 
building (see pgs. 3.9-14 through 16 of the Final EIR). Revisions to the original assessment of the 
locations of these uses relative to the ALUCP’s safety zones have also been made.  

As further described in the additional analysis provided in this EIR, given the types of uses 
proposed and their estimated intensities (i.e., people/acre) these are considered consistent with the 
safety criteria set forth in the ALUCP, and no substantial evidence is available that suggests these 
uses would be inconsistent with the ALUCP. Mitigation requiring referral of these uses to the 
ALUC for future review when greater additional project specific details are available, however, 
will remain in the EIR. Furthermore, as discussed before, the ALUC found the proposed Master 
Plan “consistent” and incorporated Mitigation Measures 3.9-1a and 1b into its findings adopted 
on July 11, 2013.  

Given the additional analysis provided in the Final EIR, which supplements the original 
conclusion that the proposed uses are compatible with the ALUCP, as well as the ALUC’s 
consistency finding (dated July 11, 2013), the County maintains that the analysis and mitigation 
provided herein is appropriate and meets CEQA requirements. 

Response GEN-18 
The commenter states that use of the 1993 Master Plan as the “no project” alternative is 
improper, and grossly inflates potential impacts under the “no project” alternative as compared 
to the “with-project” condition. 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), “When the project is the revision of an existing 
land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the “no project’ alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future. Typically, this is a situation 
where other projects initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is 
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developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be 
compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan.” Given the above identified 
guideline, the Draft EIR properly identifies the continuation of the 1993 Master Plan and existing 
2007 ALP as the “No Project Alternative” for evaluation. Additional language has been added to 
pg. 4-3 to clarify these circumstances.  

With respect to direct physical impacts that would occur as a result of proposed development 
between the No Project Alternative and the Proposed Project, the Draft EIR found little difference 
and concluded that impacts would be similar, or in some cases less under the No Project 
Alternative. With this said, the County agrees that reliance on previous 1993 Master Plan 
forecasts for determining impacts associated with aircraft operations likely overstates the 
potential issues associated with air quality and noise, under the No Project Alternative given the 
large delta between 1993 and current forecasts. The Draft EIR misstates the forecasts from 1993 
Master Plan, which were actually 180,000 and not 242,500 (corrections have been made were 
applicable in the Final EIR).  

In order to acknowledge the disparity between the past and current forecasts, and to provide 
greater parity, the Alternatives discussion has been clarified in specific areas to include the 
assumption that forecasted operations under the No Project Alternative would be similar to those 
of the Proposed Project. This approach is supported by the fact that the No Project Alternative 
still includes the development of hangars that would attract additional aircraft to the Airport. 
Similarly, operations under the No Project Alternative would still be subject to the same market 
trends and growth factors that were considered in the Proposed Project’s forecasts. Given these 
factors, it is therefore reasonable to assume that aircraft operations under the No Project 
Alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, which are forecasted at a 
conservative 1.1 percent growth rate. Changes to impact discussion on pages 4-4, 4-8, 4-10, and 
4-11 have been made to account for this revised approach. 

As a result of this revised analysis, resource areas (i.e., noise, air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, etc.) where the No Project Alternative would have had greater impacts than the 
Proposed Project due to higher forecasted operations, now have similar or less impact than the 
Proposed Project. Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, because the No Project Alternative 
does not include the development of non-aviation uses, it would have fewer impacts related to 
loss of habitat or fewer infrastructure and utility needs. Given these factors, the No Project 
Alternative is considered the “environmentally superior” alternative. However, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), which states that when the environmentally superior alternative 
is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
from the other alternatives. As such, Alternative B, which was originally selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative (Draft EIR, p. 4-21), would remain as such. Language 
supporting this conclusion is provided in the Final EIR (p. 4-22). 

Response GEN-19 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to comply with requirements for a joint 
NEPA/CEQA evaluation. 
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The commenter incorrectly assumes that NEPA is required for the County to adopt the proposed 
Airport Master Plan. Nut Tree Airport receives funds from the FAA and therefore can be subject 
to FAA requirements for evaluating potential environmental impacts associated with FAA actions 
on the Airport. There is no Federal action taken on the proposed Master Plan requiring NEPA 
review to be conducted by the County.  Additionally, Federal actions involving NEPA review are 
a separate and distinct process from CEQA, and as such, there is no requirement for a lead agency 
to jointly prepare CEQA and NEPA documents.  

Response GEN-20 
The commenter believes that the EIR requires extensive additions and changes, and as such 
should be re-circulated for public review per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is clear in defining what constitutes “significant new 
information.” Specifically, Section 15088.5(a) states that, “significant new information requiring 
re-circulation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful review and comment were precluded.” 

To each condition identified above, the County responds that: (1) no new, significant 
environmental impacts that would result from the Proposed Project have been identified as a 
result of the public review process; (2) no substantial increases in the severity of an impact 
previously considered in the Draft EIR has been identified that would require mitigation to reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level; (3) the Draft EIR included a reasonable range of 
alternatives and proposed mitigation measures, where required, to lessen potential impacts, and 
no new or substantially different alternatives or measures were identified during the public review 
process; and (4) per California Code of Regulations., Title 14, Section 15151, the Draft EIR was 
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information that 
enables them to make a decision that intelligently allows them to take into account the 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. The EIR contains a balanced review of 
near-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Project against a 
baseline condition established at the date the NOP was released. The EIR fully discloses 
potentially significant impacts and sets forth mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to less-
than-significant levels where feasible. Lastly, the EIR provides a reasonable range of alternatives 
to the Proposed Project for the public to consider.  
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While new information has been added to the EIR in order to address specific comments or 
concerns raised during the public review process, this information has been included to clarify or 
amplify previous analysis, and does not trigger a need to re-circulate the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(b)). Therefore, the County believes that this EIR is adequate, complete, and 
represents a good faith effort at full disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated with 
the Proposed Project, and as such, re-circulation is not required.  
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Response to City of Vacaville 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to the City of Vacaville’s comment 
letter, dated June 28, 2013. 

Response VAC-1 
The commenter requests additional information regarding current building square footages and 
uses for existing landside facilities. 

The Airport currently has approximately 8,400 square feet of office space, and approximately 
288,150 square feet of aircraft hangar space. This information has been added to pg. 2-5 of the 
Final EIR. 

Response VAC-2 
The commenter asks how the number of operations per year translates into the number of persons 
using the facility, as this would be helpful for determining affects to utility systems. 

As noted on pg. 2-8 of the Draft EIR, baseline operations at Nut Tree Airport totaled 101,500 in 
2011. Of this total, 39 percent (39,585) were operations by aircraft based at the Airport, while 61 
percent (61,915) were operations by itinerant aircraft. Future (2031) operations are forecasted to 
reach a total of 127,329, with similar splits between based and itinerant aircraft (pg. 2-12). 

Aircraft operations can provide insight into potential noise, air quality, and transportation issues 
associated with the Proposed Project, however, in terms of gauging the actual number of persons 
using the Airport, particularly for the purpose of assessing potential utility usage, operation levels 
are a less useful measure. This is primarily due to the fact that one aircraft operation does not 
necessarily correlate to one user of Airport utilities. For example, the majority of aircraft storage 
hangars at the Airport do not have restroom or water connections. As a result, operators of based 
aircraft will typically arrive at the Airport, work on or fly their aircraft, and leave without ever 
using any utilities. Similarly, many operators or passengers of itinerant aircraft will arrive, leave 
to conduct off-Airport business or re-fuel their aircraft, and depart without ever having used 
Airport facilities. As such, it would difficult to derive potential affects to utility systems from 
forecasted aircraft operation numbers. 

The approach provided in the Draft EIR was to assess the existing facilities with water or 
wastewater connections, and determine—using generation rates provided in Section DS 6 of the 
City’s Design Standards for sanitary sewer systems—potential usage rates (see pg. 3.11-3 of the 
Draft EIR). This same approach was used to determine generation rates associated with proposed 
facilities. 

Response VAC-3 
The commenter states that additional detail regarding City approvals should be provided. In 
particular, the commenter states that EIR should note that the future acquisition of real estate is 
subject City Council approval, and that private development of non-aviation uses would be 
subject to the City’s normal approval process.  
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The approvals section has been updated to include that the acquisition of real estate within City 
limits would be subject to approval by the City Council (see pg. 2-16 of the Final EIR). However, 
the County disagrees with the assessment that future development of non-aviation uses would be 
subject to the City’s approval process for land use development. The County intends to lease 
these parcels to private developers and tenants for revenue generation purposes, and will not sell 
the land. Therefore, these land uses will remain on County property and will not be subject to the 
City’s standard approval processes for land use development. It is assumed, however, that 
development of these uses would be subject to other City review and approval processes related, 
but not limited to, wastewater discharge and water supply allowances. 

Response VAC-4 
The commenter notes the Draft EIR’s finding that extension of Runway 20 would not result in 
manmade objects interfering with the Airport’s navigable airspace. 

Correct. As discussed on pg. 3.7-16, extension of Runway 20, though it would move the approach 
and transitional surfaces associated with this runway end, would not result in existing structures 
located north of the Airport obstructing with navigable airspace per the standards of FAR Part 77. 

Response VAC-5 
The commenter states that the EIR should include a description of the Nut Tree Ranch Policy 
Plan. 

The EIR has been updated to include a description of the Nut Tree Ranch Policy Plan (see pg. 
3.9-11 of the Final EIR). 

Response VAC-6 
The commenter states that the discussion regarding the review and approval process for the 
proposed non-aviation facility located northwest of Runway 20 should reference the Golden Hills 
Business Area Policy Plan review procedures. 

As described in Response VAC-3, all proposed non-aviation uses would remain on Airport 
property. Therefore, review procedures set forth in the Golden Hills Business Area Policy Plan 
would not be applicable to the non-aviation use located northwest of Runway 20. However, 
language has been added to Section 3.9, describing how the proposed use would adhere to the 
design policies of this plan to the greatest extent practicable (see pg. 3.9-15 of the Final EIR). 

Response VAC-7 
The commenter notes that the Proposed Project would result in less restrictive height standards, 
and a contraction of noise contours and safety zones, per discussion in Section 3.9 of the Draft 
EIR. 

As a point of clarification, the discussion beginning in the second full paragraph on pg. 3.9-16 of 
the Draft EIR is intended to address potential changes in the compatibility factors that are 
relevant to the ALUCP for Nut Tree Airport. This section examines changes to the Airport’s FAR 
Part 77 surface (as a result of the shifting and extension of Runway 2/20), changes in the size of 
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noise contours (as a result of forecasted operations and proposed extension of Runway 20), and 
hypothesizes generic safety zones based on the runway’s configuration at full build-out (using 
standards set forth in Caltrans’ California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook). These changes 
were then compared to the noise, safety, and airspace factors assumed in the 1988 ALUCP to 
determine if there were significant variances between the Proposed Project and the current 
ALUCP with respect to these key compatibility factors that might result in a finding of 
inconsistency by the ALUC.  

The Draft EIR concluded that noise contours associated with the Proposed Project would be 
smaller than those used in the ALUCP (pg. 3.9-17), that potential safety zones (based on generic 
Handbook guidance for a medium-length, general aviation runway) would be similar or slightly 
smaller (though configured differently) than current safety zones (pg. 3.9-17), and that airspace 
protection standards would be slightly less restrictive as a result of the Proposed Project retaining 
a non-precision approach for Runway 20 (pg. 3.9-21).2 The intent of this analysis was to point out 
that should the ALUC revise the ALUCP for Nut Tree Airport to account for these factors, the 
updated ALUCP could potentially be restrictive as or less restrictive than the current ALUCP. 
However, given that noise, safety, and airspace elements associated with the Proposed Project 
generally fit within the compatibility factors “footprint” established by the 1988 ALUCP, the 
Draft EIR concluded that the Master Plan update was consistent with the current ALUCP, and an 
update is not warranted.  

Please note that the ALUC found the Proposed Project to be consistent with the Countywide 
Review Procedures for master plan updates and the 1988 ALUCP at a hearing on July 11, 2013. 

Response VAC-8 
The commenter states that a large portion of the area west and northwest of Runway 2/20 
identified for future acquisition is owned by the City of Vacaville. The commenter goes on to state 
that the EIR should be updated to include this fact, and note that a portion of this area is reserved 
as Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat by the Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Comment noted. The Final EIR has been updated to include this information (see pg. 3.9-25). 

Response VAC-9 
The commenter states that the City of Vacaville would be the lead agency for any private 
development that would occur as a result of the Proposed Project, and Mitigation Measure 3.9-
1a should be updated to reflect this. 

As noted in Response VAC-3, future non-aviation development would remain on Airport 
property. Therefore, Solano County would be the lead agency for any future development of these 
areas. 

                                                      
2 The 1988 ALUCP assumed a precision approach for Runway 20. 
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Response VAC-10 
The commenter states that “private domestic groundwater wells” should be updated to say 
“groundwater sources”, and that the citation is incorrect. 

Comment noted. The Final EIR has been updated to include the commenter’s suggestion, and the 
citation has been fixed (see pg. 3.11-2). 

Response VAC-11 
The commenter states that it is unclear what the source of the 42,000 AFY of water supply is, and 
that this discussion should be expanded. 

The source of this reference is the Water Supply and Service in Vacaville Technical 
Memorandum prepared in support of the current update to the City of Vacaville General Plan. A 
citation has been added, and a breakdown of the 42,098 AFY water supply has been provided 
(based on Table 1 of the above described Technical Memorandum) (see pg. 3.11-2 of the Final 
EIR). 

Response VAC-12 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should be updated to address whether or not the 
Proposed Project would require specialized emergency services. 

Nut Tree Airport is a general aviation facility that primarily caters to single-engine piston aircraft. 
Though the Master Plan update forecasts growth in operations over the next 20 years, the Airport 
will continue to primarily cater to single-engine piston aircraft. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not require the use of specialized emergency services. Language addressing this issue has 
been added to pg. 3.11-7 of the Final EIR. 

Response VAC-13 
The commenter states that Table 3.11-1 of the Draft EIR does not appear consistent with the 
City’s Average Dry Weather Flow (Qa) rates. The commenter goes on to state that the baseline 
condition should list all existing buildings, square footages, and APNs. 

Facilities listed under the “baseline condition” category in Table 3.11-1 were identified as they 
are the only buildings with connections to the City’s wastewater system. All other existing 
buildings (i.e., aircraft hangars) do not have sewer connections, and therefore were not relevant 
for determining baseline wastewater generation rates. Table 3.11-1 has been revised to include 
APNs associated with existing and proposed facilities for reference purposes (see pg. 3.11-8 of 
the Final EIR), and the title for the fourth column in Table 3.11-1 has been revised to say, “Total 
Development Area (Acres).” Please also see Response VAC-14 regarding Qa calculation 
methodology. 

It is also worth noting that two parcels have also been added to the Airport property boundary in 
recent years, and may not be reflected in the current 20,000 gpd wastewater allotment allocated to 
the County in the City’s 2009 Northeast Sector Sewer Master Plan. The first parcel, parcel 
number six on Figure E7 in the Master Plan, was added in May 2008, and totals approximately 
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15.6 acres. The second parcel, parcel number twenty-seven on Figure E7, was added in 
September 2010, and totals approximately 41 acres. While it is possible that parcel six was 
included in the Airport’s wastewater allocation in the Northeast Sector Sewer Master Plan, parcel 
twenty-seven would not have been, and would presumably have its own allotment of wastewater 
assumed by the City, separate or in addition to the Airport’s 20,000 gpd allotment. Therefore, the 
total amount of wastewater generation (gpd) allocated to the Airport, with the 41-acre parcel 
included, may be greater than 20,000 gpd. However, in order to remain conservative in its 
analysis, the EIR will continue to assess potential impacts against the 20,000 gpd threshold. 

Furthermore, while the County believes that the EIR provides an adequate assessment of baseline 
generation rates, in order to address the City’s uncertainties regarding current wastewater 
generation, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 has been revised to include the following verbiage, “In 
order to gather information for this study, a flow meter will be installed at the Airport by no later 
than 2016 (one year before the end of Phase I development). Data will be collected by the County 
and shared with the City for a minimum of one year in order to provide the City with current 
information regarding wastewater generation.” This additional language further clarifies the 
process that would be required in order to prepare a flow demand study, and emphasizes data 
sharing in order to help inform the City regarding generation rates at the Airport. 

Response VAC-14 
The commenter states that Table 3.11-1 may not calculate wastewater generation rates correctly, 
noting that flow factors are intended to be multiplied by total parcel area, not the building area. 

Wastewater generation rates were developed using the guidelines set forth in DS 6-1 of the City’s 
Design Standards, Section 6, Sanitary Sewer System. Existing offices uses (i.e., the admin 
building and hangar offices) and proposed non-aviation uses were calculated using generation 
rates for office (1,500 gpd) and industrial (2,000 gpd) rates. In order to calculate potential 
wastewater generation rates, the estimated gpd rate was multiplied by the total developable area 
(e.g., 1.5 acres office use x 1,500 gpd = 1,950 gpd). This approach is consistent with instructions 
established in Table DS 6-1, note 2, which states, “For all other uses, the minimum Qa shall be 
equal to the appropriate factor from column 4 in Table DS 6-1 multiplied by the gross area of 
development, including roadways, parking, and landscape areas in terms of acres.” Acreages for 
the proposed uses provided in Table 3.11-1 represent the total developable area associated with 
that use; therefore, the County concludes that Qa rates provided in the Draft EIR for proposed 
non-aviation uses are generally accurate for planning purposes and were developed consistent 
with City standards.  

With respect to aviation-related uses such as corporate hangars, given that corporate hangars are 
large, but low-intensity uses designed primarily for aircraft storage, it did not seem appropriate to 
calculate Qa by the City’s standard gpd/acre method. Furthermore, most existing corporate 
hangars at the Airport are not used on a daily basis, further reducing the amount of wastewater 
generated by these types of uses. Therefore, the Draft EIR used the 30 gpd/student rate 
recommended by the City of Vacaville for secondary school uses. This approach, while 
potentially conservative given the low usage rates of most aviation-related uses with wastewater 
connections, was used as both schools and the Airport are daytime public facilities.  In summary, 
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the County feels that the Qa rate calculations depicted in Table 3.11-1 of the Draft EIR provide 
accurate and conservative estimates for the purpose of planning for future wastewater generation 
associated with the Proposed Project. 

Response VAC-15 
The commenter states that the use of the Highway Commercial flow factor for the proposed 
expansion of the existing administration building may be an overly conservative estimate, as the 
associated restaurant is likely not to be of high intensity. 

The restaurant associated with the proposed expansion to the existing administration building is 
intended to cater to both users and non-users of the aviation-related facilities at the Airport. That 
being said, the restaurant will likely not be of high intensity given that the facility will also 
contain the administration offices for Airport/County staff, offices for other tenants, as well as a 
pilots lounge and conference room. However, in order to provide a conservative estimate of 
potential wastewater generation rates associated with the proposed expansion of the 
administration building, the EIR will retain the 5,000 gpd flow rate used in Table 3.11-1.  

Response VAC-16 
The commenter states that the EIR should provide an estimate of the number of users (i.e., 
employees, pilots, passengers, students) in the sewer demand analysis. The commenter also states 
that the 30 gpd/student flow factor rate may be overly conservative. 

As described in Response VAC-2, it is difficult to assess potential usage rates based upon 
operation levels and related numbers of pilots, passengers, or students associated with those 
flights. As most hangars at the Airport do not have restroom facilities, pilots of based aircraft and 
pilots and passengers of itinerant aircraft often do not use existing utility systems. Though 
operations at the Airport are forecasted to increase over the next twenty years, this will not 
translate to a large growth in utility usage, as the role of the Airport as a general aviation facility 
catering primarily to recreational pilots will not change. The County feels that the Qa generation 
rates in Table 3.11-1 provide a conservative and reliable estimate for the purposes of planning for 
future impacts to existing wastewater facilities. Furthermore, in order to remain conservative in 
its estimates, Table 3.11-1 will continue to use the 30 gpd/student flow factor. 

Response VAC-17 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include demand projections for the existing 
aircraft wash facility. 

Language has been added to pgs. 3.11-3 and 3.11-8 describing wastewater generation rates 
associated with baseline and future usage rates of the Airport’s wash facility. As noted on pg. 
3.11-3, this facility is sparsely used given that the majority of aircraft are stored indoors.  

Response VAC-18 
The commenter notes that the Airport is currently served by an existing 8-inch line and possibly 
by the Horse Creek lift station in the future. 
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Please note that pg. 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR (second full paragraph) describes the eight-inch 
sewer line that currently serves the Airport. 

Response VAC-19 
The commenter requests that the last line of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 be revised to state that 
“the study shall be submitted to the City of Vacaville for review and approval.” 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 has been updated per the City’s request (see pg. 3.11-11 of the Final 
EIR).  
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Final Environmental Impact Report September 2013 

Response to Department of Transportation 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to the Department of Transportation’s 
comment letter, dated June 28, 2013. 

Response DOT-1 
The commenter states that while the EIR indicates that “projected generated traffic would not 
increase the v/c ratio to exceed 0.02,” Table 3.12-10 shows a change of 7.5 seconds higher than 
the stated 0.02 threshold for the intersection of East Monte Vista Avenue/County Airport Road 
and I-505 westbound off-ramp/I-80 eastbound on ramp. 

The commenter incorrectly tied the cited text about roadway segments with the LOS summary 
table for intersections. The proper LOS table for roadway segments is Table 3.12-11, which 
shows that, as the cited text says, project-generated traffic would increase the road segment v/c 
ratio by less than 0.02 (a less-than-significant impact); therefore no mitigation measures are 
required for road segments. See Response to Comment DOT-2 regarding the cumulative impact 
(and required mitigation measure) for the intersection of East Monte Vista Avenue / County 
Airport Road and I-505 Southbound off-ramp / I-80 Eastbound on-ramp. 

Response DOT-2 
The commenter states that they are concerned with the intersection of Orange Drive/I-505 
northbound off-ramp/I-80 eastbound off-ramp as it is at the 0.02 threshold, and requests that 
mitigation be proposed to address this potential impact. 

The DEIR states, on page 3.12-34, that there would be a significant cumulative impact at the 
intersections of East Monte Vista Avenue / County Airport Road and I-505 Southbound off-ramp 
/ I-80 Eastbound on-ramp and Orange Drive / I-505 Northbound off-ramp / I-80 Eastbound off-
ramp. Mitigation measures are identified for each of those impacts:  Measure 3.12-1 (page 3.12-
39) for the East Monte Vista Avenue / County Airport Road and I-505 Southbound off-ramp / I-
80 Eastbound on-ramp intersection, and Measure 3.12-2 (page 3.12-40) for the Orange Drive / I-
505 Northbound off-ramp / I-80 Eastbound off-ramp intersection.  



1

Phil Wade

From: Daly, David R. [DRDaly@SolanoCounty.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 11:52 AM
To: Phil Wade
Subject: DEIR re: Nut Tree Airport Master PLan.

Below are DEIR comments from Mr. Roberto Valdez. 

Dave Daly 
Airport Manager 

Nut Tree Airport
301 County Airport Road, Suite 205, Vacaville CA 95688, 707- 469 - 4600 

From: Roberto Valdez [mailto:roberto58valdez@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2013 5:04 PM 
To: Daly, David R. 
Subject: DEIR re: Nut Tree Airport Master PLan. 

Dear Mr. Daly,

Thank you again for allowing me to participate in the NTAMP public workshop which was held on Wednesday
(June 12th) and accepting my written comments during your poster presentation.

Also, even though I was able to verify that a written copy of the current NTAMP was submitted to the Vacaville
Public Library Downtown Square Branch, can you tell me on which section/page the public review notice re:
DEIR for NTAMP was posted on the Vacaville Reporter (May 13, 2013). Please understand that i am asking
you to clarify this matter, because i continue to be disappointed with the amount of public response that
you've gotten on this important plan in Solano County within the City of Vacaville.

In addition, I still feel that there is no need to remove any trees within the targeted cluster of wildlife habitat
for ( Swainson Hawks, Burrowing owls, White tail Kites, & others ) to accommodate the extension of the NTA
runway. In fact, trimming the eucalyptus & other trees may lessen the natural barrier from aviation accident.
Therefore, i hope that there will be not adverse impact to the natural environmental conditions along both
Pine Creek and Horse Creek within the NTAMP.

Furthermore, i hope that Solano County will continue to allow ample opportunities to the proposed changes
within the NTAMP in due process.

Thank You Very Much.

Roberto Valdez, Solano County Resident.

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is intended only for the 
use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential or exempt from disclosure under applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient, you are 
notified that dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be a 
violation of law.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete all copies of the original message. 
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Nut Tree Airport Master Plan Update 8-43 ESA Airports / 120526 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2013 

Response to Roberto Valdez 

The following section provides Solano County’s response to the Roberto Valdez’s comment 
letter, dated July 1, 2013. 

Response RV2-1 
The commenter requested to know on which section and page number the notice of availability 
for the Draft EIR was published on in the Vacaville Reporter. 

The NOA was published on pg. 6B in legal notices section of the Vacaville Report on May 13, 
2013. 

Response RV2-2 
The commenter states that he does not think any trees need to be removed in order to 
accommodate the proposed extension of Runway 20. 

See Response RV-2. 



 




