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1.1 INTRODUCTION 



 

1.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains the public and agency comments 
received during the public review period on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft EIR (Draft 
EIR).  This document has been prepared by the Sonoma County Permit and Resources Management 
Department, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document intended to disclose to the 
Sonoma County Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, and the public the environmental 
consequences of approving and implementing the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 project. 

Sonoma County prepared, and on January 19, 2006, circulated the Draft EIR for the proposed Sonoma 
County General Plan 2020 project.  During the public review period from January 16, 2006 to April 
17, 2006 and at the two public hearings on February 28, 2006 and March 15, 2006, comments on the 
Draft EIR were solicited from governmental agencies and the public.  All written comments received 
during the 60-day public review period and comments received at the public hearings are addressed in 
this Final EIR. 

This Final EIR consists of three volumes: Comments Received on the Draft EIR (this volume), 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR, and the Draft EIR of January 2006.  The Draft EIR is 
available online at http://www.sonomacounty.org/prmd/docs/eir/gp2020deir/index.htm or by request 
to Amy Wingfield, PRMD by email at awingfie@sonoma-county.org or by phone at (707)565-7389. 

The agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR are listed in Section 
1.2 List of Agnecies/Persons Commenting. 

Section 1.3 Comment Letters contains copies of comments received on the Draft EIR.  Duplicative 
comments have not been included, but are included in the full list of persons commenting as shown in 
Section 1.2. 

Section 2.1 Master Responses provides master responses that have been prepared for selected 
comment topics to provide a comprehensive analysis of major issues raised in multiple comments.  
These master responses are often referred to in response to individual comments in Section 2.2. 

Section 2.2 Responses to Comments presents and responds to all comments on the Draft EIR.  The 
original comment documents (i.e., letters, e-mails, and website responses) are reproduced here and the 
minutes from the Planning Commission’s two public hearings on the Draft EIR are also included.  The 
comments are numbered in the margins of the comment letters and minutes from the public hearings, 
and responses are keyed to the comment numbers. 

In some instances, text changes, including revisions to policies and mitigation measures, resulting 
from the comments and responses are recommended.  In these instances, information that is to be 
deleted is crossed out, and information that is added is shown in Bold.  The text changes and revisions 
to policies and mitigation measures resulting from comments and responses and Planning Commission 
deliberations have been incorporated in the original Draft EIR text, as indicated in the responses.  All 
of these changes result in insignificant modifications to the original Draft EIR text.  However, they do 
not raise new or more severe impacts or new mitigations or alternatives not considered in the EIR and 
do not require recirculation for further review and comment in accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.  
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1.2 AGENCIES/PERSONS COMMENTING 

Comments were received on the Draft EIR were received from the following agencies, organizations, 
and individuals.  Numbers refer to the order of written comments and their accompanying responses. 

Written Comments 

STATE AND LOCAL AGNECIES 

1. Sonoma County Transportation Authority, Christopher Barney, Transportation Planner- April 21, 
2006 

2. City of Rohnert Park, Ron Bendorff, Director of Community Development-March 20, 2006 

3. North Marin Water District, Chris DeGabriele, General Manager-March 14, 2006 

4. Department of Fish and Game, Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager, Central Coast Region-April 
14, 2006 

5. City of Santa Rosa, Lisa Kranz, City Planner-April 17, 2006 

6. California Regional Water Quality Control Board North Coast Region, Catherine E. Kuhlman, 
Executive Director-April 17, 2006 

7. Sonoma County Water Agency, Marc Bautista-April 21, 2006 

8. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control 
Officer- April 17, 2006 

9. Department of Transportation  

10. Town of Windsor, Sam Salmon, Mayor-April 17, 2006 

11. Town of Windsor, Sam Salmon, Mayor- April 7, 2006 

12. California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region, Abigail Smith, 
Acting Section Leader-April 17, 2006 

13. California Coastal Commission, Alfred Wagner, Deputy Director, April 26, 2006 

INTERESTED GROUPS AND INDIVIGUALS- DUPLICATE LETTERS 

14. Brenda S. Adelman- February 28, 2006 

15. Bruce R. Ahlvin- February 28, 2006 

16. Doreen and Bill Atkinson- February 28, 2006 

17. Patricia M Bagley- February 28, 2006 
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18. Marcene E. Bay- March 2, 2006 

19. Alvan H. Beall, Jr. - February 28, 2006  

20. Marcia W. Beck- February 28, 2006 

21. Marta Beres- February 28, 2006 

22. Madeleine S. Berke- February 28, 2006 

23. Mrs. J Bisho- February 28, 2006 

24. Donna Bley- March 3, 2006 

25. Nichae Blume- February 28, 2006 

26. Loraine Bomben- February 28, 2006 

27. Lisa Marie Bourgea- February 28, 2006 

28. Gretchen Boyer- February 28, 2006 

29. Geraldine A. Brandt- February 28, 2006 

30. Patricia Brandt- February 28, 2006 

31. Judith Brush- March 1, 2006 

32. Stan and Susan Buck- February 28, 2006 

33. Robert E. Buckley- February 28, 2006 

34. Linda Burke- February 28, 2006 

35. James T. Burke- February 28, 2006 

36. Time Bykoff- February 28, 2006 

37. James C. Campbell- February 28, 2006 

38. Thomas Yarish and Laure E. Campbell- March 3, 2006 

39. August W. Cantoni- February 28, 2006 

40. Gregory D. Castaghola- March 3, 2006 

41. Allen R. Charlton- February 28, 2006 

42. Mr. and Mrs. Henry Choromanski- February 28, 2006 

43. Arthur Citron- February 28, 2006 
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44. Willis Clarke- March 1, 2006 

45. Steve Cochrane- February 28, 2006 

46. Barbara A. Coen- February 28, 2006 

47. David and Mary Lee Cole- February 28, 2006 

48. John Cole- February 16, 2006 

49. S. Compass- February 22, 2006 

50. Diane Cooner- March 3, 2006 

51. Beverly C. Coughlin- February 28, 2006 

52. Clyde and Dorothy Cournale- February 28, 2006 

53. Curtis Cournale- March 3, 2006 

54. Carol Cowley- February 28, 2006 

55. Richard Daly- February 28, 2006 

56. John Davidson- February 28, 2006 

57. Sarah Davis- February 28, 2006 

58. Thomas H. Day- March 3, 2006 

59. Lynne L. Dee- March 8, 2006 

60. Diana L. Denisoff- February 28, 2006 

61. Sydney Dodge- February 28, 2006 

62. Toni Dominski- February 22, 2006 

63. Thomas Donahue- February 28, 2006 

64. Tobin Durkee- February 28, 2006 

65. Gilbert Ege- February 28, 2006 

66. Margaret Elizares- February 28, 2006 

67. James Estes- March 1, 2006 

68. Noelle and Charles Fahlen- February 28, 2006 

69. Celeste Felciano- March 3, 2006 



1.2 - 4 

70. Kathleen A. Fenton- February 28, 2006 

71. Richard A. Fiore- March 3, 2006 

72. Nancy Fitzpatrick- February 28, 2006 

73. Tobetha Flasher- February 28, 2006 

74. Gene and Mary Gaffney- March 3, 2006 

75. Gary W. Galloway- February 28, 2006 

76. Michael Gervais- February 28, 2006 

77. Wayne D. Gibb- February 28, 2006 

78. Robert E. Goodwin- February 28, 2006 

79. Ann Gravzlis- February 28, 2006 

80. Wanda Greer- February 28, 2006 

81. Eleanor Guilford- March 28, 2006 

82. Mark Guenther- March 3, 2006 

83. Done Haines- February 28, 2006 

84. Toni Harrison- February 28, 2006 

85. John S. Hatfield- February 28, 2006 

86. Holly Hayden- February 28, 2006 

87. Earl T. Hemming- March 10, 2006 

88. David Herr- March 28, 2006 

89. Martha Russell and Marcella Holzman- February 28, 2006 

90. Phyllis H. Honodel- March 3, 2006 

91. Hendrik Huhn- February 28, 2006 

92. Steve L. Jackson- February 28, 2006 

93. Diane Johnson- February 28, 2006 

94. Ellen M. Johnson- March 28, 2006 

95. Shannon Johnson- February 28, 2006 
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96. Arline H. Jones- February 28, 2006 

97. Frank A. Kappeler- February 28, 2006 

98. Steven Kriske- February 28, 2006 

99. Hank Lacabanne- February 28, 2006 

100. Robert E. Larson- February 28, 2006 

101. Anthony Letizi- March 6, 2006 

102. George Lillis- February 28, 2006 

103. Joseph J. Long Jr- March 28, 2006 

104. Eileen A. Maloy- February 28, 2006 

105. James L. Mancini- February 28, 2006 

106. Robert L. Manning- February 28, 2006 

107. Kristin Manum- February 28, 2006 

108. Brian Martens- February 28, 2006 

109. Richard Bloom and Bridget McCoy- March 7, 2006 

110. Mr. Art McNulty- March 1, 2006 

111. Sondra McSkimming- February 28, 2006 

112. Eugene L. Meade- February 28, 2006 

113. Genevieve Moller-Duck- February 28, 2006 

114. Charles J. Murphy- February 28, 2006 

115. Kenneth R. Myers- February 28, 2006 

116. Paul A. De Natale- February 28, 2006 

117. Peter D. Nestoroke- March 28, 2006 

118. Roland and Bess Niemcewicz- February 28, 2006 

119. Judy Obertelli- March 3, 2006 

120. Sherrie Althouse- March 3, 2006 

121. John F. O’Brien- February 28, 2006 
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122. John and Maryann Oldham- February 28, 2006 

123. Rio Olesky- February 28, 2006 

124. Sarah Ore- March 28, 2006 

125. Donna Orlowski- February 28, 2006 

126. Jeffery Orth- March 4, 2006 

127. Charlotte Ostrofe- February 28, 2006 

128. Dennis Parks- February 28, 2006 

129. George Parr- February 15, 2006 

130. Ralph Patricelli- February 28, 2006 

131. Mr. and Mrs. Robert Pedrazzini- February 28, 2006 

132. Peter and Jan Perlman- February 28, 2006 

133. Ralph Peters- March 3, 2006 

134. Raymond H. Peterson- March 3, 2006 

135. Linda Petrulias- February 28, 2006 

136. George O. Petty- February 28, 2006 

137. Ben Picetti- February 28, 2006 

138. Mytanwy Plank- February 28, 2006 

139. Eileen H. Powers- February 28, 2006 

140. Nancy Purcell- February 28, 2006 

141. Karen Rasore- March 1, 2006 

142. Susan Richter- February 22, 2006 

143. Ms. Cleo Sanders- February 28, 2006 

144. Luann Schend- February 28, 2006 

145. Ms. Roberta Schepps- March 3, 2006 

146. Linda Schmidt- February 28, 2006 

147. Mr. Herman Schwarz- February 28, 2006 
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148. A. Serkissian- February 28, 2006 

149. Lindsey Shere- February 28, 2006 

150. Patrick K. Simmons- February 28, 2006 

151. Richard Ryan- February 28, 2006 

152. Todd C. Smith- February 28, 2006 

153. Ms Patricia M. Solem- February 28, 2006 

154. Shanti M.A. Soule- March 7, 2006 

155. Bruce M. Stephen- February 28, 2006 

156. Barbara Greco Stephens- February 28, 2006 

157. Katherine Stroberger- March 3, 2006 

158. Gary Sullivan- February 28, 2006 

159. Linda Swartz- February 28, 2006 

160. Anne P. Teller- March 3, 2006 

161. Joseph C. Tinney- February 28, 2006 

162. Jana Toutolmin- March 3, 2006 

163. F. J. Teapahi- February 28, 2006 

164. Elinor G. Twohy- February 28, 2006 

165. John Uniack- February 28, 2006 

166. Gladys M. Vail- February 28, 2006 

167. A. Vandersteen- March 4, 2006 

168. Paul and Kathleen Vitale- February 28, 2006 

169. Alex Vosher- February 28, 2006 

170. Sylvia M. Walker- February 28, 2006 

171. L. Bosworth Williams- February 28, 2006 

172. Sandra Benz Williams- February 28, 2006 

173. Dorothy and Neal Wolfe - February 28, 2006 



174. Mimi Wright- February 28, 2006 

175. Diane E. Young- February 28, 2006 

176. Elizabeth Young- February 28, 2006 

177. Ethan Young- February 28, 2006 

178. Joan and Arlan Young- February 28, 2006 

179. Dana Zimmerman- February 28, 2006 

180. Marilyn Zimmerman- March 1, 2006 

181. Everett L. Ball- undated 

182. Gloria Ball- undated 

183. Millie Bisset- undated 

184. Meredith and Bill Blau- undated 

185. Ken Bowerman- undated 

186. Lisa Carr- undated 

187. Gayle L. Eberhart- undated 

188. Craig M. Enyart- undated 

189. Diana Fisher- undated 

190. Nancy Foote Ogg- undated 

191. Katherine D. Goddard- undated 

192. Michael and Amy Grable- undated 

193. Katherine and Dave Gray- undated 

194. Jim Herndon- undated 

195. Richard Horwath- undated 

196. Patricia Keeler- undated 

197. Clarance Joe Korte- undated 

198. Eric LaFranchi- undated 

199. Barbara LaFranchi- undated 
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200. Franck and Eleanor Leake- undated 

201. Dennis and Darlene Leffler- undated 

202. Steve and Vereda Marks- undated 

203. Phoebe and Peter McCoy- undated 

204. Dr. and Mrs. Bruce Meyer- undated 

205. Douglas and Dorothy Moolhouse- undated 

206. Richard A. Moran- undated 

207. Warden and Susan Noble- undated 

208. Jim and Dona O’Brien- undated 

209. William Otey- undated 

210. John R. Pelkan- undated 

211. Campbell Ranch- undated 

212. Marie Rogers- undated 

213. Larry and Betty Saler- undated 

214. James R. Silfuast- undated 

215. Jim Annis and Ernie Veniegas- undated 

216. Herb Westfall- undated 

217. Mark and Jean Marie Zukowski- undated 

INTERESTED GROUPS AND INDIVIGUALS 

218. Russian River Watershed Protection Committee, Brenda Adelman- April 17, 2006 

219. United Winegrowers for Sonoma County, Bob Anderson, Executive Director- April 17, 2006 

220. ? 

221. Boudreaux Vineyards LLC, Kristina A. Boudreaux- March 20, 2006 

222. Tamara Boultbee- April 17, 2006 

223. Alexander Valley Association, Candy Cadd, President- April 18, 2006 

224. Lisa Carr-February 28, 2006 
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225. Western United Dairymen, Leslie Dapo, Field Representative- April 17, 2006 

226. Occidental Arts and Ecology Center, Brock Dolman- April 16, 2006 

227. O.W.L. Foundation, H.R. Downs, President- February 15, 2006 

228. O.W.L. Foundation, H.R. Downs, President- April 17, 2006 

229. Craig Enyart- March 6, 2006 

230. Knights Valley/Franz Valley Association, Craig Enyart, President-April 17, 2006 

231. Knights Valley/Franz Valley Association, Craig Enyart, President-April 17, 2006 

232. Dick Fogg- May 1, 2006 

233. Sonoma County Grape Growers Association, Nick Frey- April 14, 2006 

234. Sonoma County Water Coalition, Stephen Fuller-Rowell- March 8, 2006 

235. Sonoma County Water Coalition- April 17, 2006 

236. Rue Furch- March 22, 2006 

237. Rue Furch- May 6, 2006 

238. Michael Grable- April 4, 2006 

239. Town Hall Coalition, Lynn Hamilton, President -February 28, 2006 

240. Climate Protection Campaign- April 17, 2006 

241. Diane Healey- March 28, 2006 

242. Dr. Harvey Hoefer- March 6, 2006 

243. Leonard Holt- March 15, 2006 

244. Sierra Club, Anne Hudgins, Sonoma Group Chair- April 4, 2006 

245. Jared Huffman- April 17, 2006 

246. Save Arnold Drive, Bob Hughes- February 6, 2006 

247. Allen L. James- March 15, 2006 

248. Laguna Preservation Council, Eric Johnson- March 24, 2006 

249. Donna Jones- February 28, 2006 

250. Donna Jones- April 17, 2006 
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251. Karl A. Keener- April 17, 2006 

252. Friends of the Eel River, David Keller, Bay Area Director- April 17, 2006 

253. Doug Knight- March 6, 2006 

254. Good Neighbors Group of Sonoma County- April 17, 2006 

255. Peggy Love- March 15, 2006 

256. California Native Plant Society Milo Baker Chapter, Bob Hass, Mac Marshall- April 17, 2006 

257.  Ad Hoc Committee, Ann Maurice- April 17, 2006 

258. Sonoma County Farm Bureau, Lex McCorvey, Executive Director- April 17, 2006 

259. Russian Riverkeeper, Don McEnhill, Riverkeeper- April 17, 2006 

260. Lytton Rancheria- Lytton Band of Pomo Indians, Margie Mejia- April 14, 2006 

261. Sebastopol Water Information Group, Jane E. Nielson, President- February 22, 2006 

262. Sebastopol Water Information Group, Jane E. Nielson, President- April 14, 2006 

263. Judith Olney- March 23, 2006 

264. James Parker- March 23, 2006 

265. Steve Perry- April 17, 2006 

266. Greenbelt Alliance, Daisy Pistey-Lyhne- April 17, 2006 

267. Alliance for Democracy, Nancy Price- April 17, 2006 

268. Atascadero Creek Green Valley Creek Watershed Council, Jean Redus, President- April 14, 2006 

269. Valley of the Moon Alliance- April 13, 2006 

270. Valley of the Moon Alliance- April 14, 2006 

271. Community Clean Water Institute, Mike Sandler, Program Coordinator- February 15, 2006 

272. Community Clean Water Institute, Mike Sandler, Program Coordinator- March 15, 2006 

273. Y. Tito Sasaki- February 28, 2006 

274. Laguna de Santa Rosa Foundation, Dan Schurman, Executive Director- April 17, 2006 

275. Paula Lane Action Network, Susan Kirks- February 28, 2006 

276. Ryan Slusser- April 17, 2006 
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277. Dry Creek Valley Association, William J. Smith- April 7, 2006 

278. Dry Creek Valley Association, William J. Smith- April 7, 2006 

279. Save Our Sonoma County, Chris Stover- March 15, 2006 

280. Save Our Sonoma County, Chris Stover- April 17, 2006 

281. Paul D. Stutrud-March 18, 2006 

282. Paul D. Stutrud-February 18, 2006 

283. Stephan C. Volker- April 17, 2006 

284. Victoria Wikle- March 3, 2006 

285. Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility, Howard Wilshire- March 7, 2006 

286. Friends of the Esteros, Tom Yarish- April 12, 2006 

287. Friends of the Petaluma River, David Yearsley, Executive Director- April 17, 2006 

PUBLIC HEARINGS/MEETINGS 

288. February 16, 2006 Sonoma County Citizens Advisory Committee 

289. February 28, 2006 Sonoma County Planning Commission 

290. March 15, 2006 Sonoma County Planning Commission 

291. May 2, 2006 Sonoma County Planning Commission 
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SCTA~tion 
Keeping Sonoma RECEIVED 

s APR 2 1 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

Directors April 19, 2006 MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Paul Kelley, Chair 
Sonoma County County of Sonoma 

Permit Resource Management Department Comprehensive Planning 
Robert Jehn, V. Chair 
Cloverdale 2550 Ventura Dr. 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
Steve Allen 
Windsor 

Att: Robert Gaiser, Gary Helfrich Bob Blanchard 
Santa Rosa 

Stanley Cohen Re: Comments on Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Update Draft EIR 
Sonoma 

Patricia Gilardi Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and General 
Cotati Plan Update 2020, regarding the Sonoma County Traffic Model (SCTM). 
Mike Healy 
Petaluma ::~ The Draft EIR provides a short description of the SCTM T AZ structure tf'' 
Linda Kelley on page 4.2-5, and states that 6 of the TAZs represent the East Bay. 
Sebastopol These do represent traffic traveling from the East Bay into Sonoma 

Kerns County, but primarily represent gateway traffic on the county's eastern 
,_ _, na County 

border and also represent traffic from Napa, Lake, Solano and other 
Jake Mackenzie counties not typically described as being part of the East Bay. A more 
Rohnert Park 

accurate description would state that these T AZs represent counties east 
Lisa Schaffner of Sonoma County, including, but not limited to the East Bay. 
Healdsburg 

Tim Smith 
Sonoma County The SCT A Countywide Bicycle Advisory Committee (CBAC) is now 

officially the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
(CBPAC) and the reference to this committee on page 4.2-24 of the 
DEIR should use the updated committee name. 

Revised Policy CT-61 of the Circulation and Transit Element and 
associated discussions regarding Penngrove discuss SCT A's involvement 
in the modeling of traffic calming measures. The SCTM is a generalized 
regional model and though these types of measures can be represented by 
reducing road capacities on the roads in question, the model does not 
allow specific traffic calming strategies to be applied in a more detailed 
fashion. 

Suzanne Wilford SCT A encourages continued cooperation to improve model results by 
Executive Director improving the coordinated land use database and road network 
5?n Mendocino Avenue information, and thereby assessing network performance. At this time, 

'40 no mechanism has been established by which "fair share" funding or 
Rosa, CA 95401 

Ph. 107-565-5373 mitigation measures could be determined by applying the traffic model. 
FAX: 707-565-5370 



(General Plan Policy CT-11). 

We look forward to continued cooperation on traffic model improvement. Please contact 
me with any questions about these or related comments at 565-5375 or 
cbarney@sctainfo.org. 

Christopher Barney 
Transportation Planner 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority 



City Council 

Tim Smith 
Mayor 

Vicki VidakwMartinez 
Vlce·M~yor 

Amie L. Breeze 
Armando F. Flores 
Jake Mackenzie 
Council Members 

Stephen R. Donley 
City Manager 

Daniel Schwarz 
Assistant City Manager 

Judy Hauff 
City Cleric 

Michelle Marchetta Kenyon 
City Attorney 

Gabrielle P. Whelan 
Assistant City Attorney 

Thomas R. Bullard 
Director of Public Safety 

Ron Bendorff 
Director of Community Development 

Darrin W. Jenkins 
Director of Public Worlcs I 

City Engineer 

Sandra M. Lipitz 
Director of Administrative Services 

March 13, 2006 

County of Sonoma 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: City of Rohnert Park Comments on Draft Sonoma County 
General Plan and Environmental Impact Report 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Thank you for providing the City of Rohnert Park ("City") with a copy of 
the Draft Sonoma County General Plan 2020 for our review. The 
following are items that the City would like to see addressed/clarified in 
the Final EIR and General Plan documents. Please note that all 
citations are based on the Draft General Plan document: 

• Page 39: The discussion of community separators should be 
qualified to allow for exceptions such as that which exists between 
the County and the City (i.e. mitigation for development within 
community separator areas.) · .As a larger issue, the need for a 
Community Separator in the Northwest Area of Rohnert Park's 
Sphere of Influence should be reevaluated. When the notion of a 
Community Separator first came into being, the City did not use an 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to determine the extent of future 
development, so the Community Separator became the means to 
formally designate future growth areas. Now that the UGB exists, 
the Northwest and Wilfred/Dowdell Specific Plan Areas, which are 
both within the UGB, should be removed from the Community 
Separator. A map showing the locations of the City's Specific Plan 
Areas is attached for your reference. __.. 

......,. 
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• Page 120, Policy AR-2e: As noted above, this policy should direc
LAFCO to acknowledge agreements between the County and other 
communities that allow for the development of community separator 
areas. -

• Page 123, Policy AR-4c: The policy should be clarified to identify ·
_;11Which property is to provide the bu.ff~r if the tra~si~io~ i~ between a _
· County property and one located within another 1unsd1ct1on. 

• Page 144, Policy OSRC-1 c: It should be noted that this does not 
apply when there is an existing agreement between the County and 
another community regarding a community separator. 

• Figure OCRS-1 does not reflect the current Sphere of Influence for l 
the City of Rohnert Park and should be amended accordingly. J

J

6750 Commerce Boulevard • Rohnert Park CA • 94928 • (707) 588-2226 • Fax (707) 588-2263 
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Page 280, Policy CT-1f: This policy is well-intentioned, but does not 
necessarily reflect the realities of traffic circulation, which is to find 
the "path of least resistance." 

Page 280, Policy CT-1k: This policy should reference the nexus 
study that would be required to develop these fees and should be 
cross-referenced with Policy CT-11, which speaks to cooperation 
with SCTA on an ongoing countywide traffic modeling program. 

Pages 290 to 291, Policy CT-5b: This policy advocates the use of
the LAFCO review process to "provide for the applicable City's fair 
share of funding necessary to construct circulation improvements ... " 
While the need for a regional transportation fee is appreciated, this 
fee must be equitable and established pursuant to State Law before 
it can be imposed upon any community. To use the LAFCO 
process to enact these fees without proper justification would be 
onerous. 

Page 294: A policy should be added similar to Policy CT-6m to 
ensure that the Santa Rosa and Environs Planning Area is included 
in the discussions regarding regional traffic improvements in the 
area. 

Page 295, under "7. 7 Rohnert Park - Cotati and Environs": It is 
noted that "[t]he City of Rohnert Park has identified the ·Petaluma 
Hill Rd. corridor for urban development in its most recent General 
Plan and has agree~ to assist in the funding of improvements 
needed to mitigate resulting traffic impacts in the Penngrove area." 
Jn actuality, properties along the west side of Petaluma Hill Road 
are shown to be within the City's expansion areas and open space 
buffers are intended to be provided between the developed areas 
and that roadway. Also, a qualification should be added stating that 
the City will fund transportation system improvements provided a 
nexus study is done to ·determine the fair share allocation of 
responsibility for these improvements, as stated in Policy TR-21 of 
the City's General Plan (see attached). 

Page 296: Policy CT-6m presents a list of the regional traffic 
improvements that the County would like the City of Rohnert Park to 
help fund. There is no mention of the nexus study that is required 
by State Law to determine the fair share funding of the 
improvements envisioned, however, nor are other communities that 
contribute to the traffic impacts called out for participation in these 
improvements. Rather than "penalize" the City of Rohnert Park for 
its commitment to assist in these improvements, as evidenced by 
Policy TR-21 of our General Plan, appropriate qualifiers should be 
added to this policy. 

7 

•  

B 

i 
• 

JO 

• 

I/ 

L 
• 

6750 Commerce Boulevard • Rohnert Park CA • 94928 • (707) 588-2226 • Fax (707) 588-2263 
www.rocity.org 



• Page 297: A policy should be added similar to Policy CT-6m to 
ensure that the Petaluma and Environs Planning Area is included in 
the discussions regarding regional traffic improvements in the area. 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you should have 
any questions, please feel free to contact me at (707) 588-2231. 

\ t9...... 

Attachments 

Cc: City Council members ( 5) 
Planning Commissioners (5) 
Stephen R. Donley. City Manager 
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney 
Gabrielle Whelan, Assistant City Attorney 
Darrin Jenkins, City Engineer 

6750 Commerce Boulevard• Rohnert Park CA• 94928 • (707) 588-2226 •Fax (707) 588~2263 
www.rpcity.org 
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Rohnert Park General Plan 

'f.R..20 Work with Sonoma County and the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) to 
plan improvements to Petaluma Hill Road. 

Petaluma Hill Road serves as a bypass to US 1()1 and experiences peak-hour 
congestion. Table 4.1-4 calls for new turn lanes and intersection improvements to 
Petaluma Hill Road. 

TR-21 A. Work with Sonoma County, the City of Santa Rosa, the City of Cotati, and the 
City of Petaluma ("Contributing Jurisdictions") and the Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority (SCTA) to plan and implement selected improvements 
necessary to tnitigate impacts of increased traffic congestion on major roads and 
intersections in Penngrove ("Regional Mitigation Plan"). The Regional Mitigation 
Plan shall include· those roadway and other improvements necessary to mitigate the 
impacts pf increased traffic congestion on major roads and intersections in Penngrove 
("Regional Mitiga~on Projects"), and a financing plan that explains how those 
improvements will be'funded and that determines each Contributing Jurisdiction's fair 
share. The City shall contribute its fair share of the total cost of the Regional 
Mitigation Plan provided that the City's participation is roughly proportional to the 
traffic impacts from new development in Rohnert Park. 

The City's payment or other contribution of its fair share shall be provided when all 
of the following occur: (1) A Regional Mitigation Project is approved by the Sonoma 
County Board of Supervisors, and each of the Contributing Jurisdictions; (2) a 
financing plan for the Regional Mitigation Project has been approved by the Sonoma 
County Board of Supervisors, and each of the Contributing Jurisdictions; (3) new 
development that contributes to the traffic impacts to be mitigated by the project 
receives final approval by the City; and ( 4) each of the Contributing Jurisdictions has 
appropriated its fair share to the Regional Mitigation Project In the event that other 
jurisdictions do not contribute their fair share to the Regional Mitigation Project, and 
funding for their fair share is provided by some other means to ensure 
implementation of the Regional Mitigation Project, the City will contribute and be 
limited to its fair share. 

Traffic congestion presently exists in Penngrove at the Petaluma Hill Road and Old 
Adobe Road intersection during commute times. Traffic congestion is a result from 
growth and comm~te patterns in Sonoma County, SSU, and the Cities of Santa Rosa, 
Rohnert Park, Cotati, and Petaluma. Implementation of this General Plan will result 
in additional traffic in this area. Long-term solutions to traffic congestion on 
Petaluma Hill Road require a cooperative, regional approach by Sonoma County, the 
Penngrove area, Sonoma State University, and the cities of Cotati, Petaluma, Santa 
Rosa, and Rohnert Park. The City of Rohnert Park commits to being a responsible 
participant in formulating measures to minimize traffic congestion on Petaluma Hill 
Road. The City of Rohnert Park encourages the cities of Cotati, Petaluma and Santa 
Rosa, Sonoma County, and SSU to adopt policies demonstrating their commitment to 
participating in long-term solutions to these problems. 



Chapter 4: Transportation 

During the period in which this Ge.ner.al Plan was being drafted, the City worked 
with the County and other interested parties to identify potential improvements to 
mitigate regional traffic impacts. Because of the regional nature of issues and 
solutions, it is anticipated that the process of studying and approving the selected 
improvements will take several years to complete. Therefore, specific projects to 
mitigate existing and future traffic congestion on Petaluma Hill Road had not been 
identified at the time this General Plan was adopted. However, the City of Rohnert 
Park is committed to continuing its participation in this regional effort. 

B. Work with the City of Cotati and Sonoma State University to determine feasible 
measures io mitigate impacts of increased traffic on East Cotati Avenue (within the 
City of Cotati, beginning with the La Plaza intersection) associated with the proposed 
growth assumed in the 2000 Generiil Plan. These measures shall be based on detailed 
(intersection-level) traffic studies that will be prepared with each specific plan. The 
Canon Manor Specific Plan, University Specific Plan, and Southeast Specific Plan 
shall include a detailed analysis of intersections within and outside of the city that are 
projected to be impacted by the specific plan project area; an analysis of the traffic 
impacts of the specific plan project area on East Cotati Avenue; a cumulative impact 
analysis; and feasible mitigation measures for lessening the potential traffic impacts. 

Contribute the City's fair share to the feasible mitigation measures identified in each 
Specific Plan (Canon Manor Specific Plan, University Specific Plan, and the 
Southeast Specific Plan); provided that (1) the Cit:Ys fair share is roughly 
proportional to the traffic impacts of development beyond the . 1999 incorporated 
limits of the City of Rohnert Parle; and (2) other jUrisdictions. that approve 
development that impacts traffic congestion at the impacted intersections on East 
Cotati Avenue contribute their fair share. In the event that the.City of Cotati and/or 
SSU approve development that impacts East Cotati Avenue traffic congestion but do 
not contribute their fair share to fund the feasible mitigation measures, the City and 
City of Cotati will evaluate alternative feasible mitigation measures that can be 
implemented. The City's financial commitment is also contingent upon legal 
authority to collect payments through ~cific plans, development agreements, 
assessment districts, and/or ordinances to raise funds for needed improvements on 
East Cotati Avenue. 

Because of the location of the City of Cotati adjacent to U.S. 1 OJ, a portion of the 
traffic passing through Cotati to reach the U.S. 101 corridor is generated from 
jurisdictioris outside the City of Cotati. Implementation of this General Plan may 
generate additional vehicle trips on City of Cotati roadways, particularly East Cotati 
Avenue. Long-term solutions to traffic congestion on East Cotati Avenue require a 
cooperative regional approach. Policies in this General Plan commit the city of 
Rohnert Park to being a responsible participant in developing and funding these 
solutions. Development within the Specific Plan areas may occur without 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures in the event that funding is not 
available from other jurisdictions to construct the improvements. 

TR-21 

4-23 
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Mai-ch 13, 2006 

Sonoma County Permil ancl Resource IVlanagemenl Department 
Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Sanle:1 Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: Drat! Environmental Impact Report - Sonoma County General Plan 2020 

Gentlemen: 

No1ih Marin Water Distric1 appreciates the oppo1iunity to review the subject Sonoma 
County General Plan Draft 

Section 4.9 Public Services includes Exhibit 4.9-2, tabulating the Current and Projected 
Water Supplies for Sonoma County Water Agency water contractors. Footnote "a'' to that table 
incorrectly identifies Norih Marin Water District as not a water contractor to the SCVVA 
revise this footnote. North Marln Water District has had a contract to receive Russian River wate: 
supply since 1961. l\JMWD is signatory to the Eleventh Amended Agreement for Water Suppiy and 
is defined as a Water Contr·actor (11prime 11 contractor) in that Master Water Supply Agreement 
between Sonoma Count)1Water Agency and the eight "prime'' contractors receiving water from the 
Russian River transmission system. 

-

COin 
\1serve1V1dm111rn1rahon\GM\SCW/1\20061sunoma counly penr plan deir 111.cloc 

Sincerely, 

(!Jw.,~ Utf 1LL/vZ 
Chris DeGabrrele 
General Manager 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov 

POST OFFICE BOX 47 
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599 
(707) 944w5500 

Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
Sonoma County 
Permit and Resources Management Department 
2500 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2839 

Dear Dr. Briggs and Mr. Gaiser: 

Sonoma County DEIR Update 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH Number: 2003012020 

Sonoma County 

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) personnel have reviewed the above 
Sonoma County Update Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). DFG previously 
submitted a comment letter (February 10, 2003), on the Notice of Preparation for DEIR. 
During the past three years DFG personnel have attended and spoken at some of the 
County DEIR subcommittee meetings. 

--- -

The Sonoma County DEIR 2020 area is located in the north San Francisco Bay 
area along the Pacific coastline approximately 40 miles north of San Francisco and the 
Golden Gate Bridge. The County is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the west, Marin 
County and San Pablo Bay to the south, Mendocino County to the north, and Lake and 
Napa counties to the east. The County is just over 1,500 square miles. 

The DEIR, Section 2.0 Summary of Findings, projects that the County population 
growth will increase by an additional 87 ~000 by year 2020. Also projected is an 
increase of over 38,000 additional housing units by year 2020. DFG is identified as a 
Trustee Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 
15386 and is responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of the 
State's biological resources. DFG is aware that more open space wildlife habitat will be 
impacted and lost through more assumed urbanization and agricultural growth in the 
County. DFG considers the DEIR as a means to understand and appreciate this growth 
while also developing adequate conservation and protection measures to conserve 
some of the County's biological natural resources. 

April 17, 2006 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 

j_ 

Conserving Ca[ijomia)s Wi[d[ife Since 1870 
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Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
April 17, 2006 
Page2 

Section 4.6. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Marbled Murrelet 

The marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), is a State listed 
endangered and Federally listed threatened seabird which nests in coastal forests from 
Alaska to Santa Cruz County, California. Marbled murrelets in California typically nest 
on the limbs of old.:growth and residual coast redwood and Douglas-fir trees. In 
general, marbled murrelets occur in low numbers in Sonoma County, primarily due to a 
lack of nesting habitat. Most of the marbled murrelet nesting habitat in Sonoma County 
has been harvested, and that which remains is lower quality, found in scattered small 
patches mostly on private timberlands. Nevertheless, marbled murrelets have been 

 
documented exhibiting nesting behavior in the South Fork Gualala River watershed in 
the northwestern portion of Sonoma County (DFG file information). Also, surveys using 
marine radar technology have detected murrelet type targets at the confluence of the 
Wheatfield Fork Gualala River and the South Fork Gualala River. Murrelets have been 
observed in the surf zone along the Sonoma coast from the mouth of the Gualala River 
to Salmon Creek. 

The DEIR fails to mention marbled murrelets and the conservation of their habitat 
in Sonoma County. Marbled murrelets should be addressed in the section on special
status species. The DEIR should also consider that although projects that impact 
marbled murrelets receive regulatory oversight by State and Federal governments (i.e., 
avoidance of take), the cumulative loss of older forests in Sonoma County through 
timber harvesting has. precluded the expansion and recruitment of new marbled 
murrelet habitat. Of particular note is that the Forest Practice Rules (Title 14, California 
Code of Regulations [14 CCR] Chapters 4, 4.5, and 10) do not prohibit the harvesting of 
old-growth forest in California. Therefore, the DEIR should acknowledge that Sonoma 
County contains patches of habitat that are suitable and near-suitable for nesting 
marbled murrelets and provide a policy in the Open Space and Resource Conservation 
Element, Biotic Habitat Area, which identifies such areas and seeks to avoid or 
minimize disturbing or modifying these older forest patches. 

In addition, the DEIR should acknowledge that projected growth in the Sonoma 
Coast/Gualala Basin could be a significant negative impact to marbled murrelets and 
their recovery. Adverse impacts to murrelets could occur if residential, agricultural, 
commercial, and industrial developments occur in ~reas near forestland suitable for 
nesting marbled murrelets. These development projects increase human activity in and 
near forestlands, which not only could disrupt nesting and brood-rearing behavior, but 
could also attract corvids, which are important nest predators of marbled murrelets. 
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Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
April 17, 2006 
Page3 

Northern Spotted Owl 

Northern spotted owl ( Strix occidentalis caurina) is Federally listed threatened 
and a bird Species of Special Concern in California. Similar to marbled murrelet, this 
species receives Federal regulatory oversight on a project by project basis (including 
timber harvesting plan review) to avoid take. However, projects that avoid take and are 
not subject to County permit requirements could incrementally remove and fragment 
northern spotted owl nesting, foraging, and roosting habitat. This would result in an 
overall decrease and degradation of spotted owl habitat, which could be considered a 
significant cumulative impact pursuant to CEQA § 15065. The DEIR should consider all 
projects that have the potential to disturb and/or modify forestland within the range of 
the northern spotted owl in Sonoma County. Specifically, the DEIR should provide an 
analysis and discussion of the potential adverse impacts of increased residential, 
commercial, agricultural and industrial land developments, especially in the Sonoma 
Coast and Russian River areas, on northern spotted owls and their habitat. 

Stream Buffers 

The DEIR's 4.6 - 4 Policy OSRC-8c(13) would allow for a reduction of up to 50 
percent of any setback where no net loss of sensitive riparian habitat and an overall 
improvement of riparian functions can be achieved. It is unclear who would make this 
determination and how it would be determined. Removal of riparian habitat or 
conversion of riparian areas to vineyard would reduce the overall habitat value of the 
streamside zone and would decrease the biological integrity of the corridor. This has 
the potential to decrease riparian function and affect both biological and terrestrial 
resources. Since DFG recommends a minimum 100-foot setback from streams to 
maintain viable fish and wildlife habitat, a· reduction of 50 percent of streamside 
setbacks would severely impact the long-term viability of the riparian corridor and 
stream habitat. 

The DEIR's 4.6-32 intermittent streams have not been designated as protected 
riparian corridor. Intermittent streams are the sources of gravel, leaf litter, and nutrients 
that feed perennial streams that are vital fish and wildlife habitat. Therefore, DFG 
recommends that intermittent streams receive biologically appropriate setbacks which 
will allow for the preservation of all streams and associated riparian corridors: 
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Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
April 17, 2006 
Page4 

Section 4.8-3. AGRICULTURAL AND TIMBER RESOURCES 

Timber Harvest Operations 

The DEIR discusses how the Forest Practice Rules preempt local governments 
from regulating timber harvesting, especially from enacting zoning regulations that 
govern the location of timber operations outside of designated Timber Production Zones 
(TPZ). However, the DEIR should discuss the feasibility of enacting specific additional 
rules and regulations on Sonoma County TPZ lands as discussed in Public Resource 
Code 4516.5. This code states: 

''Individual counties may recommend that the board adopt additional rules and 
regulations for the content of timber harvesting plans and the conduct of timber 
operations to take account of local needs ... " 

For example, county-specific rules and regulations have been adopted by Santa 
Clara, Santa Cruz, San Mateo and Lake counties.· These rules have been adopted to 
improve protection of stream character and water quality, as well as control forest stand 
density. Because the amount of old-growth forest in Sonoma County is at present far 
below historical levels and unlikely to increase given current Forest Practice Rules, the 
DEIR should adopt specific regulations that would increase acreage of the county's old
growth forest. Old-growth coniferous coastal forest should be considered a rare and 
unique biological community that should not only be protected through no-harvest 
conservation agreements (as mentioned in the DEIR), but also recruited and specifically 
developed. Old-growth and mature coniferous forest acreages could be increased in 
Sonoma County by adopting rules and regulations that would ·limit timber harvest 
prescriptions 

 
(e.g., prohibit clearcutting), increase minimum stocking standards, extend 

harvest re-entry periods, increase stream buffer widths, and increase leave-tree 
-prescriptions both in streamside and in upslope areas. 

Timberland Conversions 

As the DEIR points out, lands zoned TPZ only comprise approximately 30 
percent of the county's timberlands, leaving the majority of Sonoma timberlands within 
other land use categories. This allows the conversion of coniferous forest to other uses 
such as commercial vineyards. The DEIR ·also predicts increasing pressure on 
remaining forestland to convert, likely to vineyards, as market prices increase for high 
quality California wine grapes. To lessen the effects of permanent wildlife habitat loss 
resulting from conversion of forestland, the DEIR proposes to implement Policy OSRC-
12e. This policy requires timberland conversion projects to provide significant public 
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Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
April 17, 2006 
Page 5 

benefit or result in no net Joss of timberland. No net loss of timberland will be achieved 
by setting aside two acres of forestland for every one acre of forestland converted. 
Timber harvesting consistent with the Forest Practice Rules would be an allowable 
activity in the forest set asides. 

DFG believes that Policy OSRC-12e does not adequately mitigate for the loss of 
wildlife habitat resulting from the conversion of forestland to other uses such as a 
commercial vineyard. This is because that although forestland in the set-asides would 
not be subject to conversion, wildlife habitat resources would not necessarily be 
protected, conserved or recruited. DFG, as a member of the Review Team for timber 
harvesting plans in Sonoma County, regularly documents the poor condition of wildlife 
habitat on managed timberlands. In general, the availability of wildlife habitat elements 
such as snags, large trees, large trees with burned basal hollows, large trees with 
cavities, defect or disease, etc., is low, and animal population numbers and species 
diversity are correspondingly low. Poor wildlife habitat conditions would likely continue 
in forestlands despite the adoption of this ordinance. Further, the remaining set-aside 
forestlands surrounding a conversion area may not contain, or may never contain, those
wildlife habitat elements that may have been lost during the conversion, such as a very 
large redwood tree with a burned basal hollow. These trees are important to forest
dwelling bats and Vaux's swift (Chaetura vauxt), a California bird Species of Special 
Concern. Therefore, the ordinance may not fully mitigate for the loss of wildlife habitat 
from the conversion. Policy OSRC-12e should consider adopting measures that will 
preserve and accelerate the development of late successional and old-growth forest, as 
well as wildlife habitat elements both upslope and within riparian areas of the forest set
asides. This could be achieved by limiting harvest re-entry, limiting types of silvicultural 
methods such as Shelterwood Removal and requiring the retention of higher numbers 
of the dominant and co-dominant trees. Alternatively, timber harvesting could be 
prohibited in certain areas of the forest set-asides. 

Page 4.8-30 of the DEIR states that based on the amount of available forestland 
in Sonoma County, the loss of 1,220 acres of wildlife habitat from the conversion of 
forestland does not represent a significant portion of Sonoma County timberlands. DFG 
disagrees with this assessment. The DEIR should re-analyze the loss of forestland in 
conjunction With the modification and disturbance of forestland from past and present 
timber harvesting. The analysis should also consider different geographic scales such 
as at the planning watershed or hydrologic sub-area scale. When considering the 
disturbance of some planning watersheds in northwestern Sonoma County (i.e., 
Grasshopper Creek, Little Creek, Annapolis, etc.), due to past and present timber 
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Mr. Robert Gaiser 
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\ 0. L harvesting practices as well as forest conversion, commercial, industrial and residential 
development, impacts to wildlife and their habitats could be viewed as cumulatively 
considerable. 

The DEIR states that policies OSRC-12b-12d would implement a County review 
process for timber harvesting plans. The DEIR states that County staff would comment 
on timber harvesting plans in support of increased protection of Class 111 watercourses; 
however, it does not describe ·how Class Ill watercourse protection would be improved. 
DFG supports increased protections of Class 111 watercourses and suggests that the 
DEIR consider giving Class Ill watercourses the same protections (or very similar 
protections) as Class II watercourses (14 CCR 916.5). As mentioned above, Sonoma 
County, if approved by the Board of Forestry, could adopt specific rules and regulations 
that would increase stream protections and water quality by increasing buffer widths 
along Class Ill watercourses. 

Policy OSRC-12d would encourage the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection to reduce clearcutting of timber in streamside conservation areas. 
Clearcutting is generally prohibited in Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones (WLPZ) 
on timber harvesting plans (see 14 CCR 916.3, 916.4, 916.5 and 916.9). The DEIR 
should clarify and quantify how wide and where a streamside area is. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Conservation Easements 

Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (SCAPOSD) 
has preserved approximately 56,200 acres through conservation easements. 
Unfortunately, some SCAPOSD conservation easements allow for conversion of these 
particular land easements into other agriculture land uses including grapes, which is not 
suitable wildlife habitat. Although DFG considers grazing lands compatible with wildlife 
habitat values, DFG considers row crops as having little wildlife value. 

As mentioned above, DFG is concerned about continuing loss of wildlife habitat 
in the County. We recommend that the DEJR and wildlife habitat conversions to 
acreage of grapes, including past, present, and anticipated future projects, be analyzed 
relative to impacts on wildlife habitat. 

Proposed projects that interfere substantially with movement of native resident 
wildlife through established wildlife corridors, or reduce overall wildlife habitat, could be 
regarded as potentially significant cumulative impacts to wildlife resources. CEQA 
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Section 15130 discusses cumulative effects analysis. To conserve some biological 
resource values for those projects that diminish wildlife resources, DFG. recommends 
that habitat conversion applications identify and create conservation easements on their 
project sites to both conserve wildlife corridors and wildlife habitat. 

Grading Ordinance 

DFG believes that the DEIR should provide an analysis on the adoption of a 
policy wherein the clearing and grading of land would require discretionary review under 
CEQA. DFG encourages the County to adopt a Grading Ordinance as part of the 
General Plan. Vegetation removal and loss of ground cover associated with grading, 
smoothing, and compaction of the land could result in adverse and unmitigated impacts 
to sensitive botanical and wildlife resources. Grading also contributes to decreased 
groundwater infiltration, increased stormwater flow, and erosion, which cause sediment 
delivery into streams, Jakes, and wetlands. By requiring a discretionary permit for 
grading activities, adverse direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife and 
their habitats may be avoided, minimized, and fully compensated. 

Natural Community Conservation Plan 

As mentioned in the DEIR, residential, agricultural, commercial, and industrial 
developments will increase substantially over the next several decades. This will in all 
likelihood result in increasing demands on dwindling natural resources and could trigger 
a decline in the County's fish and wildlife populations and their habitats. Planning by 
reviewing projects individually, as the DEIR proposes, will not provide for effective 
protection and conservation of the County's fish and wildlife. DFG recommends 
Sonoma County explore a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and the DEi R 
include adoption of an NCCP in the Alternatives Analysis of the General Plan. 

DFG's NCCP program is an effective tool in protecting in the long-term 
C~lifornia's natural diversity while continuing to allow appropriate development and 
growth. This approach reduces conflicts between protection of the State's fish and 
wildlife and reasonable use of natural resources for economic development. There are 
approximately 32 active NCCPs that have either been approved or permitted including 
planning efforts underway in Contra Costa, Santa Clara, Placer, and Yolo counties. 
Details of the NCCP process can be found at www.dfg.ca.gov/nccp/index.html. DFG 
personnel are available to assist in the development of an NCCP. 
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Dr. Scott Briggs 
Mr. Robert Gaiser 
April 17, 2006 
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DFG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the County's DEIR. If you have 
any comments or questions regarding this letter, please contact Greg Martinelli, 
Environmental Scientist, at {707) 944 .. 5570; or Scott Wilson, Habitat Conservation 
Supervisor, at (707) 944-5584. 

Sincerely, 

Robert W. Floerke 
Regional Manager 
Central Coast Region 

. cc: Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors 
575 Administration Drive, Room 1 OOA 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2887 



April 14, 2006 

PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
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CITY OF 

SANTA ROSA 
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGEH 

100 SanLa Rosa Avenue 

COMMENTS ON THE SONOMA COUNTY DRAFT GENERAL 
PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Post Office Box 1678 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402-l 678 

707-543-3010 
Fax· 707-543-3030 

The comments provided are based upon review of the Draft Sonoma County Genera] 
Plan and Environmental Impact Report circu]ated for public review. 

The City of Santa Rosa supports the continuation of County policy regarding city
centered growth. Over the past several years the City of Santa Rosa has experienced 
sub::itantia1 residential growth and has been particularly E>U(,Cessful in providing affonlaule: 
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housing through implementation of our local ordinances, general fund contributions to 
housing programs, and federal and state housing assistance. Cuffently the City has met 
the housing needs identified in our General Plan Housing Element for all income groups 
except very low income. Since most significant industrial, commercial and residential 
development requires an urban level of services provided by cities, it is appropriate that 
such development be focused in cities and that County policies reflect the intent of voter 
approved urban growth boundaries. The long-standing city-centered growth policies 
should remain and be reflected in all general plan elements. 

Recently the City and the County embarked on a cooperative program of 
neighborhood/corridor planning in the Sebastopol Road area between Stony Point Road 
and Dutton A venue. The planning eff01t was jointly funded by the City and the County 
and City and County staff oversaw citizen workshops that received extensive 
participation and led to consensus on many important issues. The result was the Draft 
Sebastopol Road Urban Vision Plan. The City intends to continue that effort to include 
other portions of Sebastopol Road and build on the consensus that was achieved. It is 
appropriate to include the results of this Plan in the County General Plan. At present 
there is no mention of this effort and no reflection of the policies and standards that are 
recommended by the Urban Vision Plan. 

The Draft General Plan includes several suggested policies regarding congestion on 
subregional road systems and calls for development and adoption of a 
regional/subregional traffic mitigation fee (CT-lk, CT-5b). The City of Santa Rosa has 
had traffic mitigation fees to fund roadway improvements for over 25 years and has used 
the funding generated by new development to help improve both local roadways and the 
state highway system. State law requires that prior to the adoption of mitigation fees a 
nexus study be prepared to identify the proportional responsibility of new development 
and that which is attributable to existing development. Only the portion attributed to new 
development may be recovered and the remaining cost must be paid from other funding 
sources. We would suggest that rather than adopting policies which require the adoption 
of a fee and commit general fund or other funding sources to road projects, the policies at 
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this point should identify the congested roadway segments, prioritize them and call for 
nexus studies to be prepared to assess the capacity of funding sources. Once this 
information is available the suitability of a mitigation fee or other funding elements could 
be evaluated. Assuming implementation of a mitigation fee without the benefit of nexus 
studies would seem to be premature. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report addresses the issue of water supply and notes 
that the City of Santa Rosa would need to obtain additional water supplies to meet the 
increased demand resulting from growth consistent with the Genera] Plan. In accordance 
with state law, the City prepares a Water Supply Analysis on projects requiring this 
analysis as defined by the state law. We would suggest that the County prepare a Water 
Supply Analysis as a part of its General Plan program in order to comply with the 
provisions of state law. 

There are a few areas where clarification would be helpful. Land Use Element policy 
LU-161 directs consideration of amending urban design standards of the South Santa 
Rosa Plan to allow freeway oriented) self illuminating signs for commercial use. It is 
unclear why such amendments would be proposed in this area. The City's Urban Design 
policies call for screening of views along Highway 101 south of Heam Avenue with 
dense landscaping and beautification of this section of highway. 

Exhibit 4.1-4 in the Draft BIR projects residential and non-residential development in 
each planning area. The number of dwelling units in the Santa Rosa Planning Area 
decreases from 2000 to 2020 under the assumption they will be annexed. However, the 
non-residential square footage increases by 4.6 million square feet over this period. It is 
unclear what the annexation assumption is for non-residential or if this development is 
anticipated in the Planning Area outside the Santa Rosa Urban Growth Boundary. 

These comments have been prepared based upon a staff review of the draft county 
documents and represent the review by staff. The City Council has not had the 
opportunity to review the Draft General Plan and Environmental Impact Report and may 
provide additional comments during the public hearings before the County Planning 
Coin.mission and Board of Supervisors. 

Thank you for the oppo11unity to provide comments during the public comment period. I 
would be pleased to provide any additional information should you require it. 

Sincerely, 

LISA KRANZ 
City Planner 
Office of Advance Planning and Public Policy 

c: Wayne G. Goldberg, Director 
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April 17, 2006 

Mr. Bob Gaiser 
County of Sonoma PRMD 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Mr. Bob Gaiser: 

Subject: Comments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, SCH No. 2003012020 

File: County of Sonoma, General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County of Sonoma's General Plan 2020 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Regional Water Board) is a responsible agency for this project, as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have reviewed the DEIR prepared for the Sonoma County General Plan (GP). In addition, 
we have reviewed the individual program elements that contain recommended mitigation 
measures to be implemented by Sonoma County. It is our understanding the GP will direct 
growth in the unincorporated portions of Sonoma County through the year 2020. We recognize 
the significant effort by County staff and residents in forming advisory committees and preparing 
recommendations for the GP. 

While there are a number of very positive programs and improvements suggested in the GP 
documents, we are concerned that implementation of the growth identified in the GP will result 
in significant individual and cumulative impacts to water quality. Overall mitigation measures 
are vague and do not allow for implementation tracking. For example, in Section 2.0 of the 
DEIR, impacts are identified as "Less than Significant" because "policies and programs 
contained in the Draft GP 2020 would reduce impacts to less then significant." However, it is 
not clear if or when policies and programs contained in the Public Hearing Draft Elements would 
be implemented, as this information is not given. Specifically, Policy OSRC-7(states: 
"Implement the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan" (Plan). There is no 
time given as to when the Plan would be implemented nor is there an indication the County will 
be able to commit sufficient future resources to implement the Plan. Without assurance that 
policies will be fully implemented along with a time schedule, it is inappropriate to consider 
these as mitigation measures for purposes of the EIR. 
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The GP lacks any significant monitoring ensure implementation of mitigation measures and to 
evaluate impacts to water quality and sensitive habitats. During the lifetime of the previous GP, ) 
there have been many waterbodies located in the County that have been identified as impaired 
and several aquatic species identified as threatened or endangered. Growth-related development 
in the County has contributed to these impacts. In order to ensure that water quality objectives 
are met in the future, it is critical that impacts from new development be fully mitigated and 
impacts from existing development be reduced. We do not believe that the County's existing and 
proposed policies will achieve this goal. The EIR should be revised to fully document existing 
and potential impacts of development and provide clear mitigation measures to be implemented. 
Attached for your information is a spreadsheet clarifying methods for the identification of 
potential water quality impacts and required analyses (Enclosure 1 ). 

The policies and mitigation measures within the DEIR should contain clear and binding language 
that would result in the implementation of the stated policies. In both the Open Space and 
Resource Conservation and the Water Resources Elements, the words "must" and "shall" are 
seldom used within the actual policy language. To "support", "recommend", and "encourage" 
policies, programs, or studies, does not ensure adequate mitigation of identified impacts. Unless 
the language in the policies is binding, they cannot be assumed to mitigate for the impacts 
identified in the DEIR. Accordingly, we request that policy language be strengthened to be more 
specific and binding. 

Regional Water Board staff are concerned about the scheduling for the close of comments on the 
DEIR and its related Policy Elements (PE). The comment period for the DEIR and the PEs are 
months apart. The final comments for the DEIR are due on April 17, 2006, but the PEs will not 
be finalized until later in the year. The purpose of the DEIR is to examine the adequacy of the 
policies within the PEs to mitigate for those impacts identified in the DEIR. Therefore, if there 
are significant changes to the PE policies the County should provide another opportunity to 
review and comment on the BIR before it is finalized or adopted. 

Our specific comments are as follows: 

EIR Page 10-13, 4.5-1- We do not agree with this finding that states that requirements and 
policies specified in the GP will reduce non-point source impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

EIR Page 10-13, 4.5-2 - We do not agree with this finding that requirements and policies 
specified in the GP will reduce erosion and sediment impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
Additional mitigation measures are feasible and necessary for this impact. 

EIR Page 10-14, 4.5-3 - This finding appropriately identifies potential erosion and sediment 
impacts due to agricultural development. The finding refers to potential mitigation measures that 
consist of educational outreach in order to address sediment and erosion impacts from these land 
uses. Unfortunately this "mitigation,, measure does not provide any assurance that actual impacts 
will be mitigated (other than on slopes in excess of 35%). We recommend modifications to the 
County's grading ordinances that will require implementation of erosion and sediment control 
measures for all agricultural developments. We support the suggested mitigation measures for 
addressing modifications to runoff rates from land with slopes greater than 35%. However, we 
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can identify no technical justification as to why this slope criteria was used. We suggest the 
criteria be modified to require that all agricultural developments implement measures to reduce 
erosion and sediment discharges and modification to runoff rates. Mitigation measures such as 
stream and wetland buffer areas, use of cover crops, etc. are widely used in agriculture and are 
cost-effective and feasible. 

EIR Page 10-14, 4.5.4 This finding indicates that impacts due to wastewater disposal will be 
fully mitigated due to current and proposed policies. We do not concur. It is apparent that current 
growth patterns are driving development into areas where community wastewater treatment is 
not currently available. As a result of this, onsite systems (including package wastewater plants) 
have been approved in areas where onsite disposal is very problematic. We recommend that 
growth occur in areas where infrastructure, including sewer, are available. Non-standard 
wastewater systems should be monitored to assess degradation to ground water quality. Existing 
systems that are causing pollution or nuisance should be made to abate such impacts in a timely 
manner. 

EIR Page 10-14, 4.5.5 This finding recognizes that growth patterns will result in the decline of 
ground water levels. This impact not only will result in impacts to existing wells, but may result 
in a loss of water in streams and wetlands. This potential impact is proposed to be mitigated by 
voluntary practices to infiltrate runoff. While we support outreach and education to help in 
avoiding impacts on ground water supplies, we do not agree that these measures alone can avoid 
significant impacts. We encourage the County to implement conservation measures to maximize 
water resources. In addition, the County should implement a comprehensive ground water 
planning effort to quantify aquifer storage, recharge and extraction in order to evaluate potential 
impacts from future land use decisions. 

EIR Page 10-15, 4.5.8 This .finding correctly identifies the fact that changes to drainage 
patterns related to development can result in adverse impacts to the geomorphology of stream 
systems. The policy seems to focus on evaluating potential impacts on a project-by-project basis 
by utilizing flood control design practices. The suggested mitigation ignores the cumulative 
impacts of development on watersheds. Runoff quantity (both peak discharge rates and total 
discharge volume) as well as time of concentration are factors of overall watershed development. 
The County should evaluate individual watersheds in order to determine the cumulative impacts 
of development-related runoff discharge and base future development-related mitigation 
measures on the results of this study. Such cumulative impact studies are currently being 
developed in Ventura County to deal with development pressures. 

EIR Page 10-16, 4.5.8 - This finding correctly identifies potential flood risks due to storm water 
runoff discharges associated with development. However, the finding seems to equate streams 
and rivers with "storm drain systems". While streams and rivers, especially those with intact 
floodplains and riparian zones, can provide some attenuation for increased runoff flows 
associated with development, they should not be considered an extension of the County's storm 
drain system. These waterways are waters of the state and need to support many beneficial uses. 
Development-related impacts should be mitigated as close to the project as possible and should 
occur prior to causing an impact to surface waters. Increased runoff and sediment discharges due 
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to development have contributed to flooding and have led to high-impact stream modification 
projects. We suggest watershed-based mitigation measures as described in the comment above. 

EIR Page 10-16, 4.5.9/10/11-These findings identify potential impacts due to development and 
activities conducted within floodplains. While the programs and policies referred to in these 
findings provide some mitigation for these impacts, they do not fully reduce impacts as claimed. 
It appears that the protections ignore some activities that could occur within floodplains (roads, 
grading, etc) and do not apply restrictions to all classes of waters. Floodplain protections need to 
extend to all waterways and address all land modification activities within these areas. 
Headwater streams, smaller ephemeral waterways, wetlands and other surface waters need 
protections in order to prevent flood impacts. 

EIR Page 10-17, 4.6.1- This finding correctly identifies development-related impacts to special 
species and their habitat. The mitigation section only refers to fish species and "other fishery 
resources". The discussion ignores other plant and amphibian species that have been severely 
impacted by development in the County. These species are associated with wetlands, which are 
"surface waters". There is no commitment to mitigate for impacts to the California Tiger 
Salamander, nor are there sufficient protections to identify and protect vernal pools and other 
wetland areas that are habitat for these other species. The mitigation for fishery impacts calls for 
"actively participating in the FishNet4C program". Although we support this participation, we do 
not agree that this is appropriate as a mitigation measure. It is our understanding that the County 
has not yet implemented their road maintenance program, which was developed as part of the 
FishNet4C effort. We strongly recommend that this County developed plan be implemented as 
soon as possible. 

EIR Page 10-18, 4.6.3 -This finding refers to 'jurisdictional" wetlands. Please clarify that state 
and federal jurisdiction differ in this area. Since wetlands are waters of the state and have 
recognized beneficial uses to protect, they should receive protections similar to other surface 
waters. Unfortunately, the County policy does not provide these protections. County land use 
decisions can directly impact wetlands and therefore the County needs to mitigate these impacts. 

Many wetlands are not mapped and a significant portion of wetlands in Sonoma County have 
been lost or degraded beyond functional value. Based on the important values and functions of 
wetlands for flood control, wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge, and water quality, we are 
concerned that the potential for future wetland impacts in Sonoma County are underestimated in 
the DEIR. 

The DEIR states that "mapping of all jurisdictional wetlands in the county is not available at this 
time" (4.6-36). The DEIR goes on to state "areas which continue to support wetlands, riparian 
corridors, and vernal pools on valley floors tend to be constrained by flooding or permanent 
inundation" ... which "continue to minimize the potential use in these areas". Our observation, 
based on recent development proposals, is that development is occurring in these areas at a rapid 
rate. Many isolated riparian and seasonal wetlands in Sonoma County are likely not constrained 
by flooding or inundation for long periods and are not inherently "protected" by limited potential 
for future use. In truth, the location of all jurisdictional wetland areas in Sonoma County are not 
known to state and federal regulators and these wetlands may occur outside of designated 
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marshes and wetlands identified in the DEIR. In order to adequately address potential impacts to 
remaining wetlands in Sonoma County, county staff should 1) prioritize the completion of 
mapping of wetlands, including isolated vernal pools, in Sonoma County in co-operation with 
state and federal regulators~ and 2) more frequently utilize the knowledge and expertise of state 
and federal agency staff in the issuance of both ministerial and discretionary projects in and near 
biotic habitat areas. Often, a site visit or assessment by qualified personnel is necessary to 
properly identify and delineate jurisdictional wetlands. 

EIR Exhibit 4.5-3 - The source for this exhibit is the California 303( d) List and TMDL Priority 
Schedule established by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in 1998 and 
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 1999. Please be advised 
that this is not the most current or accurate listing, nor does it include the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
which is listed as impaired for low dissolved oxygen, nitrogen, phosphorus, 
sedimentation/siltation, and temperature. The Russian River impairment for temperature and 
pathogens are also not mentioned in the DEIR. 

The DEIR should address impacts to all impaired waterbodies identified by the 303(d) list 
established by the SWRCB in 2002 and approved by the USEPA in 2003, including the Laguna 
de Santa Rosa. The DEIR should address opportunities and strategies to reduce overall impacts 
in an effort to achieve water quality standards within the Laguna de Santa Rosa and other 
impaired waters. The most recent 303(d) list for the North Coast Regional Water Board is 
available online at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/docs/2002regl 303dlist.pdf. 

Water Resource Element 

This section describes water resources within the County and describes how this element relates 
to other related elements. The section describes, in general, other regulatory programs that 
complement the County's resource protection efforts. The section also contains proposed Goals, 
Objectives and Policies intended to help minimize impacts to water quality. Many of the 
proposed policies are vague and unclear. In addition, it appears that there is no clear assurance 
that these policies will actually be implemented and monitored for effectiveness. While we do 
not believe these measures go far enough to protect water quality, there should be a clear 
commitment for recommended policies, with an implementation schedule and monitoring 
program in order to rely of these policies for CEQA mitigation measures. In addition, the 
discussion within this element does not appear to recognize that wetlands are a type of surface 
water. The narrative section of this element should be revised to clarify this fact. 

_

Our specific comments on this section are as follows: 

Section 3.2, Groundwater, Goal WR .. 2 - is to "manage groundwater as a valuable and limited 
shared resource." In this section, Sonoma County admits that there "is limited factual data ... to 

l
fully assess the (groundwater supplies) problem or to formulate a comprehensive management 
strategy." Policy WR-2i indicates that a groundwater management plan would be prepared for 
comprehensive groundwater assessment areas, as resources permit (Policy WR-2j), and as 
recommended by the Board of Supervisors. The Regional Water Board considers the completion 
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L of comprehensive groundwater assessments for the major groundwater basins in the County a 
priority f or the protect10n · o f all bene f icial uses o f groundwater. 

 
Policy WR .. lc- Please be aware that the intent of the storm water program is to ensure that 
discharges of storm water runoff from municipal storm drain systems are in compliance with 
water quality objectives by utilizing best management practices to the "maximum extent 
practicable". Unfortunately, the proposed policy does not reflect this requirement. 

Policy WR-le- We appreciate the recognition for the TMDL efforts that the Regional Water 
Board will be implementing in Sonoma County. However, the statement applies a "maximum 
extent practicable" standard for compliance with adopted TMDLs. Please be aware that 
regulations require the Regional Water Boards to implement policies intended to ensure that 
impaired water bodies be restored to ensure compliance with water quality standards. The term 
"maximum extent practicable" is not appropriate in this context. 

Policy WR .. lK This policy supports the development of wastewater treatment alternatives for 
areas with "widespread septic system problems which are a health concern". We recommend 
that this section implement a commitment to implement sanitary surveys and other assessment 
methods to help identify septic problem areas. In addition, pursuant to the policy's goal 
statement, ground water impacts should be prevented in order to ensure that waters are suitable 
for their established beneficial uses. It should not be necessary to identify an actual public health 
impact before implementing protection measures. 

Policy WR .. lo As stated above, impacts from failing septic systems should be abated upon 
evidence of pollution and not only after a demonstrated health hazard has been identified. If a 
septic system is causing or contributing to exceedance of a state drinking water standard, 
abatement measures should be implemented. By waiting for a direct health hazard to occur, the 
County is not protecting the users of ground and surface water resources. 

Section 2.4 - This section contains language regarding groundwater aquifers. Included in this 
section is language discussing human activities that degrade groundwater quality. As you know, 
there have been considerable impacts to groundwater quality associated with chemical and 
petroleum use. We suggest that this section be augmented to describe potential impacts due to 
spills and dumping of hazardous-type waste, overuse or inappropriate use of pesticides, leaking 
fuel tanks, etc. 

Open Space and Resource Conservation Element 

Biotic Resources 
Section 3.1 .. Policy for Biotic Habitat Areas - Marshes and Wetlands 
Marshes and wetlands are specifically recognized for their high biological resource value and 
importance for water recharge and filtration. Other functions of wetlands not mentioned in this 
section are prevention of soil erosion and sediment control, recreation value, educational and 
research value, and open space and aesthetic value. 
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The Regional Water Board works with other regulatory agencies in review and approval of 
projects which impact or have the potential to impact wetlands through the Clean Water Act 
Section 401 Certification and Waste Discharge Requirment process. Beneficial uses of wetlands 
are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region (Basin Plan). In the 
Policy for Biotic Habitat Areas, Marshes and Wetlands section, the Regional Water Board needs 
to be added to the list of agencies which are involved with the regulation of and/or jurisdiction of
wetlands, in addition to the USACOE, USFWS, and CDFG. 

Policy OSRC.-7b - For the protection of water quality and habitat values, a 100-foot setback 
from a designated marsh or wetland may be an adequate buffer. However, some wetlands may 
require a greater than 100-foot buffer. Ground disturbance on steep slopes could be a potential 
source of increased soil erosion and sedimentation to an adjacent wetland. In cases where steep 
slopes exist on the margins of a marsh or wetland, a site assessment should be required to 
evaluate and/or mitigate the impacts of ground disturbance. 

The policy allows for a reduction in the 100-foot setback "based upon a site assessment and 
appropriate mitigation". Where setbacks for wetlands are reduced less than 100 feet for both 
ministerial and discretionary projects, the county should require a site assessment and regulatory 
approval. The policy (OSRC-7b (l)(b) as presented, does not define what would be considered 
adequate or appropriate mitigation required for a setback reduction to 50 feet or less for wetland 
impacts in ministerial permit applications. It is the unique role of regulatory agencies, not County
staff, to assess and approve appropriate mitigation for negative impacts to wetlands. 

Biological Resources 
Policy OSRC-7v - The mitigation measure for Biological Resources 4.6-1 Special Status Species 
is to encourage participation and continue to actively participate in the FishNet4C Program. The 
Regional Water Board is not aware that Sonoma County has actively implemented the 
FishNet4C Program and there is no schedule for implementation or indication how Sonoma 
County will implement the FishNet4C program. 

Section 3.2 - Policy for Riparian Corridors - The Regional Water Board recognizes the 
benefits of a healthy riparian corridor in maintaining beneficial uses of surface water. As such, 
the Regional Water Board supports the protection and restoration of perennial, intermittent and 
ephemeral streams. We consider the protection of ephemeral streams essential to the protection 
of water quality. Ephemeral streams are not mapped or shown on USGS topographic maps and 
are not recognized in the DEIR. 

Policy OSRC-8b/c - We are in agreement with Sonoma County on proposed changes to the 
General Plan that would expand and increase riparian protections. In the past, riparian setbacks 
have not been well protected under the Sonoma County General Plan. This has led to degradation 
of streams county- wide. Policy OSRC-8b and c would establish streamside conservation areas 
along both sides of designated Riparian Corridors and would include those areas in the Biotic 
Resources combining districts. Furthermore, riparian corridors on the mainstem Russian River 
would be increased to 200 feet and for all other designated perennial and intermittent streams to 
100 feet. Please be aware that riparian areas are determined by proximity to a watercourse and 
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not necessarily by the presence of riparian vegetation. Protections should be implemented even 
in riparian areas where disturbance has already occurred. 

Policy OSRC-Sc ( 6) - This policy refers to the "mechanical removal of vegetation" for grazing 
areas. Mechanical removal needs to be more clearly defined. It is not clear if mechanical 
removal of vegetation would be permitted for other allowed uses listed in this section. To support 
increased protection of water quality for designated streams, no vegetation removal should be 
allowed within the streamside buffer or setback areas. Large vegetation features such as trees or 
dense vegetation located near and at a distance from a stream can provide canopy shade, filtering 
of sediment and pollutants, provide habitat connectivity, and promote lower surface water 
temperatures beneficial to fish and other aquatic species. These issues need to be considered in 
cases where the County would consider reducing the recommended 200 and 100-foot setbacks. 
Please refer to Enclosure 2 for more information on the importance of preserving and 

 
maintaining terrestrial habitat connectivity related to wetland, riparian, and other aquatic 
resources. 

Grading activities in setback areas should be avoided and exemptions for grading within 
recommended setbacks should be strongly discouraged. 

Policy OSRC-8c (3) - Negative impacts to the water quality of streams in Sonoma County have 
resulted from a lack of protection of riparian corridors. T6 allow new agricultural cultivation, 
including removal of vegetation, grading and disking, in the outer half (50 feet) along 
intermittent streams, is a policy that may not effectively reduce impacts unless mitigation is 
required. Tributary streams are especially important for maintaining high water quality 
downstream. The protection of riparian buffers from these activities will protect water quality 
and stream stability and will help individual property owners from having to implement other, 
more costly, non-point source protection measures. 

Public Safety Element 

Policy PS-21- In the floodplain management section, policy PS-21 states: "Consider developing 
regulations that require the use of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques to prevent and 
reduce stormwater runoff from future development." We strongly support the use of LID in 
order to protect natural areas, minimize potable water use, recharge depleted aquifers as well as 
for protecting water quality. Unfortunately, this language is not binding and will not result to a 
reduction of negative impacts from stormwater runoff, loss of habitat, loss of groundwater 
recharge, etc., in future development projects within Sonoma County. Retention and infiltration 
of stormwater for development projects will lead to a decrease in erosion, sediment, and 
pollutants to surface water and an increase of local infiltration. Incorporation of LID stormwater 
controls, systems and practices needs to be a priority for Sonoma County and should be required 
for all future discretionary projects considered for approval by Sonoma County. Furthermore, 
requiring incorporation of LID techniques within development projects should be discussed 
under multiple Policy Elements within the DEIR as an appropriate mitigation measure to protect 
water, biological, and soil resources. Please see Enclosure 3 for various LID resources. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County of Sonoma's General Plan 2020 DEIR. 
We hope you will consider these comments during your environmental review process. If you 
have any questions, please contact John Short at ishort@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~L......_ __ 

Catherine E. Kuhlman 
Executive Officer 

04 l 706jls_SonomaCounty _ GP2020_DEIRComments.doc 

Enclosures: 1) Sonoma County General Plan 2020 DEIR: Identification of Potential Water 
Quality Impacts and Required Analyses 

2) Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity Related To Wetland, Riparian, and Other 
Aquatic Resources 

3) Low-Impact Development Resources 

cc: State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, 1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, 
CA 95812-3044 (w/o enclosures) 

Mr. Oscar Balaguer, SWRCB, 401 Program Manager, Clean Water Act Section 401 
Certification and Wetlands Unit Program 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: April 20, 2006 

To: Bob Gaiser, Permit and Resource Management Department 

CC: Randy Poole, Pam Jeane, Mike Thompson, Jay Jasperse, Renee Webber, Bill Keene, 
Marc Bautista 

From: Erica Phelps ~ 
SUBJECT: County of Sonoma 2020 General Plan Draft EIR 

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Agency) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the County of Sonoma General Plan 2020 and submits the following comments. 
Comments have been grouped by general comments to the DEIR and specific comments where 
Agency staff found technical information to be inaccurate, outdated, or omitted. Where specific 
comments were made, the DEIR section, subsection, and pages are referenced. Text suggested to be 
removed has been strikethrough and additions to text are in bold. 

GENERAL DEIR COMMENTS: 

1. There is uncertainty in the Agency's ability to provide water supply to its water contractors 
beyond its existing water right permit amount of 75,000 acre-feet per year (AFY). In planning for 
future water supply, PRMD should not assume that the Agency will be able to deliver current 
allocations allotted under the Eleventh Amended Agreement. The EIR acknowledges that this 
allocation was premised on the buildout of certain Agency facilities whose construction is now 
precluded as a result of result of litigation and requires State Water Resources Control Board 
approval of increases in the Agency's water rights. In addition, the BIR acknowledges that 
changes in regulations to protect listed salmonids could affect the Agency's ability to deliver the 
full allocation allotted under the Eleventh Amended Agreement. The BIR should discuss any 
impacts related to water supply that would occur as a result of future projects if the Agency is 
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unable to deliver this water from the Russian River system in the future. In addition, alternative 
sources of supply to serve the water demands of the General Plan and future projects should be 
identified and the environmental impacts of the use of alternate sources should be analyzed. 

2. The EIR should acknowledge that summertime demands on the Agency's water transmission 
system may exceed the reliable capacity of the transmission system. All water customers have 
been requested to implement water conservation measures, recycled water projects and/or increase 
the use of local ground water supplies to reduce demand on the Agency's transmission system 
throughout the summer. 

3. The Agency's Board of Directors recently directed Agency staff to work with its customers to 
maximize water conservation practices, maximize recycled water use, and utilize local supplies to 
balance Russian River water supply. The General Plan and EIR should address the following: 

• the development and implementation of a series of programs to promote and to affect the use 
of recycled water for agricultural purposes and for irrigation in existing and future commercial 
and residential developments in order to reduce average daily potable water use; 

• the establishment of standards for more efficient water use in future commercial and 
residential developments in order to reduce average daily water consumption; 

• and the development and implementation of a series of programs to facilitate the installation 
of reclaimed waterlines to provide recycled water for use in selected future 
commercial/residential and viticulture developments. 

Water demand estimates for new projects or developments should reflect reductions expected 
from implementation of water conservation best management practices, use of recycled water, and 
water~efficiency standards for new development. The EIR should provide sufficient detail to 
illustrate how reduction in demand from these programs is calculated into the overall water supply 
needs for the General Plan and future projects. 

4. The Agency is nearing completion of a comprehensive multi-year Groundwater Basin Study for 
the Sonoma Valley, Alexander Valley, and Russian River Valley. In addition, the Agency and 
other public entities are embarking on a comprehensive groundwater basin study for the Santa 
Rosa Plain. The Agency recognizes that some cities and local water suppliers may rely on local 
groundwater as either a primary or supplemental source of water. Given the uncertainty regarding 
the status of existing groundwater supplies, the Agency requests that entities using groundwater 
do so in a manner that promotes the long-term sustainability of groundwater basins in the County. 
In addition, when ongoing groundwater basin studies are complete, the Agency will provide 
copies to the appropriate cities and local water suppliers for managing their use of local 
groundwater supplies. The EIR should address any potential impacts to groundwater that may 
result from the General Plan and future projects if groundwater is ultimately used for water 
supply. 

5. The EIR should address the following information regarding flood control protection and 
capacity. The Agency performs flood control activities '?n many natural creek waterways and 
constructed flood control channels. Since 1991, the Agency has modified stream maintenance 
practices due to changing environmental regulations including the federal Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). BSA-protected species within the Agency's flood control areas include but are ·not 
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limited to three salmonid species (coho salmon, Chinook salmon, and steelhead). In addition, 
some of the Agency's channels have been designated critical habitat by NOAA Fisheries and/or 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Currently, stream maintenance practices within natural 
waterways are limited to removal of debris posing a serious threat of flooding or debris deposits 
having a detrimental effect on fisheries habitat or channel stability. Wholesale vegetation removal 
is no longer permitted in natural creek waterways. Within constructed flood control channels, 
current maintenance practices include primarily vegetation control along channel bottoms and 
periodic sediment removal. The effect of these changed maintenance practices for both natural 
waterways and constructed channels is a large-scale regeneration of riparian habitat in these areas. 
Consequently, their original capacity has been diminished, and the potential for flooding has 
increased. A hydraulic capacity assessment conducted by the Agency confirmed diminished 
capacity in constructed channels. The Agency is working with National Marine Fisheries Service 
and other regulatory agencies to develop a stream maintenance program that will maximize the 
habitat and flood protection values of the channels maintained by the Agency. Based on this 
information, PRMD should account for this increased flood risk with any development related to 
the General Plan by including a hydraulic capacity assessment that addresses the risks of flooding 
due to diminished channel capacity in channels that affect, or are affected by, the General Plan 
and future projects and an analysis of the impact of the General Plan and related development on 
fl~ri~. 

6. Recent studies performed by the Agency and the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers analyzed 
hydrologic conditions for the Central Sonoma Watershed Project and concluded that natural 
waterways and constructed channels within the watershed would experience flows during a 100-
year storm event greater than anticipated by the original design for those facilities. Consequently, 
the area's existing flood control facilities may provide a lower level of flood control protection 
than originally anticipated. The EIR should include information regarding the design capacity of 
waterways within the General Plan area, or affected by the General Plan and related development, 
and describe the portions of the project area subject to a 100-year flood, taking into account the 
lowered levels of flood protection due to increased flows and diminished channel capacity. 

7. For all site-specific improvements, Agency staff recommends that the drainage design for the 
General Plan and related development be in compliance with the Agency's Flood Control Design 
Criteria. However, compliance with this Design Criteria does not provide assurance that 
flooding will not occur and will not, by itself, mitigate all flooding risks. 

8. Incremental increases in fill material within the 100-year floodplain will reduce the flood capacity 
and/or obstruct the flow of floodwaters of the creeks within project area watersheds and may 
cause a significant cumulative increase in flood risk. Incremental increases in runoff due to 
paving or surfacing from new development may similarly cause a significant cumulative increase 
in flood risk within the project area and in areas upstream and downstream from the project area. 
The EIR should specifically identify: waterways affecting or affected by the General Plan, runoff 
expected to be generated by development in the area; capacity of waterways affecting, or affected 
by, development in the project area (taking into account increased flows and diminished waterway 
capacity); the 100-year floodplain and any anticipated development or fill to be located in the
floodplain; and cumulative impacts on flooding and exposure to flood hazards due to the General 
Plan and other reasonably foreseeable projects. 
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SPECIFIC DEIR COMMENTS (GROUPED BY RESOURCE SECTION) 

 
4.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES 

Russian River Watershed Page 4.5-8 

Please add the Sonoma County Water Agency after the reference to the NCRWQCB in the sentence 
referring to water quality monitoring in the Russian River watershed. 

Russian 

 
River Watershed Page 4.5-8 

Text within the DEIR states: 

Erosion and sedimentation in the main stem is often associated with peak releases from dams. 

The relevance of the above-sentence to setting information is unclear. 
-

·  Russian River Watershed Page 4.5-8 and 17 

Text within the DEIR states: . 

Recreational users and malfunctioning individual septic systems contribute to the introduction of fecal coliform 
bacteria into the river. 

However, in the Pathogens discussion on Page 4.5-17, text within the DEIR describes the source of 
pathogens as follows: 

The presence of coliform bacteria in water, which are normally found in the intestines of humans and animals, 
signals that disease-causing pathogens may be present. .. Pathogens enter water through wastewater discharges, 
leaking septic systems, and from animal waste, including from animal concentration areas such as feedlots and 
dairies. 

The two paragraphs appear to be inconsistent regarding the source of coliform bacteria and other 
pathogens. 

Austin Creek Subbasin Page 4.5-9 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

The Austin Creek subbasin is located in east west-central Sonoma County. 

Laguna de Santa Rosa Subbasin Page 4.5-12 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Flooding in the lower reaches of the Laguna de Santa Rosa is from backwater effects during major flooding along 
the Russian River and is a significant problem along low lying areas in the eity cities of Sebastopol and Rohnert 

Park. 

Stemple  Creek Subbasin Page 4.5-14 

The DEIR describes "non-intensive" agricultural production in the Stemple Creek subbasin. Please 

 
clarify the term "non-intensive" as it relates to watershed protection and agricultural practices such as 
dairy manure lagoons management and other dairy waste. 
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Pathogens Page 4.5-17 

Text within the DEIR states: 

Giardia and cryptosporidium are also pathogens that are occasionally found in public water supplies ... 

Although the above sentence is factually correct, it should be noted that Cryptosporidium has very 
rarely been identified within the Russian River. 

Groundwater Page 4.5-18 through 20 

Information contained in Exhibit 4.5~3, Sonoma County 303(d) list is based on outdated information. 
Agency staff suggests that the information within the DEIR reflect more recent data from the State 
Water Resources Control Board. 

The following sentences should be modified as follows: 

(Page 4.5-19) Land Areas vary widely in their recharge capability, depending on soil conditions, topography, an

the underlying geology. 

(Page 4.5-19) In some cases, multiple aquifers occur, separated by less permeable or impermeable (clay) layers 
called aqaacludes aquitards. 

(Page 4.5-20) Groundwater provides an important portion of the water supply for the unincorporated areas of 

the County in addition to the cities of Sonoma, Sebastopol, Cotati, Rohnert Park, and Petaluma. 

The following sentence appears on page 4.S-20: 

The term safe yield is defmed as "the maximum quantity of water which can be withdrawn annually from 
groundwater supply under a given set of conditions without causing an undesirable result." 

Please clarify how the definition for "safe yield" was determined. 

The following sentence appears on page 4.5-20: 

Given the changes in land use and population that have occurred over the past 30 years, information regarding 

groundwater resources in Sonoma County is outdated and may not represent current conditions. 

The Agency and USGS are currently developing a comprehensive evaluation for groundwater 
conditions in the Sonoma Valley, Alexander Valley and the Santa Rosa Plain. 

Groundwater Issues, Page 4.5-20 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

When the rate of groundwater withdrawal exceeds the rate of recharge and occurs over a prolonged period of tim 

groundwater levels can drop dfamatieally and the aquifer may become overdrafted. 

Local Well Interference, Page 4.5-21 

Please remove the following sentence: 
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Potential Groundwater Management Problem Areas, Page 4.5-21 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

The historic use of groundwater resources in some areas of the county has resulted in a decline of the localized 

groundwater table. 

Please update the following rows in Exhibit 4.5-5 Summary of Groundwater Basins: 

The effeeteEI ftfe&; ealled the eo:ae of depi:essioa, is usaally a eoae shaped loweting of the water table, withia 
whieh the leeal aq_wfer is dewateFed. 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

The land area above the ease ef depression the localized area of decreased water levels is called the area of 

influence. If the localized areas of groundwater declines from the eones of depressioa ef two or more adjacent 
wells everiap, there is said to be well interference. 

Groundwater Basin 
(subbasins in italics) 

Surface Area 
(square miles) 

Groundwater 
Aval/abll/ty 
Class( es) 

Notes 

Alexander Valley 
Cloverdale Area Groundwater 
Sub basin 

Groundwater elevations may be 
declining in some areas; USGS 
currently conducting studies. 

10 I & IV 

Alexander Groundwater Subbasin Groundwater levels relatively stable; 
USGS currently conducting 
studies. 

37 I, III, & IV 

Santa Rosa Valley 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 
Subbasin 

Gre~mdw:aief le:r.rels ha:T;e aeeliaeel iB 
125 I & III the past ia same areas USGS 

currently conducting studies. 

Napa~Sonoma Valley 
Kenwood Valley Seme ees.eemB ever leoal well 

interfeFeaee effeem aad \.Vater le:r;el 
8 I deeliaes USGS currently 

conducting studies. ' 
L.r.========================================================~ 

r 
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~ 
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Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin Page 4.5-25 

Please add the following sentence: 
The subbasin adjoins the Petaluma Valley subbasin to the south, in the Penngrove area. SCW A and USGS are 

currently conducting a study to characterize groundwater conditions within the Santa Rosa Valley 

Groundwater Basin. 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Subbasin Page 4.5-25 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Ia reseat years, As a result of the City of Rohnert Park S\.Yitehea switching its primary source of municipal water 

supply from groundwater to water supplied by the SCW A, water levels have stabilized some-what since the early 

:J..15 
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1990s, with recharge and pumping currently thought to be in rough equilibrium. 

Napa-Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin Page 4.5-27 

Please remove the following sentence: 

BeBBet Valley is loeated se-veral miles sol:lt:li ef Santa Rosa. Gro'.vth ana vineyard dtwelopment that uses 
greaadwater may have s&:aiaea the lim:ited a:'railable water in this area. 

Bennett Valley is not located within Sonoma Valley. 

Groundwater Areas of Concern Page 4.5-28 

Please modify the following heading: 

Groundwater Areas of Concern (Non-Groundwater Basins) 

Bennett Valley Page 4.5-28 

The following sentences should be modified as follows: 

Bemtet Bennett Valley is located approximately three miles south of Santa Rosa and contains an alluvial 

aquifer. The area is loeated within the Napa ·Sonoma Voleanies Greandwater Ilasin, but eontams as alluvial 
aquifer. 

To address grouad\vater- basin issaes, the Soaoma Count)' Beare of Supervisors direeted Coant)' staff The Board

of Directors of the sew A directed staff to work with the USGS, the 8CWA, and other local stakeholders to 

develop a cooperative study work program to systematically evaluate groundwater resources within the county's 
major groundwater basins (the Sonoma Valley, Alexander Valley, Santa Rosa Plain, and the Petaluma Valley 
basins). 

Groundwater Studies Page 4.5-29 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

The cooperative study between the USGS and sew A is intended to enhance the current knowledge of 

groundwater resources within Sonoma County ... 

Groundwater Management Page 4.5-37 

The following sentence is incorrect 

In California, surface water rights are regulated by the State, while groundwater is managed by a variety of local 
entities with a wide array of regulatory authority. 

The sentence above makes it appear that local entities manage all groundwater. Groundwater is not 
managed by local entities in all areas; private property owners manage groundwater in other areas. 

AB 3030 Groundwater Management Plans Page 4.5-39 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

~5 j col'\t,. 
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There are no adopted groundwater management plans in Sonoma County. Recently however, the s.GWA Board of 

Directors of SCWA directed the Geaei:al Maaager / Chief Bagieeer staff to prepare a work plan for Board 

consideration detailing the steps necessary to develop a groundwater management plan under AB 3030 for the 
Sonoma Valley. 

Also, in December 2005, USGS, SCW A and other local stake holders cooperated in the Santa Rosa Plan 
Groundwater Study. Additionally, in 2001, the SCWA and USGS initiated a four-year study of the Sonoma 

Valley and Alexander Valley groundwater basins. 

Policy WR-2c: Page 4.5-57 

(7) Reguire pump tests for new high capacity wells to avoid well interference. 

Please clarify and quantify "high capacity wells" and clarify or define "avoiding well interference" within the 
EIR . 

 Policy WR-lw: Page 4.5-59 and 60 

Peliey WR lw: Rer1ise the CoHB:ty' s fleed eoat:rol desigB eriteria te ifielade a seetiOB oa stream geomorphie 

anaJysis ea to a:peate ift.formatiOB oB bask preteetiea ae.e ei:esieB eoBtFel te meef:f30Fate bieteehnieal bask 

stahilizlaaea meth:eds fer the P\:1.:l'P0Se efpi=e';entmg eresiOB ea siltatiOB in Elmiaege s:wales ae.a streams. 

RespensRdlity and MeeiieFing The Beare ef Sapervisers ·.voulEi he FeSfleBsibl-e for adapting the re•1ised poliey 

prepesee in Mitigat4ea Measllfe 4.5 8 as part efthe GP 202Q. The PRMD weuld be respeasible fer 
implementafiea ef Peliey V/R lw 8flti de'1elopmg the fleod eoBtfel desigfl eriteria. 

The Agency is currently updating the Agency's Flood Control Design Criteria and thus believe that 
Policy WR-lw is unnecessary and should be deleted. Additionally, the Agency is responsible for 
developing 

 
the County's flood control design criteria. 

Impact 4.5-9 Increased Flood Risk from Drainage System Alteration: Page 4.5-59 through 63 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Implementation of Policy PS-ls would~ that allow the SCWA he i=espeasible for prieriti-ziflg to prioritize 

and unelertakiag undertake flood hazard mitigation projects ea a eea'ffBu.eus hasis on selected waterways subject 
to the policies of the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element. 

The Agency is a special district with an independent Board of Directors and thus could not be required 
by the County to implement specific projects. 

Impact 4.5-12 Failure of Levee or Dam: Page 4.5-66 through 67 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Larger dams whose potential failure ... and the Coyote Valley Dam built in 1958 ... 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

However, it is recognized that levees along the Russian River below Coyote Valley Dam are the responsibility of 
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the Corps of Engineers. 

Additionally, the Agency maintains levees in the Alexander Valley above the Russian River. 

Please update the following sentence: 

Levees in these areas probably represent the greatest risk of levee failure, and several farms levees along the lower

Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek failed during flood events as recently as ..J..998. 2005. 

4.9 PUBLIC SERVICES 

OtherSCWA Customers: Page 4.9-7 and 8 

When referencing Agency customers who are authorized to divert water directly from the Russian 
River and report it under the Agency's water rights permits, please include the Occidental Community 
Services District. 

Water Supplies in Unincorporated Areas: Camp Meeker Park and Recreation Department: Page 4.9-9 

Please update the following sentence: 

The District's extractions from the Russian River underflow are expected to be authorized and reported under 

SCWA's water rights permits in the future. 

Water Supplies in Unincorporated Areas Occidental Water Company: Page 4.9-9 -

Please correct the name of the "Occidental Water Company" to the "Occidental Community Services 
District." · J
Exhibit 4.9-5 Water Use Data/or Major Water Suppliers in Sonoma County: Page 4.9-9 

Please correct the name of the "Sea Ranch Water System" to the "Sea Ranch Water Company" and the 
"Geyserville Water System" to the "Geyserville Water Works." 

Recycled Water and Reuse: Page 4.9-16 . 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Recycled water is wastewater that has undergone primary, secondary and oeeasioaally often tertiary treatment. 

Wastewater Management Services- Environmental Setting 

Conventional Wastewater Treatment Plants: Page 4.9-33 

The following sentence should be modified as follows: 

Exhibit 4.9-9 presents ... Bodega Bay Public Utility District, Graton Community Services District and Forestville. The 
Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District (CSD) treatment facility and Penngrove Sanitation Zone is located within the 
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 
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Exhibit 4,9-9 Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Methods and Exhibit 4.9-10 2020 Wastewater Treatment 
Capacity, Surplus, and Defieits: Page 4.9-34 and 38 

Information within the exhibits 4.9-9 and 10 is outdated with more recent information available for 
review. Additionally, footnote [b] in both exhibits states average dry weather flow (ADWF) as the 
lowest average total flow over a period of30 consecutive days for all sanitation districts or zones. It 
should be noted within the BIR that not all sanitation districts and zones listed in exhibits 4.9-9 and 10 

.. use the same criteria to determine ADWF. 

5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

No Project Alternative 

Public Services 

Impact 4.9-1 Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Urban Service Areas: 
Page 5.0-32 

Text within the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to 
water supplies. However, subsequent discussion within the text states: 

, .. the No Project Alternative also would not result in additional affordable housing sites or other proposed land 

use cbmiges that would increase urban water demand. Therefore, future water demand in these areas would be 

slightly less under the No Project Alternative than under the Draft GP 2020. 

This text appears to contradict the conclusion that the No Project Alternative would result in a 

 
significant impact to water supplies. 

Impact 4.9-3 New or Expanded Water Supply Facilities: Page 5.0-33 
. 

Text within the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to 
existing water supply and water treatment facilities. However, subsequent discussion within the text 
states: 

As noted above, this alternative could generate local water demands less than, equal to, or greater than that of the 

Draft GP 2020 depending on the location. 

The above text appears to be ambiguous in regards to impacts to water supply and water treatment 
facilities. 

Impact 4.9-4 Increased Wastewater Treatment Demand: Page 5.0-33 

Text within the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to 
wastewater services due to the uncertain feasibility of adding or expanding services to meet demand 
under this alternative. However, subsequent discussion within the text states: 

As a result, demand for wastewater services would be slightly less under this alternative. 

This text appears to contradict the conclusion that the No Project Alternative would result in a 
significant impact to wastewater services. 
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Impact 4.9-5 New or Expanded Wastewater Facilities: Page 5.0-33 . 

Text within the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to new 
or expanded wastewater services. However, subsequent discussion within the text states: 

As described in Impact 4.9-4 Increased Wastewater Treatment Demand, increased wastewater flows generated by 

the No Project Alternative would necessitate new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. 

As stated in Agency comment for Impact 4.9-5, the text in Impact 4.9-5 appears to contradict the 
conclusion oflmpact 4.9-5. 

Mitigated Alternative 

Public Services 

Impact 4.9-2 Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of Rural Private Domestic, 
Small Municipal, and Agricultural Wells: Page 5.0-74 

Please update the following sentence: 

Similar to the Draft GP 2020, the No Projeet Mitigated Alternative would result in a significant impact to well 

water supplies. 

Impact 4.9-3 New or Expanded Water Supply Facilities 

Text within the DEIR states that the Mitigated Alternative would result in a less-than-significant 
impact to new or expanded water supply facilities. Text within the DEIR states: 

... this alternative does not include expansion of wastewater systems to accommodate planned growth. This lack 

of expansion would substantially reduce construction of new water facilities, in spite of demand. 

The EIR should analyze the potential environmental impacts to water quality if the construction of new 
wastewater systems is not implemented to accommodate planned growth. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. For questions regarding Agency comments, please contact 
Marc Bautista at 547-1998 or email bautista@scwa.ca.gov. 
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AIR OlIALITY 

MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT 

ALAMEOA COUNTY 
Roberta Cooper 
Scott Haggerty 
Janet Lockhart 

Nate Miley 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
Mark DeSautnier 

Mark Ross 
(Vice-Chair) 

Michael Shimansky 
Gayle B. Uilkema 

(Chair) 

MARIN COUNTY 
Harold C. Brown, Jr. 

NAPA COUNTY 
Brad Wagenknecht 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 
Chris Daly 

Jake McGoldrick 
Gavin Newsom 

SAN MATEO COUNTY 
Jerry Hill 

(Secretary) 
Carol Klatt 

SANTA ClA.RA COUNTY 
Erin Gamer 

Yoriko Kishimoto 
Liz Kniss 

Patrick Kwok 

SOLANO COUNTY 
John F. Silva 

SONOMA COUNTY 
Tim Smith 

Pamela T orliatt 

Jack P. Broadbent 
<ECUTIVE OFFICER/APCO 

April 17, 2006 

Susan Dahl 
County of Sonoma 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 

Dear Ms. Dahl: 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff have reviewed 
your agency's Draft Environmental hnpact Report (DEIR) for the Sonoma County 
General Plan Update 2020 (plan). The plan's goals, objectives and policies will 
guide land use and development in the County. District staff are providing 
comments on both the plan and the DEIR. 

Comments on the General Plan Update 2020 

District staff have reviewed the plan and recommend that the "Air 
Resources" section include additional air quality information. The plan should 
providing readers with information on the potential health impacts of air pollution, 
including those impacts from specific pollutants such as ozone, diesel particulate 
matter and wood smoke. It should also describe the sources of odors and toxic air 
contaminants (e.g., transportation, construction, etc.) and their potential adverse 
impacts in more detail. The plan should also clearly identify the different 
responsibilities in regulating air pollution by the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the Northern Sonoma County 
Air Pollution Control District (NSCAPCD) and the District. The plan should state 
that local jurisdictions have primary authority to establish development policies and 
require mitigation measures to lessen adverse impacts to air quality from land use 
projects. 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

District staff have reviewed the DEIR for the plan and support the "Draft 
General Plan 2020 Alternative," which the DEIR identifies as the environmentally 
superior alternative. The DEIR states on page 5.0-65 that Alternative 3, "The 
Mitigated Alternative/' would reduce air pollution over the proposed plan by 
incorporating roadway and transit improvements. The DEIR, however, does not 
substantiate this assertion. Adding new traffic lanes for single-occupancy vehicle 
(SOV) use in the Bay Area is often only a short-term solution to congestion. New 
lanes increase overall system capacity, and then can be filled up by latent travel 
demand until the area again becomes congested. Tilis can happen because driving 
temporarily becomes more convenient and there is less incentive to use 
transportation alternatives, carpool, work and shop closer to home, avoid 
discretionary trips and travel during non-peak periods. In the long-term, roadway 
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Ms. Susan Dahl -2- April 17, 2006 

capacity expansions can result in greater dependence on automobiles, increased air pollution, and 
other significant environmental impacts. An analysis of Alternative 3 that identifies latent 
demand may show that the planned highway improvements would result in more automobile 
travel and higher emissions from mobile sources. 

The DEIR identifies an increase in ozone precursors from plan buildout as a significant 
and unavoidable impact (Impact 4.3-1) and recommends some policies to help mitigate this 
impact. District staff have determined that the proposed policies demonstrate a reasonable effort 
to implement Transportation Control Measures {TCMs) l, 4, 5~ 6, 9, 12, 14, 19, and 20 from the 
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. While these recommended policies will help reduce the severity 
of potential air quality impacts, the District recommends that the County include additional 
policies that can further lessen the severity of the identified significant impact. Specifically, 
District staff recommend adding policies that will support implementation of TCMs 10, 13, 15, 
16, 17, and 18 from the 2005 Ozone Strategy. Following are recommended sample policies the 
County could include in the General Plan that could further reduce air quality impacts: 

TCM 10: Support transportation infrastructure projects that increase safety and encourage 
children to walk or ride a bicycle to school. 

TCM 13: Collaborate with local transit agencies to: 
•establish mass transit mechanisms (e.g., for the reduction of work-related and non
work related vehicle trips; and 
• promote mass transit ridership through improved wayfinding signage for transit 
facilities and careful planning of routes, headways, transit stops, origins and 
destinations, and types of vehicles. 

TCM 15: Adopt design guidelines and local ordinances that minimize off-street parking, 
including allowing for a reduction in minimum parking requirements in areas that 
manage on-street parking with market-pricing and/or are well-served by transit. 

TCM 16: Make public education material about the BAAQMD' s Spare the Air program and 
Spare the Air Tonight program available at County public events and meetings, on the 
County's website and at County offices. 

TCM 17: Explore and promote opportunities to implement carsharing programs at new or 
existing developments where such programs are feasible. 

TCM 18: Provide disincentives for single-occupant vehicle trips through parking supply and 
pricing controls in areas wl1ere supply is limited and alternative transportation modes 
are available. 

The DEIR identifies exposure to odors and toxic air contaminants (TACs) as a potentially 
significant impact (Impact 4.3-3). District staff recommend that Policy OSRC-161 he amended 
to apply to all sources of TA Cs and odors in addition to US l 01. Additionally, a policy should 
be added to the plan that requires new development proposals to include a full evaluation of any 
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potential impacts on surrounding land uses from TACs associated with the project. If the 
impacts are found to be potentially significant, the policy should require implementation of a 
mitigation measure which includes notification of future and/or existing sensitive receptors of 
any potential health impacts. Additionally, The California Air Resource Board's (ARB) Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides helpful 
guidance on air quality and siting issues for some land uses. The handbook can be downloaded 
from ARB's website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htrn.. We recommend the County refer 
to ARB' s handbook when considering the siting of new residential uses and other sensitive 
receptors in order to avoid conflicts with existing sources ofTACs. We recommend that the 
final plan include a map of existing sources ofTACs in the County which identifies the proposed 
land uses adjacent to these facilities. 

Impact 4.3-4 "Exposure to Industrial Diesel Truck Emissions" identifies a potentially 
significant impact from exposing sensitive receptors to diesel emissions from increased diesel 
truck traffic and recommends adding policy OSRC-16m to mitigate the effects of diesel exhaust. 
While we generally support the incorporation of this measure and the establishment of trip-based 
thresholds that trigger mitigation requirements, we recommend that the policy prioritize on-site 
mitigation to reduce impacts before implementing an off-site mitigation program. Given that 
diesel emissions tend to have localized impacts, an off-site mitigation fee could reduce overall 
diesel emissions and, therefore, ambient concentrations of this TAC. However, sensitive 
receptors adjacent to affected roadway(s) could still be exposed to unhealthy levels of diesel 
particulate matter. Additionally, all diesel engines could emit unhealthy levels of TACs and we 
recommend reducing both on-road and off-road emissions from diesel engines used in projects' 
operation and construction by implementing feasible mitigation measures. Feasible on-site 
mitigation measures could include: maintaining properly tuned engines; minimizing the idling· 
time of diesel powered constmction equipment to three minutes; using newe:r engines (i.e., 2000 
or newer); using add-on control devices (i.e., diesel oxidation catalysts or diesel particulate 
matter traps) on older engines; using cleaner fuels (i.e., low-sulfur diesel or biodiesel); phasing 
the construction of the plan; and limiting the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment. The 
District is currently in the process of revising our CEQA significance thresholds. We 
recommend including a policy in the plan that requires consistency between County developed 
thresholds and the District's current and future thresholds. 

Construction activity in the County will generate particulate matter emissions (Impact 
4.3-2: "Increased Particulate Emissions"). We recommend the implementation of all feasible 
dust control measures listed in Table 2 of the BAAQMD CEQA GUidelines: Assessing the Air 
Quality Impacts of Prqjects and Plans (1999), including the optional control measures when 
applicable. As noted in the previous paragraph, diesel engines used in construction could also 
emit TA Cs that may have an impact on nearby sensitive receptors. We recommend including a 
policy in the plan that requires implementation of all feasible control measures to reduce 
combustion emissions from construction equipment. 

The DEIR identifies the plan's potential to increase the demand for energy in the County-
from future land uses and transportation systems (Impact 4.12-3) as a significant and 
unavoidable impact Increasing the demand for electricity, natural gas, and gasoline may result 
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in an increase of criteria air pollutant emissions from combustion, as well as an increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions, which can impact regional air quality. District staff recommend 
strengthening the language in Policy OSRC-14d to require a minimum l 0% reduction in energy 
use below Title 24 standards in all new construction projects. The County could also consider 
adding a policy that would lead to the development of green building measures for both 
municipal buildings and private developments. Green building measures could include but are 

· not limited to the use of: super-efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) 
systems; light-colored and reflective roofing materials, pavement treatments and other energy 
efficient building materials; shade trees adjacent to buildings; photovoltaic panels on buildings; 
solar water heating; and natural light and energy-efficient lighting. Sonoma County has recently 
established ambitious greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. We commend the County for 

· this step, and urge the County to include aggressive policies and programs throughout the 
General Plan to reduce emissions contributing to climate change. 

We recommend that the FEJR evaluate the effectiveness of new policies and mitigation 
measures identified in this comment letter both qualitatively and quantitatively (when possible). 
Any recommended policies or mitigation measures considered infeasible should be identified in 
the FEIR as well as the justification for that determination. District staff would also like the 
County to provide a copy of the proposed response to the District's comments at least 10 days 
prior to certifying the FEIR. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Douglas Kolozsvari, 
Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-4602. 

Sincerely, 

JR:DK 

cc: BAAQMD Director Tim Smith 
BAAQMD Director Pamela Torliatt 
APCO Barbara Lee, NSCAPCD 
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March 15, 2006 

Mr. Robert Gaiser & Mr. Scott Briggs 
Sonoma County 
Permit & Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Mr. Gaiser and Mr. Briggs: 

Sonoma County General Plan Update (Draft GP 2020) - Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) 

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) 
in the environmental review process for the Sonoma County General Plan Update. The following 
comments are based on the DEIR. 

1. The document lists numerous impacts on State highway facilities as significant and 
unavoidable. As lead agency, Sonoma County is responsible for all project mitigation, 
including any needed improvements to State highways. The document needs to address how 
funding for the implementation of mitigation measures to offset the cumulative impacts to the 
state highway system will be provided. The County should consider the introduction of a 
regional transportation mitigation fee program, through which developers would contribute 
their "fair share" towards facility improvements once a project's impact has been determined. 

2. Some potential mitigation measures for significant and unavoidable impacts on State 
facilities are addressed along with reasons why they may not be feasible (funding, 
environmental constraints, etc.). If environmental or other concerns in some areas prevent 
necessary improvements from being implemented, the County should consider postponing 
project approval until feasible and adequate mitigation has been identified and put in place. 
For the proper assessment of impacts and mitigation measures, we refer to the project-level 
review of development proposals. 

3. Pages 4.2-32 to 4.2-39 and pages 4.2-41 to 4.2-44: For urban arterials where significant 
impacts have been identified, we suggest that measures to promote bicycle and pedestrian 
travel on these route segments, or on appropriate parallel routes, be incorporated into the 
mitigation measures where not otherwise included in traffic calming measures. For rural 
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arterials where significant impacts have been identified, we suggest that measures to promote 
bicycle travel on these route segments, or on appropriate parallel routes, be incorporated into 
the mitigation measures where not otherwise included in traffic calming measures. 

4. Impact 4.2-4 (Congestion at Key Intersections throughout the County): The list of key 
intersections includes State Route (SR) 121 at SR 116. Please note that the Department has 
completed studies evaluating two alternatives at this intersection: Signalization and 
roundabout design. The project was not approved for funding in 2006 and another funding 
request will be submitted in September of this year. For further information you may also 
contact the Sonoma County Transportation Authority. 

5. The Freeway section of the document indicates that SR 12 is not regularly monitored by the 
Department, although until 2003, the Department monitored all freeway segments in Sonoma 
County at least twice a year, not only congested sections. Subsequently, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) has continued to monitor selected locations. The County 
may want to contact MTC for further information regarding the freeways addressed in this 
document. 

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call or 
email Ina Gerhard of my staff at (510) 286-5737 or ina gerhard@dot.ca.gov . 

District Branch Chief 
IGRJCEQA 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Ca/trans improves mobility across Cal!fomia" 
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March 22, 2006 

Mr. Bob Gaiser 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
25 50 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

JO 

Subject: Comments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Public 
Hearing Draft and the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Update Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Gaiser, 

The Town Council held a public meeting on March 15, 2006 to review and 
comment on the Sonoma County Draft General Plan 2020 (GP 2020) and project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the General Plan Update. The 
following comments on the DEIR are submitted for your consideration and 
response: 

Land Use, Housing and Population 
The DEIR identifies two sites totaling 5. 79 acres located within the Sonoma 
County Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan. The Town provides domestic water 
to the industrial development within the Plan area and may provide recycled water 
for irrigation in the future. The Town is obligated to provide water service to 
commercial development but not to residential development. Policies proposed in 
the Draft General Plan Update provide that the housing proposed for the Airport 
Specific Plan Area is more properly sited in cities where services are available. 

Should the county receive an application for affordable housing in the area, we 
recommend that the project submit water and energy audits for evaluation by the 
Town prior to county approval of the project. The Town's goal is to conserve 
water and energy resources for future residents of the potential low and very-low 
income housing units. 

Amendment of the Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan is necessary to allow 
affordable housing in the Specific Plan Area. The Town requests that specific 
mapping and a plan of service be provided to the Town for review and comment. 
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GP 2020 proposes policy LU-2B, which states: "Evaluate all city/county projects 
which affect the unincorporated area for consistency with the General Plan. Work 
with the applicable city to resolve any inconsistencies in a manner which is 
consistent with the County General Plan." In the spirit of this GP 2020, the Town 
is interested in protecting the unincorporated areas within the Town's Urban 
Growth Boundary from development inconsistent with the Town's General Plan. 
The Town cannot provide water and sewer service to these areas until they 
become part of the Town and requests that the county consult with the Town prior 
to any project approval within the Town Urban Growth Boundary. 

GP 2020 Objective LU-14.3 states: "Maintain compact urban boundaries for 
Windsor and Healdsburg. A void extension of urban services beyond designated 
boundaries. Retain large parcel sizes within the future expansion area of 
Healdsburg to allow for efficient development upon annexation." 

We request that this objective also be extended to the unincorporated area 
between the Town limit and our Urban Growth Boundary. Policies should be 
proposed for the future expansion area west and south of the Town. The Town's 
General Plan contains policies prohibiting extension of urban service until the 
expansion area of the Town is annexed. The Town will also consider annexation 
of unincorporated property owned by the Town and outside of the Urban Growth 
Boundary as utility property. Urban services will not be extended into the utility 
sites. 

Open Space and Resource Conservation 
Within the Town of Windsor Planning Area to the east of Town, we would like to 
work cooperatively with Sonoma County when requests are made for the 
development of telecommunication facilities. The Town has an interest in 
protecting the viewshed between the Town and the eastern foothills. 

The county's Aggregate Resources Management Plan manages aggregate mining 
adjacent to the Russian River. Continued or expanded aggregate mining could 
have a significant adverse effect on the Town's Russian River Well Field. The 
Town is concerned about the potential adverse impacts on water quality resulting 
from mining north of Windsor and the protection of the public water supply 
derived from groundwater adjacent to the river. 

Circulation and Transit 
The Circulation and Transit Element includes numerous objectives and policies 
that propose the establishment of a regional traffic mitigation fee or other 
equivalent mechanism to address the impacts of development within the 
incorporated municipalities upon the circulation system in unincorporated areas of 
the county. Details of the implementation of the contemplated regional traffic 
mitigation fee are not provided. Should such a fee be established, the Town 
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should assure that the sources of the fees and the improvements to which they are 
allocated equitably reflects not only the impacts of development within the Town 
upon the county's circulation system, but also the impacts of development within 
the county upon the Town's circulation system. Traffic generated by development 
within the Sonoma County Airport Industrial Area is currently placing significant 
demand upon the Town's circulation system, and substantial additional 
development is planned. The Town facilities primarily affected at this time are the 
Shiloh Road Interchange, Shiloh Road and Skylane Boulevard. Additional Town 
facilities may be impacted in the future by additional development or increased 
occupancy within the Airport Industrial Area. Impacts of development in the 
Airport Industrial Area upon the Town's circulation system should be reflected in 
the sources and allocation of any regional traffic mitigation fee to be established. 

The current need for improvements to relieve congestion and impacts to adjacent 
facilities resulting from the traffic demand of the Airport Industrial Area is _
recognized in the following: 

Circulation and Transit Program 10: Airport Industrial Area Improvement l
Funding: Program Description (p. 300): The County would utilize the 
countywide traffic model as a foundation to prepare a detailed operational analysis 
of traffic congestion and intersection improvement on Airport Boulevard, serving 
the Airport Industrial Specific Plan Area. The analysis would identify all of the 
operational improvements necessary to meet LOS objectives and identify costs 
and a funding formula that would pay for capacity and operational improvements. 
The portion of the funding shared by existing and future development at the 
airport would be assessed through creation of an assessment district, traffic 
mitigation fees and/or similar mechanism (Policy reference: CT-6g). 

Policy CT-6g (p. 294): Utilize the County traffic model to identify operational 
improvements necessary to reduce congestion in the Airport Industrial Specific 
Plan Area. Update traffic mitigation fees, or establish an assessment district or 
similar mechanism to fund the planned capacity and operational improvements. 

The Town supports implementation of the above at the earliest practical time and 
assurance that the funding thereof is equitably addressed. Completion of 
additional circulation improvements, provided for in the Sonoma County Airport r

Industrial Area Specific Plan (e.g. the southerly extension of Brickway Boulevard 
I

across Mark West Creek to River Road), is also supported by the Town. l
1

Circulation and Transit Program 6, Capital Project Plan/Budget, Program 
Description (p. 299), should be revised as follows: I

I
The County would utilize the capital project plan to establish priorities and 
scheduling for roadway construction projects and transit facility construction 
through a combination of revenue sources, including traffic mitigation fees, the 
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general fund and categorical grants, such as UMTA and TDA from federal and 
state programs and other County, city and developer contributions (Policy 
reference: CT-1 a). 

The Town supports Policy CT-6d (p. 293), which reads as follows: 
Encourage trucks transporting gravel from the Eastside Road area to use Eastside 
Road to Old Redwood Highway to access US 101 rather than Windsor River 
Road through downtown Windsor. 

Water Resources 
In Section 3.3 of the Water Resources Element, the first two paragraphs at the top 
of page 229 should be revised as follows: 

Large water systems serve the county's cities as well as some of the larger 
unincorporated communities. The largest system is operated by the SCW A in the 
Russian River Watershed. This system stores runoff from rainfall in the Eel and 
Russian River Watersheds in the Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma reservoirs, 
diverts it from large collector wells beside the Russian River, and transmits it 
primarily to the cities of Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Rohnert Park, Cotati and Sonoma, 
the Sonoma County Industrial Arefl, the unincorporated Forestville and Valley of 
the Moon areas and the North Marin Water District. The supply of water has been 
generally adequate to meet demand in the past, but challenges remain to supply 
water to Russian River water users in the future, including potential reduction in 
water diverted from the Eel River, the capacity of water transmission systems and 
the ability to secure water rights. More critical, however, is the potential effect of 
the recovery of threatened and endangered anadromous fish species on water 
supply and system operations in the Russian River basin. 

Other large water systems in the county include those 
serving such communities as Bodega Bay, Sea Ranch, Occidental, Geyserville, 
Larkfield, Camp Meeker, Kenwood and Guerneville. 

In the Water Resources Element, note should be taken of Policy WR-3n (p. 232), 
which reads as follows: 
Public water suppliers who currently utilize water from the SCW A system will, to 
the maximum extent feasible, utilize water from the SCW A system and other 
surface water sources instead of groundwater. 

The Town has currently fully developed its existing entitlement from its Russian 
River Well Field under agreement with SCW A. No practical surface water 
sources are available to meet additional water demand. The Town's Water System 
Master Plan provides for future demand to be met from groundwater wells. 
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Additional comments will be forwarded regarding potential impacts from 
expanded uses and operations at the Sonoma County Airport prior to the close of 
the comment period. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. Please send the Town 10 
copies of the Final EIR Response to Comments when completed. 

Sin~0 
Sam Salmo~ '(14 ~ 
Mayor 

Cc: State Clearinghouse 
Town Council 
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April 5, 2006 

Bob Gaiser 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RE~""~·-~yv~:o · 

APR U 7 2006 

Subject: Supplemental Comments on the Sonoma County 
General Plan 2020 Public Hearing Draft and the Sonoma County 
General Plan 2020 Update Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Gaiser, 

The Windsor Town Council held a public meeting on April 5, 2006 to 
review and provide additional supplemental comments on the Sonoma 
County Draft General Plan 2020 (GP 2020) and project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the General Plan Update. 
The following supplemental comments on the DEIR and GP 2020 are 
submitted for your consideration and response: 

Air Transportation Element 

The GP 2020 Air Transportation Element guides the future growth and 
development of aviation activity and airport development activity 
through the year 2020. The Town of Windsor is located immediately 
to the north and east of the Sonoma County Airport. The Town's 
25,000 citizens experience noise impacts from aircraft operations at 
the airport and noise impacts from over-flying aircraft:. The Town has 
received noise complaints regarding both airport operations and 
aircraft over-flights. 

The DEIR states that air operations at the Sonoma County Airport are 
consistent with the project noise levels in the Draft GP 2020 Air 
Transportation Element and policies and programs contained in the 
GP 2020 would reduce noise impacts to less than significant. 

The DEIR states that expansion of the Sonoma County Airport to full 
development as outlined in the GP 2020 could result in an additional 
7. 71 square miles (the amount of land within 5 5 to 60 dB contours) 
being placed within the conditionally acceptable category. Will this 
additional area include the Town of Windsor? If noise mitigation is 
required within the Town related to the increased area, what entity is 
responsible for mitigation? 

The Draft GP 2020 states that within the Air Transportation Element, 
the transportation demand is higher than the analysis used by the 
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Sonoma County Comprehensive Airport Land Plan (CAL UP). The 
noise contour map used for GP 2020 is from CALUP, showing project 
noise contours for the year 2010. The noise contours are based on the 
CALUP's 225,000 annual operations, while the GP 2020 predicts 
annual operations at Sonoma County Airport at 255,200. Will the 
county be responsible for updating the noise contour map to conform 
to the Air Transportation Element's 2020 annual operations forecast? 

The Town supports GP 2020 Objective AT-3-3 that would encourage 
the move to quieter, new technology aircraft at the Sonoma County 
Airport. Further, the Town supports Policies AT-3b through AT-3g to 
limit nighttime operations to quieter aircraft, noise complaint 
management, and the use of quieter commercial passenger aircraft. 

The Town Council considers the adverse effects of over-flights and 
noise generating aircraft operations on the Town from the Sonoma 
County Airport to be a significant environmental impact. The Town 
Council strongly recommends the following mitigation measures: 

1. Adoption of a noise abatement ordinance by Sonoma County 
for the Sonoma County Airport. The noise abatement 
ordinance should be completed within 90 days of adoption of 
the GP 2020 and include modifications to current flight paths 
over the Town by using the primarily western approach to 
abate noise. 

2. Preparation of a noise abatement brochure by Sonoma County 
for the Sonoma County Airport. The brochure should 
summarize the proposed noise abatement ordinance, provide 
contact information for noise complaints and provide 
information on how to identify offending aircraft. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR and GP 2020. 

Sincerely, 

Sam Salmon 
Mayor 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
Town Council 
Matt Mullan 

l:\60 - Planning & Building Dept\Planning Department\06\06-1 !\Air Transporation Element\April 5 
Letter Of Council Comment.Doc 



California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 
A~eucy Secretmy 

Mr. Bob Gaiser 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON SONOMA COUNTY'S GENERAL PLAN 2020 DRAFT 
EIR 

Dear Mr. Gaiser: 

We have reviewed Sonoma County's General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) that evaluates whether the policies within the Policy Elements (PE) will adequately 
mitigate for future development within the unincorporated areas oftbe County. The Water 
Board staff's (staff) comments address both the County's impacts analysis and the policies that 
govern the regulation of groundwater and surface waters, and the protection of water quality and 
habitat within the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek watersheds. The staff strongly supports 
the County's plans to implement a 100 feet streamside conservation setback and establish 
Streamside Conservation Areas (SCA) throughout the County. But the staff does not support the 
numerous exemptions that allow agricultural and specific development uses to circumvent the 
SCAs. The staff supports the County's plans to: implement Low Impact Development (LID) 
measures in order to maintain pre-development hydrologic conditions and promote groundwater 
recharge; and to limit the fill of floodplains and natural areas adjacent to floodplains. The 
staff's comments are discussed below and address the following policy areas: streams and 
riparian corridors; stormwater; groundwater; erosion; and floodplains. 

While staff supports many of the policies in the DEIR and the PEs, we are concerned about a 
number of general issues including the scheduling for the close of comments on the DIER and its 
related PEs, and the weakness in the policy language for policies that are used to mitigate for 
specific impacts. The comment period for the DEIR and the PEs are months apart. The final 
comments for the DEIR are due on April 17, 2006, but the PEs will not be finalized till later in 
the year. The purpose of the DEIR is to examine the adequacy of the policies within the PEs to 
mitigate for those impacts identified in the DEIR. Therefore, if there are significant changes to 
the PE policies the County should provide another opportunity to review and comment on the 
BIR before it is finalized or adopted. --

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612 
(510) 622-2300 •Fax (510) 622-2460 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/san franciscobay 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 
Governor 
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Mr. Bob Gaiser 

Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft DEIR - 2 -

The policies within the DEIR and the PEs should contain clear and binding language that would 
result in the implementation of the stated policies. In both the Open Space and Resource 
Conservation (OSRC) and the Water Resources (WR) Elements, the words "must" and "shall" 
are seldom used within the actual policy language. The narratives describing the policies often 
use "must" and "shall" but the policies themselves have much more flexible language. Unless 
the language in the policies is binding then they aren't likely to mitigate for the impacts 
identified in the DEIR. Accordingly, we request that policy language be strengthened to be more 
specific and binding. 

The staff's comments on the specific policy areas are discussed below. 

STREAMS AND RIPARIAN CORRIDORS 

Protection of Stream Corridors 
The staff strongly supports the County's efforts to establish a SCA Policy and implement setback 
policies to be consistently applied throughout the County. The County's new SCA setback 
policies should be applied to all new and redevelopment projects and all new and replanted 
cropland. And while the staff supports the establishment of the SCAs and the implementation of 
the SCA setback requirements, the exceptions to the 100 feet setback as detailed under the Policy 
OSRC-8c within the Policy for Riparian Corridors section, substantially weaken the intent of 
Goal OSRC-8 which is to "protect and enhance riparian corridors." 

The proposed exceptions would allow for increased development within the SCAs. 
Development within the SCAs would result in additional pollutant loads to Sonoma Creek and 
the Petaluma River which are already listed on the 303 ( d) list as impaired for pathogens, 
sediment, and nutrients. Sonoma Creek is in the process of having a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) developed to control loads of sediments and pathogens into the watershed and the 
Petaluma River is also having a TDML developed for pathogens. 

Designated Streams and Riparian Corridors 
Objective OSRC 8.1 only provides for the protection of streams and their associated riparian 
corridors as identified by the United States Geological Service (USGS) 2003 survey. The USGS 
survey covers perennial streams and intermittent streams with regular flows and is based on the 
National Hydrography Dataset. While the survey includes the major waterbodies it is not 
comprehensive enough to include all waterbodies within Sonoma County which can only be 
detem1ined by a countywide survey based on an on-the-ground survey. 

Staff recommends that the County change the language in Goal OSCRC-8 to include all streams 
instead of just "selected streams." The County should also expand Objective OSCRC 8.1 to not 
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only include the blue and dashed lined streams identified by the 2003 USGS survey but also any 
drainage feature that has a defined bed and bank. 

Agricultural Lands 
Policies OSRC-8c (3) (4) and (13) would allow the SCA setbacks to be reduced in half for the 
planting of new crops and the replanting of existing crops. Farm practices such as turning around 
machinery at the end of the crop rows would further reduce the 50 linear feet setback to 25 linear 
feet. These exceptions to the SCA setback policy greatly weaken the policy. 

Staff recommends that the County require that new and replanted crops be planted 100 linear feet 
back from the top of bank of streams and farm machinery tum arounds not be allowed within the 
SCA setback in order to protect the stream banks and riparian vegetation. 

Management of Cattle 
The staff does not support Policy OSRC-8c ( 6) that would allow livestock within the stream 
channel and the 100' setback. Allowing livestock in the stream and within the setback can lead 
to erosion of the creek banks and the channel bottom and also would increase the load of 
sediment and pathogens into the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek watersheds that are already 
impaired for these pollutants. Instead, the County should encourage livestock managers to 
provide an alternative water supply such as a water trough to keep cattle out of the stream. 

Development Within the SCA Setbacks 
Policies OSRC-8c (2)(c) would allow for the expansion of existing facilities within the SCA 
setback. This policy would allow development within the setback and would increase impacts to 
riparian habitat. 

Policies OSRC-8c (2)( d) would allow development within the SCA if the property was deemed 
"unbuildable." This policy would also allow development within the setback and would increase 
impacts to riparian habitat. 

The staff recommends that the County not adapt Policies OSRC-8c (2)( c) and (2)( d). If the 
County does adopt Policies OSRC-8c (2)( d) the policy should designate a minimum setback of 
50 to 75 feet and require the mitigation that is already proposed in the policy. 

Anadromous Fish Habitat -
The DEIR identifies the areas in the County where anadromous fish populations occur 
(Steelhead, Coho, and Chinook) which includes many parts of Sonoma Creek and a number of 
its tributaries and a few tributaries to the Petaluma River. While Figure 4.6-6 is difficult to read, 
it does map where the listed fish species occur, but it does not identify potential fish habitat 
which should include both the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek and additional tributaries. 
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The County should more accurately map and assess the impacts to the populations of existing 
anadromous fish populations and potential fish habitat within the Petaluma River and Sonoma 
Creek Watersheds. For example, any watershed greater than one square mile in size that does 
not have an impassable barrier near its mouth can be considered as potential habitat for steelhead 
and rainbow trout. Similarly, all of the main stems of the large rivers and streams may provide 
potential habitat for Chinook salmon including the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek. The 
Center for Ecological Management and Restoration produced a report in 2005 entitled Historical 
and Current Status of Steel head/Rainbow Trout that could be consulted to update the fish habitat 

_ figures and discussions in the DEIR. 

Impacts to Streams and Wetlands 
For all projects that will result in the fill of waters of the State including streams or wetlands, the 
County should require that PRMD provide applicants with copies of the Joint Aquatic Resource 
Permits Application (JARPA) and the Board's 401 Water Quality Certification Application. The 
County should also have the applicant contact the Board for any project and permit coverage 
questions. 

STORMWATER 

Implementation of Existing Stormwater Regulations 
The Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek watersheds are impaired due to sedimentation. Roads, 
both during and after construction, are a leading source of sediment in these watersheds. As 
such, the County should apply the Phase II stom1water management measures to road 
construction, road maintenance, and development projects throughout the unincorporated areas 
in the County and not just to the urbanized areas. This would enable the County to work towards 
meeting Goal WR-1 which is to "protect, restore and enhance the quality of surface and 
groundwater resources to meet the needs of all beneficial uses" and Policy WR- 1 c which is to 
"prioritize stormwater management measures in coordination with R WQCB direction, focusing 
first upon watershed areas that are urbanizing and watersheds with impaired waterbodies. Work 
cooperatively with the RWQCBs to manage the quality and quantity of stormwater runoff from 
new development and redevelopment." 

Low Impact Development (LID) 
The staff strongly supports the development and implementation of County regulations that 
would require the use of LID techniques to reduce peak flows, treat stormwater runoff, reduce 
flooding, and allow for infiltration that would in tum increase the groundwater recharge rates on 
the development site. The LID requirements should be binding for new and redevelopment 
projects that will increase impervious surfaces and concentrate stormwater flows. 

__
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NPDES Construction and Industrial Permits 
The County should require that the Permit and Resource and Management Department (PRMD) 
provide appropriate permitting documents for projects that need coverage under the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Statewide Construction and Industrial 
Permits. Specifically PRMD should have on-hand and give to applicants the following 
documents and forms; the NPDES Construction or Industrial Permits; Notice oflntent (NO!), 
and the Permit Fact Sheets. 

GROUNDWATER 

GW Assessment and Protection 
The staff strongly supports the County's increasing commitment to groundwater protection and 
the expansion of its groundwater assessment activities throughout the County. 

Monitoring 
The staff supports the County's development of a comprehensive hydrogeologic assessment 
program that will include establishment of a groundwater database and monitoring program. 
During a meeting on February 3, 2005 with Supervisor Mike Kerns and representatives from the 
County, Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Water Board (Board), a commitment was made 
to extend the comprehensive hydrogeologic assessment to include monitoring for potential 
cumulative groundwater impacts to surface water base-flows in Cold Springs Creek, a tributary 
to Lichau Creek. 

Saltwater Intrusion j 
In the Hydrology and Water Resources - Impacts and Mitigation Measures section, the County 
states that saltwater intrusion is a potential threat to the groundwater in the low-lying areas of the 
Petaluma River and the Sonoma Creek basins near San Pablo Bay where wells pump 
groundwater from aquifers that are hydrologicaly connected to saltwater. The County claims 
that no mitigation is required for saltwater intrusion because the County has not yet developed 
specific analyses and testing requirements. The staff thinks that this potential groundwater 
impact should be mitigated for by the development of a groundwater study evaluating the threat 
to groundwater resources from salt water intrusion which would then be incorporated into the 
well permitting process. The groundwater resources in these areas are important to the 
agricultural community and the County should do everything it can to protect this resource. 

I Y 
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EROSION 

New Erosion Control Standards 
The County plans to update Chapter 25 of the Sonoma County Code to incorporate new erosion 
control standards and Best Management Practices (BMPs). Please expand this erosion control 
policy and specifically expand Policy WR-1 b to require that all road construction and road 
maintenance is done according to the FishNet4C program. While the FishNet4C program is 
included as a requirement under Policy OSRC-8c, the policy only applies to roads and utility 
lines that cross over streams and does not include applying the FishNet4C erosion control 
measures to the County's road construction and road maintenance erosion control practices. 

New Flood Design Criteria 
The staff supports the addition of policy WR-lw to the WR which would revise the County's 
flood control design criteria to include a section on stream geomorphic analysis and the inclusion 
of biotechnical bank stabilization measures to prevent the erosion and siltation of drainages and 
streams. 

FLOODPLAINS 

Zero Net Fill Ordinance 
The staff supports the County's plans to expand the zero net fill ordinance to all unincorporated 
areas within Sonoma County that are subject to flooding. The staff recommends that the county 
specifically require that applicants first avoid any development within the floodplain to the 
maximum extent possible and if that is not possible then all mitigation should be done on-site in 
order to maintain the on-site floodplain functions. 

Limit Fill of Floodplains 
The staff supports Policy PS-2k that would limit the fill. 

The staff recommends that the County define the types of areas that the policy applies to 
otherwise the policy would be open to interpretation for each project. For example the policy 
could apply to flood hazard zones or existing floodplains, and include other natural detention 
areas and areas adjacent to floodplains. 

Overall, the staff commends the new direction that the County has taken to protect the County's 
streams and riparian corridors and to assess the quality and quantity of existing groundwater 
resources throughout the County. We particularly support the introduction of a number of new 
policies and the expansion of existing ones including the development of LID regulations and the 
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expansion of the zero net fill ordinance. However, the staff does not support the setback 
exceptions to the SCA policy. The staff looks forward to working with the County to protect the 
diversity of natural resources in the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek Watersheds. 

If you have any questions, please contact Abigail Smith at (510) 622-2413, or email 
asmith@waterboards.ca. gov. 

Sincerely, 

Abigail Smith 
Acting Section Leader 
North Bay Counties Section 

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area's waters for over 50 years 





CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5260 

\X ( 415) 904- 5400 

April 17,2006 

Lisa Posternak 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

SUBJECT: Sonoma County General Plan Update 

Dear Ms. Pasternak: 

ARNOLD 
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Staff of the California Coastal Commission has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Sonoma County General Plan Update. We are encouraged that the County has 
identified a number of policy improvements to address the impacts associated with the update of 
the County's General Plan. We are particularly interested in the effects of the proposed General 
Plan Update on land use and development, agricultural resources, water quality and biological 
resources, among others, within the coastal zone and coastal watersheds. 

It is our understanding that the County will soon begin the process of updating the Certified 
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) to incorporate the proposed changes to the General Plan. The 
recommendations in the Draft BIR relating to the protection of agricultural and biological 
resources, and water quality represent a positive first step. As the DEIR did not provide detail 
regarding implementation of the recommended polices, we are unable at this time to provide 
comments or guidance on ordinance development. However, we believe that strong policy 
direction and clear implementing ordinance language is necessary for an effective LCP. We 
look forward to working closely with County staff throughout this process to improve and 
strengthen the LCP policies and ordinances. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIR. Our staff is available to work with County 
staff as revisions to the LCP proceeds. If you have any questions, please contact me at ( 415) 
904-5265. 

Sincerely, / .. 

CPf'~Jcte~J 
Alfred Wanger 
Deputy Director 
Energy, Ocean Resources and Water Quality Division 
California Coastal Commission 
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(Town) 

Ms. Brend. a s Ad J · eman 

(Zip Code) 

February,2006 
Commissioner Richard Fogg: Chair 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Chairman Fogg and Commissioners: 

I am a supporter of Russian River Watershed Protection Committee and an advocate of 
strong water quality measures, especially for the Russian River. I urge you to share this 
letter with PRMD staff and your fellow Commissioners. I also request that you add my 
name and address to your list of concerned citizens so that I might receive notices of 
future meetings and the availability of important documents concerning the Sonoma 
County General Plan. I would appreciate a response to my questions below. 

I support the Water Resources Element proposed in the General Plan Update. There are 
many goals, objectives, and policies contained therein that support the Russian River 
watershed and its many uses. Unfortunately, there are some flaws both in the 
documents (Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report) and th_e process 
itself. These documents are extremely complex and the public has not been allowed 
enough time to study them and prepare meaningful comments. We ask that you extend 
the comment deadline by 30 days. It's only fair that the public have a reasonable 
amount of time to review a plan that will affect their lives for the next fifteen years. 60 
days is simply not enough time. 

I wish to inquire about a few other concerns. 

• In regards to water quality, what is the cumulative impact on health and the 
environment from unregulated chemicals such as pharmaceuticals and personal 
care products that are discharged into waterways after being processed by 
wastewater treatment plants? Is it. safe to eat the fish and swim in the river? 

. • What will be the impacts on recreational activities in the -lower Russian River if 
urban areas rely exclusively on Russian River water supplies during low flows? 

At what point will new growth be limited if water supplies are inadequate? 

(Date) 
RECEIVED 

FEB 7 B 2006 
PERMIT AND RE!:K:i_. . .:-.. .. 

MANAGEMENT DEPAFn'Mr.:ff
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Comments # 15 through # 180 
are duplicative. 

The original comments are 
available for review at the 

PRMD Comprehensive 
Planning Office at 

2775 Mendocino, Suite #203, 
or by request by calling 

(707)565-7389. 





°"

TO: Sonoma County Planning Commission Att: Bob Gaiser 

FROM: I BI 

(address) 
~-*.;zrights V,,~1teY.~ CA 94515 
c~~~ . 

SUBJECT: Public Comment on DEIR fo:r GP2020- Visual Resources 

GP2020's draft EIR is inadequate in not identifying the Knights Valley 
Planning Unit as a Scenic Landscape Unit. Scenic Corridor and Community 
Separator. Omitting these classifications creates Area Plan conflicts 
requiring an amendment that we as residents and property owners will not 
support. Figure OSRC-J must include Knights Valley as a Scenic Corridor 
and Scenic Planning Unit. 4.11 should identify Healdsburg I Calistoga as a 

[ 
Community Separator consistent with this agricultural and resource 
conservation zone. Public Comment period for DEIR should be extende~ 

,,,,,...,. /?'? ~~dtJ / '7 .... , -----·· ~ . / /, 
SIGNED: ~ //v-~ ){'. ~C---~ d,,, ·v7--;P 





Comments # 182 through 
#21 7 are duplicative. 

The original comments are 
available for review at the 

PRMD Comprehensive 
Planning Office at 

2775 Mendocino, Suite #203, 
or by request by calling 

(707)565-7389. 





RRWPC 
Russian River Watershed Protection Committee 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 7 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Russian River Watershed Protection Committee (RRWPC) 
Sonoma County General Plan 2020 
Draft EIR Comments 
Submitted by Brenda Adelman 
April 17, 2006 

Organization of Comments 

For the most part, we organized our comments in the order they appear in the 
DEIR. We are also aware that you have or will receive comments from others 
whose expertise is as great or surpasses our own. We may choose to limit our 
comments in areas that we know are well covered by others. We will note 
specific topics later. 

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Russian River Area Planning Area (#4) 
How did you calculate the population of 16,462?. (p. 3.0-5) It is curious that you 
can come up with such a precise number since there are probably many people 
living anonymously in the back woods. Did it include homeless population? 
Does it include people who are here illegally? How do you account for the 
shifting population of summer visitors to the area? The statement is made that 
this community is home to mostly permanent residents. How do you know this? 
What are the percentages? 

What percentage of second I summer homes still exist? This information is 
critically important, because our infrastructure is very limited and our 
environment very sensitive. How do you know whether the impact of new 
growth on top of possible conversions to full time use can exacerbate the impacts 
beyond what you have analyzed? 

Why is there little mention of the Russian River in this segment and the many 
creeks and streams that feed into it? You mention redwood trees, and other 
biological resources, but why don't you give a sense of scale? What percentage 
of the area is forested, for instance? Why not give more information on 
important natural resources, such as Armstrong Woods? How many acres are in 
public ownership? 

Why don't you mention the many developed areas between Russian River 
communities that are not on public sewer in most cases1 or public water 

( 0 
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.lt l many? Why not mention Rio Nido that is on sewer and water, Northwood that 
is on water but not sewer

1 
and Camp Meeker that has a local water system but 

not sewer? 

Camp Meeker is important because they may attempt to hook up to Russian 
River County Sanitation District (RRCSD) in the Guerneville area. (It appears 
from the map that Camp Meeker is included in the study area and Occidental is 
not. Is this the case? The map is hard to read in this regard.) If so, why separate 
Camp Meeker and nearby Occidental? Since they share water and are looking to 
share sewer services, and since public services form the backbone of growth 

 allocations, how do you justify separating them for purposes of the study? 

Santa Rosa Planning Area (#5) 
It appears as though this planning area bumps right up against Sebastopol and 
usurps their influence from and over the Laguna de Santa Rosa. We wonder 
why you don't draw the line around Llano Road at least? It seems inappropriate 
and misleading to draw the line close to the edge of Sebastopol. We are sure that 
people in Sebastopol would have something to say about that. This question 
applies to the Sebastopol planning area as well. 

 Why don't you mention significant environmental features in your descriptions? 
Why do you mention the Laguna 11 area" but say nothing about the Laguna 
waterway? Why not say something about the extent of wildlife in the Laguna 
area? Also, how many acres of agricultural land in the Laguna area have been 
converted to vineyards? It seems as though there have been a lot of conversions 
in the last several years, which the DEIR fails to mention even though it mentions 
conversion in other areas. 

Sebastopol Planning Area (#6) 
It seems as though the Laguna de Santa Rosa (area and waterway) should be 
mentioned and included in this planning area. Why not move the dividing line 
to Llano Road? The Laguna is such an important part of Sebastopol character 
and concern. 

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND HISTORY 

Project History 
This section includes a list of significant occurrences in Sonoma County history 
since the 1989 General Plan was adopted. We wonder if you would add to the 
list the significant number of landslides causing significant property damage and 
road clo~ures? Why .not rr:ention the issue of terrace pit gravel mining coming to 
a clo~e m the. R1:1~srnn ~Iver an~ the move to quarry expa::1sion? Why not 
~e:1hon the srgmficant increase m concern about water quality issues and the 
hstmg of the Laguna de Santa Rosa for six water quality impairments in 2002? 
Also, why not mention significant issues and battles fought around timber 
harvest plans and wastewater discharge issues? You are leaving out a significant 
part of Sonoma County's evolutionary story. 

' Con1.,, 
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Overview of the Draft GP 2020 
How will the major goal, "Protect people and property from environmental risks and 
hazards and limit development on sensitive environmental lands." be interpreted? As 
we will point out in future sections, we fail to see how GP 2020 accomplishes this 
goal. 

On page 3.0-13 it refers to "unincorporated" communities and '1 rural 11 

communities. What are the meanings of these terms in this document? Are they 
the same? 

At the top of page 3.0-14 it refers to 11 
•••• limit development on sensitive environmental 

lands". What are "sensitive environmental lands"? How will they be protected? 
Which GP policies carry out these major goals? Currently, we see new 
development allowed in flood plains, on steep fragile slopes, on active 
earthquake faults, and so on. So how is development being limited in these 
places? 

The fourth goal down on page 3.0-14 calls for retaining large parcel sizes. What 
are considered //large"? What percent of central Sonoma County (Laguna 

Area) are in 5-10 acre sized parcels? Would these be preserved? Even though 
few -zoning changes are being considered, wouldn't it be helpful to include them 
with current documents? 

Draft GP 2020 Projected Growth 
A recent article in the Press Democrat (Mar. 3, 2006) indicated that Sonoma 
County's 2005 population is 478,724. The EIR says that Sonoma County 

l
population in 2000 was 458, 614, a difference of over 20,000, or less than 25% of 
the 2020 projection. The Press Democrat article highlighted the fact that Sonoma 
County population is growing much slower than expected, especially in 
comparison to Southern California. How would a lower than anticipated growth 
rate affect the various projections in this document and the issues and policies 
that emanate from these projections? The article indicated that more people 
moved out of the County than moved in, probably a result of the high cost of 
housing. If less growth is anticipated, shouldn't the demand for services be 
adjusted accordingly? If not why not? Is growth adjusted to available services 
or services based on growth projections? 

In looking at Exhibit 3.0-4: Housing and Population Growth, we see that the l
increase in housing for the Russian River in relation to the increase in population, 
indicates approximately 2.5 persons per new household. For unincorporated 
Santa Rosa, the relationship indicates that part of the City will have 2.7 persons 
per household1 but the incorporated portion will have 1.85. What is the 
explanation for the discrepancy in the number of persons calculated per 
household? How does this affect the provision of public utilities and other 
services? 

Growth projections are based on the amount of growth anticipated to occur. 
Why not assess the impacts of all the growth possible? What the true worst 

l
case scenario in terms of potential growth? What is the difference between 
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anticipated growth and growth potential? Shouldn't that be one of the 
alternatives considered in this EIR? If not, why not? Why not study a wider 
range of potential growth, and their impacts, rather than a limited one? Or, why 
not study both? How are various growth rates addressed for each of the Russian 
River communities? How do you assure adequate services in areas with variable 
growth patterns? (Most of our examples allude to the Russian River Area 
because that is the one with which we are most familiar. Many of the issues we 
raise however, can be similarly applied to other areas.) 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
We have heard many people, knowledgeable about CEQA, voice concern about 
the number of significant unavoidable impacts noted in this document. The 
mitigations that are provided, as in the goals1 policies, and objectives in the GP 
itself, are vague, ill-defined, subject to change, and less than adequate to address 
the impacts. We have been informed that a significant unavoidable impact can 
only be declared AFTER all possible solutions are openly sought and found to be 
totally infeasible. Infeasibility needs to be discussed in detail1 giving full 
disclosure of the issues requiring the infeasibility finding. 

As noted already by the Planning Commission (PC), mitigations in the form of 
goals

 
1 policies, and objectives1 are an integral part of the General Plan (GP) and, 

as such1 are subject to change by the PC. According to Chair, Dick Fogg, liaison 
Supervisors have already acknowledged that this EIR will need to have altered 
segments recirculated down the road. How can this DEIR assure consistencies in 
your responses if future policy changes are currently unknown? 

On page 4.1-8 there is a reference to /1 gentrification" on large rural lots of homes 
costing over "250,000", with the average size being 3000 feet. Would you please 
show me where I can buy a 3000 square foot home on 5-10 acres in this County 
for anywhere near $250.000? I would buy it in a minute. Shouldn't you update 
that section to reflect current real estate values? 

Urban Service Boundaries 
On page 4.1-23 under Russian River USA it states, "Expand the USB to include all 
parcels in the sanitation district and AP 072-180~027. This change would add 
approximately 20 developed and approximately 13 undeveloped parcels to USA. 11 How 
do 

 
you define 11sanitation district"? What parcels are being expanded? We have 

been in contact with LAFCo about changes in the district boundaries and they 
have informed us that they are working on this issue and it is currently 
unresolved. They have not released information on any expansions being 
considered. 

While the introduction to this section alludes to sewer and water urban service 
boundaries, the changes noted in each of the planning areas fails to differentiate. 
For instance, the urban service boundary of the Russian River County Sanitation 
District is totally different from the water utility, Sweetwater Springs Water 
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District. Is the expansion alluded to under Russian River for sewer or water? 
This differentiation applies to all areas where sewer and water are run by 
different entities. 

Are /1 out of district service agreements" included among the added parcels? Is 
the Applewood Resort included in your notations (25 new hookups)? Does this 
document in effect give approval to changes in district boundaries without any 
separate public review process or hearings? Why is their no map available 
showing where all the changes will occur? How many esd's would be required 
by added parcels? In light of all the problems with the wastewater system and a 
long history of penalties and violations, how did you determine that capacity 
was adequate (assuming this even applies to sewer services)? What would be 
the cumulative impacts on sensitive portions of the sewer treatment and disposal 
system when you ·add these new hookups, especially in combination with the 
potential hookups of Occidental and Camp Meeker? 

Impact 4.1-1 Growth and Concentration of Population 
Page 4.1-33 states, " ... the majority of proposed changes to the unincorporated USBs 
contained in the Draft GP 2020 would be to include developed parcels already within 
existing sanitation districts. Therefore/ proposed changes to the USBs would not induce 
substantial growth due to the availability of sewer service." On page 4.1-23 and 4.1-34 
it states that 13 undeveloped parcels will be added to the Russian River Area. 
While perhaps not representing significant popvlation growth, this could be 
relatively significant in terms of cumulative sewer and water demands 
depending on the number of hook ups planned for each parcel. What number of 
hookups/ amount of flow would justify a finding of significance? 

The statement above seems illogical. How can developed parcels within 
sanitation districts accommodate new growth, assuming they are not 
uninhabited development, which they could be if the unit is a conversion? 
Should the word be 11undeveloped11 parcels within urban service districts? 

Furthermore, 'there are over 3300 parcels currently in the RRCSD, but only 2445 
ratepayers. Many of those ratepayers have multiple hookups. What is the 
ultimate buildout potential of the District and potential flow that can come from 
that full buildout? Are many of these parcels unbuildable due to environmental 
and other constraints? Which ones and how many? 

In regard to annexations, would a finding of significance be necessary if the 
addition of 13 parcels in the RRCSD required that facilities be expanded to 
accommodate the use? Where is a map showing the 13 parcels being added to the 
Russian River County Sanitation District? What about parcels in-between the 13 
mentioned? 

Have these changes proposed in the Russian River Area all been processed by 
LAFCo? When we inquired, USA changes for water districts had been complete, 
but the wastewater USAs are still being worked on and will not be ready for 
public review until later this year. How can you incorporate that information 
into this EIR? What are the perimeters for including information in this EIR that 
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Lhas not been available to the public? If it is okay to include it in this instance, 

 
why not include information from the Urban Water Management Plan? 

Projected growth is for the whole Russian River Area, quite a large area with 
multiple small communities with many varieties of services. Why doesn't the 
DEIR clearly differentiate between communities as to where the new growth will 
occur? Does the plan address annexation of septic areas into centralized sewer 
systems in terms of potential growth? How would that open up new parcels to 
growth that formerly could not be accommodated by septic? (We provided 

 PRMD staff with a map composed by the Sonoma County Water Agency 
(SCWA) showing the possible annexation to Russian River County Sanitation 
District of over 750 parcels between Guerneville and Monte Rio with over half of 
them vacant parcels.) Can you address the probability that these areas might be 
annexed into the RRCSD and the potential growth impacts coming from such an 
annexation? We incorporate that map into our comments by reference. It is 
called the Russian River County Sanitation District Boun d ary Expansion Study 

_ . Areas and it was printed sometime in 1997or1998. 

Page 4.1-34 states that, "No changes are proposed to the USBs of either the Forestville 
or Monte Rio USAs". To build this plan on the assumption that Monte Rio will 
have sewer services is problematic at best. How does this document deal with 
the probability that there will be little new growth in Monte Rio UNLESS the 
sewer is built? (Where will it go?) Also, why does this document not mention 
(~e don't recall seeing it.) that the Monte Rio system is far from being 
operational and may not have funding to be built at all. 

Is the growth anticipated in Monte Rio take into account their limit of ten units a 
year after the sewer is up and running? Are the 150 units over the next 15 years 
part of the 998 you project? Where does growth occur if the sewer is not built? 
If no new growth occurs in the area, what happens to your projection of Russian 
River growth? The problems of the Monte Rio Project are huge, mainly because 
thus far funds have not been available for this project or projects in Occidental 
and Camp Meeker. As water quality regulations become more·complex, the cost 
of 

 
operating central systems becomes much more expensive. Small communities 

can't afford big pipe solutions. The EPA strongly favors local land based systems 
in these kinds of environments, yet this DEIR and the GP 2020 does little to 
support such solutions (such as septic management districts). 

The statement is made (page 4.1-35 that, 11 
••• the Draft GP2020 includes goals, 

objectives, and policies that assure that the land use maps1 public services, and 
infrastructure d not induce substantial additional growth beyond what was projected.'' 
What is meant by /1 substantial"? Does this plan address potential growth of 
granny units, and activation of certificates of compliance? Does it address all 
maximization of development on all parcel types? For instance, in the Russian 
River Area, we are seeing large McMansions being build on tiny parcels in spite 
of environmental constraints of land slide potential, lack of parking in many 
areas, and other problems? 
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There are still a substantial number of summer homes in the Russian River Area 
#4. How would conversion of these homes to year round use impact utilities and 
traffic and land slide potential and many secondary impacts? If utilities are 
adequate, how can we be assured the growth won't explode all at once, putting 
strains on the environment and the provision of other important services? Will 
this be exacerbated by the fact that housing tends to be cheaper in our area, 
making it more in demand as other areas get more expensive? 

In reference to the bottom paragraph of page 4.1-35 where various land use 
policies are cited as containing growth. We wonder how the growth projections 
tie in with the parcels available for growth in the various urban service areas, 
other than simply stating they are adequate and available? Where have you 
analyzed the ultimate growth potential based on maximum services needed and 
available under all growth scenarios? . 

Page 35 of the Land Use Elem~nt contains Objective LU-2.2, states, "Allocate the 
largest portion of unincorporated· area growth to communities with public sewer and 
water services ... 11 and then goes on to name numerous communities. The only 
Russian River Area communities listed are Guerneville and Forestville. Yet, as 
stated above1 there are no planned expansions of the Forestville USB. Does this 
mean that all or most planned growth to 2020 of 998 households in the Russian 
River Area will go into Guerneville? If not, what percentage will be allocated to 
that community? 

Does the statement above contradict the statement on Page 4.1-35 that states, 
"The Draft GP 2020 also provides for the expansion of public services and infrastructure 
necessary to serve this projected growth. n If Guerneville is the only community 
whose sewer is set for expansion, does this verify de facto that all/ most growth 
for the Russian River Area will occur in that community? In addition, our sewer 
system is slated for expansion, but to our knowledge, our water system is not, 
and is almost at capacity. We will go into this further when we comment on the 
Public Facilities Element, but for now, are there some inconsistencies here 
between the various policies mentioned that are intended to facilitate the growth 
that has been indicated? 

How can we pin down service needs as required by GP goals, policies, and 
objectives, if there is no master plan for provision of adequate sewer and water 
for a region while new growth is planned for that area? There is a major 
disconnect here. One policy is going to direct growth into communities with 
sewer and water. There are only two communities in the Russian River Area that 
provide both. One of the two areas is fairly limited in the number of connections 
(only part of Forestville is served with sewer and Mirabel Heightst and that 
leaves Guerneville, which is slated for expansion of 13 new parcels. While 
numerous parcels in the RRCS District are undeveloped, it is usually because of 
severe environmental constraints. Policies in this DEIR dealing with those 
constraints are fairly limited and in many cases don1t really protect much at all. 

How does this EIR address real life situations we find in our community? As we 
write these comments, we are dealing with the reality of falling trees and 
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hillsides (from saturated soils often caused by inappropriate development on 
hillsides including tree and vegetation removal), roads riddled with potholes 
causing flat tires and fender benders all over the place, roads becoming blocked 
by slides that won't stop coming down, houses falling off foundations, 
sometimes into other houses, bridges out for long periods of time, and on and on 
(We enclose a recent article portraying many of the problems). Many of the 
houses are unoccupied now, but if they were filled, and more steep sloped 
parcels were developed, how would that affect the health and safety of the rest of 
us? What policies will prevent vegetation removal that facilitates conditions 
that lead to slides? 

In that same paragraph (page 4.1-35)1it states that, 11 
••• by limiting/ with exceptions, 

the extension of water or sewer services outside of designated USAs: and by maintaining 
low development densities outside of the USAs." The Public Facilities Element states 
on page 358: Objective PF-1.4, "Plan for wastewater facilities adequate to serve the 
growth projected in the General Plan." The land use policies don't seem to 
differentiate between sensitive environmental areas and flat open less 
constrained areas. The focus for growth expansion is on areas providing 
services, whether or not those areas can be safely expanded in all cases. To set 
up policies that supposedly assure the safe expansion of services, sort of begs the 
question as to whether services will be adequate to serve projected growth. 

Policy PF-lb on pages 358-59 (DGP) calls for development of public facilities 
plans. It is assumed that these will provide the studies necessary to address 
environmental concerns associated with waste disposal services, for instance. 
Yet this is precisely what is NOT happening now in the Russian River Area. The 
Russian River County Sanitation District (RRCSD) is being expanded piecemeal 
as we speak on the backs of the current ratepayers. There is a plan ~o hook up 
Occidental and Camp Meeker to the system (contract signed on April 11, 2006 to 
do limited supplemental EIR), and possibly hundreds of properties with septics 
mentioned before. 

So if Occidental and Camp Meeker are hooked to Guerneville' s system without 
any master plan in place, how is this going to affect development in the West 
County Area? In any case, the floods will come, the hills will slide, the sewers 
will fail, and more people will suffer. 

Why would this not be an inconsistency? What you are saying is that you will 
not extend sewer services to outlying areas1 but that you will plan services for the 
growth anticipated in the plan. If granny units and Certificates of Compliance 
are activated, how would this affect over all growth impacts? If areas are 
annexed into sewer districts, which are then expanded, sometimes under the 
pretext that some septics are failing, how does this affect growth impacts? 

Tougher policies are needed to address impacts. Fiscal analysis of many 
alternatives are needed. Shouldn't parcelization be based on PROOF of adequate 
water? (Can't build where services aren't available) AB 610 demands proof of 
adequate water supply to support parcels allowed in plan. (No plan until 
adequate water supplies are certain.) For water contractors, a 2 year moratorium 
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on new development is needed until water supply is defined and the Urban 
Water Management Plan is complete. (One of the biggest problems in this 
document is use of old and/ or misleading data. For instance/ use of yearly 
averages on water supply when critical time is during very low flows in 
summer.) 

We have struggled to determine the efficacy of the policies to accommodate 
projected growth while directing new development into areas with adequate 
services. We studied goals, policies, and objectives sited including PF-t PF-1.1, 
PF-1.3, PF-1.4, PF-la, and PF-le. None of these really reflect the realities we 
alluded to above of providing those services, such as meeting more complex 
regulations, dealing with sensitive environmental constraints/ dealing with 
endangered species issues, dealing with astronomical costs of building and 
operating utilities, and much more, We will go into more detail in the Public 
Services portion of the DEIR. 

4.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES 

Russian River Watershed 

There are many statements in your opening paragraphs that are based on 
unexplained and/ or biased assumptions that need references to scientific fact. 
These assumptions get repeated throughout the text and need to be challenged 
where they occur. 

Monitoring by the Regional Water Quality Control Board over the years for 
conventional water quality perimeters has been limited by available funding 
over the years1 and even more limited for toxic pollutants. While it is true that in 
generat available monitoring indicates that most water quality goals are being 
met, it is also true that many toxic pollutants, such as pharmaceutical 
ingredients, personal care products, pesticides, fertilizers, etc. are seldom 
monitored. Furthermore, their combined effects are generally unknown. 

While it is doubtless true that at times recreationists and failing septics contribute 
to bacteriological contamination of the river, there are other sources that seldom 
get mentioned as contributing to the problem1 such as wild animals and birds, 
pets, and other domesticated animals. There have been few definitive studies to 
locate and prove contamination of the river by specific septic systems, and 
coliform test results are inconsistent and high readings are sporadic in nature (I 
have studied the data for years.) 

I
While the lower River (Forestville on down) is regularly subjected to flooding1 of 
late there has been a great deal upstream as· welt especially in Healdsburg. 
Generally, you hear more about flooding in urbanized areas, because that is 
where the most damage is likely to occur. 

Lately people are beginning to wonder about protection .from flooding by the 
two darns. Do you have current information indicating lowered flood peaks as a 
result of having these two facilities? It appears as though flood patterns are 
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f changing and many question whether new pavement from new development is 
exacerbating the problem. 

If you are in the middle of a flood, 3-4 days is NOT a short duration. Also, the 
impacts of a foot of water in one's house for one day or three days is just as 
devastating. Why would time duration be more worthy of mention than water 
levels? 

Russian River Subbasin 

Page 4.5-9 states that the Russian River turns West along Highway 116 towards 
the coast. That is not Highway 116; it is River Road. Guerneville and Monte Rio 
are generally considered '''Lower River". Healdsburg is on the "Middle Reach''. 

Most people, including numerous qualified experts, believe that gravel mining 
has caused the down cutting of the Russian River in the Middle Reach. 

Santa Rosa Creek flows into the Laguna de Santa Rosa just south of Guerneville 
Road. The Laguna de Santa Rosa flows into Mark West Creek in a field south of 
River Rd. between Slusser Rd. and Trenton-Healdsburg Rd. Mark West Creek 
flows into the Russian River right at the before mentioned bend in the river at 
Forestville. The description of tributaries is this section is often not clear and 
sometimes incorrect. 

Santa Rosa Creek Subbasin 

I believe that Colgan Creek is in the Laguna Subbasin rather than Santa Rosa 
Creek Subbasin. To my knowledge, there is no confluence between Santa Rosa 
Creek and Mark West Creek. Santa Rosa Creek, as I mentioned earlier, flows 
into the Laguna de Santa Rosa just south of Guerneville Road. The confluence of 
Mark West Creek and the Laguna are subject to flooding during most floods. I 
believe that is one of the earliest flood locations. In fact, it may be considered 
floodway for Mark West Creek. 

Why is there no differentiation of water quality between reaches on this and 
other tributaries? Water quality in the upper reaches of Santa Rosa Creek is 
much better than in the lower portion, where temperature and other 
impairments are more likely to occur. 

Laguna 

 
de Santa Rosa Sub basin 

In this subsection you correctly state that the Laguna flows into Mark West Creek 
before joining the River. The incorrect information about Santa Rosa Creek 

.. _noted above must have been a mistake. Please make correction. 

Why did the EIR not mention Santa Rosa Creek and Colgan Creeks as major 
tributaries to the Laguna? In fact, I believe that Colgan Creek and the Laguna 
converge a little downstream of the Laguna Treatment Plant on Llano Rd. This is 
a very important fact since it is the site of major wastewater discharges, that is 
totally ignored in this EIR 
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Also, Santa Rosa Creek goes along the North border of the Delta Pond, just south 
of Guerneville Rd. and converges with the Laguna only a little downstream of 
Santa Rosa's second major winter discharge. While discharges to these creeks 
have diminished since the Geyser discharge became operationat for years the 
City discharged as much as 4 billion gallons a season into these small creeks. 
They are not down to just under a billion, which is still a lot. 

A very major flood plain issue1 related to endangered fish species, is flood plain 
management. Why not mention the frequent conflict in this area between 
maintaining flood control capacity through vegetation removal and restoring 
habitat to regain cool water temperatures for the fish? There serious 
management issues are particularly serious and controversial in the Laguna 
Sub basin. 

For many years, Santa Rosa wastewater discharges have been a topic of great 
concern to many Sonoma County residents. They have been responsible for 
discharg:ing as much as 150 million gallons of treated wastewater in a single day 
to these small creeks. Yet there is absolutely no mention of this issue in the EIR's 
description. Why not? Also1 why is there no mention of the dominance of Santa 
Rosa wastewater facilities along the Laguna, including large holding ponds1 vast 
irrigation areas, and a major treatment facility between the Laguna and Colgan 
Creek on Llano Road? Why is there no mention of the fact that for years, Santa 
Rosa discharged wastewater up to 90% of the Laguna's flow between Nov. ist 
and May 15th7 

Why is there no mention of the many impaired listings of this water body 
(Laguna) under the Clean Water Act's 303(d) Impaired Water Body List as of 
2002? In the 2005 round of listings, the State Board staff, strongly supported by 
the City of Santa Rosa1 called for delisting the Laguna for nutrients. This was 
firmly opposed however, by the Regional Board, the EPA, Assemblywoman 
Noreen Evans, and numerous environmental groups. At this moments in time1 

the listing stands. Why have you not acknowledged this? 

Surface Water Quality 

This segment alludes to Exhibit 4.5-3 which lists 303(d) listed water bodies. Why 
is there no mention of the Laguna de Santa Rosa either in this segment or Exhibit 
4.5-3? Why did you utilize the 1998 list rather than the 2002 list? What is the 
difference between the 1998 and 2002 lists? We know that as of 20021 and to this 
day1 the Laguna de Santa Rosa is listed for sediments, temperature1 nitrogen, 
phosphorus1 bacteria1 dissolved oxygen, and may be listed soon for mercury. 
These impairments make it one of the most compromised streams on the North 
Coast. How will this serious deficiency be addressed in your responses? How 
will this impact other analyses in this document? · 

The Russian River was listed for temperature in the 2002 process. How will you 
address this omission? This will become particularly important in discussions 
about riparian habitat and biotic protections. 
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Nutrients 

Why is there no mention of nutrients from people in urban areas over-watering 
lawns? Why is there no mention of vast amounts of nutrients discharged by 
Santa Rosa's wastewater system? Another key source of nutrients is storm water 
run off from urban streets. Again, why not mentioned here? 

Exhibit 4.5-3 

Please update to reflect 2002: 303( d) listings. 

Groundwater: 

For these comments I defer to Jane Nielson, PhD and S.W.I.G:'s comments, as 
well as the comments of HR Downs for the O.W.L. Foundation/ and Stephen 
Fuller-Rowell for the Sonoma County Water Coalition. They and others have 
this issue well covered. 

STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

State and Federal Water Supply and Water Quality Regulations 

There is a great deal of information in this segment on storm water run off 
programs. We do not have the expertise to assess whether the information is 
adequate or valid, but we do have concerns about information that is missing 
and misleading about point source surface water discharges. 

First, we wonder why there was no discussion of the North Coast Basin Plan? 
This is the main document governing water quality regulations in our area. Why 
was there no description of "beneficial uses" in our area requiring regulatory 
protection? Why was there no discussion of discharge prohibitions? In fact, why 
was the word wastewater, not even mentioned? Almost two p~ges were spent 
describing the stormwater program and hardly anything about point source 
discharges, mainly wastewater discharges. Why was that? (There was a sense 
that the author was confused about point source and nonpoint source discharges 

in terms of NPDES regulations.) 

There was a small segment on the TMDL program which addresses water quality 
concerns, but we wonder why there was no mention that the TMDL program 
gets triggered by the 303(d) Impaired Waters listing? (However, we noticed it 
did get mentioned in a following segment on Watershed Management Planning 
and Regulation.) This section was organized in an almost incoherent manner. 

A TMDL (total maximum daily load) is a process that determines and allocates 
loads of any constituent determined to cause impairment. It sets in place 
monitoring and reporting requirements that are tracked by regulators to assure 
that the impairment gets no worse and hopefully improves. But it is not the only 
regulatory tool for point discharges, as is implied. Why was· there no discussion 
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of N.P.D.E.S. permits for wastewater discharges? Why was there no mention of 
the California Toxics Rule and the controversy over 11mixing zones"? Why was 
there virtually no discussion of wastewater treatment standards or the rapidly 
changing rules governing the monitoring, treatment/ and discharge of toxic 
pollutants found in wastewater? 

We wonder how an EIR dealing with water quality issues, among other things, 
could be so remiss in avoiding discussion of these critical issues? How could this 
be remedied? 

The top of page 4.5-34 uses the term 11storm sewer systems". What is meant by 
this term since storm water does not go into sewers and does not get treated? 
Why does the NPDES program description spends 1.3 pages on stromwater and 
hardly mentions wastewater? Also, why is it not mentioned that part of Santa 
Rosa's subregional system includes unincorporated South Park? Also, why not 
mention that many unincorporated communities operate under NPDES permits 
for wastewater? This is a very confusing and misleading section. 

Watershed Management Planning and Regulation 

Why is there no mention that the 303(d) process of identifying impaired water 
bodies is supposed to be reviewed every two years, but was not reviewed 
between 1998 and 2002? It was reviewed again in 2005, but that process has not 
yet been concluded. The TMDL process never got started at all until a lawsuit 
against the EPA was threatened about eight years ago, which triggered TMDL 
activities on 17 North Coast Rivers and Streams, but NOT on the Russian River. 
The Sediment TMDL is not scheduled to begin for several years. Why is this not 
mentioned? 

TMDL listings are prioritized and problems can sit for years without being 
addressed. Why no mention of that? Why does this segment not address the 
issue of a lack of funding, in effect causing effective blocks to regulatory 
planning and action? This segment jumps from discharge programs to water 
supply programs without even changing paragraphs. It doesn't make for easy 
reading and/ or comprehension by the reader. In conjunction with other 
comments above, it makes us wonder about the credibility of the author. Where 
did this information come from? Why is it so detailed on some issues, and 
totally lacking in others (i.e., for instance, wastewater discharges)? 

On page 4.5-37 it mentions a very limited number of environmental groups that 
help protect and enhance local streams. There was no particular reason given to 
select certain groups over others and we recommend that you reference a 
comprehensive list of environmental groups working on water issues (can be 
placed in back of document). It does not seem good policy for this document to 
give plugs for specific groups over others, since all contribute in different ways 
to the well being of our creeks and streams. 

WATER QUALITY 
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Impact 4.5~1 Water Quality - Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public 
Uses 

Throughout this segment, as with previous water quality segments, the 
discussion about the impact of growth on water quality barely mentions 
wastewater except as the development of treatment facilities creates impervious 

urfaces. 

In another vein, nothing in this description alludes to the seasonality of certain 
discharges (such as more non-point irrigation discharges in the summer and 
more sediment and drainage related problems in the winter). Toxic discharges in 
the winter are more likely to be diluted and dispersed through the system 
quickly. Yet summer discharges, such as over irrigation with water and 
wastewater can be far more impactful when they end up in slow moving and 
water limited streams where pollutants are in much greater danger of 
bioaccumulating in aquatic life. How can this be addressed? Are there any 
policies or objectives that would address this issue? While water purveyors 
advocate enhancement of water supplies with wastewater, there is little sense 
given of the potential risks involved? How would you define those risks? 

Another example of the potential poisoning of our environment by new 
development occurs when FEMA requires pressure treated woods containing 
copper1 arsenic1 and chromium, to be used for development in the flood plain (on 
and near waterways) on projects they fund. We can probably assume that many 
houses not funded by FEMA use these products as well. They become a hazard 
when there is a fire, earthquake, home repair where the owner has to saw into 
the material for some reason and dismantling of old construction. The dust 
produced is toxic, especially to fish. Playground equipment built with this 
material has been shown to cause health problems in children. Why is this issue 
not mentioned in this section? How can it be addressed? Are there any policies 
and/ or objectives that address this issue (which)? 

Why do you allude to sewage and wastewater in this section but don't really 
deal with it? Most of the discussion is on non point source impacts of 
development. The policies mentioned that serve as mitigation focus on 
cooperation and education. How can you assume that they will be affective? 
Often societal changes, especially in situations with non-English speaking 
people, can take generations to implement. In addition, there are always a 
contingency of English speaking citizens who refuse to be educated and in 
ignorance, or spite, continue to pollute. Are there any policies that might 
address pollution problems where education has not worked? 

It does not take a lot to severely pollute a water body. We have seen numerous 
studies showing that certain toxins, such as atrazine, are harmful to frogs and 
perhaps other aquatic life in even minute doses. This is true for many toxic 
chemicals. We only have to conjure up thoughts of the back yard or weekend 
mechanic dumping motor oil on the ground or in the creek. Is there any 
measured scientific evidence showing the efficacy of educational programs and 
policies meant to mitigate impacts on our streams? Are there monitoring and 
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evaluation programs plam1ed or in place to verify they are working? The basic 
lack of such monitoring seems to be the inherent weakness of this DEIR and its 
supposed mitigations. 

Reliance on the cited Water Resources Element policies to bring about 
cooperation among governmental agencies sounds great, but it usually doesn't 
happen unless there is some monetary incentive to motivate it. There is no 
evidence that on going cooperation among agencies is guaranteed to solve 
problems. Sometimes it happens, but often does not. 

Policy WR-1 d (bottom of page 4.5-42) claims that the County will support 
RWQCB waste discharge requirements. Does that mean that the County won't 
litigate Administrative Civil Liabilities, or protest fines and penalties, or protest 
violation charges by the Regional Board, or lobby for weaker regulations? These 
are all things they have done in the not so distant past. 

Policies OSRC-8a and OSRC-8h are cited as offering added protection for 
riparian corridors, yet they are probably some of the most controversial in this 
document What are the implications for water quality degradation if they are 
not adopted? 

The impression is given that water quality impacts remain close to contamination 
site and not travel downstream. What is known about the transport of various 
impairments (toxic and nontoxic)? What is known about the movement of 
polluting sediment? What are the bioaccumulative impacts of the various toxins 
both in the waterway and in aquatic life? What opportunities exist for aquatic 
life to move toxins downstream? 

Impact 4.5-2 Water Quality- Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Related to 
Construction 

While this section talks about the impacts of grading due to development, one of 
the biggest problems in the Russian River Area is the impact of hillside 
development on slide potential as well as sedimentation into creeks. Another big 
unaddressed issue is the impact of vegetation and tree removal either for sun or 
development acreage on hillsides. Both of these circumstances have serious 
impacts on streams. We address these issues in our comments on the Public 
Safety Element which we will incorporate into this document in the segment on 
geology. 

The goals and policies and objectives referred to in this section such as WR-lh 
call for plans and avoidance measures 11 

•• •• to the maximum extent practicable." 
How would this last caveat be determined? Would there be any enforcement? 
What about bad actors who ignore policy? Are there an adequate number of 
inspectors available to check practices followed at reasonable intervals during 
construction? 

The OSRC policies referred to (OSRC-11a-11gh) use such words and phrases 
such as "encouragen / and 11 

••• to the extent economically feasible." What kind of 
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effectiveness can be achieved by "encouragement"? How do you measure its 
effectiveness? How do you interpret '1economically feasible"? Are there 
standardized meanings for these terms? Can they be measured in any objective 
way? If not1 how can they be taken seriously as true mitigations? 

It is mentioned that mitigations are effective in combination with existing 
regulations. How much enforcement exists now for current regulation? How do 
government cutbacks affect the implementation of Codes and regulations? How 
does a lack of adequate inspection compromise the effective implementation of 
these regulations? 

What are slope or erosion factors controlling development on steep slopes? If the 
grading ordinance never materializes1 what measures will protect against erosion 
from hillside development? WR-lg supposedly would minimize sediment 
deposition but doesn't say by how much, how it would be measured, how 
compliance would be evaluated1 etc. 

Impact 4.5-4 Water Quality-Wastewater Disposal 

Many of our comments in the Public Services section will be germane to this 
section as well. Under the public services segment we will include our 
comments that we submitted on the Public Facilities Element. Please refer to 
those comments. 

This section states, '1The County would be responsible for the water quality of 
wastewater discharge associated with the plants it operates." Actually, this is not 
exactly true, and has been the subject of lawsuits against the Regional Board by 
the County acting as SCWA. For example, SCW A manages and operates the 
Russian River County Sanitation District (RRCSD). Every year the system 
violates its permit. In 1998 SCW A claimed system failures were the fault of the 
weather and they challenged the State's right to impose penalties. I believe they 
did the same thing the following year. 

One of the key issues was whether the State could name SCW A as a responsible 
party1 thereby exposing the funds of their agency to lawsuits as they manage 
these Districts that frequently fail, either because of age, improper maintenance, 
infrastructure expansion needs, etc. SCWA won the case1 but then lost on 
appeal. This issue is still a bone of contention with NPDES permits, where 
SCWA is named as the responsible party along with the District. So your 
statement is not completely accurate and can not offer much security from water 
quality excursions. In addition, nowhere is it mentioned that the Board of 
Supervisors are also the Directors of the Water Agency,· the Planning 
Department1 and all the wastewater systems under County management (most 
of them). What are the inherent conflicts with this management arrangement? 

On page 4.5-49 the statement is made, 11 Water quality problems associated with point 
source discharges from wastewater treatment plants have historically been infrequent, 
occurring mostly along the Russian River." How do you define "infrequent"? Let's 
see, Healdsburg didn't have a NPDES permit until recently1 so they couldn't 
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violate what couldn't be regulated. It took a lawsuit to force regulation of their 
discharge. Santa Rosa has had many violations over the years, some regulated 
(direct discharges) and some not (irrigation overflows). Forestville had many 
problems for a long time, but they have upgraded their system and are doing 
better now. I'm not sure about Airport or Larkfield/Wikiup, but Occidental and 
RRCSD have been in violation almost every year. Of course it happens with 
river dischargers, because most discharges occur into the river or its tributaries. 
In fact, we can 1 t think of any large or moderately large system that does NOT 
discharge into a water way. (We wish it were otherwise.) 

This segment below alludes to the possibility of expanding sewer services to 
areas with failing septic systems. We are concerned that central sewers often fail 
to produce the benefits touted by governmental entities. I addressed this issue in 
our comments on the Public Facilities Element, which are reproduced here. 

RRWPC Comments submitted to Planning Commission 

Public Facilities Element (March 27, 2006) 

The introduction to water services and sewer services aptly points out several 
critical issues regarding the expansion of existing services and/ or provision of 
new services for sewer and water. I would like to reiterate some of these for 
emphasis. 

• System failures, public takeovers, and inadequate funding are problematic 
for many small water systems. System failures include water quantity 
and quality problems that often go unaddressed because of a lack of 
funds. It seems contradictory to state, "County management of the system 
can improve reliability, but funding may still be lacking." Reliability 
cannot be improved unless funds are available to make the improvements. 
Furthermore, the Sonoma County Water Agency has made it clear that 
they don 1t want to manage small systems, causing us to wonder what 
kind of management is alluded to here? 

• Assuming that a bigger rate base will bring in more funds for 
improvements is problematic because it also requires the ongoing 
maintenance of expanded infrastructure. While this may appear to 
provide relief in the beginning, when the additions are new, ultimately 
this is a house of cards, requiring greater and greater extensions of 
services to pay for repairs. As the infrastructure ages, it is often in 
disrepair for years, because of the expense of replacement, and in the 
meantime, water is wasted through leakage and the environment suffers 
from diminished water flows. These issues are usually inadequately 
addressed through environmental review processes. 

• Maintenance of sewage treatment facilities is even more problematic, 
because of the potential for release of toxins into the environment which 
almost always occurs/ at some point1 with all types of systems. 
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• In the West County, the Sonoma County Water Agency, managers of the 
Russian River County Sanitation District (RRCSD), for the last ten years 
have been making every effort to centralize the system for the whole area. 
In addition to the addition of the communities of Occidental and Camp 
Meeker, SCWA has also developed an annexation map indicating about 
750 potential parcels to be added to the District. We have provided you 
with a copy of that map to verify our assertion. The big problem is that 
the Agency wants to piecemeal the expansion so as to avoid California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of the growth inducing and 
cumulative impacts from such an expansion. 

• The document espouses resolving problems through the master facilities 
planning process under the management of governmental entities. 
SCWA, the most likely administrative entity, has thus far avoided such 
processes1 and has preferred to piecemeal improvements only when 
determined to be absolutely essential (usually as a result of orders from 
the North Coast Regional Board), and sometimes, not even then. 
Ironically, preferring SCW A is a double-edged sword, since they charge 
very high overhead for their management services. 

• System expansion to pay the bills is a self-defeating remedy for solving 
water quality problems. Eventually the expanded segment also falls into 
disrepair and even more money is needed for upgrades. In the meantime, 
the associated growth causes many other serious environmental problems. 
The only sustainable approach is to educate people about the importance 
of conservation and safe disposal of toxins. Septic management districts 
may make a lot more sense than continual expansion of centralized 
systems. 

(End of comments submitted to Planning Commission on sewer expansion.) 

Please address the issues we have raised here in relation to recommendation of 
Policy WR-lk to resolve septic problems by "considering" centralized sewer 
systems. Also, how would it be determined that widespread failures are 
occurring and cannot be corrected by septic management districts, since in most 
cases they have even been tried? What would it take to establish a septic 
management district and what are some of the conditions that might cause them 
to fail? (RRWPC totally supports Septic Management Districts and would hope 
they would be given a fair chance in numerous areas before being declared 
"unmanageable".) 

Policies WR-4a through WR-4o are referred to as desirable conservatfon and 
reuse measures that would minimize the amount of wastewater generated 
and/ or put it to reuse. We have a few questions about these policies. In most 
cases the words "encourage" and "support" are used rather than "require". 
Based on observation of the real world, only "requirements" seem to affect REAL 
change in people's behaviors, including the government itself. Furthermore, 
what are the evaluation criteria to assess whether these measures are doing any 
good? 
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In the Guerneville Area, the Treatment Plant usually fails to meet all regulations 
during a flood, mainly because the plant is inundated with river water. But the 
SCWA, operators and managers of the system, NEVER try to educate people to 
cut back on toilet flushes and water use during high water. The last thing on 
people's minds during high water periods is to limit water use, and yet, that's 
exactly what they need to do during treatment plant inundation. 

In regard to reuse of wastewater for irrigation, we wonder whether any account 
is made of all the emerging scientific information about toxic hazards in 
wastewater? This EIR acts as though current regulations are adequate to protect 
human and environmental health. What consideration has been given to 
endocrine disruptors, pharmaceuticals, personal care products, phthalates, and 
other toxins flushed into the system, unmonitored and unregulated thus far? 

We will include some articles that challenge the safety of wastewater. One study 
currently being completed by the North Coast Regional Board may indicate 
problems. USGS studies in 2002 have found about 100 chemicals in waterways 
around the country that are known to cause harm. Chemicals are turning up in 
human breast milk, and the general body burden of toxic chemicals carried by 
the average adult is growing, with unknown health effects. Studies are showing 
multiple sexual organs in frogs exposed to very low amounts of atrazine. In fact, 
there is concern that constant exposure to even low levels of a chemical soup of 
toxins in our waterways is extremely detrimental to aquatic life. How can you 
assume that discharges of any kind are safe, just because they are currently 
regulated? 

Impact 4.5-9 Increased Flood Risk from Drainage System Alteration and 

Impact 4.5-10 Place Housing or Structures in 100-Year Flood Hazard Areas 

While we don't claim expertise in drainage issues, living in the Guerneville area 
for 30 years, we have a great deal of experience with floods. We submitted 
comments to the Planning Commission on the Public Safety Element and insert 
portion of comments on-flooding here. Our major concern is the assumption that 
raising structures in the flood plain is a good way to deal with the situation. We 
have major concerns about that and believe that there should be no new 
residential development in the ten-year flood plain and that all new 
development in areas of frequent flooding should be severely curtailed. (This 
appears to go against the projection of 998 new structures planned by default for 
the Russian River Area in Guerneville, most of which is in the 100 year flood 
plain, since it is the only area other than Forestville with both sewer and water 
services.) 

(Below are comments submitted to Planning Commission on flooding.) 

RRWPC Comments Submitted to Planning Commission: 

Public Safety Element (March 21, 2006) 
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Reduction of Potential Damage from Flooding: 

While it is appropriate to encourage the raising of existing structures in the flood 
plain to avoid future inundation and property damage, it is problematic to rely 
on this means to allow further new development. Especially up to the ten year 
flood plain, there should be no new residential development allowed. There are 
several reasons for this and probably many more that I am not aware of. 

• People get isolated for days without services in their homes. This 
provides health and safety problems1 especially for the very old and the 
very young. 

• Sewer systems and septics break down, especially when the river gets 
over 40' in the Guerneville area. 

• Toilets is low lying areas in the Russian River County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD) cannot be flushed. If back flow devices are not functioning 
properly, sewer spills can end up in homes. Also, water needs to be 
boiled and often the electric is out. These are health hazards for people 

 occupying the dwellings. 

Policy PS~2.2 (page 251) calls for regulating new development to reduce risks to 
acceptable levels. What does are /1 acceptable levels"? I would suggest putting a 
period after "hazards" and leaving out the last three words. 

PS~2d: Add language that eliminates new development potential on properties in 
Floodway and ten-year floodplain, and minimize new development in 100 yeq.r 
Flood Plain areas. The Open Space District should· be encouraged to buy up 
lands along major waterways where they commonly flood. Also, tree cutting 
and vegetation removal along riverbanks should be severely limited. (Sediment 
loads are a major source of pollution in the river.) 

Why not require flood insurance as a stipulation for building permits in the flood 
plain? 

Many of the policies on flooding impacts appear quite good. One issue that 
appears to go unaddressed however, is SCWA practices in regard to channel 
maintenance. Historically they have cleared vegetation in channels (some they 
had planted themselves for riparian improvements) to move water more quickly 
downstream. Flooding in the lower river was considered more desirable than 
flooding in the urban areas. Please address this issue. 

There are many techniques and devices for holding water on site and minimizing 
downstream flows. This has the added benefit of reducing polluted storm 
waters and preserving water quality. These bear mentioning in this section. 
Also, the County needs to work with local municipalities to encourage runoff 
prevention, also important for the stormwater prevention program. 

(End of comments submitted to Planning Commission on flooding.) 

PS-2h is referenced as setting the 100 year flood plain and its elevations as the 
threshold for measuring acceptable risk. Does that mean that within that flood 
plain, risk is acceptable or unacceptable? Why is it that the County is planning in 
turning the Russian River County Sanitation District into a Regional System and 
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hooking up communities outside of the floodplain? Most of the properties 
currently hooked up to the system are in the 100 year flood plain. Since we are 
the only area planned for expansion and most of the a_;rea is in the 100 year flood 
plain, does that mean that most of the 998 structureft anticipated by this plan in 
the Russian River Area will be located in the 100 year flood plain? Please explain 
where those 998 units will go if that is·the case? We are most concerned that they 
will end up on slide prone hillsides. 

We have been informed that FEMA maps are way out of date and they don't 
have the resources to update them. How will this affect determinations of the 
required structure height a foot above the flood plain? How will this affect flood 
plain management, especially PS-2o? What policies and objectives will be 
place to restrict moving development in our area up into the hillsides where 
landslides are a great concern (Please see recent article (attached) about several 
houses falling on Starrett Hill in ·Monte Rio.) 

Can you explain why this year there was a lot of flooding in places that had 
never flooded before and little flooding where it had? While it sounds good to 
promise special studies by the County, where are the funds to complete them? 
How high on the Supervisor's priority list are they likely to be? Government 

to react much better to catastrophes than long range planning in terms of 
providing fund:ing for studies. Can you refute this assessment? 

Impact 4.5-11 Impede or Redirect Flows in Flood Hazard Areas 

VV.hy does this plan assume that development has to continue in all flood plains? 
Why would it be infeasible to prohibit the development of new housing in the 
ten-year flood plain, and conversely, allow only commercial development that 
does not impede flood flows? Since this impact is significant unavoidable one, 
why is more cqnsideration not given to treating ten-year Jlood plains differently 
from 100 year flood plains? Since repetitive loss is a meaningful criteria for 
determining impacts, what percentage of the damage is in the ten-year flood 
plain and which percentage outside of it? Shouldn't this be analyzed if the 
information not available? Shouldn't there be policies to primitize areas with 
the greatest amount of risk? 

Also1 I have heard that FEMA is going to start assessing 200 year flood plain 
restrictions. Is this true? What impact would that have on the policies in this 
document? 

Responsibility and Monitoring, it referred to WR-lw. Where is it? (I 
couldn't find it in the Water Resources Element.) 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Water Supply Services - Environmental Setting 
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Wat er Sources 

RRWPC responded with comments to SCWA's Scoping Notice. We believe that 
our comments on that Notice are appropriate to replicate here. We have edited 
out some segments that do not seem relevant. 

RRWPC Comments on SCWA Scoping document (April 11, 1005) 

Comments on Notice: project alternatives absent 

There is only one alternative described in this notice, although it is stated that 
other alternatives will be considered. The Notice lists three general component 
projects giving very simple descriptions. While other projects are alluded to, 
there is no indication of what they might be. There are no probable significant 
environmental effects identified, although the notice states that environmental 
impacts will occur and will be studied. 

There is no concise, clear or complete description of the project and therefore no 
meaningful scoping comments by the public can be made. It is not the duty of 
the public to provide the content of an adequate scoping notice. We illustrate our 
assertion with the following analysis. 

The notice indicates that both a "project" and //program" level of detail will be 
utilized, and that only the transmission system will be studied to a "project" 
level of detail. The notice is certain that the Russian River Component will 
increase the amount of water diverted from the watershed by 26,000 Acre Feet 
(AF) a year, a 35% increase over what is taken now. This Notice clearly identifies 
that additional water diversions will come from Warm Springs Dam, and, while 
it mentions that additional alternatives will be considered, no alternatives for the 
diversion location and amount have been proposed. Because all components of 
the identified project will have significant impacts, particularly in the summer 
time, and a high degree of certainty regarding major project components exists, 
we wonder why a "project" level of analysis for all components won't be 
provided. 

The selected approach seems like a piecemeal one and appears to serve as a 
device to avoid serious environmental analysis. It is an approach consistently 
utilized by this Agency; focus is placed on narrow construction impacts and 
serious detailed analysis of the broader impacts related to cumulative and long 
range effects are avoided and/ or delayed, such as cumulative impacts of various 
flow scenarios on aquatic life and environmental habitat. There have been 
numerous instances in the past where policy documents and EIRs have been 
developed at great expense by SCWA and either suddenly dropped from view, 
or, in the case of EIRs, allowed physical construction to move forward (studied to 
a project level of detail), while the broader environmental impacts never fully 
revealed. 

I 0 7 
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Furthermore, by studying the Transmission and Reliability Component to a 
"project" level of detail, it presumes certainty about the availability of increased 
water supplies. In the event that those supplies do not become available for 
several years (It has been estimated that it may take as many as 8-10 years since 
the State Board has indicated they will not grant a new permit until the Section 7 
process is complete and related legal issues resolved.), we recommend that the 
expenditure on project specific infrastructure plans could be premature. In any 
case, we support consistency in the level of analysis among the components. 

Notice is misleading: 
This notice conveys little of the complexity of this project. There is either no 
mention or only bare mention of the following: 

• Endangered Species Act (State and Federal) including current status of the 
three listed salmonid species, and 

• the Section 7 Consultation with NOAA and Army Corps· of Engineers 
(ACOE) that has been going on for about seven years now1 

• the already submitted Biological Assessment that cost millions and is now 
awaiting a final Biological Opinion from NOAA, 

• the "Low Flow" alternative described in the Biological Assessment that 
has been subject of numerous strongly animated public hearings before 
the PPFC and State Board, 

• the probable need for a pipeline to get the Lake Sonoma water supply 
down to the diversion facility, 

• the possible loss (partial or complete) of the rubber dam which is a key 
element of their diversion facility, 

• the new Water Resources Element of the Sonoma County General Plan, 
soon to come before the Planning Commission, 

• the Agency's special studies being conducted behind the scenes with the 
United States Geological Survey and the North Coast Regional Board on 
future temperature and dissolved oxygen requirements and the fate of the 
passage of toxins through the river banks and soils, 

• the multitude of complex relationships in the new proposed 
"Restructured Agreement" for water supply with the water contractors, 

• The request for information by the State Board for conservation plans that 
would achieve a 11 zero footprint" of water use for new growth. An 
important report and meeting will occur only ten days after these 
comments are due; 

• the Urban Water Management Plan to be completed by the end of the 
year1 that will ostensibly address criteria for more consistent water need 
projections, and more. 

We are most concerned that this EIR might assume that any pending document 
not already certified, will be considered "speculative", and will therefore not be 
included in the analysis. In fact, at the Scoping Meeting1 SCWA staff indicated 
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that neither the "Low Flow" alternative (Biological Assessment), nor the pipeline 
from Warm Springs Dam. to your diversion facility (Biological Assessment), will 
be included in this EIR. We would find this an egregious violation of the spirit of 
CEQA, since both projects have been consistently mentioned over the last several 
years as likely realities in the not too distant future. 

Goal of Project 

The goal of the project is stated as, 11 
••• • providing a safe, economical, and reliable 

water supply to meet the defined future needs in the Agency's service area." Yet 
the location of the customers and the location of the project are generally 
disconnected, except by pipeline. The resource lies in an area not served by the 
project. The EIR should fully address the impacts of providing this new water 
supply and associated environmental impacts to those in the larger area. 
Impacts on other water users would be particularly critical during peak demand, 
low flow periods. Both the notice and goals are focused on the Agency's water 
supply needs alone, rather than seeking a balance that would satisfy projections 
by water contractors without causing harm to others. 

The very nature of water prohibits safeguarding only the water designated for 
SCWA customers. "His and hers" designations are not possible, as in reality it is 
all merged together. For this reason, we recommend that the record for this 
project include a~l discussions of and documents on the work of the Citizens 
Advisory Committee and the Water Subcommittee for the Sonoma County 
General Plan in developing the Water Resources Element. Sonoma County 
Water Agency (SCWA) personnel attended most of the meetings of these 
committees and provided extensive language for the proposed new Element. We 
request that concerns expressed both by the public and Committee members on 
water supply issues at these duly recorded and fully documented meetings, be 
included and/ or analyzed as part of this EIR. 

One important problem that needs to be addressed in this document is whether 
additional supplies can be accessed without causing new shortages, both in 
ground water wells and riparian supplies, for those landowners not directly 
benefiting from this project. Furthermore, the project area must be carefully 
defined to include all those in the watershed who may be adversely impacted by 
this project. This should include all property owners in proximity Dry Creek, the 
main stem of the Russian River, all others who might expect a draw down of 
their own supplies because of this project. 

CEQA guidelines state (15003 i), "CEQA does not require technical perfection in an 
EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a goodfaith effort at full disclosure. A court 
does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR's environmental conclusions, but only 
determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational document." (15003 h) states: 
'1The lead agency must consider the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts, 
when determining whether it will have a significant environmental effect. 11 To meet this 
standard, it is clear that the Draft EIR for Water Supply must go into far more 
depth of analysis than is implied in the five pages of text in the formal Notice. 
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Urban Water Management Plan and Growth Projections 
The Draft EIR must fully analyze the growth and water need projections 
supposedly justifying this project. It must also fully address the growth inducing 
impacts of the project along with the associated impacts tied to those 
inducements. For example, as more and more soils are covered with impervious 
surfaces, the risk of downstream flooding is increased as the recharge of aquifers 
is decreased. Of course, many other impacts will occur as well. 

The results of the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), due by the end of 
2005, which will provide the basis for ,projected water supply needs, should be 
incorporated into this document. Right now, there is no consistency in the 
manner in which growth and water needs projections are determined by the 
various contractors, although SCW A documents always assume a 2% growth 
rate. In recent times the growth rate in Santa Rosa has gone much lower than 
that. As the population increases, the 2% assumption is probably far too high; 
lower assumptions should be analyzed. Formerly, many contracting agencies 
calculated consumption based on past use and calculated new demands utilizing 
future growth projections. There were no incentives for special conservation 
efforts as water use kept increasing. Criteria need to be developed now for more 
standardized projections. 

Furthermore, according to SCWA's own records, the prime contractors 
purchased 12% more water in 2003-2004 water year than the previous year. In 
fact, the impetus for speeding this project, as well as the request for an 
emergency low last year (while blaming a dry spring coming on the heels of a 
normal rain fall winter), came right after an 18% water demand increase (over 
the previous year) by contractors reported for May and June, 2004. We would 
like to see those water use records included as part of the analysis on historical 
water use by SCWA customers. It seems as though there are currently no 
penalties in place for exceeding the limited allocations. Furthermore, the 
increased water use was replicated in 2004-'05. This increase completely 
cancelled out conservation goals of 6500 AF a year as expressed in the 
"Restructured Agreement" and other documents. 

Necessity for studying nlow flow" and rubber dam issues 
One of the most controversial issues is the "low flow" proposal put forth in the 
Biological Assessment, and the related appeal to the State Board in July, 2004, for 
permission to lower flows on an /1 emergency" basis. SCWA staff advised at the 
Scoping Meeting that the "low flow" project is considered "speculative" and will 
not be studied in this EIR. So we ask the question, will there be any further 
attempts to lower minimum stream flows, particularly in the 
Hacienda/Guerneville area and/or change the current methods of calculating 
flows? If there is no intention of altering flow regimes in the future, and 
assuming that summer flows in Dry Creek cannot be increased (and is forced to 
meet maximum levels proscribed by the State Board), how in the world could 
26,000 AF proposed in this project be obtained WITHOUT BUILDING A 
PIPELINE DOWN DRY CREEK? For staff to state that '1 low flow" is too 
speculative, and not on your agenda, is to put a lie to many of the things you 
have stated to the State Board and NOAA within recent years. 
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Furthermore, the pilot "low flow" study, initiated by SCWA, was begun last year 
after strong appeals were made by your agency to the State Board. At that time, 
the Board warned SCW A that increased water rights would not be forthcoming 
until a strong conservation plan was implemented. While we do not support the 
11low flow'1 alternative, and we believe that the Agency does not support 
studying it at this time, nevertheless, it is a very real issue in light of the Section 7 
Consultation and needs to be dealt with in conjunction with any applications for 
increased water supply, especially if any changes are contemplated in Decision 
1610 minimum flows. We are concerned that having authority to withdraw an 
additional 26,000 AF a year, could have a serious de facto negative impact on 
downstream water supplies, as well as environmental and recreational uses. 

Another issue affecting water supply operations is the fate of the rubber dam. 
NOAA has suggested in the past that it may have to come down. Somewhere I 
read (Biological Assessment?) that this would result in a 40% cut of summer 
supplies. Interestingly, in the "Restructured Agreement" currently being 
negotiated1 contractors are being told that they have to develop local supplies to 
be able to provide up to 40% of their projected needs. Consequently, the impact 
of draw down of ground water wells on the water supplies of nearby 
communities needs to be assessed in this document. I assume others will go into 
a lot more detail on this issue. The Biological Assessment should be part of the 
record for this project. 

The importance of the dam to the entire water supply operation is critical. In the 
December, 2002, Revised Draft of the SCWA Water Policy Statement, it states (in 
reference to the Section 7 Consultation process)1 "Of particular significance to the 
Agency is the extent to which the outcome of this process may affect how or if the Agency is able 
to operate the inflatable dam at Mirabel. Restructuring or eliminating the Agency's use of the 
inflatable dam and infiltration ponds would significantly reduce the production capacity of the 
Agency's existing facilities. Consequently, the determination of whether the Agency is able to 
operate the inflatable dam and infiltration ponds will dictate whether the Agency must plan 
additional facilities to meet only additional future demand or whether future facilities must also 
account for lost production capacity. Therefore, the Section 7 Consultation remains a driving 
force behind water supply planning efforts for the Agency, as the outcome of this process will 
dictate not only how current facilities are operated, but how future facilities will be constructed 
and operated. 11 

Project description elements and associated impacts analysis 

There are a range of impacts that need to be addressed as a result of SCWA 
policy to promote the use of recycled wastewater as replacement of the potable 
supply. The concept of using recycled water on agricultural lands in a manner 
that prevents seepage of the wastewater into ground water aquifers and surface 
water supplies, is a viable and desirable use of wastewater. We also support 
replacement of the potable water supply with highly treated wastewater on large 
agricultural and/ or landscape units, when done appropriately and not allowed 
to enter the groundwater supply. The concept of purposely promoting recharge 
of groundwater with wastewater is very problematic and resulting impacts 
need to be addressed. (i.e., especially regarding unregulated toxins) 

Furthermore1 the promotion of urban irrigation on small parcels is also extremely 
problematic because of runoff issues. The brand new development in Windsor, 
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Vintage Greens, built to irrigate small parcels, had 42 incidences of runoff in 2004 
and extensive nutrient pollution ended up in the drainages and nearby creek. 
The Cities of Santa Rosa and Rohnert Park have voiced support for a similar 1600 
unit project in east Rohnert Park that also has plans to irrigate. 

More and more evidence is piling up showing that emerging pollutants such as 
pharmaceuticals, personal care products, pesticides and herbicides, caffeine, and 
many other substances imbibed by humans, are very harmful to aquatic life. 
Many of the worst effects have been shown to take place downstream of 
wastewater discharges. To simply state that this wastewater meets Title 22 
guidelines in the Health and Safety Code, and it's okay to put it anywhere, is in 
our view, totally and completely irresponsible. The potential impacts of allowing 
these practices must be fully addressed if wastewater is allowed to supplant the 
potable supply. Existing studies on these issues should be made part of the 
record. 

One of our greatest concerns is that SCW A denies responsibility for the manner 
in which the various contractors conduct their specific programs. Even so, this 
project should address all of the expected impacts of providing more water and 
requiring more wastewater reuse that is frequently requested and touted in the 
various written documents on water supply. In fact, the latest draft of the 
Restructured Agreement (as of completion of the Draft EIR), that addresses these 
issues, should be included in the EIR analysis. 

Other foreseeable projects and conditions: 

This document should consider combined impacts from the following 
anticipated projects and conditions in determining cumulative impacts of the 
Water Project (this list is not meant to be comprehensive): 

• Discharge of as much as 4.5 billion gallons a year of Santa Rosa's 
wastewater directly into the Russian River or indirectly into an area in 
close proximity to the river. 

• Continued and expanded gravel mining within the watershed in close 
proximity to the river. This causes loss of filtration capacity. How will 
this ultimately impact water quality of Russian River? 

• Possible dismantling of the Potter Valley Project and/ or elimination of its 
operation as a power generation project, 

• Siltation of reservoirs and anticipated TMDL requirements regarding 
excessive sediment pollution in Russian River. Also, design capacity of 
Lake Mendocino is 122,500 AF. Given siltation over the years, what is the 
actual capacity? What is the rate of siltation anticipated over the next 20 
years? 

• Gradual draw down of the aquifer and diminishing supplies by continued 
and expanded water use by agriculture and growing communities 
upstream of the SCWA facility. 

• Global warming 

• Current and future groundwater studies. 
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• Anticipated growth and water use of cities upstream of the main 
diversion facility (Willets, Ukiah, Cloverdale, Geyserville, Healdsburg, 
Windsor 

Conflicting Governance Issues ... 
Other project complexities arise out of other, often conflicting, management 
responsibilities of the lead Agency, which is in charge of various wastewater 
treatment plants and flood control maintenance, recreational facilities, as well as 
water supply. For example, the Agency has been in charge and has funded 
numerous reclamation projects, which were later dismantled for flood control 
purposes. 

These conflicts are compounded by conflicting and overlapping governance 
issues. Numerous water and wastewater systems are managed by SCWA for 
various sewer districts whose boards are the Board of Supervisors wearing 
various hats, who also run the Water Agency, who also make all planning and 
land use decisions and who ultimately spend the funds. On the one hand, 
District Directors (Board of Supervisors) authorize policies and set standards that 
allow for high overhead for the provision of water supply services, while on the 
other, that same overhead is severely hampering the small wastewater treatment 
systems under their management in the unincorporated parts of the County to 
function on a limited budget. This in turn facilitates system breakdowns, which 
result in violations of the Clean Water Act, negative impacts on our potable 
water supply and a degradation of our waterways. 

Complexities are added by the mere fact that some of the prime contractors and 
other water users are from the unincorporated area (i.e. Forestville and Valley of 
the Moon), and others (Sonoma, Santa Ros~/ Cotati, Rohnert Park, Petaluma, and 
North Marin Water District) are cities having their own governance. Larger, 
more affluent cities of course have advantage over the smaller ones. The major 
portion of time at Water Advisory Committee (WAC) meetings is dealing with 
the intricacies of decision making process and funding policy. The river 
environment and condition of the water supply is always of least concern. Issues 
such as sustainability are almost never discussed. Furthermore, an extensive 
amount of work on the Restructured Agreement and other documents is 
conducted behind closed doors by SCWA and Santa Rosa attorneys. 

Finally, and probably most obvious, it is impossible to separate water for SCW A 
contractors and water for all the rest of us. Similarly, it is problematic that the 
Supervisors try to parcel out their authorities as though they are all separate but 
equal. It simply doesn't work that way in nature; everything is interconnected. 
What is good for one is often bad for another and visa versa. It is unreasonable 
to believe that goals that further the customers of the SCWA are necessarily 
beneficial for the rest of us and those issues need to be addressed. The Draft EIR 
needs to address interrelated impacts of obtaining and transporting additional 
water supplies for all citizens dependant on its use. 
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Recommended Alternatives: 

As alternative projects, RRWPC suggests that you analyze the impacts of a water 
supply increase of only 10,000 AF and 18,000 AF (2 different projects), and that 
those be analyzed in light of a need for a Dry Creek Pipeline, necessity for a 
water treatment plant, maintenance or non-maintenance of the rubber dam, and 
summer time "low flow" scenarios (including impacts on the estuary during 
closed and open conditions, which was of great concern to NOAA). These 
should be looked at along with the required "no project" alternative (not 
mentioned in the notice). 

We strongly agree with the Shute, Mihaly, Weinberger letter in regards to 
implementation of conservation practices that go far beyond conventional 
BMP' s. In particular, a lot more needs to be done on large landscape 
conservation projects. We suggest a key component of the EIR focus on 
determining the maximum amount of conservation that might be accomplished 
and how this dovetails with growth projections over a 20 year period. In other 
words1 by using optimum (and innovative) conservation techniques, how long 
can this project be delayed? 

We also support the petition of Trout Unlimited and Audabon to the State Board 
concerning unregulated diversions in the tributaries. We would like to suggest 
that sew A study the possibility of funding State Board regulatory actions in this 
area1 similar to the funding of staff time for Regional Board development of 
Basin Plan Amendments. In fact1 we recommend an alternative that greatly 
increases water availability through SCWA funding a regulatory program by the 
State Board to end illegal water use. 

Resume comments on DEIR: 

Adequacy of the SCWA's Water Supply (Page 4.9-3) 

Statement is made that by 2020 and additional 25,000 to 30,000 AFY will need to 
be diverted from the Russian River. It's interesting that SCWA has been trying to 
get permits for that amount since before 1995. ·Is it true that they won't really 
need the extra capacity until 2020? We think that statement may be incorrect and 
it points up the dire need for this DEIR to be based on an updated Urban Water 
Management Plan, a document due to have been completed last Dec., 2005. It 
has been estimated that the Plan won't be ready until August of 2006. Many 
people believe, and have expressed the opinion that the water supply portion of 
this document is worthless without that updated information. 

Exhibit 4.9-1 

This Exhibit appears to be way out of date. Isn't it true that in the last two years 
or so, sew A has drawn about 6,000 AFY from their 11Emergency" wells in the 
Laguna Area? If so, how can the 3,025 AFY be accurate? Do the numbers in this 
chart assume that sew A has the permits and transmission system in place to 
deliver the water? Do these numbers simply represent what is available behind 
the dams? · 

A big part of the deficiency of SCWA's system occurs during low summer flows. 
There has really been no analysis in this DEIR of summer water supply versus 
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demand. A few years ago, Santa Rosa was within hours of having no water fo
fire suppression. (See discussion of "low flow" issues above.) 

Please address the impacts of a lowered flow on water supply issues. How can 
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you assume that numbers on a chart provide proof that " ... the Water Project w
be approved." This issue is far more complex than determining how m
water is behind the dams. This DEIR fails to address the complexity of iss
mentioned above in our scoping comments. 

At the bottom of page 4.9-5 there are two paragraphs mentioning the Sectio
Consultation under the Endangered Species Act. Within the Section //Fed
Regulations" (4.9-21) there is NO mention of either the Clean Water Act or 
Endangered Species Act. There are critical changes that are likely to take place in
the coming years before 2020 and the SCWA has a pretty good idea of what a
least some of them are (see our scoping comments above). How can wate
supply issues be discussed without examining any of these other concerns? (We
suspect that you discuss the issues under Biotic Resources, but that should no
negate the need to give some analysis and mention here and I or referencing to
other sections.) 

The statement is made (page 4.9-5) that flows were reduced by 15% by FERC to
provide more water for the Eel River. Why was there no mention of the "low
flow" experiment in 2004 by SCWA? The DEIR states that the 15% reduction
caused no problems. If this were the case, how do you explain the August, 2003
letter from SCWA to contractors asking them to project their water needs for the
coming years. The letter stated that SCWA could not guarantee water deliveries
under all circumstances and that Contractors needed to develop alternative
summer supplies for peak demand periods. There was an MOU developed with
the contractors allocating supplies during peak demand "impaired" conditions.
None of this fits with the "feel good" portrayal about water supply in this DEIR
The problem is your reliance on the very out of date Urban Water Management
Plan of 2000 and a failure to study many documents available indicating
different scenarios. Why was no information presented from the Biological
Assessment, or instance? 

As we read on, we note that the DEIR states on page 4.9-22, appears to paint a 
slightly different picture. More doubt about future water supplies being
adequate is expressed, especially if the increased permit to 101,000 AFY is not
granted. How do you explain this inconsistency? The information on water
availability is presented in a scattered fashion and needs to be better organized.
Were different people writing this segment? 

Estimated Total Water Use 

Exhibit 4.9-4 is out of date. Estimates in 2001 for contractors according to chart
was 441000 AFY. 2004 actual use by contractors was about 58,000 AF. I believe 
2005 use was close to that as well. Apparently, according to the foot note, the 
Exhibit's numbers did not include North Marin Water District, even though they 
are considered a prime contractor. The latter used 9,636 AF in 2004. The 
question is whether the numbers in the chart really didn't include North Marin 
W.D. How do you explain the sentence, 11 Accurate water use data for all 
municipat public, and community-owned water districts in Sonoma County are 
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not available"? (Page 4.9-11) We know that accurate data for SCWA customers is 
available. Don't these other agencies have to report their use to anyone? Don't 
they operate under permits from the SWRCB? Isn't this public information? Is 
the information in Exhibit 4.9-5 not "accurate"? 

(The data you present is in million gallons. The information distributed by 
SCWA is in terms of AFY. Couldn't you present information in a consistent way 
so it can be compared? Also, this DEIR was written in 2005. Why are you using 
data from 2002?) 

- Factors Affecting Water Supply 

In this section you name some factors. Why don't you describe circumstances in the 
water source, the Russian River? 

SCW 
 

A Water Conservation Programs 

This paragraph basically states that it is hard to quantify conservation savings. 
While that may be true to an extent, there is data to show that in 2002 and 2003 
contractor's water use went way up, even though they were supposedly 
11 conserving". It is true, they were spending money on programs and following 
BMPs that were not very strenuous, according to some, but there was one critical 
BMP that no one fully implemented and that involved putting constraints on 
outdoor irrigation use. Summertime is the time of greatest shortages and highest 
use. Until an effective outdoor irrigation conservation program is implemented, 
the contractor's will fall short of meaningful savings. This segment is a 
disappointment. There is data available that could have allowed for 
comparisons of actual use by contractors over the last five years. Why didn't you 
provide that information? 

Recycled Water and Reuse 

In this segment you talk about the benefits of reusing wastewater but not the 
risks1 which our document mentioned on previous pages. The benefits are touted 
as supplanting potable water use. As mentioned before, there are many 
unregulated and unmonitored chemi~als in wastewater. It's safety in a "toilet to 
tap" program has not been demonstrated. What is known however, is that it is 
common for irrigators to over water, thereby sending this water into creeks and 
streams at a most vulnerable time. Furthermore, they drain the fertilizers and 
pesticides with it into storm drains. The public does not accept the idea of 
summertime 

 
discharges into creeks and stre. ams when recreational use is high 

and flows are low (minimal dilution and flushing action). How can such 
programs be touted as a way to extend the water supply? What kind of 
monitoring and enforcement programs would assure that runoff would not 
occur? 

Exhibit 4.9-8 Summary of Water Supply and Sewer Capacity of 
Unincorporated Sonoma County 

This DEIR fails to acknowledge that Occidental has solved its water problems 
and is now hooked up to the Camp Meeker system, which draws its water from 
the Russian River. 
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This DEIR fails to include the communities of Rio Nido and Guerneville in the 
Sweetwater Springs Water District. There has been no effort by Sweetwater to 
implement a conservation program that I am aware ot and I live in their district 

The DEIR mentions the Russian River USA. Do you mean the Russian River 
County Sanitation District? If so, RRCSD and Sweetwater Springs Water District 
boundaries are not contiguous. Also, why do you fail to mention the Armstrong 
Valley Water District in Guerneville? Sweetwater's services in Guerneville and 
Rio Nido are only partially contiguous with the RRCSD. You need to make a 
correction here. Also, we wonder how this incongruity, and the fact that 
Sweetwater is almost out of capacity could affect growth allocations for our area? 

The DEIR expresses concern about cooperation between various entities among 
water stakeholders. The various objectives mentioned, WR-3q,3r / 3a, 3c,3d etc. 
mostly call for /1 supporting, working with, and cooperating" between the various 
interests. Other than attend meetings together, and treat each other respectfully, 
what is meant by these vague terms? How can "cooperation" be enforced? 
People will be civil as long as their needs are met. The minute there is a true 
shortage the '1 guns" and /ffists" come out. What policies will be in place when 
this happens? Or will SCWA play "big daddy" and dole out the rations? There1 s 
a saying1 ''Whiskey is for drinking, and water is for fighting over". Your 
mitigations are weak and in problematic circumstances, probably ineffectual. 

The real "stick" is going to be sophisticated and comprehensive conservation 
plans with high water rates for heavy users. Along with this should come 
programs (and funding opportunities) for infrastructure repair. (Get rid of those 
leaks.) This would have an added benefit of cutting down the amount of 
wastewater generated. The Cities brag about their conservation programs, but in 
truth there are studies (by Pacific Institute for instance) showing how much 
further they can go. Comprehensive programs also need to become available to 
small water districts through funding assistance. 

(Start of comments) 

COMMENTS TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION: 

THE PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT (3-27-06) 

GOALS, POLICIES, AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal PF-1: I request that you remove the word "unduly"._ It's meaning is unclear and 
difficult to define. Services should not be provided where growth is unplanned. (Stated 
in Objective right below, PF-1.1) 

Objective: PF-1.2: It is unclear how this objective intends to "help" resolve difficulties 
of small water systems. Some examples would be helpful. 

Policy PF-la: This policy appears to promote central sewer systems wherever there is 
planned growth. It does not recognize alternative options and it needs to. It's possible 
that this is not the intent of the Policy, in which case, you might want to specify that it 
applies to urbanized rural areas where there is a great deal of development on very small 
parcels. 
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Policy PF-lb: See comments above about master facilities plans. SCWA doesn't seem 
to like them and they tend to be more expensive than the community can afford, 
especially with the high charges by the Agency. The big issue here is that these 
communities simply cannot afford to do the planning necessary to make these work. A 
full environmental impact report would have to address all growth related environmental 
issues. This policy says nothing about environmental analysis! (CEQA) 
Add: PF-lb (9) Provides full environmental analysis as required by environmental 
law. 

Policy PF-le: You can eliminate Occidental Water Company for two reasons. First, I 
believe that it is the Occidental Community Services District that runs the water system, 
which is new and has just been completed. Monte Rio is spelled wrong. Furthermore, 
we have been calling for a planning process for the Russian River County Sanitation 
District for a long time. SCW A is just moving forward with a piece meal expansion. 
This may be a question for EIR comments, but where is the analysis showing buildout of 

 
a sewer district and the needed capacity to serve that new growth? The issue of 
expanding a district to pay for new growth within the district is not address adequately. 

Policy PF-lf (2) and Policy PF-lh (2): This refers to OS-le, which I couldn't find. 
Where is it? 
 

Policy PF-lk: We support the language on package treatment plants provided by the 
Sonoma County Water Coalition. 

PF-lm: For the reasons stated below, we have serious concerns about this policy. 

• To our knowledge, specific studies determining which septic systems are truly 
failing, have seldom been conducted. While many septic systems may not meet 
current codes, they often function adequately and do not cause poliution. Clear 
demonstration of numerous failures should be documented in areas where 
annexations are contemplated. 

• In the Water Resources Element Policy WR-In calls for the consideration of the 
establishing of septic mapagement districts. It makes sense to prioritize this 
solution wherever feasible, over large, expensive, and often polluting centralized 
wastewater treatment plants, especially in rural areas. 

• Centralized sewer treatment systems always foster extensive development on 
substandard parcels that are environmentally challenged. This is most 
problematic on fragile steep slopes that become much more prone to sliding when 
they are disturbed. Not only are the slides a health and safety issue, but their 
pollution of waterways can be very destructive. 

• The water quality, traffic, geologic hazard, and other serious issues are seldom 
adequately addressed in the process of the environmental documentation of 
impacts from expanded sewer services. 

• Chemicals used in wastewater treatment and their polluting byproducts are often 
not addressed and/or regulated by these treatment systems and often cause serious 
harm to aquatic life. At a gigantic cost to property owners, expansion of 
centralized treatment plants often results in trading one pollutant for another. 

r
~.,.,

[ \ 5 7 

\5EJ 

I 
SCGP/EIR Comments 4/16/06 Page 



• In light of the inability of the Federal and State Governments to help finance 
centralized systems to any significant degree, it makes sense to prioritize the 
creation of septic management districts to assure, in a timely manner, that truly 
failing septic systems are repaired. These districts could .assure that problems are 
identified, and funds made available to make repairs, without encouraging 
massive amounts of environmentally harmful growth to help pay the bills. 

• A good case in point is the Monte Rio District, which has been trying to design 
and fund a 600 hookup system for 400 developed parcels. This system won't 
serve the worst septic problems in the area on Starrett Hill and the price tag has 
almost doubled to $14 million dollars. 

• We suggest the following change to Policy PF-Im: (new language in CAPS and 
eliminated language underlined) 

Where substantial numbers of PROVEN failing septic systems or other health and safety 
problems exist outside urban service areas which could be addressed by =~=.:....:__::+ 
~::::..:..:::.~.:....::::-.=.:::::..:._:_.:;.:::=] SEPTIC MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS, evaluate the feasibility of 
enlarging urban service boundaries ESTABLISHING SUCH DISTRICTS to include 

THESE areas. The evaluation should assure sufficient capacity to serve existing 
connections and potential buildout within existing urban service area boundaries. 

Finally, where appropriate, we urge you to reference by policy or objective number AND 
page number, other elements directly related to Public Services. We are concerned that 
the policies in this element seem detached from the concerns noted in other sections of 
the General Plan. Specifically, we are concerned about the preferred emphasis in this 
section of utilizing centralized treatment facilities without acknowledging the often 
serious water quality issues of doing so. 

(End of comments to Planning Commission) 

WATER RESOURCES ELEMENT 

The following section contains some conunents on the Water Resource Elements 
policies and objectives. RRWPC strongly supports the concept of the WRE. 
Many policies and objectives offer a very good start for a comprehensive 
sustainable water policy. But we also have concerns at this time that it is too 
weak and will not accomplish its goals. We include some general comments here 
on the Element (These comments are in a different format because they were 
written at a different time. They have not been submitted anywhere however. 

• WRE Purpose and Relationship to other Elements (page 210) 

o Addresses five main topics which are treated separately and not 
integrated with one another: water quality1 ground water supply

1 

public water systems, conservation & reuse1 and import/ export 
Yet on Page 1 the basic assumption of WRE is: //The primary purpose 
of this element is to ensure that Sonoma County's water resources are 
sustained and protected. To achieve this purpose1 water resource 
management will be in an integrated manner throughout all jurisdictions 
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in the County and be on a sustainable yield and quality protection basis 
which consi~ers the amount of quality water that can be used over the 
long term without exceeding the replenishment rates over time or causing 
long term declines or degradation in available surface water or 
groundwater resources.'' 

o How can integration can occur when important aspects of the WRE 
are scattered over five other elements? We are particularly 
concerned about separating water quality, water reuse, and 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

o In the background section, why there is no mention of strong 
public concern over the last 25 years about public wastewater 
treatment facilities and wastewater discharges into our public 
waterways in regards to water quality issues? 

 Watersheds (page 214) 

o Watersheds chart Figure WR-1 is misleading. Fails to note where 
major tributaries flow into major streams. For instance, Santa Rosa 
Creek flows into the Laguna, which flows into Mark West Creek 
The fact that the creeks are listed in a linear fashion in Figure WR-1, 
fails to demonstrate the interconnectedness of these 
streams/subbasins and their full impact at the Russian River 
confluence. For the sake of clarity, better descriptions of the 
watersheds should allow for adequately addressing impacts. 
Perhaps reference to an appropriate map would address this issue 
or indentations on the list showing, which streams flow into which 
waterways would help. 

o This lack of integration could indicate inadequacies in cumulative 
impact analyses where the interrelatedness of these waterways 
creates impacts that might not otherwise be addressed. 

o In the section under Subbasins (page 216) the Russian River 
impairment for sediments is mentioned, but none of the other 
303(d) impairments are described here. It's out of context and 
could be misleading, especially since it applies to all subbasins of 
the Russian River. 

o Page 218 (top): Poor groundwater quality can also come from over 
irrigation with wastewater, seepage of soil amendments, pesticides, 
and other chemical contaminants from even normal irrigation 
and/ or rainfall. (This was mentioned in some part of the DEIR and 
may indicate a lack of consistency with that document.) 

Water Quality Section (page 219) 

•

• 
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o While this is a very serious and complex topic, it appears that very 
little general plan consideration has been given to it, especially in 
comparison to the breadth and detail of the groundwater section. 

o Section on National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) is misleading, confusing, and fails to differentiate 
between the various kinds of NPDES permits. This segment 
appears to confuse stormwater permits and point source discharge 
permits needed by wastewater treatment plants. These two are 
much different. Most of the paragraph on page 219 describes 
elements of Stormwater Permits until it mentions California Toxics 
Rule (CTR), which only applies only to wastewater discharge 
permits where the discharge goes directly into surface water from a 
point source. CTR does not apply to Stormwater Permits. During 
the CAC hearing process, I believe that comments were made to 
that effect, but no changes in the Element were made. 

o The following section on TMDL's (page 219) gives a fairly accurate 
account of impaired water body status, but for one exception. The 
Laguna de Santa Rosa is impaired for phosphorus, nitrogen, 
dissolved oxygen, temperature, and sediments. In this segment, 
only dissolved oxygen is mentioned. This is a gross error, since the 
Laguna de Santa Rosa subbasin is most affected by development in 
the mid County area. This inaccuracy had been pointed out during 
the CAC review process, so it is strange that no corrections were 
made. It would also help to clarify that this program only applies 
to surface waters. 

o Under the section on Dissolved Elements, the Plan omitted 
Mercury, which is a significant concern throughout the Russian 
River Watershed. 

(End of General WRE comments) 

Water Supply Services-Impacts & Mitigation Measures (page 4.9-22) 

Impact 4.9~1 Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of 
the Urban Service Area 

This Impact seems to require a quid pro quo from small water systems to 
support water supply controls sought by SCWA. A balance is called for between 
water supply and water demand, yet the section fails to meaningfully indicate 
the many complexities in achieving such a goal. It alludes to the natural factors 
involved, but spends most of the text in support of the goals of SCWA water 
supply needs. (Some of the items in this section we discuss on earlier pages.) 

Discussion of policies (page 4.9~26) 
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WR-3q and 3r: Inter-regional planning efforts 

We have some concerns that the focus here is more on water powers than on 
sustainability of the resource. We have watched interregional planning fall apart 
as SCW A conducts most of its business in private meetings behind closed doors, 
relies on attorneys in developing most plans, and plays one interest against 
another, telling people what they want to hear and saying different things to 
different people. They are masters at playing hard ball and seldom allows truly 
open and transparent processes among affected parties. 

WR-3a & 3c: We have no problem with the collection of information. It is the 
end result of how it is used that we are concerned about. 

WR-31: Who is the SCW A/County going to consult with, themselves? There is 
no master plan in place,_ yet SCW A is going around making contracts to tie up 
water rights, buying property for facility expansion, developing policy 
statements that get commented on and then dropped, and many other actions 
that are contrary to the spirit of cooperation and full disclosure. There is no 
master plan that has passed the muster of public review. This policy is 
unenforceable, because the Agency strong arms those in need of their services 
and plays hard ball with anyone who disagrees. Since water contractors are 
beholden to them for their water supply, these feel good cooperative 
arrangements are simply a cover for what is truly a water dictatorship. 

PRMD's role, as described on page 4.9-27 is compromised by the fact that the 
same people (Board of Supervisors) are in_ charge of planning, water and 
wastewater services, permits, health code enforcements, septic systems, etc. and 
operate as a hegemony controlling all County services. Policy WR-3k seems to 
support this view. We have watched SCWA play a very protective and possibly 
controlling role in the development of the Water Resources Element. 

In regard to conservation, WR-3£ and WR-4b promise very little in the way of 
substantive policy for assuring much greater water savings. WR-4e, 4£, and 4h 
are good starts, but they are far too vague and undemanding in anticipated 
results. Again, there are no goals or oversight with which to measure success 
and no analysis of potential savings connected with any of the programs. 
onsequently, it is impossible to measure the potential value of these efforts. 

Since there is no further mitigation offered, the consultant concludes that a 
significant unavoidable impact would occur. We believe that more could have 
been done to avoid this conclusion. There is a great deal of information out there 
on possible conservation efforts beyond what has been presented, which has not 
even been measurable. We refer you to Waste Not, Want Not by Peter Glieck of 
the Pacific Institute. Also Ned Orett of Petaluma has written extensively on this 
subject as well. We believe that the problem is with the decision makers who 
really don't want to be bothered with extensive conservation efforts. 

Impact 4.9-3 new or Expanded Water Supply Facilities 
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Previous comments address our concerns about this issue. 

Wastewater Management Services- Environmental Setting 

On page 4.9-33 the DEIR states that all independent sanitation districts in the 
County are managed by SCWA except Bodega Bay and Forestville. I think you 
need to add Graton to that list as well. They have a separate board and 
management from Forestville . 

. Exhibit 4.9-9 

I haven't checked the numbers in this chart, but I happen to know that the dry 
weather flow for RRCSD is a very old number; I am quite sure it is currently 
around 0.45 mgd for the last few years. Similarly, the percent of current capacity 
in use is way off base, and can be very misleading depending on whether you are 
talking about a summer weekend or a stormy winter day. Because of floods and 
summer recreational and tourist visitors, probably no area varies as much as 
RRCSD in terms of flow. This factor should be taken into consideration. 

These same comments apply to Impact 4.9-4 Increased Wastewater Treatment 
Demand and Exhibit 4.9-10. Also, the permitted capacity for RRCSD is listed as 
0.710 mgd. This is winter capacity only. The summer capacity due to 
constrained irrigation area is 0.510. We also would challenge the future 
increased esd capacity of 1077 hookups. 

Septic Systems 

What is the basis for first guessing the number of septics and then estimating the 
number of people using them? The 2.8 persons per household seems very high. 
How was that determined? 

State and Regional Regulations 

In other segments of the DEIR we noted that mention of the Basin Plan was 
lacking and that there appeared to be confusion over NPDES permits. We still 
believe that to be the case, but it is interesting that the person who wrote this 
brief segment (page 4.9-36) seemed to understand these correctly. We wonder 
once again if two different people wrote these sections? Perhaps they can talk to 
one another. 

Impact 4.9-4 Increased Wastewater Treatment Demand 

According to our understanding, the Monte Rio District has about 400 developed 
parcels and about 200 undeveloped. I have never seen the number listed here: 
455 and 131 respectively. How do you explain the difference? -

In general, the DEIR has not really stated how much growth will be assigned to 
any of the sewer districts in the Russian River Area, so it is impossible to 
evaluate the adequacy of the capacity with any accuracy. We believe an analysis 
of vacant, buildable parcels in each of the sanitation districts in conjunction with 
capacity analysis, would have given a better picture of growth impacts. As it is, 
once again it has been determined that growth in this area will have significant 
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Lunavoidable  impacts. A more detailed analysis may have made that 
unnecessary. 

It is mentioned (page 4.9-42) that, /1 Additionally, the completion of master facilities 
plans, improvements to existing facilities, and the construction of new wastewater 
treatment plants would be beyond the control of Sonoma County ..... " Since Sonoma 
County manages most of the County Sanitation Districts, wouldn't this be a false 
statement? 

4.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

For the most part1 we have very limited expertise on this issue. We do support 
many of the policies and wish they would go even further, especially in regard to 
riparian protections. In our humble opinion, riparian is the single most aspect of 
water quality protection than almost anything else. It is very sad that so many 
land owners (including the government) have felt obliged to get rid of it. 

Another deep concern we have is for redwood trees. We realize that the County 
cannot control timber harvest plans, but can limit cuts under three acres. We are 
extremely disappointed that we didn't see any policies in this document to 
protect this incredible resource, especially in areas around the Russian River. 
The forest environment is attractive as a tourist and recreational resource. It is 
important for its habitat values. These trees help protect the lower hillsides from 
slides. They provide a habitat unique in this world and yet people are allowed to 
cut trees for sun and to raise money for other things with very little oversight. 
It's a travesty! 

Finally, we support all measures to protect endangered species, especially the 
salmon. As far as we are concerned, you cannot do enough to protect this 
magnificent species. They are the canary in the coalmine and a strong indicator 
of the state of water quality in our waterways. It is sad when people don't take 
that more seriously. 

4.7 GEOLOGY/SOILS 

Living in a slide prone area, we are very sensitive to this issue. We include some 
of our comments to the Planning Commission on this Element (3-21-06) 

(Start of comments) 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

The goal and two objectives acknowledge the need to address the problem. 

Objective PS-1.2 can be improved by adding the following (IN CAPS): 

"Regulate new development INCLUDING MAJOR ADDITIONS AND 
IMPROVEMENTS to reduce the risks of damage and injury from known geologic 
hazards to acceptable levels." 

There are many parcels for sale in West Sonoma County on steep slopes, covered with 
trees, that wiIJ probably need driveways and significant earth movement and tree cutting 
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to make habitable. Some of these parcels should not be developed because of the 
extreme risk involved. Professional geologic reports should be required on all 
potential impacts from disturbing these areas and building should not be allowed 
where impacts are deemed significant. 

Furthermore, professional reports should be required on all proposed tree cuts in these 
fragile forest ecosystems and prohibited where slide potential and stream degradation 
exists. Numerous clear cuts and major trees removal in Rio Nido has occurred by people 
who want cheap land, along with the sun. In one case, trees were sold to raise money for 
the owner with no regard for the impacts to the environment. These cuts have caused 
changes to the neighbor's trees and have threatened the safety of others, since these 
harvests actually change the wind and weather patterns in these canyons and turn 
remaining trees into potential hazards. There should be a policy requiring people to study 
and avoid all damaging effects of cutting of large trees in slide prone areas, especially in 
residential areas. 

Some of the policies in the Safety Element appear to address these issues, but simply do 
not seem to have worked effectively; there are too many examples of hazards that appear 
to be preventable. 

Comments on specific policies: 

PS-la: Utilize data how? What data? This seems too vague to have much meaning. 

PS-lb: Similarly vague. Studies will be utilized with what goal in mind? 

PS-1 c: We encourage such amendments, but where are they? Shou1dn 't there be 
recommended language included in this draft? 

PS-ld: This is an unfunded recommendation that will go nowhere in the form .it's in. 
Where are potential funds and what carrot/stick can be utilized to stimulate generation of 
such activities? 

PS-le: In watching the development in the redwood canyons of Rio Nido, with gigantic 
McMansions being put on substandard lots, totally out of proportion to the surroundings, 
it is hard to believe that this policy has been implemented at all. The Geologic Hazard 
Area should be readily accessible to those trying to utilize this document. It would be 
helpful if some of the requirements could be spelled out here. -

PS-lf: Just how do you minimize risk from a landslide to an acceptable level. There 
should be a policy that all projects in landslide areas should be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and notices should be send to all property owners within at least 1000' of 
the project. This policy needs to be spelled out further. 

NEW POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: 

REQUIRE GEOLOGIC HAZARD ANALYSIS FOR ALL LARGE (size?) TREE 
REMOVALS ON STEEP SLOPES WITHIN SLIDE PRONE AREAS. PERMITS 
SHOULD BE REQUIRED FOR REMOVAL AND STIFF FINES INSTITUTED FOR 
VIOLATIONS. 
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REQUIRE HOUSING SETBACKS THAT PROVIDE PARKING AREAS 
APPROPRIATE FOR THE SIZE OF THE RESIDENCE. PROHIBIT VEHICLE 
PARKING WITHIN 50' OF CREEK BANKS. 

Generally speaking, the policies in this section are quite weak and fail to address the 
significant problems caused by this hazard. It is interesting to compare this section to the 
one on flooding in terms of the effort spent in addressing the issue. I would support any 
recommendations made by Dr. Howard Wilshire on behalf of PEER. He is far more 
expert than I in these matters. (His comments were submitted on the EIR.) 

Reduction of Potential Damage from Flooding: 

While it is appropriate to encourage the raising of existing structures in the flood plain to 
avoid future inundation and property damage, it is problematic to rely on this means to 
allow further new development. Especially up to the ten year flood plain, there should be 
no new residential development allowed. There are several reasons for this and probably 
many more that I am not aware of. 

• People get isolated for days without services in their homes. This provides health 
and safety problems, especially for the very old and the very young. 

• Sewer systems and septics break down, especially when the river gets over 40' in 
the Guemeville area. 

• Toilets is low lying areas in the Russian River County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD) cannot be flushed. If back flow devices are not functioning properly, 
sewer spills can end up in homes. Also, water needs to be boiled and often the 

 electric is out. These are health hazards for people occupying the dwellings. 

Policy PS-2.2 (page 251) calls for regulating new development to reduce risks to 
acceptable levels. What does are "acceptable levels"? I would suggest putting a period 
after "hazards" and leaving out the last three words. 

PS-2d: Add language that eliminates new development potential on properties in 
Floodway and ten year floodplain, and minimize new development in 100 year Flood 
Plain areas. The Open Space District should be encouraged to buy up lands along major 
waterways where they commonly flood. Also, tree cutting and vegetation removal along 
riverbanks should be severely limited. (Sediment loads are a major source of pollution in 
the river.) 

Flood Insurance should be a stipulation for any building permits in the flood plain. 

Many of the po\icies on flooding impacts appear quite good. One issue that appears to go 
unaddressed however, is SCWA practices in regard to channel maintenance. Historically 
they have cleared vegetation in channels (some they had planted themselves for riparian 
improvements) to move water more quickly downstream. Flooding in the lower river 
was considered more desirable than flooding in the urban areas. Please address this issue. 

There are many techniques and devices for holding water on site and minimizing 
downstream flows. This has the added benefit of reducing polluted storm waters and 
preserving water quality. These bear mentioning in this section. Also, the County needs 
to work with local municipalities to encourage runoff prevention, also important for the 
stormwater prevention program. 
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Finally, here is a summary of some of our major concerns: 

Critical General Plan Issues: 

Inadequate project description. 
• Potential parcelization (build out) not described or analyzed (SC most 

parcelized county in state) . 
• Need to provide parcelization map including COC's and potential 

granny units. 
• No limit placed on buildable parcels and what gets developed because 

services can't be provided 
Impacts inadequately described arid mitigations inadequate 

• Too many significant unavoidable impacts. 
• Policy mitigations are weak and no means provided to measure 

compliance. 
• Reliance on unfunded projects to mitigate growth. How will this 

protect endangered and threatened species? 
• If EIR assumes impact will be reduced by plan policy or mitigation 

measure, information must be provided to document effectiveness of 
the measure to reduce the impact. 

Similarly, wastewater disposal is becoming more and more problematic an
expensive. As pollutants in our water bodies and human bodies 
seem to increase, along with our awareness of the harm they do (loss of salmonid 
species, invasive plant proliferation, increased cancer rates, etc.), the need is 
created for greater regulation, which drives up the cost of providing the service. 
Rural areas are hard pressed to pay the costs associated with the growth and 
development projected in this plan and the plan avoids discussion of this issue. 

ESA: not addressed in Water Resources Element, even though water policy is
critical to threatened and endangered fish species. Also, need to define beneficial 
uses and how GP policies will affect protection of these. Promise of unfunded 
projects to mitigate doesn't work unless it is shown where funds will come from. 

Decision 1610 and. low flow proposals in Biological Assessment. Need to look 
latter in terms of UWMP. SCGP should ultimately be delayed until UWMP and 

at
Biological Opinion are complete. Both are imminent within the next year. 

Hillside Ord. : Need to evaluate success and reliability in providing protection
from siltation from hillside vineyards. Need for monitoring programs for many 
of these programs that are meant as mitigations. (Are BMP goals being met?) 

Concerns about project description and discussions on water quality: 

• Section on water quality is vague, incomplete and misleading 

• Goals, policies, objectives are nonspecific, noncommittal, unclear and fai~
to demonstrate how compliance will be measured. Promises to "work 
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con\ ..... L with" the Regional Board to the "extent feasible or practicable" fails to 

provide adequate mitigation for the vast impacts of these issues. 

 Use of annual averages for water demand/ fails to address summer 
shortages 

• Use of old data/ 303(d) list and old numbers for RRCSD dry weather flow 

Inaccurate or missing data/ UWMP and claimed TP's under WDR's 
(instead of NPDES)i CTR under NPDES; confuses wastewater and storm 
water issues; no mention of unregulated toxins such as pharmaceuticals 
and personal care products and endocrine disruptors 

• It will take a major rewrite to correct the flaws in the project description, 
deal with the issue of parcelization, and correct the many errors of 
omission and commission. It may be counter productive to move forward 
with this EIR in its current condition. 

[·
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Draft GP 2020 
FEIR Comment 
Attachment #2 

Russian River Watershed 
Protection Committee 

Attachment available for review at 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 

2755 Mendocino Ave, Suite #203, 
or by request. 





Bob Gaiser 
PRMD 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Gaiser: 

April 13, 2006 
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APR f 7 2006 
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f1,,1ANAGEIVIENT oi=-;f UUF1CE 
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Enclosed are our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General 
Plan Update. 

Thank you for this opportunity to offer comments. 

~~5~ 
Sincerely, 

Bob Anderson 
Executive Director 
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Our goal is to protect Sonoma County's agricultural lands through policies that will both 
encourage and sustain the productive use of our land. We recognize the magnitude of the 
challenge we face hoping to remain here and grow grapes and make wine for many more 
decades in what is otherwise a rapidly growing, urbanizing county. Some policies under 
consideration in the General Plan Update will help us meet our goal and others, though 
well-intentioned, will not. 

The Draft EIR (DEIR) states on page 2.0-2 that the population of the unincorporated 
county area would increase from 128,596 in 2000 to 147,660 in 2020. It would be good 
to see a graph showing those numbers. With the recent release of Department of Finance 
numbers for 2005, it would be possible to show whether growth is ahead or behind for 
the first quarter of the 20-year period. Comparing Sonoma County and the State on the 
same graph would be helpful. 

"Areas of Controversy" (page 2.0-3): Reference is made to the conversion of agricultural 
lands to non-agricultural uses, "including the conversion of timberlands to other uses." 
The example cited of the controversy surrounding conversion of timber to vineyards 
actually represents the conversion of one type of agriculture to another, not its conversion 
to a non-agricultural use. The conversion of agricultural lands to wildlife habitat via 
proposed stream setback requirements represents a more accurate example of conversion 
to a non-agricultural use. 

"Project History" (page 3.0-8): As stated, "in establishing the scope of the General Plan 
update, the County decided not to conduct a major overhaul of the 1989 GP' s policy 
framework. Instead the work program for the GP2020 is limited to a 'Policy Review' of 
selected issues approved by the Board of Supervisors.'' The scope of the update limits 
land use map changes "due to similarly strong support for maintaining the current land 
use designations and policies (emphasis added) that concentrate future growth in the 
cities and the county urban service areas." We understood this to be a major pillar of the 
present update effort and should be not only the direction for the existing land use maps 
(only minor changes proposed) but for the existing policy framework as well. 

"Uses of Land" (page 4.1-3): Given the considerable discussion regarding Timber, it 
would be well to show a separate percentage for Timber (rather than Timber I Other 
Lands). 

"'Land Use Plan Designations" (page 4.1-3): The percentage shown for the incorporated 
cities is not correct. The cities' total of 44,237 acres represents more than "three percent" 
of total county acreage. 

"Total County Acreage" (page 4.1-5): The last number in Exhibit 4.1-1 is 1,010,747 ac. -
for total County Acres. Previously, on page 4.1-2, the number cited is 1,026,000. It 
wquld be good to show how these are different if they are different or correct one or the 
other if they are instead 'apples-to-apples.' The 1,0I0,747 number repeats in Exhibit 4.1-3. 

"Density of Development" (page 4.1-9): This set of numbers tells a powerful story. It 
would be helpful to have it presented as a graph. Also extend the level of analysis and 
show densities for the unincorporated areas of Alameda, Napa and Sonoma counties, not 
simply the countywide persons per square mile. 



"Summary of Land lJses and Development" (page 4.1-31): The numbers for 2000 
Residential Units in Exhibit 4.1-4 needs to be fixed. The 2020 number of 63 ,789 is the 
same as that used in Exhibit 3.0-4 per Housing Units in 2020. However, the planned 
growth of 7,344 units of growth between 2000 and 2020 on page 3 .0-16 becomes an 
actual decline of 6 l 2 on page 4.1-31. As to the Agricultural I Commercial I Industrial 
square feet shown in Exhibit 4.1-4, it would be helpful to know the actual numbers that 
were included for wineries for both 2000 and 2020. 

"Incompatible Land Uses" (page 4.1-40): This section discusses potential land use 
incompatibilities in rural areas. Requirements include having traffic mitigations 
completed by new development prior to occupancy; conflicts reduced by providing 
walkways for bicyclists and pedestrians; and safety improvements made as part of project
approvals. Do similar requirements appear in other parts of the DEIR for projects in 
urban areas? Are urban projects subject to the same threshold that the "implementation. 
of policies, programs and mitigation measures would reduce land use conflicts but would 
notfully prevent.future complaints" and, therefore, result in a significant unavoidable 
impact? How is it possible for projects to meet criteria based on the necessity of having 
to "fully prevent future complaints?" 

"Sonoma Creek Watershed" (page 4.5-14): A correction is needed to a suggestion in the 
text that ''the expansion of wineries ... may be responsible for elevated pathogen levels 
within the watershed." The recently released repmi for the Sonoma Creek Pathogen 
TMDL never mentions wineries as a contributing factor. See StaffRepori dated 
December 1, 2005: "Total Maximum Daily Load for Pathogens in the Sonoma Creek Watershed 
Project Report." 

Page 20: (selected text) 
"The following source categories potentially contribute significant controllable pathogen loads in the 
watershed: 

• Septic systems. This source category appears to be a significant source of pathogen loading, 
especially during the dry season. 
•Sanitary sewer system failures .... are considered a potentially significant pathogen source in 
this watershed. 
• Municipal runoff. Data indicate that urban stormwater is a significant, widespread wet season 
pathogen source in the watershed. 
•Cattle grazing. The extent and severity of this source category should be clarified through 
further monitoring during adaptive TMDL implementation. 
• Dairies. Currently, the Water Board via NPDES Permit or Waivers of Waste Discharge 
Requirements regulates all dairies operating in the Sonoma Creek watershed. 
•Wildlife. Local problems may be present in ce1tain areas where wildlife densities are particularly 
high. 
•Domestic wastewater treatment facility discharge .... the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation 
District treatment facility does not significantly contribute to pathogen loading under normal 
conditions." 

"Lack of Groundwater Monitoring" (page 4.5-20): This section concludes with the 
statement that "the distribution of the monitoring wells is not adequate to assess the rate, 
extent and severity of groundwater level fluctuations." However, it begins with the bold 
assertion "it is clear that groundwater levels are dropping." Actual data collected from 
the several dozen DWR monitoring wells located around the county (many having data 
for tlu·ee decades or more) should be included. 
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"Resource development and sedimentation: (page 4.5-44+ ): The title needs to be 
corrected for Exhibit 4.5-7. Following Exhibit 4.5-8, the reference suggesting that 
direction was given in the new grading ordinance to include all agricultural cultivation is 
not conect. This section begins by stating that "agricultural production, timber 
harvesting and mineral resource extraction are economically important land use activities 
in Sonoma County." However, agricultural activities are singled out for special attention 
in the proposed mitigation measures. The policy addition has ramifications far beyond 
agricultural activities. It suggests development of BMPs for reducing "peak runoff rates 
on all cultivated slopes." Does this include anything cultivated ... a roadside ditch ... a 
home garden ... any slope over 0%? The wording added extends to more than vineyards or 
even row crops. How many acres in the county are included by the addition of erosion 
and sediment control for "slopes greater than 35 percent?'' 

''Well competition and adverse well interference" (page 4.5-56): This section suggests 
where competition is significant, performance and delivery of water may be affected for 
adjacent wells. This is phrase then serves as a definition for well interference. However, 
the actual performance of a well may be affected by many factors, including its proper 
repair and maintenance. We have at best only a generalized understanding of how water 
moves underground. In an earlier section on groundwater monitoring, it was noted that 
proper evaluation of groundwater fluctuations is difficult and that more monitoring wells 
are needed to assess the rate, extent and severity of groundwater level fluctuations. The 
proposed requirements in WR-2c may well exceed our technical reach. Their feasibility 
is highly suspect from an operational and economic standpoint 

"Special-Status Species" (page 4.6-4+): Are the stream segments used in the DEIR 
described to be those known to support coho, steelhead and Chinook the same stream 
segments that have been listed by NOAA Fisheries for critical habitat? 

"Sensitive Natural Communities" (page 4.6-17): In the section on Wetlands, the 
definition suggested includes areas of "riparian habitat along creeks and streams." Is this 
the same definition used for Wetlands by other agencies? 

"Acreage of Grapes" (page 4.8-6): When reporting the historic grape acreage for 
Sonoma County, an asterisk is in order inasmuch as in 1998 or thereabouts the 
Agriculture Commissioner's report included an 8,000 acre adjustment reflecting a change 
in their data from the previous year's report. 

"Vineyard Ordinance" (4.8-14) The DEIR assumes with no supporting evidence that the 
VESCO does not adequately mitigate environmental impacts of vineyard development in 
Sonoma County. When the County adopted the ordinance in 2000, the County Board of 
Supervisors determined that the ordinance would mitigate such impacts; and the 
experience of the last 6 years since the Ordinance's adoption shows that in fact has been 
the case. 

"Conversion of Ag Lands to Non-ag Uses" (page 4.8-18+ ): Is there anywhere else in the 
DEIR that the conversion of 61,000 acres of land to a non-use would be considered to 
have a "less-than-significant'' impact? The full detail is provided for the Land Use 
Amendments concluding that only 9 .6 acres of State designated farmland is proposed for 
conversion. It is suggested that 61,000 acres is only a very small percentage of the 
county's inventory of agricultural land. There are not 800,000 acres of land available for 
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agricultural use in Sonoma County. The total in Exhibit 4.8-2 showing Important 
Farmlands of 162, 148 in 2002 is a much more realistic estimate. 

"Agricultural Water Use,, (page 4.9-9): More work is needed. The numbers as presented 
simply do not work. For vineyards, the usage number is high. And, the "applied water" 
figure for other agriculture in Sonoma County suggests the 12,000 acres of non-vineyard 
crops use over 4 AF per acre - as much as it takes to grow rice. These numbers are then 
repeated on page 4.9-29. 

"Agricultural processing and support uses" (5.0-73) The DEIR assumes with no 
supporting evidence that further restrictions on the source of grapes that can be processed 
by Sonoma County wineries would reduce environmental impacts. In a recent permitting 
actions, the EIR for a winery expansion stated that the source of grapes was irrelevant to 
the envirom11ental impacts of the winery. Sonoma County has for decades been a 
regional hub for grape processing, and there is no evidence that the historical use 
of grapes from other North Coast counties, the Central Coast and throughout Northern 
California has had and will have any significant adverse environmental impact. 

In terms of the analysis performed for the various alternatives: One example of many is 
the wording in Section 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources (page 6.0-8), 

"As described in Chapter 5;0 Alternatives, hydrology and water resource impacts 
under each of the alternatives would be significant, although variations in policies 
and programs may result in fewer or greater impacts than under the Draft GP 
2020. As a result, the cumulative impacts under each alternative would also be 
significant. In addition, each alternative would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to these impacts." 

A discussion of various transportation projects on page 6.0-6 presents a good alternative: 

"Due to the uncertain nature and location of the cumulative projects, they were 
. not included in the traffic model." 

A similar statement can and should be repeated for virtually all the suggested alternatives. 
They may have been raised during the process, however, their acceptance and subsequent 
adoption is extremely unlikely. As the DEIR suggests, one possible transportation 
alternative would be to expand Highway 101 to eight lanes. That, however, was 
determined to be an alternative that would not be acceptable to the community in Sonoma 
County. 

Likewise, drop those alternatives that are not realistic; are economic non-starters; and 
lack community support and move on. There's nothing to be gained from making a 
further "cumulatively considerable contribution" towards assessing in any greater detail 
what won't work. Let's focus on getting right what will work and making sure it's the 
best we can do so the General Plan Update serves us well for many years to come. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 
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March 15, 2006 

Planning Commissioners of Sonoma County 
PRMD of Sonoma County 

RECEIVED 

MAR 1 5 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Subject: Comments on Inadequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma County General Plan 2020 in the 
Area of Traffic Related to Tourism in Agricultural Areas 

Dear Planning Commission members and PRMD staff, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment before your commission. I am a 
member of Save Our Sonoma County (SOS) a countywide network of 
citizens and neighborhood associations dedicated to keeping agricultural 
lands in food production and timber lands in sustainable timber production. 
SOS supports restricting the importation of grapes brought into Sonoma 
County in order to support the food production of local growers. 
Agricultural tourism is a major threat to agricultural lands and SOS opposes 
its unregulated growth into rural areas. 

Tourism in agricultural areas is probably the fastest growing component of 
that industry and yet the DEIR does not assess the impacts or mitigations 
that need to be accurately measured, assessed, and legally defined for 
CEQA. The DEIR in its current form is inadequate; it does not sufficiently 
or accurately assess the draft General Plan 2020 traffic impacts related to 
tourism in agricultural areas. As it stands, the DEIR is inadequate and is in 
violation of environmental law, creating substantial liability for Sonoma 
County. 

Analysis of existing baseline tourism in agricultural areas 

Section 4.2 Transportation does not adequately examine traffic impacts on 
rural area roads generated by tourist activities. The land uses associated 
with non-food production activities in agricultural areas such as tasting 
rooms, special events, wine-related shopping centers, and other non-food 
production commercial activities which I will refer to as "agricultural 
tourism" are not sufficiently characterized in terms of the traffic produced, 
i.e. temporal and geographic distribution, vehicle type, load, etc. The DEIR 
fails to identify and characterize the existing agricultural tourism distribution 
and clustering of tourist facilities. Further, it fails to analyze the relative 
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sizes of the tourism facilities that generate the rural traffic volume and their 
contributions of traffic. The DEIR does not analyze the cumulative traffic 
impacts of agricultural tourism and the current casino in Alexander Valley. 
These various contributors to rural traffic are not analyzed in terms of traffic 
volume, seasonality, or peak congestion occurrences. 

Analysis of the impact of proposed agricultural tourism activities is 
inadequate 

The DEIR fails to provide any analysis of traffic levels that will result from 
policies in general plan 2020 that encourage increased agricultural tourism 
infrastructure, worker dormitory housing complexes, and estimations of 
tourism-related traffic at special events. The DEIR fails to analyze the 
capacity of existing roads in agricultural tourism areas and also does not 
analyze which roads are likely to experience increasing traffic problems that 
will require road expansion or other traffic mitigation efforts. 

Analysis of the impact of agricultural tourism projected growth on 
traffic is missing 

The DEIR does not analyze the impact on traffic caused by expansions of 
existing wineries. It also fails to analyze the patterns and placement of wine 
tourism infrastructure within the county and which of these areas could 
result in additional impacts in the future. This would require an analysis of 
the Finally, it does not analyze the impact on traffic caused by the projected 
growth in ProGessing and Visitor-Serving Uses Associated with Vineyard 
Development Exhibit 4.8-4 which projects a 88% increase from 2000 to 
2020 in the number of wineries. 

Analysis of the cumulative impact of agricultural tourism and other 
sources of traffic growth is missing 

The DEIR analysis in all prior areas is missing or inadequate. Even worse, 
is that the rapid growth of traffic generated by tourism in rural areas is not 
examined in combination with traffic impacts experience in nearby major 
roads and highways that are flagged in the draft EIR as major impacts due to 
rising populations in the urban areas and other infrastructure limitations. 
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DEIR fails to address mitigation of traffic issues in agricultural tourism 
areas 

Since the DEIR has not addressed traffic issues related to agricultural 
tourism, there is a failure to analyze and provide mitigation for these issues. 
As a result, the proposed land uses in 4.8 Agricultural and Timber Resources 
that allow new and expanded land uses that are not involved with food 
production in agricultural zoned areas such as new processing plants, 
expanding bed and breakfast facilities, worker dormitory complexes, winery 
shopping centers, and special event facilities must be reexamined in terms of 
their impact on traffic levels. The County must analyze and mitigate the 
traffic impacts of these non-food production activities that are included in 
the draft General Plan 2020 

Conclusion 

The draft EIR has let the growing problem of traffic congestion on rural 
roads caused by tourism in agricultural areas get in under its radar screen of 
identification, analysis, and mitigation as required by CEQA. The failure to 
include this information in 4.2 Traffic is an omission of such magnitude as 
to require a revision of the document and recirculation for public comment. 

Sonoma County is experiencing growing traffic problems in all areas of the 
county. While many of these have been examined in the draft EIR, the 
impact of tourism in agricultural areas has not been examined as required by 
law. Since tourism and agriculture are now claimed as the two top industries 
in Sonoma County with continued growth projected for the future, this issue 
must be fully examined and mitigated to the fullest extent possible. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Save Our Sonoma County 

7 





Mar 20 OS 02:05p Boudreaux 

boudreaux 

boudreaux [ 

Sent: Monday; March 20, 2006 12:30 PM 

To: 'bgaiser@sonoma-county.org• 

Cc: 'mrellly@sonoma-county.org' 

Subject: Draft EIR for General Plan 2020; Compliments and concerns 

20 March 2006 

To the Sonoma County Planning Commission: 

17078238958 

RECEIVED 

MAR 1O2006 
PE.RM\l AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENi DEPARTMENT 

p. 1 
Page 1of1 

Our home and farm is in the 5th District, in the 4th or 61h EIR Planning Area {between Sebastopol and Grata~ I am pleased to see 
the county methodically consider issues rangtng from air quality to biotic resources. The ElR looks professionally done and well
organized, particularly the Summary of Findings and the Impact-Mitigation chart This made end-user review fairly straight 
forward. My largest interests are in air and water quality for my family and my farm. I have a few requests on the EIR: 

• 4.3-5 on 2.0-12 of the Summary of Findings, "Aircraft Emissions": Toxic chemical emission and noise increases from 
increased air traffic are a top concern for me. This negatively effects health, real estate value, and quiet enjoyment of one's 
home. As there should be limits on construction growth, there should also be limits on air traffic increases. This should not 
be an unlimited growth area. Please show us measures to limit 1he air traffic growth, and its inherent chemical and other 
side effects. I have seen 3 children under the age of 10 diagnosed with cancer in the span of 5 years, and I am just a 
mom/farmer. We must cut the chemicals in as many areas as possible (food, air, water, etc.) 

• 4.4-5 on 2.0-13, "Airport Noise": In addition to my comments above, add Mitigation elements both for airplane AND 
helicopter. Helicopters are a real nuisance in our area, both to humans and to birds in the area. They buzz our home at 
wilJ, disturbing our quiet enjoyment of our home. Additionally, they fly at bird-level, so the hawks that were circling our farm 
for prey, helping us reduce rodents in a sustainable manner, are scared off and possibly harmed by the prox;mity of the 
helicopter flight. Please include flight patterns, minimum heights (far above bird level except for take off and landing), and 
time restrictions for helicopters (Le. not at 2am), with exceptions for emergency personnel such as fire and ambulance 
helicopters. 

• 4.5-5 on 2.0-14, "Groundwater Level Decline": We are on well water. Make the guidelines for rural development 
mandatory. not voluntary as stated in the Mitigation section. Ground water recharge is essential. "No net runoff' policies 
should be in place for new development, as well as ground water recharge. 

• 4,5-7 on 2.0-15, "Well Competition": This looks good. Please make sure it has teeth. 
• 4.9-10 on 2.0-2.5, "'Midland Fire": Having done construction three times1 I respectfully request an exemption be built info 

those with a certain capacity water tank and an on-site fire hydrant/hookup. If that requirement is met, the automatic fire 
sprinkler system requirement should be waived. Q avoid these sprinklers as they can go off accidentally and ruin the inside 
of your home, or not go off when you really have a fire and you have relied on them.) A similar waiver should be in place 
for those with a public fire hydrant within a certain distance of their home. 

• Generany: .. , .... 
o Permits sho,uld be required before removal of any tree of a certain maturity/size. Trees create oxygen and aesthetic 

vaJue. 
o And, new population/construction growth should be limited by the water resources available, and the impacts on air 

quality. Please create a standard of cumulative impacts to the county, in addition to the individual standards fur air, 
water, etc. Growth is good. Let's make it sustainable and enjoyable by existing residents as wall as new ones. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Best regards, 
Kristina A Boudreaux 

3/20/2006 





To: PRMD 
Attn: Greg Carr 

Scott Briggs 

From: Tamara Boultbee 

Da1e: April 17, 2006 

Re: Additional comments, EIR for GP2020 

In addition to the comments I submitted on Febrnan1 24, 2006, please consider the 
following comments and questions. 

1. Transportation: In all areas where new or amended policies talk about 
road/intersection improvements, add to the proviso that improvements are 10 be 
consistent with the designated road classifications, the following: "And meet tbe needs 
and desires of the local unincorporated area residents." (i.e. CT-61, CT-6xx, yy, zz 
and CT-6aaa, bbb, ccc,ddd, eee.) 
2. Air Quality: 4.3-3 Policy OSRC-16k should have some reference to future health 
standards. 
3. Noise: Clarify text so that noise baniers (i.e. sound walls) are not erected along the 
sides of scenic rural roadways. 
4. Hydrology and Water Resources: If the significance before mitigation is LTS how 
can the programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 be credited with "reducing" the impacts 
to LTS???7(4.5-l, 4.5-2, 4.5-4, 4.5-6.) I question the LTS impact rating prior to 
mitigation. 

In 4.5-3, why was a slope of 35% chosen instead of a slope of say 20%? Runoff 
can be great on slopes much less steep than 35%. Perhaps consider changing the figure 
to a lesser slope. 

How can the impact of 4.5-4 be LTS when the waste waters are known to contain 
varying amounts of toxic materials which are, at least currently, not specifically 
controlled? 

4.5-7 Define "high capacity.''---------·-·-··-·-----·-··--·-----

4.5-10 Question how the impact at any time could be LTS. 
5. Agricultural and Timber Resources: I question the impact level of LTS on 4.8-1, 2, 3, 
and 4. Even with the mitigations offered by the draft GP2020, the impacts could be 
considerable and irreversible. 
6. Public Services: Why aren't the water consumption estimates of uses outside the 
county borders considered??? 

I think one of my biggest concerns is the seeming absence of supportive documentation 
for the conclusions drawn tlu·oughout the document 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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ALEXANI:}ER VALLEY AS 

April 15, 2006 

Permit & Resource Management Dept. 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95403 

·Re: General Plan Draft EIR 

Ladies and Gentleman: 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Alexander Valley 
Association, this letter constitutes the AVA's adoption of the written 
comments submitted by Sonoma County Grape Growers Association 
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the County's proposed 
General Plan 2020 update. 

It is vitally important to County decision makers that the EIR be a 
factually accurate assessment of the environmental consequences of the 
proposed Plan's provisions. Unless corrected, the flaws identified in the 
SCGGA's comments would prevent the EIR from effectively serving this 
proper and legally mandated purpose. It is urged by AVA that the 
erroneous material be corrected and that the environmental assessments 
based upon them be reevaluated. 

Very truly yours, 

Candy Cadd, President 
Alexander valley Association 

lON 

cc: SCGGA 
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FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD Lisa Carr, MD 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 
c/o Denise Peter 
Permit Resource Management Department 
1500 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, Ca, 95403 February 12, 2006 

RE: Sonoma County GP2020 Draft EIR 4.4 Noise 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I am a second generation grape~grower, living and working in Knights 
Valley, which to my understanding still has the zoning protection of Franz 
Valley Area Plan which over~ay this planning unit as a resource . 
conservation, scenic resource,~ and scenic corridor and should be identified 
with these designations in th/~ draft EIR and GP2020 update. 

I have reviewed the Noise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan 
2020 and have major concerns as to your future understanding of the 
meaning "rural" and, in particular, the inadequate evaluation of existing and
future noise impacts. 

Allow me to count the ways: 

1) Lack of standards for rural noise sensitive areas must be addressed in 
EIR 

a) Throughout, the document seems to assume that acceptable 
noise levels by urban standards are also acceptable for rural 
settings. Other Northern California Counties are capable of 
clearly designating noise sensitive areas in -qnincorporated 
sections. Why is Sonoma County not addressing noise 
polluters
areas? 

 like event centers, retail outlets and casinos in niral 
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b) Noise sensitive areas such as Knights Valley and other 
agricultural and resource conservation areas should be 
identified in the draft EIR and mapped in GP2020. 

2) Actual and predicted traffic noise levels are outdated or inaccurate and 
should be corrected in EIR 

a) Please review 7. 7-7,. comparison of existing and future traffic 
noise levels. The chart for my neck of the woods at SR128, 
Sonoma County/Napa County, shows average noise levels 
going down, albeit above 60 dB in all cases! All my 
neighbors can clearly attest to the opposite phenomenon. I 
believe these measurements were taken in the 1970s, i.e. over a 
quarter of a century ago! Future predictions need to be based on 
current and objective data. 

b) I would ask you to compare exhibit 7.7-7 of the 1970s to figure 
4.4-3, which summarizes and averages noise levels at various 
sites in July of 2002. Magically, literally all average noise 
levels for this more recent assessment are below the desired 
urban cutoff of 60 dB, and well below the increased noise 
levels measured in the 70s! Can someone explain to me how 
increased traffic, population, commercialization etc. actually 
decreases noise? 

3) Averaged values negate true noise impact in rural areas and must be 
addressed in EIR. 

a) " dB Lein " is the common measure of noise impact quoted in 
your document. It simply averages day and night values 
irrespective of repeated peak levels.· It would seem that the· 
solution to noise pollution is dilution! 

b) The environmental impact analysis should address sound 
exposure levels, ( SELs ). This is an event-driven measurement 
that would be quite helpful in capturing those conversation
stopping, sleep-disturbing and earth-vibrating events associated 
with the ever-increasing trucks on SR128, that inevitably use 
the engine break at the Napa/Sonoma County line, and the 
multiple motorcycle groups, especially on weekends. 



c) Include an accurate measure of noise in open spaces that are 
narrow or canyon-like, i.e. have an echo that amplifies the 
noise! Such is the case where I reside, some three football 
fields East of 128. This "open space" is anything else but a 
"noise buff er". I am sure there are many such affected areas in 
Sonoma County area. The draft EIR considers topography whe
it buffers noise, and must consider topography that amplifies 
noise (as occurs in Knights Valley) 

--
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4) Comparison of predicted aircraft vs. rail noise should be given 
balanced comparison in the EIR 

a) Please, compare 4.4 noise (impact 4.4-3, increased rail noise) 
and 4.4-5 (airport noise). I wish to hear an objective explanation 
as ~o however increasing air traffic will somehow ~e m~tig~ted 
by improved technology, whereas the SMART project is simply 
deemed to be of significant impact. Do the authors not wish to 
predict equally beneficially technology for this transportation 
mode, or is the SMART project already DOA (dead on arrival)? 

1 
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5) Cumulative traffic and non-traffic noise impacts of commercial uses 
within rural areas are poorly described, if at all. 

a) Special events of all-season, theme park--like "wineries"_seem 
to escape close upfront scrutiny, i.e. the residents can try 
complaining "after" the fact. The degree of non-permitted 
events occurring, and the fact that noise standards are enforced 

t __. 

I 
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on complaint basis only should be considered in the EIR. 
b) Helicopter noise from both, private and public sources, has 

.. clearly been on the increase. 
c) No consideration is given to noise generated from other 

counties. I live about Yz mile from the Napa County line at 
which a new winery is lUlder construction. Noise and light 
pollution are quite evident, sometimes even at night hours, 
along with the occasional cacophony from the Calistoga 
racetrack at the fairgrounds ... Sound carries very far in rural
areas and does not stop at the county line! Consequently I 
would kindly request that the thought of "open space as a 
buff er" be dropped. 

_ 
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d) All-night casino traffic noise impacts were not considered in the 
draft BIR. Average noise measurements (if actually taken along 
rural roadways rather than estimated) were obtained prior to 
opening of River Rock Casino. Other casinos and destination 
commercial centers are planned for rural Sonoma Co. and their 
impacts o·n noise (light, traffic, and public safety) must be 
assessed in the draft BIR as a projected impact. The draft EIR 
insufficiently addresses the cumulative and future impacts of 
noise in rural areas due to the lack of rural noise standards or 
county-wide noise ordinance. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Carr 
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April 17~2006 

County of Sonoma Planning Commission 
PR.l\.fD Comprehensive Planning· 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Draft Sonoma General Plan 2020 Environmental Impact Report Comments 

Dear Commission Members: 

Western United Dairymen woulcJ like to thank you for the opportunity to provide 
comments on the Draft Sonoma General Plan 2020 Environmental Impact Report. Our 
organization represents 1100 dairy families, who supply 65% of the milk in California. 
Approximately 62 of those dairies reside in Sonoma County. 

Our first comment deals with Impact 4.s .. 3ll·water Quality ... Agricultural and Resource 
Uses. It states, ''Some agricultural practices, resource. development, and associated land 
uses have historically impaired water quality and, on occasion, contributed to the 
violation of water quality standard in Sonoma County. Such practices and land use 
activities include hay farming and grazing, dairies .... ' 1 Although historically dairies may 
have contributed to water quality problems& it does not mention what the industry has 
done to improve this situation. The California Dairy Quality Assurance Program is a 
voluntary program that was broµght together by a partnership between dairy producers, 
government agencies and academia. To become Environmentally Certified a dairyman 
has to attend three short courses relating to water quality, complete all the necessary 
"homework" such as risk assessments and emergency response plans, and then has a third 
party evaluation. The greatest number of Environmentally Certified dairies at the present 
time!t belong to Marin and Sonoma Counties. It is important to recognize the educational 
programs that already exist so as not to '~reinvent the wheel". 

Impact 4.&-2t Sensitive Natural Communities, raises several concerns, the first of which 
is the Designated Streams setback distances. Western United Dai:rymen believes there 
should not be a set requirement on the setback from a riparian corridor, as this limits the 
amount of grazing area that can be utilized effectively. The estimate of effected 
agricultural acres in the Em. is over 30,000 and although later on in the document it $tates 
that this would not be a large percentage of land in comparison to the overall acreage 
devoted to agriculture, it can be a large portion of an individual farmer~ s property. Every 
property is different and should be assessed on a case by case basis to come up with a 
plan that the farmer and the County may agree upon. 

Tl 
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FAX NO. :5308657210 

County of Sonoma Planning Commission 
April 17, 2006 
Page 2of2 

Apr. 17 2006 03:57PM P2 

Another concern is the prohibition of mechanical removal of vegetation within stream 
c;orridors. At times, particularly with invasive species, mechanical removal of vegetation 
is necessacy. If allowed to prosper in riparian areas, blackberrie~ as an ex.ample, can 
soon take over a grazing area. Also, excess wooded growth can limit the ability of native 
riparian species to thrive. Western United Dairymen would like to suggest providing a 
provision in the EIR for maintenance of riparian areas by rotational grazing and in some 
circumstances, such as when needed to prevent encroachment on producing lands, 
equipment. 

Impact 4.64
7 
Wildlife Habitat and Movement Opportunities, states ''Policy OSRC ... 7e 

would encourage property owners to consult with CDFG and install wildlife friendly 
fencing in all areas outside urban land use designations". Wildlife movement needs to be 
further analyzed_ Agricultural land provides a much needed habitat for wildlife and most 
landowners enoourage wildlife to occupy their property. In most areas~ it would be 
unnecessary to impose regulations on fence placement and type of fencing. This would 
disrupt the already established patterns of wildlife and burdens landowners with a loss of 
land and higher costs for fence maintenance. Also ''wildlife exclusionary fencing'', in 
some instances, prevents predation on livestock and limits public trespassing. 

Again~ Western United Dairymen would like to thank you for allowing us the opportunity 
to ~mment, and will provide further conunentary when individual elements come up for 
pubbc comment. We look forward to working with the County and our members to 
insure that dairies stay an asset to Sonoma County. 

Sincerely,. 

LeslieDapo 
Field Representative 
Western United Dairymen 



~ob Gaiser - Brock's DEIR commnets 

Brock Dolman <_ 
<BGAISER@sonoma-county.org> 

>: 04/] 6/2006 11 :49 PM 
;ub.1ect: Brock's DEIR commnets 

Ii Bob, 
lere are my DEIR comments. 
had been hoplng that· much of the material that I had submitted during the WRE CAC process could be included in the the 

>EIR public record as it specifically pertains to all of my comments and also provides back ground support for many of the 
omments submitted by others that I am collaborating with such as Sonoma County Water Coalition or others. 

·hank you, 

.rock Dolman 



Occidental Arts and Ecology Center Brock Dolman 
WATER Institute 

Please accept the following comments as part of my submission for the public 
record of the DEIR. These succinct comments are being made as an addition to 
augment the excellent comments, that l wholly support, submitted by SWIG, 
RRWPC and Sonoma County Water Coalition. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Brock Dolman 

The DEIR reviews the GP 2020 Draft and comments on Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures by specifically reviewing the proposed GP2020 policies. I have 
reviewed the DEIR and compared it's statements with the existing Draft GP2020 
language and wish to suggest the need for changes beyond those proposed in 
the DEIR to further mitigate significant impacts. 

First, this comment applies to all "Impact and Mitigation Measures" proposed by 
the DEIR. I find the cases where the determination of impact by the DIER has 
been justified as Less Than Significant (L TS) as based directly on GP 2020 
objectives and policies that use non-binding terms such as upromote"1 

"encourage" or !(support", is problematic and legally questionable. Unless all such 
terms mentioned above are changed to legally binding terms, such as shall or 
will, the ability to legally assure that a proposed policy will mitigate the 
environmental significance of a recognized impact to Less Than Significant is 
legally false and thus such language must be changed accordingly, as it 
otherwise does not constitute an adequate mitigation measure. 

The DEIR consistently articulates under "Responsibility and Monitoring that the 
Board of Supervisors are responsible for adopting such policies and PRMD is 
responsible for implementing them. I also would like the preparers of the DEIR 
and members of the Planning Commission and PRMD staff to articulate binding 
language about funding for such policies; better articulate how monitoring will 
happen as part of PRMD's implementation role and clarify the establishment of 
rigorous timeiines for the implementation of proposed policies that are being 
used to justify mitigation measures to less than significant for identified 
significant environmental impacts by the DEIR. Policies that do not have 
mechanisms for secure funding, and will be implemented and monitored within a 
set timeline can not be used as mitigations to offset significant environmental 
impacts. 

i have embedded my suggested language changes indicated with ** and in blue 
italics directly into the draft GP2020 language below. Included in these 
comments as well are proposed language changes by the Sonoma County 
Water Coalition, which are denoted in either red or seen as grey. 
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SONOMA COUNTY 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

SONOMA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE 2020 
DRAFT WATER RESOURCES ELEMENT 
RECOMMENDED FEBRUARY 2003 BY WATER RESOURCES 
SUBCOMMITTEE 
WITH REVISIONS PROPOSED BY CITIZENS1 ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

3. WATER RESOURCE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 
3.1 WATER QUALITY 

GOAL WR-1: Protect, restore and enhance the quality of surface and groundwater 
resources to meet the needs of all beneficial uses. 

Objective WR-1.1: Work with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) 
and interested parties in the development and implementation of RWQCB requirements 
and · 
provide input to triennial updates of the North Coast and San Francisco Bay Area Basin 
Plans to reflect goals and objectives of this General Plan element. 

Objective WR-1.2: Require quality of treated water to conform with beneficial water use 
standards to the maximum extent feasible. 

Objective WR-1.3: Establish development standards to maximize retention of runoff and 
regulate development to avoid, to the maximum extent practicable, pollution of storm 
water, water bodies and groundwater. 

**Objective WR-1.4: Encourage CH: Require to the maximum extent practicable new 
groundwater recharge opportunities and protection of existing State-identified natural 
groundwater recharge areas; natural groundwater recharge is defined as increasing 
groundwater quantity by natural percolation of rainfall or by surface irrigation so as not 
to have any significant impact on groundwater quality, and excludes intentional 
underground injection of treated wastewater or other contaminants that degrade 
aquifers. 

Objective WR-1.5: Inform the public about practices and programs to minimize water 
pollution and provide educational and technical assistance to agriculture in order to 
reduce sedimentation and increase on-site retention and recharge of storm water. 

Objective WR-1.6: Use CH: Conserve and recognize storm water as a valuable 
resource. 

Objective WR-1. 7: Require consideration of naturally occurring and human caused 
contaminants in groundwater in new development projects. Work with the SCEHD and 
RWOCB to educate the public on evaluating the quality of groundwater. 

~recycled~ 
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Objective WR-1.8: Work with the SWRCB, DWR, California Department of Health 
Services (OHS), CalEPA, and applicable County and City agencies to seek and secure 
funding sources for development of County-wide groundwater quality assessment1 

monitoring, remedial and corrective action and awareness/education programs. 

Objective WR-1.9: Ensure that groundwater will not be adversely affected by saltwater 
· trusion . 

.--DEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures: 
Impact 4.5-1 Water Quality- Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public Uses 
Residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses consistent with the Draft GP 
2020 could introduce additional non-point source pollutants to downstream 
surface waters. However, existing regulations and water quality policies and 
programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 would reduce this to a less-than-
sign ificant impact (L TS)-

The following policies, in addition to those in the Land Use and Public Facilities 
and Services Elements, shall be used to accomplish the above objectives: 

WR-la: Coordinate with the RWQCB, SCWA contractors, Cities, Resource 
Conservation Districts, watershed groups, stakeholders and other interested parties 
to develop and implement public education programs and water quality enhancement 
activities and provide technical assistance to minimize storm water p·ollution, support 
RWQCB requirements and manage related County programs. Where appropriate, 
utilize watershed planning approaches to resolve water quality problems. 

** WR-1b: Design, construct, and maintain County buildings, roads, bridges, drainage 
and other facilities to minimize sediment and other pollutants in storm water flows. 
Develop, monitor and adaptively implement best management practices for ongoing 
maintenance and operation. 
Note: To adequately suppot1 the implementation and development of BMP's for the 
policy the DEIR contractor and Draft GP2020 staff and Planning Commissioners should 
review and incorporate recommendations from the 2001 Fishnet4C study =.:..:...:o..=.::......;;:..:.._ 

Countv Land Use Policies and management Practices on Anadromous Salmonids and 
Their Habitats 

WR-1 c: Prioritize storm water management measures tn coordination with the 
RWQCB direction, focusing first upon watershed areas that are urbanizing and 
watersheds with impaired water bodies. Work cooperatively with the RWQCBs to 
manage the quality and quantity of storm water runoff from new development and 
redevelopment in order to: 
(1) Prevent, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants from reaching storm water 
conveyance systems. 
**(2) Limit, to the maximum extent practicable, storm water flows from post 
development sites to pre-development quantities and qualities. 
**(3) Conserve and protect natural biofiltration and recharge areas to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

WR-1 d: Support RWQCB waste discharge requirements for all wastewater 

- recycled -



treatment systems and other point sources. 

WR~1e: Participate in the development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for 
the impaired water bodies and pollutants of concern identified by the RWQCB to 
achieve to the maximum extent practicable compliance with adopted TMDLs. Work 
with the RWQCB to develop and implement measures consistent with the adopted 
TMDLs. 

WR-1f: Work closely with the RWQCB, incorporated cities, SCWA and other 
interested parties in the development and implementation of water quality plans and 
measures. 

Impact 4.5-2 Water Quality - Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Related to 
Construction 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in increased 
soil erosion and sedimentation during construction activities, thereby degrading water 
quality in downstream waterways. However, existing regulations and water quality 
policies and programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 would reduce this to a less-than
significant impact (L TS) 

Mitgation Measure 4.5-2 None Required. For this to be considered L TS the language of 
WR-1g & WR-1h must be changed as indicated below or else the existing proposed 
language does not insure policies that mitigate the impacts. 

**WR-lg: Minimize Prevent to the maximum extent practicable deposition and discharge 
of sediment, debris, waste and other pollutants into surface runoff, drainage systems, 
surface water bodies, and groundwater. 

**WR-1h: Continue to require grading plans to include measures to avoid soil erosion 
and consider upgrade requirements as needed to avoid sedimentation in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

**WR-1 i: Implement and monitor erosion and sediment control requirements for 
vineyards and row crops. Develop and implement educational and technical assistance 
programs for 
agricultural activities including vineyard and crop production and maintenance 
practlces and educational programs and technical assistance to grazing, ranch, and 
dairy operations. Encourage Require programs to disseminate information on the 
benefits of 
on-site retention and recharge of storm waters. 

Impact 4.5-3 Water Quality- Agricultural and Resource Uses 
Agricultural and resource development (i.e., timber harvesting and mineral resources extraction) land uses 
consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in an increase in sediment and nutrients in downstream 
waterways. This would be a significant impact. (SJ 

The DEIR recommends modifying policy WR-1 i and the associated WR Program 
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by adding: " ... development of BMPs which focus on ~=~~.c;..;;;;..:~~:::;.!..'._~~::::.:..:.... 
all cultivated slopes. and erosion and sedimentation on slopes greater than 35 percent." 
In absolute support of the need for peak runoff reduction, I question why the suggested 
language is limited in it's application to slopes greater than 35%? The percentage of 

 
vineyards planted in Sonoma County on slopes greater than 35% is likely a relatively 
small proportion of the total acreage, please quantify that number for me? The DIER has 
determined that this impact is "Significant" and "Unavoidable". One way to dramatically 
avoid much of this impact to require the development of BMP's for peak runoff mitigation 
on slopes much less that 35%. I would advocate that all vineyard development, on any 
slope angle, should mitigate it's peak runoff through on-s;fe retention/detention BMP's. 

To paraphrase the Hydrology and Water Resources - Significance Criteria in the 
context of the newly suggested DEIR language as, any vineyard regardless of it's % 
slope angle must mitigate 'substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area' so that the vineyard does not 'substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation on or off-site ... or 
result in flooding on or off-site'. Obviously the acknowledged need for BMP's to reduce 
peak runoff directly invokes two other associated Criteria of Significance because the 
BMP's that would be needed for this purpose would actually require the ((construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities" to ensure that 
the peak runoff from a vineyard at any slope angle would not ''create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems" 

In addition, interestingly, the implementation of peak runoff BMP's that retain and/or 
detain stormwater on vineyards of any slope, have the very real potential of significantly 
mitigating and reducing/avoiding the impact upon four of the other Significance Criteria 
through not "violating water quality standards" or "otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality" due to sediment settling structures and importantly can sign;ficantly offset the 
impact of not "substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge ... " and positively attenuating the peak "result in flooding on or off
site)J due to the fact that on appropriate soils these peak runoff control BMP's can be 
designed to increase groundwater recharge and thus enhance groundwater supplies 
and detain peak flows towards reducing downstream flood impacts. 

having no slope restriction for the requirement of peak runoff BMP's the 
"unavoidable" extend of impact could be significantly avoided! In addition due to the 
DEIR assertion that "discretionary permit requirements may risk the economic vitality of 
agriculture in Sonoma County': I would /il<e the DEIR consultant to answer for me what 
are the economic costs to agricultural productivity and thus long term economic viability 
from the continued loss of valuable topsoil and groundwater directly to agriculture and to 
our public trust resources? During the peak flows of the New Years storm of 2006 I 
personally observed massive amounts of sediment pouring off vineyards of all slope 
angles, this is currently a real issue and our ability to reduce the impairment of our 303d 
listed water bodies until agriculture more actively addresses it's impact on surface water 
hydrology. 

WR-1j: Seek opportunities to participate in developing programs and impfementing 
projects for water quality restoration and remediation with agencies and 
organizations such as RWQCBs, CDFG and RCDs in areas where water quality 
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impairment is a concern. 

WR-1 k: Consider development or expansion of community wastewater treatment 
systems in areas with widespread septic system problems which are a health 
concern and cannot be addressed by on-site maintenance and management 
programs. 

WR-11: Initiate a review of any sewer systems when they persistently fail to meet 
applicable standards. If necessary to assure that standards are met, the County may 
deny new development proposals or impose moratoria on building and other permits 
that would result in a substantial increase in demand and may impose strict 
monitoring requirements. 

**WR-1 m: €:-Rse1Mafte-Sha/J require pretreatment and waste load minimization of 
commercial and industrial wastes prior to their connection to sewer systems and require 
source reduction and source control of contaminants thal have a reasonable potential to 
pass through water treatment and contaminate groundwater and surface water due to 
discharge and wastewater reuse programs. 

WR-1 n: Establish a public education program to raise awareness of the need for source 
reduction 
and source control of contaminants used in the home and office. 

WR-1 no: Consider on-site wastewater management districts in areas with septic 
problems. 

WR-1 op: Actively pursue the abatement of failing septic systems that have been 
demonstrated as causing a health and safety hazard. 

**WR-1 pq: Require new development projects to evaluate and consider naturally 
occurring 
and human caused contaminants in groundwater and swiace water, and ensure that 
proposed development causes no depJeUon or degradation of ground and surface water 
quality and quantity. 

WR-1 qr: Work with the SCEHD and RWQCB to educate the general public on 
evaluating and monitoring the quality and quantity of groundwater. 

WR-1 rs: Resist accepting administrative responsibility for regulatory programs 
required of State or Federal agencies unless a State or Federal subvention will 
compensate the County for costs associated with such shift in administrative 
responsibility, 

WR-1st: Where area studies or monitoring find that saltwater intrusion has occurred, 
support analysis of how the intrusion is related to groundwater extraction and 
develop a groundwater management plan to avoid further intrusion and reverse past 
intrusion. 

WR-1 tu: Jn the marshlands and agriculturai areas south of Sonoma and Petaiuma, 
require all environmental assessments and discretionary approvals to analyze and 

- recycled -



avoid any increase in saltwater intrusion into groundwater. 

WR-1 v: Include in the mandate of the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and 
Open Space 
District the acquisition and enhancement of designated groundwater recharge areas. 

WR-1w: Establish requirements for new construction to halt loss of groundwater 
recharge 
capacity of aquifers caused by construction that increases impervious surfaces. 
Proactive 
measures are required to reduce negative impacts of impervious surfaces and 
encourage land use practices that increase natural groundwater recharge. These 
requirements shall be incorporated in appropriate construction standards including 
without limitation building codes administered by the Sonoma County Permit and 
Resource Management Department. 

WR~ 1 x: Prohibit intentional point-source aquifer injection of treated wastewater or other 
contaminants that may degrade aquifers within the County. Nothing in this language is 
intended to prohibit customary on-site wastewater disposaf through percolation or evapo
transpiration. 

WR-1 y: Protect water quality for beneficiaf use by maintaining base-line in-stream flows 
consistent with TMQL objectives. 

WR-1 z: Develop and enforce performance standards for package treatment plants to 
prevent 
degradation of aquifers within the County. 
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From: "Brock Dolman" · 
To: greg carr <gcarr@sonoma-county.org> 
Date: 3125102 9:14AM 
Subject: FW: Background info on impervious surfaces as per groundwater &flooding issues. 

Hi Greg, Bob, Scott, Lisa, Andy and Rue, 
As a result of a discussion at the end of the CAC meeting on 3/21/02 b~tween 
Greg, Rue, and myself, J put a bit of time into finding some background info 
on the relationship between impervious surfaces and groundwater recharge. I 
have attached several items below. 

I recommend starting with the one titled GP2020 impervious info. It is a 
compilation of sixteen documents that I excerpted sections of, each with 
specific info as it relates to impervious surfaces, groundwater recharge and 
flooding. For your ease of perusal, I took the liberty of further 
highlighting in yellow the specific areas or ·sentences that affirm an 
unequivocal relationship between imperviousness and groundwater recharge 
impacts. Relative to Lisa's work on public safety and flooding, I also 
highlighted areas that speak to the relationship of imperviousness and 
exacerbated flooding. I did not highlight the areas that link imperviousness 
to water temperature increases, delivery of non-point pollutants, sediment 
products, stream down- cutting, endangered salmonids, etc, although it is 
clear these are dramatic consequences as well. The other three are the full 
PDF documents. The LID (low impact development) PDF document maybe the most 
interesting, the first 10 pages speaks to background info on these subjects. 
It is full of great ideas for the 11options" phase. 

Suffice it to say that from the perspective of the Water Resources Element 
there may be no area with more potential impact to water resources needing 
articulation than impervious surfaces as they relate to land 
use/development. Also a caveat is that when one says 11 impervious surfaces 11 

ii is important to keep in mind the idea of differential imperviousness. For 
example, pavement is 100% impervious whereas lawns, vineyards, over-grazed 
fieldsl recovering clearcut forests, etc are semi-impervious and intact 
native forests are the least impervious or most pervious. 

I am providing this info in the spirit of the 11background 11 phase of the 
update process. I intend to make this information available to the CAC and 
community at large as an important component of their watershed literacy. 
Many of these documents also provide ideas for the future uanalysis" and 
"options" phases as well. 

I have a few final questions: 
1. What is the relationship between the SCWA and its contractors, all of 
whom are incorporated cities and thus not governed by Sonoma County general 
plan provisions for the unincorporated areas of the county and the water 
issues for the remainder of people who live in the unincorporated areas 
governed by the GP? I am still trying to understand where the SCWA and the 
GP2020 process intersect and where they don't. 

2. An essential point made to me by Rue is this: Where imperviousness occurs 
is perhaps more impor1ant than the total County-wide percentage of 
impervious surface area. Are there maps that show currently identified 
priority ground water recharge areas? I presume there are at least for the 
valley based alluvial aquifers. I that we compare these priority 
recharge areas with maps of intensive development (urban, sub-urban, 

, , 

l~ 

T 



L agricultural etc.) which correspond to the most impervious surfaces. This 
will help us assess the degree to which our alluvial aquifers are at rrsk of 
poor recharge by surface water. Where imperviousness occurs is as important 
as how much of a % area coverage. 

I again want to thank you all for your hard work and general openness 
towards really striving to have the best GP we can. 

In sum I also would like to officially offer as part of the 
background/analysis or options phases to provide a presentation to the CAC 
water sub-committee or whole CAC on this subject area of water 
resources/watershed as it stifl appears to me that much confusion persists. 

Brock Dolman 
874-1557 x206 

CC: <bgaiser@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs 1 @sonoma-county.org>, 
<lpostern@sonoma-county.org>, - "· __ ...... r..r'."J .... ,.igers < t> 
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Chainnan Richard Fogg 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Chairman Fogg and Commissioners: 

-
I am writing to you to declare our general support for the Water Resources Element (WRE) proposed in 

the General Plan Update. The WRE contains many useful tools with which Sonoma County might be able to 

address the current water resource crisis. However, both the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental 

Impact Report contain serious scientific and policy flaws that that can be improved dramatically. However, 

given the large size and intricate nature of these documents, the public simply will not be able to produce 

informed comments on them in the short time allotted. 

I strong1y urge you to continue the deadline for public comment an extra 30 days to mid-April of this 

year. This would allow deeper consideration and produce more soundly reasoned results. The draft products that 

have emerged are enormous and the public, most of whom labor at day jobs, will need time to examine them in 

detail. A general plan is to a county what the Constitution is to the nation and should be afforded every 

conceivable advantage for success. 

The O.W.L. Board of Directors thanks alI of you very much for the time and attention you have devoted 

to this important project. 

Sincerely, 

--; 1 
J 

H.R. Downs 
President 

cc: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
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Sonoma County PRMD 
Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma 
County General Plan Update 2020 

Dear Messers Briggs and Carr; 

The O.W.L. Foundation ("O.W.L.") thanks you for providing this opportunity to 

comment n the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") dated January 2006 for the General 

Plan Update 2020. ("Project'} We have structured this comment letter with a general comment 

section in narrative form and a list of comments in numbered paragraph form, and we are 

requesting that the County prepare its responses in a fotm that conesponds to our letter. We 

assume that the County will respond fully to each of the following comments in light of the strict 

requirements ofCEQA, as discussed at the end of this letter. 

No UWMP is a violation of a state statute and CEQA 

We are forced to protest at the outset that the public is being denied access to the 

finalized, agreed-upon version of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan ("UWMP") for the 

County and all of the cities and water suppliers within it. These data are required to be published 

o.w.L. Foundation 

President, H.R. Downs 
Secretary, Deborah Hunt 

Treasur r, Heidi Dieffenbach-Carle R.G 
Bonnie Knelbler1 M.D. 

PEAMJT AND RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT DEP.l\RTMENT 

COt,Jl\fTY OF SONOMA 

Jane Nielson, Ph.D. 
Susan Panttaja, R.G. 

Ray Peterson 
www.owlfoundation.net 
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every 5 years ending in zero and 5 under the California State statue known as the Urban Water 

Management Planning Act {Water Code§§ 10610 - 10656). The UWMP will contairi crucial 

water calculations of supply and demand that are crucial to making infonned comments on the 

DEIR under examination. The deadline for the 2005 UWMP was last December, however, we 

' still have no UWMP and yet evetyone involved in the General Plan Update process fully 

expected to benefit from the data that is reqy.ired to be in it. 

Without these figures, the public's ability to comment on this DEIR is severely 

handicapped. Importantly, requiring the public to comment on the BIR before these data are made 

available is a violation of CEQA. The County and all of the contractors of the Sonoma County 

Water Agency ("SCWA") already have access to these data since these entities are generating the 

data in the first place. Keeping the UWMP from the public until after the comment period closes 

on the General Plan/DEIR creates an unfair advantage that intentionally, because this is a 

discretionary action, maims the comment process and therefore is a violation of CEQA. We 

strongly urge you to continue the comment period until after the UWMP is made available to all 

stakeholders. 

~ort., ~ 9
i 

r 

, 
~ L 

No stable and imite project description 

Additionally, the Draft General Plan Update 2020 is in flux and does not 

represent a stable and finite project description. Any alterations, changes or modifications to the 

DEIR . could initiate policy changes in the General Plan Update., necessitating a re-write of the 

DEIR and the recirculation of both documents. Looked at optimistically, this is an unnecessary 

and cumbersome way to proceed. Skeptics will regard this course of action as an inventive way to 

manipulate and curtail public input. Publishing the DEIR before publishing a stable and finite 

project description creates an unfair and unnecessarily confusing climate, which once again, 

 
places the public at a tremendous disadvantage. 

Land Use!§.. Planning 

Mr. Can publicly announced, at the first public Planning Commission review of 

the DEIR, that the Board of Supervisors instructed him that the General Plan Update will ignore 

land use issues because there would be no change to existing land use definitions. The whole 

point of Planning, in the professional sense, is making wise land use decisions. Every problem 

and its solution stems from land use descriptions~ definitions and practice. 

1-
1 
I • 
t 
t 
~ 
i 
i 
I 

! 

L

r 
I 

~ 
3I 

f 



O.W.L. Foundation GP 2020 Update/DEIR comments 
page 3 of30 

4117/06 

The DEIR claims at least 38 Significant Unavoidable impacts and at most around 

4 7 Significant Unavoidable impacts. Obviously, eveiy one of these so-called "unavoidable" 

impacts could be remedied by deft land use changes. If the public is intentionally excluded from 

commenting on land use issues, then the public is excluded from commenting on the veiy process 

of planning itself Such exclusion is a violation of CEQA. 

Sonoma County in "Most Studied" Category 

1 j: 
. 

Official representatives of the Cowity have repeatedly claimed that nothing, or 

ve1y little is known about the water conditions in Sonoma County. These misleading statements 

ignore an impressive amount of data accumulated over decades by the State Department of Water 

Resources ("DWR"), the United States Geologic Service (''USGS"), and numerous independent 

consultants engaged by vaiious municipalities in Sonoma County and the County itself 

These data are, in fact, so voluminous and so robust in their descriptive breadth, 

that the heart of Sonoma County, the Santa Rosa Plain and its environs, earns an "A" rating by 

DWR as one of California's most-studied areas. DWR labels this area as: "Groundwater budget 

understood"1
• 

The County has told the public on numerous occasions that a joint water study 

being conducted with. the USGS will produce more data and that until that study is completed, in 

approximately five or six years, the County lacks sufficient information to form, for example, a 

Groundwater Management Plan2 or a straightforward water budget. However, the County's 

allows increasing water demand without these future data. Protecting water resources is based on 

understanding the ratio between water supply and water demand. Increasing demand without first 

understanding supply is analogous to spending money from a bank account while ignoring the 

balance. 

Please explain the rationale underlying the decision to ignore the body of data 

collected on Sonoma.County's water resources. 

Why this Millennium is different 

, 
~ 

In the past, during the 1900's and before, development and growth simply meant 

building. Today, in the 21 81 centmy, al] development must be understood as water demand. Water 

1 DWR Bulletin 118 Update 2003, pg 5 
2 Pursuant to AB 3030, Groundwater Management Act (California Water Code § 10750) 

.s 
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is a finite resource. We cannot make more of it and we are forced to live within a specific finite 

quantity of water and no more. In many respects, Nature has already imposed upon us a water 

budget whether we want one or not and we plunge this account into debt at our peril. The United 

States Department of the Interior has already warned us that we will run out of water by 2025, yet 

neither the DEIR nor the General Plan Update 2020 contains any mention of this waming3 let 

alone plans to mitigate this threat. 

The aforementioned studies have shown a general trend in Sonoma. County of 

degraded water supplies, falling groundwater levels and in some cases massive cones of 

depression triggered by unregulated groundwater pumping. We have further evidence that 

traditional supplies of water :from outside the County will dry up4 and the SCW A has already 

issued warnings to contractors future, expected water supplies will not be available5
• Contractors 

have also been told to rely on "alternative" sources of water to meet 40 percent of peak demand. 

These sources include conservation and re-use but groundwater pumping is, by far, the single 

greatest alternative to SCW A water. 

Yet in light of these reductions, ~egradations, and curtailment of future water 

supply the DEIR contains no provisions whatsoever to manage, plan or budget water for the 

future to ensure that supply does not exceed demand. This egregious omission alone renders the 

DEIR inadequate. 

The County iS the "Policeman" 

Sonoma County has police powers that may be used to reduce water 

demand and thwart catastrophic consequences resulting from over production. 

Indeed, the County has at its disposal a veritable arsenal of legal tools to do 

exactly that. While California does not have a statewide regulatory system for 

surface and groundwater management, various methods are available to protect 

and preserve those resources, including new water supply legislation, groundwater 

ordinances, and water management plans. If used properly, these tools can address 

and alleviate the water crisis in Sonoma County. 

[p · 

3 Water 2025 - Preventing Crisis and Conflict in the West. DOI August, 2005 
4 Friends of the Eel River v. SCWA 
5 Letter from SCWA General Manager Randy Poole to "AH Contractors, Customers, and Water Diverters under 
Agency Rights", August 11, 2003. 
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A. SB 221 and SB 610 Promote "Responsible Growth" 

Effective since January 2002, California's water supply laws (commonly referred 

to as SB 221 and SB 610) impose strict requirements on certain development projects. Generally, 

projects subject to SB 221 and SB 610 are those containing 500 or more residential dwelling 

units, commercial or industrial projects that fall within certain size parameters, and projects that 

would have a water demand equivalent to a residential development project with 500 units or 

more. 

In general, for any project subject to SB 221 and/or SB 610, the project cannot be 

approved unless the project proponent can provide verification from the local water purveyor that 

a sufficient water supply is available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years within a 

20-year projection that will meet the projected demand created by the project in addition to 

existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and industrial uses. Particularly relevant 

to Sonoma County, if the water supply for the proposed project includes groundwater, the 

pmveyor must consider and analyze multiple factors concerning the condition of the supplying 

groundwater basin and its rights to exn·act such groundwater among other competing users. 

The County may not be required by law to enforce these water supply laws, but 

to knowingly allow projects anywhere within the County to go unchallenged clearly endangers 

our shared water resources and is an abnegation of moral responsibility. 

B. Local Groundwater Ordinances Offer Solutions for Overdraft 

Cities and counties in California have the authority to adopt groundwater 

ordinances pursuant to their police. powers to protect the public, health, safety and welfare in 

areas that are not already regulated by the state. As California does not have a uniform 

groundwater regulatory scheme, nearly half of its counties, and many cities, have adopted local 

groundwater ordinances. The general intent of groundwater ordinances is to protect and preserve 

the viability of the existing groundwater supply. To that end, many groundwater ordinances focus 

on restricting projects insofar as .they may adversely affect groundwater supplies, propose to 

export groundwater outside of the basin or county boundaries, degrade groundwater quality, or 

cause land subsidence. However, other groundwater ordinances have a broader scope, and are 

also geared toward managing groundwater resources for existing needs and planned growth. 

Ordinances are typically implemented in connection with groundwater extraction pennits, and 

center on whether the basin is operating within its "safe yield." Generally, safe yield is the 

amount of water that can be produced from a groundwater basin under a certain set of 

7 
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circumstances, over a given amount of time, without causing basin overdraft and without causing 

. other adverse impacts. 

 " .. ~C)O~' The 0. W.L. Foundation and numerous individuals and other organizations have proposed 

the idea of using groundwater ordinances to the County Board of Supervisors, the County Water 

Agency, and various municipalities as a potential means of addressing and alleviating the 

impending water crisis in Sonoma County. To date, however, those agencies have not taken steps 

to craft or implement a new groundwater ordinance. 

C. Groundwater Management Plans Can Harmonize Countywide Efforts to 
Preserve and Protect Water Resources 

In 1992, the State Legislature adopted the "Groundwater Management Act'' 

which is commonly referred to as AB 3030. (The Act is set forth by California Water Code§§ 

10750 to 10755.4.) AB 3030 begins with the following proclamation by the Legislature 

concerning the protected status of groundwater: "The Legislature finds and declares that 

groundwater is a valuable natural resource in California, and should be managed to ensure both 

its safe production and its quality. It is the intent of the Legislature to encourage local agencies to 

work cooperatively to manage grolUldwater resources within their jurisdictions." 

A groundwater management plan u~der AB 3030 may be adopted by any local 

agency, including municipalities, that provides water service, flood control, groundwater 

management, or groundwater replenishment. Pursuant to AB 3030, groundwater management 

plans address a wide range of management issues, including, but not limited to: (a) controlling 

saline water intrusion; (b) identifying and managing wellhead protection areas and groundwater 

recharge areas; ( c) regulating migration of contaminated groundwater; ( d) administering well 

abandonment and well destruction programs; ( e) mitigating the effects of groundwater overdraft; 

( f) replenishing groundwater extracted by producers; (g) monitoring groundwater levels and 

water storage; (h) facilitating conjunctive use operations; (i) identifying well construction 

policies; (j) constructing and operating groundwater contamination cleanup, recharge, storage, 

conservation, recycling, and extraction projects; (k) developing relationships with state and 

federal regulatory agencies; and (1) reviewing land use plans and coordinating with land use 

planning agencies to assess activities that create a reasonable risk to groundwater resources and 

management 

The O.W.L. Foundation has vigorously advocated for the Sonoma County Water 

Agency to develop and implement a groundwater management plan. Recently, as part of its 

process to restructure the entitlement contracts to Lake Sonoma water in response to the Ee1 River 

~ 
J1 
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decision, the Agency has more openly acknowledged the need to prepare such a plan. However, 

successful water management requires cooperation and ''buy in" from surrounding agencies 

concerning efforts to moderate water production and conserve resources. 

More people rely on groundwater in Sonoma County than in any other county in 

California. It seems logically inconsistent to put forth a "plan" that is missing the essential 

ingredient of a plan, in this case: management of our water resources. Virtually all of the 

County's water resources are removed from underground. either from domestic wells or from 

extractors near surface sources. like the Russian River. 

The State of Califomia Assembly Bill 3030 (AB 3030) lays out a specific way to 

achieve such a groundwater management plan and approximately 167 locales in the State already 

have adopted AB 3030-style groundwater management plans. Despite plans in other sections of 

the General Plan that call for dramatic increase in water demand, there are no concomitant 

measures to ensure that these demands can be met by managing water resources with an AB 

3030 .. style groundwater management plan. 

Please explain the rationale behind the decision to produce an imbalanced water 

budget. 

Sonoma County has serious water problems that demand planning. 

Numerous studies have demonstrated dwindling water supplies in many parts of 

the County. For example, on September 17, 2003, Kleinfelder Inc. issued "Pilot Study of 

Groundwater Conditions" ("Kleinfelder Report"). The Report was commissioned by the County 

Board of Supervisors and confirmed the long .. foregone conclusion that particular study areas of 

the County's groundwater basin complex are experiencing serious water scarcity. The Kleinfelder 

Report concludes, in part, that "[a]dditional groundwater extraction is likely to increase the rate 

of overdraft and result in further decline of the groundwater levels. . . . Levels will continue to 

drop as long as extraction exceeds recharge." PRMD repo1ted to the County Board of Supervisors 

that the findings in the Kleinfelder Report will need to be considered in connection with any new 

discretionary applications in the study areas (e.g., subdivisions or use pennits) because "at a 

minimum, the Report will constitute 'substantial evidence' under CEQA that a cumulative 

groundwater impact may exist ... ') 
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The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has conducted a series of 

Bulletin 118·4 studies that have evaluated the South SBl;lta Rosa Plain (SRP) Subbasin. In 

addition, numerous other studies have been undertaken over the last 45 years concerning the SRP 

Subbasin. See ll (Geology and Groundwater in the Santa Rosa and Petaluma Valley Areas 

Sonoma County California, G.T. Cardwell, 1958; Meeting W~ter Demands in the City ofRobnert 

Park. Department of Water Resources, 1979; Evaluation of Groundwater Resources Sonoma 

County, Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118-4, September 1982; Santa Rosa Plain 

Groundwater Model. Department of Water Resources, September 1987; California's 

Groundwater. Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118, 2004; and Evaluation of 

Groundwater Sup_ply Alternatives. Water Su:wly and Transmission System Project, Parsons 

Engineering Science_, Inc., 1995. 

Due to the large span of time covering these studies, the studies differ in detail 

and scope. However, similar themes run throughout each of them. Each study warns of the 

declining water levels in the SRP Subbasin. By way of example, the 1979 DWR study states 

. "presently available water level data indicate a gradual lowering of water levels beneath the City 

of Rohnert Park over time." In addition, the study acknowledges that "[G]reatly increasing the 

number of pumping wells may cause an overdraft situation." Critically, the 1982 DWR study 

states that the SRP is "about in balance" with increased groundwater levels in the northeast and 

decreased water levels in the south (emphasis added). Thus, these two DWR studies confinn that 

as of 1982, the amount of water recharging the SRP Subbasin by rainfall and other means was 

precisely the same amount as the water being pumped out of the SRP Subbasin. Thus, over time, 

the SRP Subbasin was bound to fall out of balance since less water will be recharged into the 

Subbasin due to urbanization of open space and natural recharge areas, while the amount of 

groundwater pumped out will increase due to growing population demand. 

More recent studies draw similar conclusions. For instance, the 1987 DWR 

study discusses the rapidly increasing demand for water in the Santa Rosa Plain, both from the 

SRP Subbasin and imported surface water. The 1995 Parsons Engineering Science study further 

emphasizes the increasing reliance on groundwater in the southern portion of the SRP Subbasin 

groundwater by noting "[G]roundwater pumping has lowered the water table on the order of 100 

feet in this area.,, 

The omission from the current DEIR of the findings concluded in these 

aforementioned _seminal studies re~der the DEIR legally inadequate. The DEIR suggests no 

mitigations for this damage nor does it mandate specific remedial actions to inhibit the falling 
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water table and stop overdrafting practices in the SRP Subbasin. Please explain the rationale 

behind this omission. 

Planned monitoring installations omitted from DEIR 

I. J 
The Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District EIR had revealed that 

" . . . groundwater is already being drawn from the groundwater basin within the Lichau Creek 

drainage to augment groundwater extracted from the hydraulically connected groundwater basin 

to the north. "6 

Mr. William Hurley, the Section Leader of the North Bay Watershed Division of 

the California Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (SFWQCB) accepted the 

agreement for this extensive monitoring by publicly stating the following: 

" ... during our February 3 meeting, the County and SCWA staff expressed their commitment to 
expand the scope of the hydrogeologic assessment to monitor for the effects of potential 
cumulative impacts in the Lichau Creek watershed, including lowering of the groundwater table 
and loss of surface water base-flow. 

Additionally, we were informed by County staff that any future increase in the pumping rate of 
the Penngrove Water Company well (beyond that needed to serve the Canon Manor West 
Subdivision project as described in the DEIR) would require additional CEQA review. 

Therefore, with the County's and SCWA 's expressed commitment that potential cumulative 
groundwater impacts in the Lichau Creek watershed, including potential loss of surface water 
base-flow in Lichau and Cold Springs Creeks, will be monitored and investigated through the 
comprehensive hydrogeologic assessment pr~ject ... "7 

The current DEIR for the County's General Plan makes no mention of these 

monitoring installations nor does it describe the abilities and accuracy of these promised 

installations. Ignoring the agreement with the SFWQCB and not implementing these monitoring 

installations would put in further jeopardy the already-imperiled aquifer of the South Santa Rosa 

Plain~ and in this case, exacerbate the removal of water from an entirelv different watershed, a 

practice that violates state statutes and hence provoked the response from the Water Quality 

Control Board. 

If the current level of groundwater over-production is pennitted to continue 

without a mitigating plan to balance extraction with demand, there is a high likelihood of surface 

l 
t 

\ 0 

6 Letter from William Hurley (SFWQCB) to Sally Bryan McGough, Deputy County Counsel (PRMD), Feb. 7, 2005 
1 ibid. 
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land deformation~ also known as subsidence. When sufficient amounts of water are extracted 

:from beneath the ground, the underlying support gives way and the surface of the ground literally 

subsides, i.e. collapses. The above-mentioned Parsons report (Parsons 1995) has already 

measured a drop in the water table of over 100 feet in parts of the South Santa Rosa Subbasin, the 

first necessary step toward subsidence. However, despite evidence that the process of surface 

deformation is under way, the DEIR proposes no mitigations; takes no preventative steps and 

ignores this clear and present danger. 

Therefore, the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to provide sufficient 

information to enable informed decision-making by the County, the public, and the permitting 

agencies (see numerous examples below). CEQA requires that an BIR provide enough analysis 

and detail about environmental impacts to enable decision-makers to make intelligent judgments 

 
in light of the environmental consequences of their decisions. See CEQA Guidelines § 15151; 

Kings County Fann Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Ca1.App.3d 692 (1990). Under the law, the 

lead agency must make a good faith effort to fully disclose the environmental impacts of the 

project. This requirement cannot be met unless the project is adequately described and existllig 

setting infonnation is complete. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles. 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 

199 (1977). Both the public and decision-makers need to fully understand the implications of the 

choices presented by the project, mitigation measw-es, and alternatives. See Law-el Heights 

Improyement Ass'n v. Regents of University of Califomia (Lamel Heights I), 6 Cal.4th 1112, 

1123 (1988). 

The DEIR is inadequate based on the omission of cumulative impacts 

The DEIR fails to analyze cumulative impacts in the manner or to the degree 

required by CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual 

effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 

environmental impacts." CEQA Guidelines § · 15355(a). "[I]ndividual effects may be changes 

resulting :from a single project or a number of separate projects.,, 

The DEIR provides insufficient data regarding the interaction of underground 

water resources for officials and the public to create informed opinions. For example, it is known 

that the dramatic drop in the water table in the South Santa Rosa Subbasin (Parsons, 1995) 

created a substantial cone of depression that engulfs the entire City of Rohnert Park. With future 

demands on water resources in this area predicted to increase. the DEIR must provide an accurate 

picture of the balance of supply and demand. but does not This omission is a clear violation of 

CEQ A and must be rectified and resubmitted for public comment. 

\) 
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A complete three-dimensional model of the interlocking and contiguous 

groundwater subbasins in the entire Santa Rosa Plain would provide a predictive tool useful in 

detennining additional depletion in the Laguna de Santa Rosa and in the subbasins beneath the 

City of Santa Rosa. Since increased pumping in these areas has already been announced, the 

DEIR must analyze and quantify the environmental impacts to this region that the increased 

demand will create. These projected impacts must be available to compare with existing 

conditions. 

Please explain the rationale behind planning for increased water demand before 

learning how much water is actually available. Please explain why the principles of dete1mining 

water supplies before creating a demand for them, as outlined in requirements for SB 610J not 

apply to the General Plan Update? · 

The General Plan Update Process and thus the DEIR Process was flawed 

Members of the Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC) were rushed to complete 

deliberations on water in early 2003 before all crucial, and pending infonnation were made 

available to them. Three members of that committee formally have expressed concern about this 

deprivation in communications to County staff in October and November 20048
• Four particularly 

significant developments that the CAC never saw were: 

1. Water Supply is not Proven 

Four months after the CAC concluded their discussions of the draft Water 

Resource Element (WRE) and allowed their Water Subcommittee to dissolve itself: the Chief 

Engineer of the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Mr. Randy Poole, in a letter to 

addressed to "All Contractors, Customers, and Water Diverters under Agency Rights", August 

11, 2003, announced that planned increases in water supply from the Russian River were 'not 

secure'. This announcement throws into question the adequacy of water supply in Sonoma 

County to support the increased population envisaged by the already-approved Housing Element. 

-1 
I 
J 
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8 CAC members mentioning these and other new infonnation included T. Boultbee on October 14 and November 15, 
2004, V. Mulas on November 10, 2004, and R Savel on October 14, 2004. 

J 
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2. Groundwater Supply in Water-scarce Areas Threatened 

On September 17, 2003, the long-awaited 'Kleinfelder Report' was released. 

(Kleinfelder and Associates "Pilot Study of Groundwater Conditions") This report, 

commissioned by Sonoma County, confirmed local knowledge that groundwater levels in three 

sample waterwscarce areas had declined significantly over the previous fifty years. Groundwater 

level declines were observed in the Joy Road area, in Bennett Valley and in the Mark West 

watershed. Local studies prepared in the late 1970's in many areas including the Joy Road 

neighborhood, had indicated that the local population already had reached carrying capacity. 

pulation in several of these areas, including the Joy Road neighborhood, has since doubled. ~o

3. sew A Contractors to Become More Dependent OD Groundwater 

In May 2004, the Draft Amended Water Supply Agreement between SCWA and 

its Contractors recommended that the Contractors should become dependent on 'other sources, to 

meet up to 40% of peak demand. 'Other sources' would include conservation, re-use, storage and 

groundwater. Of these, groundwater would be the most significant 'other source'. 

} tp 

L 
4. Sonoma County Grand Jury Calls for Groundwater Management Planning 

r 
In June 2004, the Sonoma County Grand Jmy report entitled 'Got Water?' (July 

s in 

and 

I l 1, 2004) called upon Sonoma County and its cities t~ prepare groundwater management plan

accordance  with the guidelines set forth under AB 3030. Representatives of Sonoma County 

the municipal governments within the County rejected the Grand Jury's recommendations. L

I• 
! 
i 

I 

Numerous questions go unanswered in DEm 

1. Page 4.5-48 states: 

Significance After Mitigation While the recommended mitigation measures and other policies 
and programs of the Draft GP 2020 would reduce these impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality for many parts of unincorporated Sonoma County where resource land uses would occur 
to a less~than .. signi:ficant level, this would remain a significant unavoidable impact (SU) 

 
Is the issue of whether the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater subbasin ("Basin") is 

in an overdraft condition an important factor in determining whether the groundwater from that 

Basin will be a sufficient or reliable water supply within the meaning of the State statute known 

as SB 610? Please explain the rationale for the County's position on this matter. 



2. The California Supreme Court in Pasadena v. County of Alhambra (1949) 33 

Cal. 2d 908, defined groundwater overdraft in tenns of the taking of groundwater in excess of 

"safe yield." What is the safe yield of the Santa Rosa Groundwater Basin? Is the definition of 

groundwater overdraft assumed in the DEIR consistent with the California Supreme Court's 

treatment of overdraft as the production of groundwater in excess of safe yield? Please explain 
_

how the definitions are consistent or inconsistent. 

3. In 1972, the United States Geological Service (USGS) mapped the "adequacy of 

yield', of wells for a large swath ofterritmy inside the Santa Rosa Groundwater Basin. The USGS 

determined that the cities of Santa Ros~ Sebastopol and Rohne1t Park were located in an area 

deemed "inadequate for municipal supplies". 

Since 1972, water demand has been allowed to increase exponentially. W11at is 

the County's rationale behind allowing water demand to increase for 34 years in this area as well 

as the current plan for future increases outlined in the DEIR, in the light this USGS :finding? How 

has a finite water supply kept up with exponentially increasing demand? How will increasing 

future water demands be met with the same finite supply of water? 

4. Most policymakers assume that "safe yield,' is a "sustainable'' pumping rate 

equivalent to natural recharge. However, this ass~mption is flawed because it does not take into 

account discharges of groundwater into streams, springs, or marshes. An editorial by Marious 

Sophocleous in the prestigious hyd.rogeology journal, Ground Water9
, explains: 

"If pumping equals recharge, eventually streams, marshes, and springs dry up. 

Continued pumping in excess of recharge also eventually depletes the aquifer. 

A better definition a/safe yield would address the sustainability of the system 

not just the trees, but the whole forest; not just the fish, but the marine food 

chain; not just the ground water, but the running streams, wetlands, and all the 

plants and animals that depend on it." 

How has the County accounted for this well-known principle with regards to the 

cumulative impacts of water demand throughout the County? What actions, efforts, and 

initiatives has the County taken to bring municipal water suppliers and water districts into a 

coordinated water management scheme? If no action has been taken, please explain. lfno plans 

0.W.L. Foundation GP 2020 Update/DEIR comments 
page 13 of30 

4/17/06 

~ 
~ 

~ 
ii 
! 
~ 

_j 

9 Sophocleous, M., (1997), Managing Water Resource Systems: Why "Safe Yield'i is not Sustainable, Ground Water, 
v. 35, n. 4, p. 561. 
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~J. exist to coordinate water resources, please expand upon why this seemingly crucial planning step 

.s missing from the DEIR. . L

5. Please describe all actions and/or programs that the County is undertaking that 

are designed to eliminate the overdraft condition of the South Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 

Basin and Subbasins. 

,;;.,. \ 

6. Please describe all actions and/or programs that the County is undertaking that 

are designed to avoid an overdraft condition from occurring in the Santa Rosa Basin, the Laguna 

de Santa Rosa and the three water scarce areas known as Mark West Creek, Joy Road Area and 

Bennett Valley. 

J. ~ 

, 

n7. DWR Bulletin 118 states that the average annual natural recharge for the Santa 

Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin for the period 1960 to 1975 was estimated to be about 29,300 acre 

 
feet ("af'). Has the County detennined the annual natural recharge rate for the Basin as of today 

or more recent ~ears? If so, is that ~charge .rate greater or less tllan the recharge rate reported by 

pWR m Bulletin 118? Please explam any drfferences between those recharge rates. 

,~ ~ 

.;;"f.~...;,; 
I
l_

8. In a recently prepared document entitled "Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Study: 

Cost Allocation Including Contribution for Unincorporated County Areas Population and 

Estimated Usage," the Sonoma County Water Agency ('~sew A") estimated that the annual 

groundwater production from the Basin was 34,333 af Is that correct? Does the County have 

any information to show that the groundwater production from the Basin as of the current date is 

less than that amount? 

c)J-! 

i 

r9. Will the County permit construction on any portion the area designated in DWR 

Bulletin 118-4 as an area of natural recharge? If yes, what affect will the Project have on the 

.annual natural recharge rate for the Basin? 

~ !!> j 
L_

fl 0. Will any of the areas of the related projects listed in the DEIR cover that area 

l' identified in DWR Bulletin .i 18-4 as an area of natural recharge? If yes, what affect will 

development of those related projects have on the annual natural recharge rate for the Santa Rosa 

lain Groundwater Basin? 

!: 

11 . L
17~ ·,· 

_.....-

1 1 I. In the event that independent municipalities within the Comity build upon and 

cover any of that area identified in DWR Bulletin 118-4 as an area of natural recharge, please 

quantify the loss of recharge water to County-controlled unincorporated lands. Will the County 

pennit development on lands affected by the hydrologic influence of municipal water users? If so, 

;r1 I,,, 
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please identify these areas and explain the estimated water loss caused by municipal consumption 

of the adjoining aquifer. 

12. Various technical reports, including Rohnert Park's Water Supply Assessment 

("WSA'1
) and the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Canon Manor West Project (the 

"CMW EIR"), indicates that groundwater levels in the South Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 

Subbasin have declined since the early 1960s. Has the County been informed, through whatever 

means, that certain landowners with groundwater wells in the Basin have been unable to produce 

groundwater from those wells over the past five years, and have hadto either abandon the well or 

dtill it to deeper depths? If so, has the County taken any steps to investigate the cause(s) of those 

landowners' loss of their wells? If so~ what conclusions has the County reached? If the County 

has not conducted any such investigation, please explain the rationale behind not investigating. 

13. Is the DWR Well No. 5N/8W-2Hl located south or north of the grmmdwater 

divide? Are the DWR Wells 27Hl, 26Ll, 02H1, and 01L2, and 31Jl located north or south of 

the groundwater divide? Are they located north or south of the Sebastopol Fault? How has the 

County used infom1ation from these wells in the preparation of the DEIR? If not, why not? 

14. Has the cone of depression in the groundwater table mapped by the USGS 

beneath Rohnert Park extended into the Petaluma Valley Groundwater Basin at any depth? How 

far into County-controlled unincorporated lands does this depression extend? Will the County 

pennit development on County land affected by this depression? Ifso, please explain why. 

15. Impact 4.5-3 Water Quality-Agricultural and Resource Uses 
Agricultural and resource development (i.e., timber han1esting and mineral 
extraction) land uses consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in an 
increase in and nutrients in downstream waten11ays. This would be a significant 
impact. (S) 

Significance After Mitigation While the recotmnended mitigation measures and other policies 
and programs of the Draft GP 2020 would reduce these impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality for many parts of unincorporated Sonoma County where resource land uses would occur 
to a less-than-significant level, this would remain a significant unavoidable impact. (SU) 

This mitigation ignores the economic loss of groundwater for beneficial uses by 

removing trees. Trees, especially Redwood trees, store huge quantities of water and help trap 

ocean-born fog that drips back into the ground. Please explain the approximate drop in the 

County's economic indicators suffered by the planned removal of timber. What is the estimate on 

community health due to the increase of water pollutants caused by ~'resource development''? 

J 
l 

~1 
( 

ec11t. r # 
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_l 
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16. Impact 4.5-5 Groundwater Level Decline 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 would increase 
demand on groundwater supplies and could therefore result in the decline of 
groundwater levels. This would be a significant impact. (SJ 
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Significance After Mitigation Adoption of revised policy as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.5-
5, together with existing and proposed regulations, policies, and implementation programs, would 
serve to reduce potential adverse effects of future development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 
on groundwater recharge. However, they would not do so to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, this would be a significant unavoidable impact (SU) 

As stated above, the County has a robust choice of water management tools 

available to it, many of which specifically address Groundwater Level Decline. It seems that 

Groundwater Level Decline, more than any other impact listed in the DEIR, is actually the most 

avoidable impact Please explain and define what is meant by "unavoidable". Please expand on 

why Sonoma County is unable to implement Groundwater Management Plans when 167 other 

locales m California already have such plans. What are the differences between Sonoma County 

and these other counties, districts and regions? 

17. Which of the County's wells experienced a decline in water levels many zone 

during the period :from 1987 to 2000? If any such well experienced such a decline, please 

provide the County's technical justification for that decline. 

18. Has the amount of annual natural recharge into the Basin decreased since the 

1982 DWR Study due to development of various projects on land that had provided natural 

recharge into the Basin? If yes, what is the amount of that decrease in recharge? 

33 

[ 
3Ji 

r-
I 35 ~ L::::p: 

19. 

 
DWR well 07N09W26P001M is located near SCWA's Occidental Road Well. 

The groundwater level decline beginning in · 1999 in that well may be due to pumping by 

:=~e:~ ~~:;A~r :ado;:~· Has the County accounted for the water level 

 20. DWR well 06N08W26M001M is west of Rohnert Park. Water level elevations 

in that well between -20.5 and -82.5 feet are far below historic water levels of about +70 to +90 

feet. Is that correct? 

21. DWR well 06N08W22ROOIM is located west of Rohnert Park. Water levels in 

 that well are between -23.3 and -59.0 feet elevation, which is far below historical elevations of 

about + 70 to +90 feet. Is that correct? · 

' I, St,, L
r 
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22. DWR well 06N07W19E001M is located east of Rohnert Park and shows water 

levels between -13.4 ft and -55.6 feet in elevation, far below historic water levels of about+ 100 

to + 110 feet. Is that con-ect? 

23. The Penngrove Water Company well is located within the Basin immediately 

east ofRohne11 Park. This well shows water level depths of200 feet below the ground surface in 

2004, far below historic water level depths of 5 to 20 feet. Is that correct? 

24. Recently the R WQCB identified that the Sonoma County Dump site, located on 

Meacham Road just South West of Rohnert Park, as having leaking liners which were intended to 

prevent leachate from percolating into area groundwater supplies. Dumping at this site is no 

longer possible as it was just closed as of September 1, 2005 because of this accident. What are 

the regional implications of this leachate for the underlying aquifer? 

25. What are the risks of groundwater contamination associated with the Incremental 

Recycled Water Program that has designated the same State identified recharge lands to be the 

holding pond sites for the proposed University District housing site? Isn't it possible the IR WP 

holding ponds will leak and contaminate the entire Basin? 

26. The Press Democrat newspaper recently reported that. the proposed site fo1· the 

Casino has now changed, the new site is targeted to be located in the yet to be annexed Rohnert 

Park Specific Plan area. How will the County meet the demands of supplying the Casino with 

water? Please explain to what extent the proposed Casino wells will draft groundwater from 

County-controlled unincorporated areas? 

27. Section 3.5 of the New Master Water Agreement that binds the Sonoma County 

Water Agency and the prime water contractors in both Sonoma and Marin County talks about 

what measures will be taken by the cities in case of an emergency or impairment Is it true that 

under an impairment or emergency the County of Rohne1t Park will bring on line all of its wells 

to supply the needs of both the County and the aqueduct pipeline that serves other water 

contractors. Because of a legal settlement, Rohnert Park has agreed to reduce groundwater 

pumping to 2.3 mgd. Will the new impainnent agreement allow the County to pump more than 

the agreed upon amount of 2.3 mgd? Will the Southern region of the Santa Rosa Plain 

Groundwater Basin decline? At what rate will it decline for eveiy year an impairment or 

emergency takes place assuming normal years of rainfall? Under abnonnal years of rainfall? 

How will this impainnent agreement affect private well owners in sun-ounding areas of the same 

basin assuming Rohne1t Park's accelerated pumping rate? Will the accelerated pumping rate j
exceed the subbasin recharge rate? 

J 3 e, 
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In conclusion, we note that the statute known as CEQA, its implementing 

Guidelines and case law interpreting the statute and the Guidelines provide the following: That 

the evaluation and response to public comments is an essential part of the CEQA process. Failure 

to comply with that requirement can lead to disapproval of the project. Further, in a final BIR, 

the lead agency must evaluate and respond to all the relevant comments on the Draft EIR that it 

receives within the public review period. The responses must describe the disposition of the 

environmental issues raised in the comments. The lead agency must specifically explain its 

reasons for rejecting these suggestions, receiving comments and for proceeding with the project 

and its environmental impacts. There must be a good faith, reasoned analysis and response. 

Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

 As a founding member of the. Sonoma County Water Coalition ("SCWC"), the 

O.W.L. F01mdation fully supports the SCWC version of the Water Resources Element of the 

 
General Plan Update and we urge the ·Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors to 

adopt it. We also submit the exhibits listed below to the Administrative Record. These documents 

must be made available to the public including the SCWC and its member and supporting 

organizations.  

We look forward to receiving the County~s written responses to our comments 

that are consistent with these principles under CEQA, the Guidelines and applicable case law. 

Sincerely, 

President 

O.W.L. Foundation 
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documents: 

Monterey County GP Folder 

The Cotmnunity General Plan, Monterey County, General Plan, Januruy 2005. 

NYC Watershed Folder 

Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply: Assessing the New York City Strategy, 



National Academy Press, 2000 

Rohnert Park Dox Folder 

Documents pertaining too Rohnert Park, including: GP 2000, O.W.L. v. Rohnert Park briefs and 
exhibits, Rohnert Park water demands, RP pump totals, RP groundwater study 1979, GP DEIR 
1999, Graton Rancheria EIS Scoping report, Draft Zoning Ordinance 2002, Final WSA 1114/05 

Santa Rosa Dox Folder 

Santa Rosa Southwest Area Project documents, including comments and WSA. 

SCRPC v RP Folder 

South County Resource Preservation Committee v. Rohnert Park, briefs and exhibits 

SCWA Materials Folder 

SCWA materials, including UWMP 1996, 2000, Draft Restructured Agreement, WSTSP NOP, 
memos, Emergency Well data and notes. 

Sebastopol Folder 

Sebastopol Municipal Well documents, including logs, drawdown data, well driller reports, Water 
Supply and Distribution Analysis 1979; letters; SWB Tesoro Lett reports declining GW near 
Sebastopol's wells 6 and 7; Two letters, one protesting the SWB Tesoro letter wording, but 
admitting that the GW decline occurred at the time at Well 7 was pumping more than usual; Full 
2005 well water levels for Sebastopol's wells; A tabulated summary ofSehastopol's well water 
levels as annual averages; Letters to the CAC from rural residents near Sebastopol. 

SWRCB Folder 

State Water Resources Control Board, Report on Comprehensive Groundwater quality, 2003. 

Global Warming Folder 

Global wanning documents, including Pentagon Report, Estimates of future sea level rise, EPA 
resource page (Web Archive), Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Water Use and Wastewater 
Generation by Municipal Facilities in Sonoma County.· 

WSTSPNOP 

Notice of Preparation for the WSTSP 

Pacific Institute Folder 

Waste not Want Not report; Economies of Scope and Scale in River Basin Management 

IRWP Folder 

IRWP DEIR, Final EIR and Master Plan 

Kleinfelder Folder 
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23) SCWA Preliminary Assessment- Urban Water Reuse - November 1999 Cover 
Page 

24) Kleinfelder Pilot Study of Groundwater Conditions - September 27, 2003 
Cover Page 

25) DWR - 118 Sonoma County- Geologic & Hydrologic Data - December 1975 
Cover Page 

26)DWR 118 -Evaluation of Groundwater Resources-February 1982 - Cover 
Page 

27) DWR - J 18 - Petaluma Valley - June 1982 - Cover Page 
28) DWR 118 - Santa Rosa Plain - September 1982 - Cover Page 
29) Performance Controls For Sensitive Lands - Report NOS 307, 308 Cover Page 
30) Soil Survey- Sonoma County- USDA-May 1972 - Cover Page 
31) SWRCB - Report To The Governor - March 2003 - Cover Page 
32) USGS - SWRCB - Groundwater Ambient Monitoring- 1 Page 
33) USGS Framework For Groundwater Quality Monitoring-# 03-4166 1 Page 
34) USGS-Photograph-Land Subsidence- San Joaquin Valley 1977 -1 Page 
35) SCWA Executive Summary- February 20, 2001 - 26 Pages 
36) Coastal Post - 4 'Big Trouble Coming In Sonoma County'' May 1998 -1 Page 
37)Marin Municipal Water District Billing Flyer Oct. 2004 2 Pages 
38) Canon Manor West Assessment District- Status Report- October 2004 1 Page 
39) Sonoma County Grand Jury - Got Water? July 1, 2004-2 Pages 
40) BOS Response To Grand Jury Report - September 21, 2004 - 3 Pages 
41) DWR Questionnaire - Dated Nov. 1997 - 4 Pages 
42) North Marin Water District- May 20, 1992 - Agreement For Use of Surplus 

Entitlement - 1 Page · 
43)RP Response To Grand Jury Report-July 27, 2004- 3 Pages 
44) City of Cotati Response To Grand Jury Report-October 27, 2004-3 Pages 
45) City of Cloverdale Response to Grand Jury Report - September 22, 2004 - 2 

Pages 
46) City of Cloverdale Letter - Prepared by Assistant City Engineer - September 22, 

2004 
47) City of Windsor Letter - Response To Grand Jury - September 2, 2004 - 2 Pages 
48) City of Sebastopol Letter - Response to Grand Jury - October 20, 2004 - 2 Pages 
49) Ad Hoc Committee For Clean Water - Low Flow Petition - July 22, 2004 - 1 

Page 
50) RP City Ordinance No. 724 - October 12, 2004 - 5 Pages 
51)RP-City Ordinance No. 723-October12, 2004- 5 Pages 
52) RP City Resolution No. 2004-284 October 26, 2004 - 2 Pages 
53) RP - Water Supply Assessment - 6 Pages 
54) Computer Simulated Map Likeness of Well Survey Results Prepared by John 

King-1 Page 
55) SCWA Restructured Agreement - 2 Pages 
56) Rohnert Park- Letter To Dan Kolkey - Casino'- July 15, 2004 
57) Parsons Engineering WSTSP Evaluation - August 1995 3 pages 
58) RP Well field Drillers Log Summaries - 2 pages 
59) RP Historical WelJ field Infonnation - 127 Pages 
60) City of Cotati - Well field Infonnation- 5 Pages 
61) Sonoma State University Well field Letter & Information - 103 Pages 
62) SCWA - :Public Records Act Request - 84 Pages 
63) "A White Paper" California Groundwater Resources - March 2003 - 25 Pages 
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64) SCWA- Water Supply Workshop- November 1, 2004- 43 Pages 
65) Letter - "Stand Up For California" - November 1, 2004 - 2 Pages 
66) Canon Manor West DEIR Excerpts - 16 pages 
67) Senate Bill 610 Analysis-40 pages 
68) Senate Bill 221 Analysis - 23 Pages 

Book 2 - Exhibit# 

1) SCW A WAC Memo - Expected Future Water Demand - April 1, 2004 - 26 
Pages 

2) Attachment A - Sonoma County Water Agency Letter-August 11, 2003 - 37 
Pages 

3) Restructured Agreement For Water Supply-44 Pages 
4) State of California- Temporary Urgency Change - SCWA- Low Flow Russian 

River - 11 Pages 
5) Paul Stutrud - Letter- PRMD -August 13, 2004 - 1 Page 
6) State Water Resources Control Board, Board Meeting, Public Hearing & 

Workshop- July 22, 2004 - 43 Pages 
7) Parsons Engineering - Evaluation of Groundwater Supplies - August 1995 - 47 

Pages 
8) John King Letter - CAC - October 14, 2004 - 27 Pages 
9) Steve Carle Letter- CAC-April 21, 2003 - 78 Pages 
10) John King Letter - SCWA - February 27, 2003 - 3 Pages 
11) Index - John King - 4 pages 
12) County of Sonoma - John King - August 24, 2001 2 pages 
13) John King Letter - April 1, 2002 - 2 Pages 
14) SCWA Letter - May 14, 2002 - 2 Pages 
15) John King Letter - May 28, 2002 2 Pages 
16) Santa Clara Valley Water District - Groundwater Management Plan - July 2001 -

Cover Page 
17) SCW A Letter - June 6, 2002 - 1 Page 
18)CAC Letter-June 24, 2002- 3 Pages 
19) Sonoma LAFCO Letter - January 30, 2002 - 55 Pages 
20) City of Cotati - Historical Groundwater Pumping - 3 Pages 
21) SCW A Water Allocation - 1 Page 
22) SCWA Letter From John King" March 24, 2002 - 2 Pages 
23) SCWA Letter From John King-April 1, 2002 2 Pages 
24) SCW A Letter May 14, 2002 - 2 Pages 
25) SCW A Letter May 28, 2004 2 Pages 
26) SCW A Letter - June 6, 2002 - 1 Page 
27)CRWQCB Letter- M_arch 6, 2002 2 Pages 
28) CAC Letter ..... July 18, 2002 - 4 Pages 
29) CAC Letter - September 22, 2002 - 5 Pages 
30) January 7, 2003 - Multiple Addressee Letter - 32 Pages 
3l)CooperRoad & Sebastopol's Groundwater-January 2000- 9 Pages 
32) Well Survey Fonn - Penngrove - September 12, 2004 
33)Press Democrat Article- State Blasts County Water Conservation Efforts

November 19, 2004 - 3 Pages 
34) Rohnert Park - Historical Well & SCW A Water Data - 5 Pages 
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35) Weston Benshoof Letter- O.W.L. Foundation's Comments To Draft Water 
Supply Assessment- November 19, 2004- 21 Pages 

36) Steve Carle Power Point Charts & Graphs - January 2000 - 13 Pages 
37)Zander & Associates - Sebastopol Laguna Vista Project- Biological Resource 

Assessment-June 17, 2003 -33 Pages 
38) State Water Resources Control Board- Workshop I Public Hearing Agenda For 

Sacramento - November 18, 2004 
39)Photograph- Well Survey Summary Map Prepared By John King I Includes 

Identifying Penngrove Zip Code Area 94951 Dated 1 1/1712004 
40) Water Watch in Sonoma County, League of Women Voters-October 2004 ~ 42 

Pages 
41)0.W.L. Foundation Letter- SCWA-Infonnation Request November 15, 2004 

- 1 Page 

Book 3 - Exhibit# 

1) CAC Letter-Januaiy 11, 2003 - 152 Pages 
2) CAC Letter - Januaiy 13, 2003 - 124 Pages 
3) January 20, 2003 -Multiple Addressee Letter 156 Pages 
4) Water Facts Current Law - DWR - 2 Pages 
5) DWR - Historical Data Map - 1 Page 
6) SCWA Letter-April 24, 2002-1 Page 
7) sew A Letter Paul Stutrud - May 14, 2002 1 Page 
8) SCWA Letter Jeremy Nichols - May 14, 2002 - 2 Pages 
9) To SCWA - May 20, 2002 -1 page 
10) Rohnert Park I SCW A - October 22, 2002 - 1 Page 
11) sew A I Rohnert Park November 26, 2002 - 1 Page 
12) College Park Mutual Water Company January 6, 2003 - 5 Pages 
13) Robert Stires Letter - January 28, 2003 - 1.Page 
14)Celeste Felciano Letter February 3, 2003 - 1 Page 
15) Steve Carle Letter - September 24, 2002 - 14 Pages 
16) Steve Carle Letter- January 4, 2003 - 320 Pages 

Book 4 - Exhibit# 

1) Steve Carle Letter - January 7, 2003 - 108 Pages 
2) Steve Carle Letter- January 12, 2003 - 71 Pages 
3) Steve Carle Letter - February 10, 2003 - 4 Pages 
4) Engineers Report For Canon Manor - 1 Page 
5) Steve Carle Letter-July 10, 2003 2 Pages 
6) Canon Manor Submittal To PRMD - July 14, 2003 - 19 Pages 
7) ·Weston BenshoofLetter- July 10, 2003 - 3 Pages 
8) sewA WaterDeliveries/Demands/Projections- l Page 
9) sew A Board of Directors - May 28, 2002 - 3 Pages 
l 0) PRMD Letter- Steve Carle - February 10, 2003 - 4 Pages 
11) Penngrove Water Company May 14, 2002 - 3Pages 
12) DWR & Assorted Docs - Submitted August 7, 2003 - 15 Pages 
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13) Rohnert Park City Council Meeting- PRlvID- July 17., 2003 - General Plan-
April 15, 1996 - 9 Pages 

14) IR WP - Excerpts - 246 Pages 
15) PRMD - Public Comment On Canon Manor West- Multiple Letters 101 Pages 
16) South County Resource· Preservation Committee vs. Rohnert Park- 13 Pages 
17) Stipulated Judgment - Case # 224976 - 11 Pages 
18) Response For Groundwater Management Plan Letter - November 26, 2002 - 1 

Page 
19)Rohnert Park Request For Groundwater Management Plan-October 22, 2002 - 1 

Page 

Book 5 - Exhibit# 

1) PES Letter - June 18, 2004 - 8 Pages 
2) John King Letter & Attachments - Well Monitoring Proposed Sites- December 

2, 2002 - 29 Pages 
3) Sonoma County Grand Jury Report - July 1, 2004 - 7 Pages 
4) BOS - Response to Grand Jury Report - September 21, 2004 - 14 Pages 
5) BOS - Canon Manor West Subdivision West Assessment DEIR - 3 Pages - July 

27,2004 
6) BOS - Casino - MOU - October 26, 2004 - 17 pages 
7) Weston Benshoof I John King Letter - Regulating Groundwater ~ April 1, 2004 -

4 pages 
8) . California State Water Code - 2 Pages 
9) SCVWD Groundwater Management Plan - Submitted April 2, 2003 - 76 pages 
10) SCWA- Petaluma Watershed Presentation- January 10, 2000 - 21 Pages 
11) John King Letter - PRMD - Canon Manor DEIR Questions & Comments - 180 

Pages 
12)PRMD- Steve Carle Letter-August 12, 2004-36 Pages 
13) County Public Works - Power Point Presentation - Todd Engineering- July 27, 

2004 - 25 Pages 
14)0.W.L. Foundation Letter- 10 Pages- November 9, 2004 
15) SCWA Letter - Russian River Diversions - August 11, 2003 - 6 Pages 
16)Emissions pathways - Climate Change- Impacts on California..:. August 24, 

2004-6 Pages 
17) AB 3030 Plans Northern Region - 12 Pages 
18) Sonoma County Health Department - LUST Map 1 Page 
19) Sonoma County Health Department- Water Contamination Site Map - 1 page 
20) Sonoma County Health Department - Water Contamination Site Photo/map 1 

Page 
21) CRWQCB - Letter - March 6 2002 - 2 Pages 
22) Quaker Hill Letter - PRMD- April 30, 2004 - 16 Pages 
23)Barona Casino Article - September 15, 2002 -9 Pages 
24)Barona Casino Article-March 16, 2003- 5 Pages 
25) Letter - Hesperia Casino - ·February 18, 2004 5 Pages 
26)Doctrine ofReserved Water Rights - November 29, 1998 2 Pages 
27)Mojave Basin Area Watennaster-Adjudication-January 13, 2004- 3 Pages 
28) Stand Up For California Letter - August 14, 2003 - 4. Pages 
29) Barona Casino Article - July 24, 2003 - 2 Pages 
30)Indian Water Rights-April 2000-20 Pages 
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31) Petition For Temporaty Urgency Change in Russian River Basin - SCW A 7 
Pages 

32) Sonoma LAFCO- Minutes of October 6, 2004- Water & Sewer Municipal 
Service Reviews - 5 pages 

33) City of Rohnert Park Planning Commission Staff Report- October 26, 2002 - 8 
Pages 

34) Rohnert Park Letter - June 22, 2004 - Evaluation of Substitute Wells - 9 Pages 
35)John King Letter I Rohnert Park September 24, 2004 Should be dated 

February 24, 2004 
36) Susan Brandt .. Hawley (Attorney) Letter To Rohnert Park-February 24, 2004 

2 Pages 
37) Weston Benshoof Letter-Rohnert Park-February 24, 2004 - 3 Pages 
38) Weston Benshoof Letter - Rohnert Park - March 24, 2004 - 4 Pages 
39) John King I Rohnert Park Letter-April 7, 2004 - 7 Pages 
40) Rick Savel - Rohnert Park Letter - April 7, 2004 - 1 Page 
41) Weston Benshoof I Rohnert Park Letter April 13, 2004- 8 Pages 
42) Susan Brandt-Hawley I Rohnert Park Letter-April 27, 2004- 3 Pages 
43)0.W.L. Foundation Letter-April 27, 2004- 1 Page 
44) Weston Benshoof I Rohnert Park Letter - April 27, 2004 - 5 Pages 
45)John King /Rohnert Park Letter-May 13, 2004- 9 Pages 
46) John King I Rohnert Park Letter - May 26, 2004 - 24 Pages 
47)John King I Peter Siggins Letter- October 20, 2004- 16 Pages 
48)John King I Joe Nation (Assemblyman) October 20, 2004- 16 Pages 

Book 6 - Exhibit# 

1) Steve Carle Letter- June 24, 2004 - Document Request List- 3 Pages 
2) Weston Benshoof Letter Public Records Act Request- July 2, 2004 - 5 Pages 
3) Rohnert Park letter to Steve Carle - November 16, 2004 - 16 Pages 
4) North Marin Water District letter- February 15, 1978 - 2 Pages 
5) SCW A assorted well data and map - 4 Pages 
6) SCWA memo - September 12, 1977 1 Page 
7) North Marin Water district-August 3, 1977 2 Pages 
8) SCWA memo emergency well operation August 1, 1977-2 Pages 
9) SCWA emergency well data December 16, 1979 9 Pages 
10) Rohnert Park letter to Codding Enterprises-February 15, 1977 - 2 Pages 
11) Rohnert Park population, production, water use data - February 25, 199 8 - 1 

Page 
12) City of Rohnert Park water production report -1982- 1 Page 
13) DWR Santa Rosa Plain groundwater model - September 1987 - 5 Pages 
14) Rohnert Park groundwater facts presentation- June 7, 2004- 19 Pages 
15) Rohnert Park General Plan Final EIR-May 1990- 4 Pages 
16) PBS letter - December 21, 2001 - 11 Pages 
17) O.W.L. Foundation letter to SSU public records act request- November 17, 2004 

-1 Page 
18) City of Rohnert Park letter to Susan Brandt-Hawley June 12, 2003 - 1 Page 
19) Los Angles Times newspaper article - July 4, 2004 - 1 Page 
20) Peter Siggins letter from Rohnert Park over Graton Rancheria - July 23, 2004 2 

Pages 
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21) Daniel Kolkey letter from Rohnert Park concerning Graton Rancheria - July 14, 
2004 - 2 Pages 

22) SCWA letter -August l 1, 2003 - 6 Pages 
23) Friends of the Eel River vs. SCWA appellate court decision- May 16, 2003 - 25 

Pages 
24) 0. W.L. Foundation letter - November 15, 2004 - request for information - 1 

Page 
25) SCW A historical pumping records for three emergency wells - 24 Pages 
26) South County Resource Preservation Committee Administrative Record - August 

28, 2001 - 23 Pages 
27) SCWA emergency well field historical data- n/d - 2 Pages 
28) Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities reclaimed waste water consumption for 

Rohnert Park - November 16, 2004 - 4 Pages 
29) Geotechnical Consultants letter to SCW A - January 19, 2000 - 1 Page 
30) City of Santa Rosa Grand Juiy Response - n/d - 3 Pages 
31) City of Petaluma Grand Jury Response - August 9, 2004 - 3 Pages 
32) City of Healdsburg Grand Jury Response-July 21, 2004-2 Pages 
33) City of Cotati records request from John King- November 16, 2004 - 1 Pages 
34) James Rollin Allen master's thesis - May 2003-2 Pages 
35) SCWA letter-April 1, 2004 - 1 Page 
36) ''White Paper": Managing California's Groundwater Resources-March 2003 -

26 Pages 
37) Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Study - n/d - 3 Pages 
38) Rohnert Park well driller's reports- various dates .. 49 Pages 
39) Overdraft Conditions in California groundwater: Water Resource Center Archive 

- December 3, 1956 -.21 Pages 
40) South County Resource Preservation Committee lawsuit settlement agreement -

September 5, 2002 - 15 Pages 
41) Senate Bill ·1938 excerpt- n/d- 8 Pages 
42) California Water Code excerpt- 19 Pages 
43) Rohnert Park General Plan BIR- May 2000 - 17 Pages 
44) Rohnert Park historical well production reports - various dates - 77 Pages 
45) PES letter - December 21, 200 I - 7 Pages 
46) U.S. Department of the Interior Geological Survey-February 1955 - 4 Pages 
47) Press Democrat article- November 7, 2004 - 5 Pages 
48) Press Democrat article-"Reopening Santa Rosa Wells" -August 10, 2004-2 

Pages 
49) Implementation of SCB 610 and SB 221- September 25, 2002- 84 Pages 
50) Rohnert Park Groundwater Facts PowerPoint Presentation-April 27, 2004- 14 

Pages 
51) Groundwater Management in California - 1999- 40 Pages 
52) DWR state questionnaire - November 14, 1997 2 Pages 
53) Water Quantity Conversion Factor chart 1 Page 
54) DWR Division of Planning-2 Pages 
55) Geology and Groundwater in the Santa Rosa and Petaluma Valley Areas - 1958 

-1 Page 
56) WSTSP/SCWA Parson's Report-August 1995 - 48 Pages 
57) "Where the Hell is Penngrove" Steve Carle PowerPoint presentation - 2004 - 24 

Pages 
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58) Kansas Geological Survey "Managing Water Resources Systems: Why Safe 
Yield is Not Sustainable" - August 1997 - 1 Page 

59) DWR Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Model September 1987 - 38 Pages 

Book 7 - Exhibit# 

l. Steve Carle Letter- June 24, 2004- Page 1 
2. Weston Benshoof Letter July 2, 2004 - Page 2 - 6 
3. Steve Carle Letter - July 15, 2004 - Page 7 - 8 
4. Rohnert Park Letter to Steve Carle November 16, 2004 Page 9 
5. Rohnert Park Letter to Steve Carle - November 23, 2004 - Page 10 - 12 
6. Attachment A July 7, 2004 Page 13 
7. Rohnert Park Letter- July 7, 2004 - Mike Mosbacher Page 14 
8. Rohnert Park Letter - July 7, 2004 - Don Seymour - Page 15 
9. Attachment B -PES - Groundwater level contour maps-Page 16 - 21 
10. SCWA Letter- Emergency Wells - December 16, 1979 - Page 22 - 26 
11. SCW A Memo - SCW A & Rohnert Park Well Drilling Programs - 27 - 53 
12. Codding Enterprises Letter-Rohnert Park-February 15, 1977 -Page 54- 55 
13. City ofRohnertPark, Population, Water Production, and WaterUseData
February 25, 1998 - Page 56 - 57 
14. Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Model- September 1987 - Page 58 62 
15. Earth Metrics-May 1990-Final BIR-Page 63 - 66 
16. PBS Environmental, Inc. December21, 2001-Page 67 
17. PBS Environmental, Inc. March 22, 2002-Page 68 
18. PBS Environmental, Inc. August 27, 2002 - Page 69 
19. PBS Environmental, Inc. September 30, 2002-Page 70 
20. PBS Environmental, Inc. January 24, 2003 - Page 71 
21. PBS Environmental, Inc. May 12, 2003 - Page 72 
22. PBS Environmental, Inc. November 11, 2003 -Page 73 
23. PBS Environmental, Inc. June 25, 2004 - Page 74 
24. PBS Environmental, Inc. June 28, 2004 - Page 75 
25. PBS Environmental, Inc. July 21, 2004-Page 76 
26. PBS Enviromnental, Inc. October 26, 2004 - Page 77 
27. Rohnert Park Power Point Presentation June 7, 2004 Page 78 - 96 
28. PBS Enviromnental, Inc. -December 21, 2001-Page 97 - 103 
29. City ofCotati-JohnKing-11/23/04-Page.104 
30. City of Cotati John King- 12/16/04-Page 105 
31. John King Letter City of Cotati 12/23/04 Page 106 107 
32. City of Cotati - John King - 1/10/05 - Page 108 
33. Sonoma State University-Letter- OWL - 12/14/2004-Page 109- 115 
34. SCW A Memo - Emergency Wells - August 1, 1977 - Page 116 - 118 
35. Office of Drinking Water- 5/19/97 Page 119 120 
36. Official Rohnert Park Population Figures - Page 121 
37. MMWD-Request for additional 5,000 AIF- 12/21/04-Page 122 
38. Historical Distribution of Steelhead October 2003 - Page 123 
39. Petaluma River Watershed Page 124 125 
40. SF Regional Fines Petaluma Dairy Page 126 
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41. Steve Carle Letter- SCWA-January 13, 2005 -Page 127- 137 
42. WB Letter - January 12, 2005 - Rohnert Park - Page 138 - 141 
43. 108 Holdings VS. Rohnert Park-Notice of Appeal-Page 142 - 145 
44. 108 Holdings VS. Rohnert Park - Plaintiff's Memorandum - Page 146 - 219 
45. WTAQ -A Computer Program For Calculating Drawdowns - Page 220 - 256 
46. Groundwater & Wells - Second Edition - Page 2?7 - 305 
47. Thoma$ Guide Napa & Sonoma Counties - 2002 - Page 306 - 312 
48. CMW - FEIR Notice - Postmarked January 13, 2005 - Page 313 
49. Domestic Suitability Report- January 14, 2005 - Page 314 
50. Robert Dunne - Letter Challenging CMW FEIR Statement - January 16, 2005 -
Page 315 
51. Marsha Moore Mail delivered to Jacobsen Lane, Petaluma Ca-1/15/05-Page 
316-317 
52. Press Democrat-Agilent Property- January 15, 2005 - Pages 318 - 320 
53. Press Democrat- Lawsuits Target Sewage Districts - Page 321- 322 
54. SCWA/OWL - PRA Request Response- January 5, 2005 - Page 323 . 
55. John King Letter- City of Cotati PRA- January 19, 2005 - Page 324 
56. City of Cotati - PR.A Data Well fields- Page 326 - 531 
57. City of Rohnert Park - PRA Data - Page 532 - 555 

Book 8 - Exhibit # 

1. Marin Municipal Water District Letter To Sonoma County Water Agency August 
24,2005 
2. Rohnert Park Response To California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
February 7, 2005 
3. 0. W.L. Foundation Letter To Rohnert Park Planning Commission August 22, 
2005 
4. John King Packet of various letter and documents to Rohnert Park Planning 
Commission August 11, 2005 
5. Map Overlay of "Location ofFaults Surrounding Study Area" fig. 17 "Meeting 
Water Demands in the City of Rohnert Park, California Department of Water 
Resources, 1979; Over fig. 3-31 Final Water Supply assessment, City of 
Rohnert Park, 2005, Steven F. Carle, Ph.D. 
6. Map: Geologic Map of the Cotati 7.5' Quadrangle Sonoma County California: A 
Digital Database. 
7. Map: Geologic Map of the Glen Ellen 7.5' Quadrangle Sonoma County California: 
A Digital Database. 
8. Map: Geologic Map of the Two Rock 7.5' Quadrangle Sonoma County California: 
A Digital Database. 
9. Classification of GroundM Water Recharge Potential in three parts of Santa Cruz 

County, California, K.S. Muir and Michael J. Johnson 1979, (overall 
page and four pages of close-ups of text). 
10. Geology of the Right Stepover Region between the Rodgers Creek, Healdsburg, 
and Maacama Faults, Northern San Francisco Bay Region, Robert J: 
McLaughlin and Andrei Sarna-Wojciki, USGS, Menlo Park, CA, 2003 
11. Restructured Agreement For Water Supply Draft; (Section) 3.5 Shortage of Water 

and Apportionment, 2-28-05 (68040.3), 5 pages. 
12. Luhdorff & Scalmanini - Technical Memorandum For Rohnert Park Water 

Supply Assessment 11117/04. 
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13. Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District DEIR Volume I 6/28/04. 
14. Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District DEIR Volume II 6/28/04. 
15. Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District Final EIR January 2005. 
16. Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Water Transmission System Capacity 

Allocation During Temporary Impainnent) (Note: Became effective 
March 1, 200 l ), 15 pages 

17. East Rohnert Park Storage Area, Incremental Recycled Water Program, 17 pages 
18. UDSP stonn drainage detention analysis Appendix A, May 2004, 13 pages 
19. UDSP stonn drainage detention analysis May 2004, 59 pages 
20. Storm Water Quality Management Program, University District LLC 
Development, Oct 15, 2003, 28 pages 
21. Stonn Water Quality Management Program, University District Specific Plan, 
Vast Oak Property, 4 2 pages 

Maps - Exhibit# 

1) City of Santa Rosa Reclamation Pipeline Index 
2) Laguna Storage Ponds & Effluent Distribution Lines 
3) U.S. Postal Zip Code Map-94951 Zip Code Boundaries 
4) Petalwna River Basin Watershed Map 
5) Department of Water Resources -AREAL GEOLOGY AND LOCATION OF CROSS -

SECTIONS - Sonoma County 1975 
6) Sonoma County General Plan Land Use Zoning Map For Penngrove and Sun-ounding 

Areas Zoning Restrictions 
7) City of Rohnert Park Well field Map 
8) Hydrologic Cycle Map 
9) Sonoma County General Plan - Identified Regional Recharge Area Map 
10) Geologic Map of portions of the Two Rock, Cotati, Sebastopol, Santa Rosa, Kenwood, & 

Glen Ellen, U.S.G.S. 7.5' Quadrangles: By James Allen (2001- 2002) Plate# 2 
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Sonoma County GP DEIR schedule update Page l or 1 

Greg Carr - Fw: Sonoma County GP DEIR 

From: 11 Craig Enyart" ·. . > 
To: <gcarr@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs l@sonoma-county.org> 
Date: 03/06/2006 11 : 19 AM 
Subject: Fw: Sonoma County GP DEIR 

Greg Carr and Scott Briggs: 
I think all the citizens of Sonoma County appreciate the time and commitment of Staff, and in particular you and Scott 
Briggs, with regard to the DEIR and the GP2020Update process. It's an enormous task, and you both have worked at it 
exhaustively. I too along with many hundred upon hundreds of citizens of Sonoma County have worked exhaustively at this 
process, and I will continue to do so. I attended the last public CAC meeting in February, and I attempted to get into the first 
PC hearing. Due to the number of handouts that Staff made available that evening I think you may have anticipated a longer 
actual turn out as well, and I can appreciate that you will anticipate better in the future. Having said that, I think a strong 
recommeml11tio11 from Stafftlwt the DEIR orocess be extentletl would go along way in assisting the BOS and the PC in 
making the right desision. l think this is the right recommendation for staff to make, and I am making a personal request to 
you that you make that strong recommedation to the PC to grant the extension) and embrace the public1s participation and 
their enthusiasm for this process. 
Together we can all make a better Sonoma County. 
Sincerely) 
Craig Enyart 

(4" 

-

0310612006 





Knights Valley I Franz Valley Association 

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD 

Sonoma County Permit & Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RE: Comments on Draft EIR for Sonoma County General Plan, GP2020 

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff, 

The Area Plan for Knights Valley and Franz Valley was first adopted as a Specific Plan in 1979 

and under the name of the Franz Valley Area Plan continues to maintain the agricultural and resource 

conservation values of this part of Sonoma County for future generations. As residents and landowners 

of this area, we are participating in this General Plan update to ensure that the policies of the Franz 

Valley Area Plan remain consistent with the General Plan and continue to be applied by PRMD and the 

Agricultural Commissioner. 1 We take the review of GP2020 most seriously and appreciate your careful 

review of the DEIR. 

Our comments address the overall adequacy of the DEIR. Specifically, we are commenting on the 

DEIR for GP2020's findings of significant unavoidable impacts1 providing disclosure where the DEIR 

does not adequately address significant and cumulative impacts, and identifying policies or alternatives 

to mitigate the impacts as required by CEQA. Our intent here is to improve the DEIR and GP2020 in 

addressing the impacts affecting the geographical areas covered by the Franz Valley Area Plan and other 

agricultural and resource conservation zones of Sonoma County. 

~30 
lr1:ECEIVED 

APR 1 7 2DD6 
. PERfi!i!_T Al\JD HESOURCE 
MAN .. AGEMENT DEPAFiTM - . 

COUNTY OF SONOM/!>,ENJ 

April 17, 2006 

1 Policy LU-la calls for the amendment of the Franz Valley Plan to be consistent with the GP and notes that where there are 
inconsistencies the more restrictive provision shall apply. We would like to work with the County to ensure that the Franz 
Valley Plan remains largely intact and that any amendments strengthen provisions of the Plan intended to protect the rural 
quality of our area for future generations. We are concerned that a number of the policies in GP 2020 (e.g. related to 
allowable agricultural support uses, etc.) may weaken key provisions in the Franz Valley Plan that are protective of visual, 
biological, water, and other resource values. We will be contacting the County staff to discuss solutions to these conflicts. 
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GP2020 DEIR, KVFV ASSOC. COMMENTS p. 2 

I. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (DEIR 6.3) 

The primary goal of CEQA is mitigation I avoidance of environmental harm. This is achieved by: 

o Accurately identifying, analyzing and disclosing the adverse impacts of a project as 
compared with the existing environment; 

o Identifying mitigation measures for each significant impact; and 
o Adopting feasible mitigation measures. 

CEQA requires that an BIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. The document must provide sufficient analysis to inform the public 

about the proposed project's adverse environmental impacts and to allow decision-makers to make 

intelligent judgments. Id. To accomplish CEQA's information purpose, "an EIR must contain facts and 

analysis, not just the agency's bare conclusions." Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 

(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 (Goleta II). An EIR must identify, analyze, or support with substantial 

evidence its conclusions regarding the project's significant environmental impacts. As described below, 

the DEIR fails to do so with respect to numerous conclusions reached in the document. 

The DEIR' s treatment of mitigation measures is similarly deficient. CEQA requires that mitigation 

measures be identified and analyzed. Pub. Res. Code Section 21061. The Supreme Court has described 

the mitigation and alternative sections of the EIR as the "core" of the document. Citizens of Goleta 

Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553. As described below, the DEIR misses the 

opportunity to identify feasible mitigation measures in the form of new or modified General Plan 

policies which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of Draft GP2020. 

In this case, for the reasons described below, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the 

Project's (Draft GP2020) significant impacts to agricultural and visual resources, noise and, hydrology 

and water resources. Our comments both describe the omissions in the DEIR, as well as offer 

suggestions for feasible mitigation measures that should be included in a revised DEIR and could reduce 

or eliminate significant impacts associated with proposed GP2020 

! 

).. 
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A. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Land Use Conflicts between Agricultural and Residential I Urban Uses, 4.1-2 
Incompatible Land Uses in the Rural Area, 4.1-3 

Sonoma Countis General Plan glossary does not define "Agricultural Support Uses." Uses beyond

"Agricultural Production Activities" that are routinely approved during the use permit review process

on agriculturally zoned parcels conflict with goals and policies within the Water Resource, Open Space

& Resource Conservation, Circulation, Noise, and Public Safety Elements. The inherent conflicts

created in allowing event centers, tasting rooms, retail outlets, and employee offices on agricultural land

must be addressed in the DEIR. Conditions of approval that attempt to mitigate conflicts between uses 

during project review are regularly changed and/or not enforced. The lack of a definition also

contributes to the lack of an adequate, stable and complete description of the land uses that are allowed

and could occur in the Franz Valley and countywide under Draft GP2020. See Sections IV and V below

for our detailed concerns about the lack of an adequate, complete and stable Project Description in the 

DEIR. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policies in the Agricultural Resource Element allowing "agricultural support" uses which 1) require

the provision of services to unincorporated outlying areas, 2) encourage parcelization of agricultural

land, and 3) stimulate surrounding development should be identified as growth inducing impacts in the

DEIR. Grovvth inducing impacts must be addressed as part of the DEIR. Sonoma County Transportation

Authority's past and projected Land Use Conditions by Traffic Analysis (TAZ) demonstrate the

intensification of land use in GP2020 on agricultural land. This data was used for the Circulation

Element of GP2020. These year 2020 projections should be referenced in the DEIR to give a 

quantitative description of changes in land use expected to occur on agricultural land with curre

zoning as well as under GP2020. Where there are conflicts between the zoning and the proposed GP,

they should be identified in the responses to comments and reconciled in this process. The August 200

study "The Potential Events Facilities on Agricultural Land in Sonoma Valley" conducted by the Valley 

of the Moon Alliance should be included in a revised DEIR and considered in revised analysis of
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potentially significant growth inducing and other impacts in that revised document. 

Policies within the Agricultural Resource Element that include event centers, tasting rooms, offices 

md retail outlets under "Agricultural Support" encourage development on agricultural land. These lan

uses create significantly more traffic, noise, light and other impacts on visual resources than does 

l 5 
dj 
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farming. These uses defined as "agricultural support" demand more public services, natural resources, 

and energy than primary uses of the land for growing food and fiber. These are cumulative impacts 

that can be reduced through alternative policies, programs and mitigation measures, but only if the DEIR 

first identifies and describes the amount, location and type of these uses allowed under Draft GP 2020 

and analyzed the impacts associated with the full buildout of these uses. 

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measure for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

l 
0 

[-Separate "Right to Farm" policies from tourism, events, offices, and retail uses in agricultural 
~ which conflict with Land Conservation Act principles. f 

H r -Designate within Area Plan (or overlay zoning of the General Plan) where "agricultural support'' 
uses can be accommodated. r· -Develop incentives for wine appellations or other regional associations, to collectively market, 
sell, and/or process products in locations with existing public senrices and infrastructure. 

13 
[

-Consider limiting new such uses to areas where existing public infrastructure or services are 
adequate. Example: Monterey County's draft General Plan designates three Wine Corridors to focus 
these uses where services such as water and wastewater are already provided and limit uses in areas of 
high natural resource values . 

.. Enact policies which support the purpose of land use designations in the General Plan as well as 
zoning, segregating conflicting uses. Example: Policy 3.11 of Napa County (and other General Plan's) 
applies the same regulations to processing agricultural products as other industrial uses. 
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, B. VISUAL RESOURCES 
\ 
) 

Light Pollution and Nighttime Sky 4.11-3 

The DEIR states that land uses and development from GP2020 "would result in a significant 

cumulative impact on the visua1 quality of county lands that are not designated Scenic Resources, 

including impacts from light pollution." The Franz Valley I Knights Valley area is recognized as a visua

resource in the Franz Valley Area Plan and one of few remaining regions in Sonoma County where the 

night sky is not illuminated by development 

The DEIR does not consider that some area plans have scenic resource designations that pre·date 

those used in the General Plan. 

Commercial and visitor-serving developments in agricultural zones contribute to unregulated 

nighttime light sources. Although nighttime lighting may be conditioned through the use permits, the 

DEIR does not consider that conditions of approval to mitigate light pollution from rural development 

are often changed to provide security lighting. Requests to remove conditions of approval are common 

and violations are enforced on a complaint basis only. Moreover, the DEIR fails to consider the effects 

of lighting on biological resources. (See Attaclunent A) 

l \5 

\0 
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Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

-Scenic Resource designations should be consistent between the General Plan and Area Plans so 
that they are appropriately applied in project review. The intent of scenic route and scenic vista 
applied to 4 planning units of the Franz Valley Area Plan (Knights Valley, Chalk Hill, Franz 
Valley, and Resource Conservation) are consistent with the scenic landscape unit designation of 
the General Plan. Therefore, Figure OSRC-1 of GP2020 should include the geographical area of
these planning units within the scenic landscape designation (See ORSC Figure-1, Attachment B.) 

-GP2020 should include Healdsburg I Calistoga as a community separator consistent with the 
intent of the large-parcel, resource conservation zoning designations and goals and policies of the 
Franz Valley Area Plan. 

.
-Area Plans may prohibit uses that would require permanent night lighting 

-Lighting Ordinance for unincorporated Sonoma County 
Example: Ordinance of Tucson, AZ and other jurisdictions protecting the night sky as a visual resource.

-Develop policy whereby change in conditions of approval require new use permit or greater 
public notification 

f O 
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C. NOISE 

Traffic Noise, 4.4-1 

Roadway noise has not been sufficiently analyzed in the DEIR. The estimates and projections of 

noise levels in the DEIR rely on outdated measurements, from an era when traffic levels were much 

lower. Evidence of this is the pre-1973 figures used to reflect current conditions for the geographical 

area of the Franz Valley Area Plan. The DEIR did not consider the full buildout allowed under Draft 

GP2020, as well as a number of other factors including, but not limited to today's commuter traffic, 

trucks regularly exceeding speed limits, "jake brake" users, private and tourist-related helicopter 

transport or the 24-hour casino traffic now impacting Highway 128. The DEIR considered only 

topography that blocks noise not that which carries noise impacts such as occurs in Knights Valley. 

There is no evidence that actual on-site measurements were taken for Highway 128 for the DEIR or if 

taken, that they included the above considerations. 

A revised DEIR should provide policy recommendations to reduce nmse exposure m the 

implementation of GP2020 based on full buildout under the GP as well as the factors listed above The 

Noise Element should include mapping of noise sensitive areas so that existing noise conflicts and future 

noise exposures can be reduced through the project review process. 

- In addition, '"Cumulative development" (6.0-7) has not ~een quantified in the document and requires 

full disclosure. The DEIR should include actual data on "cumulative development" used for '"the 

analysis of noise impacts'' rather than merely referencing the data by name, (6.0.) Density levels, 

changes in land~use designations, or use restrictions may need to be changed in GP2020 to reduce future 

noise exposure. 
-
Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

-Require on-site noise measurements and correct errors estimating "existing" and "future" noise 
exposure for Highway 128 (and other locations inadequately studied for DEIR). Based on this 
adequate analysis, review proposed land uses to be sure there are no proposed new land uses that 
will either exacerbate unacceptable noise impacts on existing uses, or result in new uses in areas of 
unacceptable noise exposure. See also below. 

ounty Noise Ordinance must be adopted (as required in 1989 General Plan) 

oise Sensitive Areas and Noise Sensitive Uses should be mapped in Noise Element to prevent 
noise conflicts in the project review process. (See Napa Co. GP map of Noise Sensitive Areas) 

rea Plan should provide ability for county to restrict use permits for projects which will create 
on-going noise exposure in noise sensitive areas. 

-
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j D .. HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quality-Agricultural and Resource Development Uses 4.5-3 
Groundwater Level Decline 4.5-5 Well Competition and Adverse Well Interference 4.5-7 
Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Urban Service Areas, 4.9-1 
Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of Rural Private, Domestic, Small 
Municipal, and Agricultural Wells, 4.9-2 

The significant impacts identified in the DEIR are of critical concern for the geographical area of

the Franz Valley Area Plan, which includes Class III and IV water scarce zones. This region has already 

experienced groundwater level decline, well competition, and reduced flows of surface water in dry 

season. History demonstrates that when water supply is at a crisis level, urban areas have priority over 

agricultural needs. To provide for the future, Sonoma County must limit new demands on water 

resources and mitigate the water-related impacts of GP2020. A statement of overriding conditions will 

not be legally defensible where measures have not been implemented. 

 

30 

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measure for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

-GP2020 should commit to a GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN for all of Sonoma 
County. Based on that Plan, proposed land uses should be reviewed to be sure that all allowable 
future uses can be served by a safe yield water supply. 

Changes to Drainage Patterns Leading to Streambank Erosion, 4.5-8 
Impede or Redirect Flows in Flood Hazard Areas, 4. 5-11 
Landsliding, 4.7-3 Soil Erosion, 4.7-6 

~ f 

The DEIR addresses impacts from the proposed stream setbacks of the Agricultural Element only 

from the perspective of reductions in potential agricultural production. The DEIR should address 

impacts to flooding, landslide and soil erosion that would be expected with new development without 

the proposed policy. Riparian setbacks (already adopted in the Franz Valley Area Plan) contribute to 

public safety in reducing floods, landslides, loss of soils, allow the recharge and filtration or the water 

supply as well as protecting biological resources. Mutually supportive policies demonstrate internal 

consistency between GP elements and assist in implementation of GP goals. 

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

-GP2020 should provide bridging language between Public Safety, Water Resource, Open Space 
& Resource Conservation, and Agricultural Elements referencing policies that affect storm water
runoff, conservation or loss of soils, flooding, landslides, water supply and quality, and biological 
.tabitat so that the goals of GP2020 support each other and are implemented and any conflicts 
reconciled in favor of public safety and environmental protection. 

3 ~ 
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Il SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE (DEIR 6.4) 

A number of significant irreversible environmental changes are identified in the DEIR. The DEIR 

fails to identify feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating these significant 

changes. We list a number of these changes followed by a list of proposed feasible mitigation measures 

for inclusion in a revised DEIR. 

A. Conversion of Agricultural Land is identified as a sign,ificant irreversible environmental change 

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR: 

-Enact policy to prohibit wineries, offices, events centers, tasting rooms, retail outlets, or visitor
serving and other commercial developments on prime agricultural soils. 
(Example: Policy 3.13 of Napa General Plan restricts winery development to sites off of prime 
agricultural soils.) 

-County should have buyers and sellers who request certificates of compliance for Williamson 
Contract properties sign a disclosure that the land must continue to be used for agriculture. 

Conversion of Timberland to Agriculture cannot be considered replacement for loss of agricultural 

land because timberland now remaining for conversion is at higher elevations with less productive soils. 

Timberland Conversion occurring today in Sonoma County is a high-impact, low yield agriculture. 

-DEIR should consider Sonoma County's native forests as a category separate from "agriculture and 
timberland resources". 

B. Loss of native forests for conversion to agriculture is a significant irreversible environmental change. 

Despite policies of the Timberland Conversion Ordinance, clear-cutting native forests to agricultural 

land use is a trend that will be increasing due to current market profits favoring "mountain-grown" wine 

grapes over wood products. In combining Agricultural and Timber Resources (6.0~10) as a category 

unto itself, the DEIR does not quantify the loss of native forests as a "non~renewable resource" (6.4) and 

"feature of the natural environment" of Sonoma County. The multiple public benefits of maintaining 

forests as selectively-harvested timberland include the protection of the water supply, maintenance of 

soils, slowing storm runoff for flood and landslide protection, and maintaining biological habitat. 
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III. THE DEIR FAILS TO IDENTIFY ALL SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Because DEIR does not fully describe the proposed Project, Draft GP2020, and all feasible 
mitigation measures, the DEIR fails to identify as significant and unavoidable, the following impacts: 

-The DEIR should identify the loss of native forests as significant unavoidable impact (6.3) and 
significant irreversible environmental change (6.4) resulting from GP2020. DEIR must document 
how the loss of native forests as a result of GP2020 is not a significant unavoidable impact. 

-The DEIR finds that Impact 4.5-4, Water Quality-Wastewater Disposal, is less than significant 
without mitigation. DEIR at 4.5-49. The DEIR fails to account for all new development that could 
generate water quality impacts. Furthermore, the DEIR fails to provide facts and evidence as to how
proposed policies mitigate potentially significant impacts associated with water quality and 
wastewater services. As such, these impacts should be redesignated as significant and unavoidable. 

-The DEIR finds that Impact 4.8-1, Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses, is 
less than significant without mitigation. Yet, the DEIR acknowledges that there is no data on the 
acreage that may be converted due to allowable non-agricultural uses on agricultural lands. DEIR at 
4.8-18-19. Moreover, the DEIR fails to include feasible mitigation measures for this impact. This 
impact should be redesignated as significant and unavoidable. 

-The DEIR finds that Impact 4.8-2, impacts associated with Agricultural Processing and Support
Uses, will be less than significant without mitigation. The DEIR includes assumptions about how
many of these uses would occur by 2020, but does not cap the uses.f3J The DEIR does not disclose 
how many of these uses and at what locations could occur under draft GP2020. This impact should
be redesignated as significant and unavoidable. 

-The DEIR finds that the impacts associated with new Agricultural Tourism uses will be less than 
significant after mitigation. The DEIR does not provide an estimate of how many of these uses 
could be built under draft GP2020. "Although any estimate of the total amount of visitor-serving 
development that could occur on agricultural lands through 2020 would be speculative, it would be 
reasonable to expect a significant amount of such development would occur in support of winery 
development described in Impact 4.8-2 Agricultural Processing." DEIR at 4.8-27. The DEIR 
continues: "Therefore the development of visitor-serving uses on agricultural lands would result in 
the conversion of County and State designated agricultural lands and an associated loss of 
agricultural production." DEIR at 4.8-27. Policies directed at ~'limiting" the type, intensity and 
location of these uses do not go far enough to ensure that impacts will be less than significant after 
mitigation. As such, this impact should be identified as significant and unavoidable. 

 

 I 
 J l{O 

 

3
l l County staff went through a process to estimate the Jike1y number of new wineries that might be built. This does not 
substitute for CEQA' s requirement that the County must analyze the impact of its overall policy decision to approve the level 
and type of development al1owed under the General Plan Update. The Sonoma County General Plan Update, when adopted, 
will constitute a present commitment to future development of the unincorporated County, whether or not construction of 
particular prqjects are imminent. All allowable development must be analyzed in the DEIR. A County may not properly 
claim that its land use element is adequate as a planning document to inform the public and decision-makers about the level 
of development allowed for an area, while, at the same time, claiming that such level of development will not-occur. 

l~, 
! 
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1~[A revised DEIR should redesignate the above impacts to sign.ificant unavoidable, or identify feasible 
mitigation measures, in the form of development caps~ policies and programs capable of reducing these 
impacts to less than significant. (See recommended mitigation measures contained herein.) 

IV. DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT AND PROJECT SETTING 

The DEIR's most critical violation of CEQA is that it fails to analyze the whole General Plan Update 
Project. Though the Project as proposed may not significantly amend the current 1989 land uses and 
land use designations, adoption of the General Plan Update does include proposed land uses and land 
use designations. CEQA defines a project as "the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting 
in either a direct physical change" or ''a reasonably foreseeable indirect change on the environment." 
Guidelines Section 15378(a); see also Guidelines section 15378(c). Thus, CEQA requires that an 
agency take an expansive view of any particular project as it conducts the environmental review for that 
project. 

r The Project in this case is the General Plan for Sonoma County, Draft GP2020. Under state law, the 
general plan operates as the "constitution" for future development to which all local land use decisions 
must conform. At the center of the general plan is the land use element. The land use element sets forth 
the standards for building density and intensity applicable to the territory covered by the general plan. 
Govt. Code, Section 65302(a). Typically, the land use element and land use map establishes the specific 
land use designations; defines the range of density and intensity of development allowed under each 
designation; and maps the designations over the territory of the plan. Thus, the local general plan, 
through the land use element, defines the jurisdiction's commitment to a particular level of development 
for the area covered; in this case, the entire unincorporated County. In addition, the local general plan, 
through the land use element, defines the jurisdiction's commitment to a particular level of development 
for each planning area, such as the Franz and Knight's Valley's, As described in part above, it is not 
clear what the level of future development under GP2020 would be for these areas in part because 
specific uses are not defined (e.g. agricultural support uses) and in major part because the total allowable 
land uses under GP2020 are not disclosed in the DEIR. 

An ElR must disclose and analyze the project's impacts as compared with the environment, including 
level of development that existed at the time the Notice of Preparation was released. If the project 
description does not describe the amount of development, including new parcels that could be created 
and development on each parcel allowed under the plan, the DEIR cannot evaluate the impacts of the 
project. In this case, the DEIR fails to describe the amount of development allowed by Draft GP2020, 
including both residential and non-residential uses and the location of those uses. 

rrhe DEIR's failure to analyze the impacts of the development allowed by the Draft GP2020 contravenes 
the most basic principles of CEQA and forecloses review of alternatives that could reduce significant 
impacts. Settled cases hold that the approval of land use planning enactments, such as general plans, 
serve as the crucial first step toward approval of any particular development project, and thus the impact 
of the planning enactment itself must be analyzed under CEQA. Case law instructs that an EIR must 
analyze not only the policies for growth allowed by the planning enactment, but the ultimate amount of 
development allowed by the planning enactment. See City of Redlands, 96 Cal.App.41

h. Critically, 
environmental review of the development allowed by a planning enactment must take place regardless 

; 
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: of whether that development will actually materialize. See Bozung,13 Cal.3d at 279, 282; Christward 

Ministry:, 184 Cal.App.3d at 194-95. 
_J cont-. 
-. 

The County must analyze the impact of its overall policy decision to approve the level and type of 
development allowed under the Draft GP2020. This is not only possible, it is required under State 
planning and environmental laws. Draft GP2020, when adopted, will constitute a present commitment 
to future development of the unincorporated County, whether or not construction of particular projects 
are imminent. Therefore, planned development must be analyzed in the DEIR. A County may not 
properly claim that its land use element is adequate as a planning document to inform the public and 
decisionNmakers about the level of development allowed for an area, while, at the same time, claiming 
that the allowable level of development is not realistic and/or will not occur during the time horizon for 
the plan, and therefore inappropriate/unnecessary/inaccurate for environmental review. 

In this case, the DEIR fails to describe the amount, type and location of development that could occur 
under the Draft GP2020. Specifically, the DEIR's discussion of the potential impacts of Growth and 
Concentration of Population, is based on grmvth projections for the County only through the year 2020. 
DEIR at 4.1-32 - 33. There is no guarantee that population growth in the unincoiporated County will be 
limited to approximately 19,100 new residents. Land use designations would allow significantly more 
growth than this, including both residential and non-residential growth. By way of example, how many 
new wineries would be allowed in Franz Valley under GP2020? How does this differ from the number 
that would be allowed under the current 1989 GP? How would this level of winery development impac
the Valley's resources, including scenic resources, and how would this level of development be 
serviced? Has this level of development been considered in the traffic analysis? These are just a few of 
the questions the omission of an adequate description of allowable development prompts. 

The approach taken by the DEIR is not permitted by CEQA, which requires the whole of the project to 
be described and the impacts of that project analyzed as compared with existing environmental 
conditions. As described above, this approach contravenes CEQA which requires the DEIR to evaluate 
the impacts of Draft GP2020 as compared with existing environmental conditions. Mitigation measures 
(policies) LU-2a only addresses the possibility of denial of land use map amendments which add 
re.sidential density in rural areas if residential holding capacity exceeds projected growth, and does 
nothing to constrain growth allowed by Draft GP2020. 

Options for addressing this failure include: 

1. Revising the Project Description to include full build-out of all land uses allowed under the 
General Plan and analyzing that Project's impacts against the existing environment in a revised 
DEIR. Since this defect pervades virtually every impact analysis within the DEIR, this would 
require preparation of a new DEIR, rather than supplementing the current DEIR. This approach 
should include new mitigation measures and alternatives to address significant impacts beyond 
those identified in the current DEIR. Example Table X below suggests the kind of information 
that is needed to complete the Project Description just for the geographic area of the Franz 
Valley Area Plan: 
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1cneral Plan Land lise !Existing ::xisring c:'.xisting General tJraft General Plan 
Designationr2r ",0nditions Jndevelopcd Legal >Jan Beyond W20beyond 

1Se11ing) Lots of Record (all l\llowable C:xisting Conditions 
' ' all of the of the following: DC'velopment on all of the following: ' I ollowing: acres/u.nits/mm- ""'gal Lots acres/units/non-
I acres/m1its/non- !residential s.f., all ofthe esidcntial s.f., 
' esidentiat s.f., ncluding wineries} oiiowing: ncluding wineries, I, including orocessing acresltU1its/not1- Jrocessing facilities, 
' wineries, facilities, etc.) residential sL, etc.) 
I processing 'ncluding ' ' I acilities, etc.) ~iueries, 

processing  
I rndlities, etc.) 
j :AITTicuHural Land Uses 
 Diverse Aericulture 
 --Land Extensive ,Au 

Land Intensive Ag ' ' 
I Ag Total 
k.t:sources and Rural 
nt..--ve1ornnent 

 Kesidential Uses ! 
 List each density category 
 Commercial Uses 
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NewTableX 
Growth and Development Under Existing Conditions, Existing GP and Draft GP 2020 

For the Franz Vallev Area 

Ir 
t: 

I
1

~

,

I 
l 

121 This same i::lformation should be provided for the cities for lhe cu.."Uulative ana'.y,;fa, ;; may be: useful to expand the tahk :o 
im:hi:de existing vacant acres far each use/potential new developa1ent. 
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2. Deferring adoption of Draft GP 2020, until key planning studies (e.g. groundwater management 
plan) are completed. This information would then be used to revise Draft GP 2020 with respect 
to the amoilllt, type and location of new development (above entitlements and existing legal lots 
of record) that can be accommodated. 

V. DEIR FAILS TO INCLUDE A STABLE AND CONSISTENT DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

An EIR must include a stable and consistent project description. An accurate, stable and finite 

project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR." San Joaquin 

Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.app.4th 713, 730. An inaccurate, 

incomplete or inconsistent project description renders the analysis of significant environmental impacts 

inherently unreliable. Here, it is not clear whether the description of the project is consistent throughout 

the impact sections. It appears that a different description of "build-out" may have been used in the 

analysis of traffic and air quality, than was used for the analysis of other topics including land use, 

biological and other impacts. For example, in the description of project assumptions used in the analysis 

of transportation is based on "Land use data from the General Plan update and ABAG Projections 2002 

data ... ". emphasis added. DEIR at 4.2~5. In contrast, the land use assumptions used for other topics, 

including land use, are based on projection of how much development might occur in County 

unincorporated areas by 2020: 

"The DEIR GP2020 projects a population of 147,660 in the unincorporated area by 2020. 
This would be a 15 percent increase between 2000 and 2020 for a total of 19,064 additional 

residents." DEIR at 4.1-32. 

Based on our review of the land uses listed by T AZ in the DEIR, it appears that land-use 

assumptions are different than those used in the analysis of other impacts, including but not limited to 

land use, hydrology and water resources, biological resources, agricultural and timber resources, among 

other topics. Neither set of land use assumptions - those used for the land use and other analysis and 

those used for the transportation analysis -- appear to represent the total amount and location of 

development allowed by GP2020. Please provide tables comparing by Planning Area the land use 

assumptions used for each impact analysis (land use, transportation, air quality, noise, etc.) in the 

response to this comment Specifically, how much development by type was assumed in the Franz 

Valley for each impact analysis (e.g. land use, traffic, etc.). How do these assumptions differ by topical 

analysis (land use, transportation, etc.)? Why are they different? Are any of these sets of assumptions 

based on allowable development under GP2020? If not, why not? If not, we believe a revised, 

complete and stable project description must be completed based on the total allowable development 

l 
It 
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Lunder Draft GP 2020. Revised impact analyses must be completed based on that revised project 

description. 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

For the reasons set forth above, we believe the County should take the steps necessary to clearly and 

completely describe the outcomes of proposed GP2020 and recirculate a revised DEIR including 

analysis of the full impacts associated with the GP. New mitigation measures and alternatives should 

also be included in the revised DEIR capable of reducing or eliminating the significant impacts 

associated with the Plan for our are~ \ve believe that means significant reductions in allowable 
"'"''E: agricultural support uses, among other mitigation measures described above. 

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the DEIR and intend to participate throughout this 

GP update process. We urge the County to take the time necessary to get this important blueprint for 

our future right. 

CraigM. Eny 
President, Knights Valley I Franz Valley Association 

cc. Sonoma County Agricultural Commission 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
California Dept of Fish and Grune 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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TO: Citi7..ens Advisory Committee - Sonoma Cowity GP2020 U:pdate 

FROM: Craig Enyart, President, Knight Valley I Franz Valley Association 
Jaime Zukowski. Wincgrape grower,, Knights Valley I Franz Valley Assoc. Board 

DATE: February 16, 2006 

SUBJECT: GP2020 DEIR 
Sonoma County streams ~Public Trust Resources 

Zukowaci 707-9424995 p.1 

o?3t 
FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1'62006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Background: 
I 

· The draft EIR for GP 2020 i(j inadequate in not addressing the importance of streams and forested or 
naturally-vegetated buffer zones along waterways in contributing to public safotyi flood and erosion control as 
wen as for supporting a dean and plentiful .supply of water for domestic, industrial, agricultural uses and all 
fonns of life. The draft EIR should be able to demonstrate that the PuhJic Safety, Agricultural, Open Space a
Resource Conservation Elements and new Water Resource Element are internally consistent as required by law
under CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code 2 l 000 and 15000) 

Recommendation: 

l 

l I :L 
nj 

 

We strongly urge you to recommend to the Planning Gommi5siou. and Board of Supervisors that 
language pertaining to Sonoma County's streams be added to the Open Space and Resource 
Conservation,. Public Safety, Agricultural Resource, and Water Resource Elements,. Natura1b: ... vgetated
butJen .alo-.g stream]' are needed t& protect these wate-.:wavs functions.in slowing ru~otT to reduce 
flooding, erosi~n and landslides, tp .. maintain agricyitural soils, and to all&w the rechai;gc a.nd filt~ring of
Son ... '!ma Coontx's water resoarec for hu~an needs and bi.;p.Jogical habitat proteetion. 

Specifically, the Public Safety Element requires policy stat~merrts specific to streams and stream corridors for 
flood and landslide prevention. The Agricultural Element requires additional empha~ on the importance of 

t
stream setbacks not only for maintaining soils, and agricultural lands, but for water quality,. aquifer recharge, 
and public safety. Supportive language needs to be incorporated into these interrelated elemenm. of the general 
plan so that the goals and policies of GP2020 are not in conflict or legally indefensible. The following section
of the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element are amended below (in bold font) to include these 
recommended additions. 

 .A 

 

i' 
..... 
3 

f 
sj 

3.1 POLICY FOR BIOTIC HABITAT AREAS 

Objective OSRC-7 .5 Maintain connectivity between natural habitat areas. particularly stream channels. 

3.2 POLICY FOR STREAM CORRIDORS 

Add to policy summary to .read ~~Elimination of natural plant c-o:cnmunities along streams can increase surface 
,..,.m-('lff, siltatio11, erosion. floodin~ and land instabili!'Y, contribute to water temperatures too warm for 

eelhead, salmon. and other fish, reduce long.term water avaHabi1itv. ~nd alfow urban and agricultural run
off to enter ~urface and ground water. 

1 Lj 
J 
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GP2020 Sonoma County Streams, page 2 

GOALOSRC-8 

Amend to read "Protect and enhance ri.12.arian corridors and functions along seleeted streams,, balancing the need 
for agricultural production, urban developmcnt..._timber and mining operations.. flood control and other land uses 
with the Rreservation of riparian vc_getation, habitat functions and values, and the natural filtration and 
recharge of Soooma Co-.oty's water resonrce. 

Policy OSRC-8i 

Add policy direction. As a part of the pcnnit review process pro_yide ~ducational infonnation t! 
h•.r,'downel"S 011 the role of streams for habitat protection and connectivity, public Sffety in prevent~tJ:_r:; 
erosion, flooding, aud landslide hazards, and the recbame a9d filtering of S1'.rfac:e and ground water 
!YJ!Plies for a'&rjcultntt and all human uses. 

Conclusion: 

Public policy throughout the United States recognizes the necessity for naturaUy vegetated and forested 
buffers along :;1:teams for maintaining stable soil~ to slow storm runoff for flood control!t to allow filtration of 
contaminants, and to increase the recharge of ground and swface 'Water supplies. 36.,000 lando-wnors in Sonoma 
County have been notified principally because the General Plan update will include policy recommendations on 
stream setbacks. The DEIR must address the cumulative impacts of build out on Sonoma County's 
streams and an analysis regarding recommended policies pertaining to stre.am setbacks for the protection 
of human and biological habitat,. for preventing public safety hazards and for preserving the quality and 
av.aiJability of our water resou.rce in order to complete a legally defensible Genc.ral PJan. 

I 
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Greg Carr - RLF GP 2020 Draft EIR Comments 

) 
From: 
To: <jbarrettl@sonoma-county.org>, <gcarr@sonoma-county.org>, <SBRl GGS l@sonoma

county .org> 
Date: 05/01/2006 6:33 PM 
Sub,ject: RLF GP 2020 Draft BIR Comments 

You asked for DEIR comments in writing before our Tuesday, 512 Planning Commission meeting -- and this 
provides a rough outline of my current thoughts: 

BACKGROUND: 
*I'm impressed by the high caliber and apparent technical proficiency of many of the comments. Some o

the Agencies are "sand box protecting" but that probably was predictable. 

*A great number of the comments strongly address perceived CEQA inadequacies and Pm going to hav
to rely on County Staff to lead us through these challenges. As we have talked some of this relates to "binding · 
language" vs the current "encourage/support/promote/consider" more passive words currently in the GP; and the 
fear that this approach will not lead to actual policy implementation. 

*There appear to be a number of relatively minor suggested changes (ie. road and stream nomenclature 
and updated information for charting) that are mentioned -- and again I'll count on Staff to pick these up. 

KEY ISSUES: 
* The issue of stream set-back policy has galvanized and hardened all sides of the question -- and they 

:111 make good arguments. I lean towards moderating the CAC recommendations due to the possible 60,000+ 
acres involved and the concomitant negative economic impact. The "taking" argument is topical -- see the current
situation in Napa County. I doubt that the CAC recommended policy is politically actionable by the BOS. It would 
be helpful to have a neutral position paper (short) outlining the pros and cons of this issue. 

*Several Dry Creek Vally Association letters (William J.Smith) and inferentially, the VOM Alliance make 
the argument for the establishment of baseline data covering existing conditions such as traffic, noise, water 
availability 1 number/type of special events, etc. from which to measure cumulative impacts of new or expanded 
winery operations, especially including visitor serving uses. !1m not sure this 11fits11 anywhere in the GP 1 but the 
concept would greatly help implementing the GP. 

* I believe that the several challenges to the lack of a definitive/actionable County-wide ground water 
management plan have merit and we need to re-review this issue. My feeling is that we need to be more specific, 
proactive and aggressive in addressing and attempting to manage the ground water resource. I understand given 
the state of the art that this is tough to do but we must make a good faith attempt I see this as fundamentally a 
leadership issue for the Planning Commission. ; 

*Somehow and somewhere we need to address the issue of global climate change/global warming 
perhaps in the Circulation Element or the Land Use Element. Given that the BOS have set goals for climate 

--
protection and adopted a greenhouse gas reduction target, we need to back those actions. 

..,..,
* Why can't we reasonably expect that the County's 2005 Urban Water Management Plan will be 

released/adopted and made available to us in a timely fashion? Given that long-term water supply and demand is 
one of the most contentious and critical issues we will deal with any new data could be integral to designing new 
policy. 

THINGS MISSING(?): 

* Should we explore a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) as suggested by the California 
Department of Fish and Game? Page 7 of their 4117106 letter. 
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() [,...., * We need to strengthen the Circulation and Transit Element to make it more specific that a nexus study 
is required to determine fair share allocations/fees for roadway improvements and new construction. 

 * Should we consider adding a policy that would lead to the development of 11Green11 building measures, 
at least for County buildings? This rs a big issue with a certain Sonoma Valley Hospital that l1m familiar with. 

 * Is it appropriate to indicate strong support for UGB's and the Ag Preservation and Open Space District? 
They are integral to land use planing in the County. 

* Should we examine the scenario that the Meacham Road landfill wi!I be closed in perpituity and that all 
solid waste will have to be sent out of the County for disposal? 

 
*I'm still bothered that we really haven't addressed the two r:najor Indian Gaming Casinos in the County. 

I hope the above is useful. We have the bones of an excellent 2020 General Plan; maybe the above 
comments can help strengthen it. 

Dick Fogg 
5/1/06 

Q [·
· 1 

r 0 [·

l I [ 

/ :;_ [ 

rf 3 
-

file://C:\Documents and Settim~s\g:carr\Local Settin12s\Temn\GW}00001.HTM 05/02/2006 



4/14/2006 

To Sonoma County Planning Commission 

From Nick Frey 
Sonoma County Grape Growers Association 

Ri:Cf:ll!f:D 
Alfi l 

PERM/; ¥ 2006 
MANAGE114~~ .. "~~s01 ,0 . 

... ,.Jl DF.P. u,,CE 
r • . • • 'liRTMEtvt 
fhe Sonoma County Grape Growers on behalf of 1ts 750 members appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020. 

The ] 989General Plan has and is serving the county well. The Sonoma County Grape 
Growers Association suppmis minor updates to the plan as requested by the Board of 
Supervisors. The proposed update has major additions and revisions that add significant 
new costs for landowners and the County and the public and environmental benefits of 
many changes were not established. 

We feel that conflicts between goals have not been adequately addressed in the draft EIR. 
Goals to preserve agriculture and to provide affordable housing need greater 
consideration when assessing the impacts of policy recommendations in other areas of the 
General Plan. 

The EIR must be adequate to inform decision makers of the enviromnental impacts of 
their policy decisions. We feel the document includes inappropriate and inaccurate 
information, making it difficult to assess impacts and recommend appropriate mitigation. 
We highlight the following deficiencies as examples: 

• Vineyard acreage was projected using data from 1999 -2002. There has been 
essentially no net increase in vineyard acres since 2002 and the projections do not 
consider these facts. (Exhibits 4.5-7 and 5.0-1) 

• Sonoma Coast AVA is projected to grow by 5000 acres; again an excessive 
estimate and the only likely area for significant new planting is in the Lakeville 
Highway/Petaluma area. (Exhibit 4.5-7) 

• Estimates of applied water for crops are excessive. Cropland other than grapes 
total 12,000 acres and the estimated Applied Water averages 4 acre-ft/crop acre. 
Oat hay and silage comprise 10,000 of those acres (Sonoma County Ag Crop 
Report 2004) and their applied water use does not approach this estimate. In 
addition Applied Water to grapes is reported to average J .2 acre-ft/grape acre, 
which is .likely twice the county average. (Exhibits 4.9-3 and 4.9-4) 

• The beneficial impacts of the Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 
reducing sediment movement from vineyards have not been considered when 
recommending increased setbacks. Literature showing the effectiveness of buffer 
strips in sediment rem ova] exists to show the adequacy of buffer strips required 
under VESCO and it appears not to have been considered when assessing policy 
recommendations for increased riparian setbacks. 

• Requests were made during public comment before the CAC for acreage 
designated as wetlands (Exhibit 4.6-3) and the additional acreage affected by 100-
ft setbacks from those wetlands. No acreage was supplied, nor was there any 
bjologjca] rationale given to justify the setback recommendations. The EIR fails 
to address those issues as welJ. 

3 
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• Conversion of 61,000 acres of agricultural lands due to increased stream setbacks 
was considered to have no significant impact because 600,000 acres of 
agricultural lands exist. That is a 10% reduction in agricultural lands! What 
percentage of those 61,000 new setback acres exists in Important Farmland, 
which total 162,000 acres? Those 61,000 acres are greater than our 60,000 grape 
acres? What will be the impacts of these setbacks on land values and County tax 
revenues? 

The feasibility of policy recommendations was not discussed for the following: 
• Policy WR-2e - permits are required to repair wells, which suggests families or 

businesses would be unable to make timely repairs to wells they rely upon. 
Furthennore, if those wells are in Class 3 or 4 water scarce areas, studies would 
have to be done to prove adequate water exists for their continued use before a 
permit would be issued. 

• Policy WR-2f-requires discretionary permits, to the maximum extent practicable, 
to maintain or increase the site's predevelopment absorption. What impacts 
might this have on project costs and on groundwater quality? 



Sonoma County Water Coalition 

316106 

Chairman Richard Fogg 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Chairman Fogg and Commissioners: 

The 32 member-organizations of the Sonoma County Water Coalition (SCWC) would 

like to express general support for the Water Resources Element (WRE) proposed in the General 

Plan Update. We recognize that the WRE has useful language to app1y to the current water 

resource crisis. However, the current Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) contains 

numerous errors and omissions, which can and should be remedied. Unfortunately, the public and 

our Technical Committee would be unable to produce high-quality remedies in this 700-plus-page 

document within 60 days. Everyone involved in this effort suggests, at least, a short extension if 

comments are to be carefully considered. 

The SCWC strongly recommends that you extend the public comment deadline for at 

least 30 days. This extension would allow the public and our Technical Committee to produce 

considerably superior comments. The drafts, in their current state, are voluminous and the 

County's citizenry work during the day, which is all the more reason to provide every opportunity 

for everyone to examine the drafts in detail. 

The SCWC would like to thank the Commission at large and particularly you, Chairman 

Fogg, for the work you have done on the CAC as well as the current task at hand. The Coalition 

regards the General Plan as an extremely important document for the health and safety of Sonoma 

County's imperiled water supplies. 
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Sonoma County PRMD 
Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr 
2550 Ventura Avenue, 
Santa Rosa, California 95403 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma County 
General Plan 
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Dear Messrs Briggs and Carr; 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) of the 
proposed Sonoma County General Plan. The Sonoma County Water Coalition (SCWC) now includes 32 
organizations representing approximately 27,000 Sonoma County citizens. The unifying momentum 
behind this coalition is a shared concern for the endangered water resources in Sonoma County. The 
SCWC expects that the comments, clarifications, and proposed additional resources and polices in this 
communication will be taken into consideration to ensure that the DEIR correctly and thoroughly 
evaluates environmental impacts arising from the Draft General Plan policies. We expect substantive 
replies to our suggestions for changing policies to better mitigate impacts identified. 

After careful scmtiny by members of our technical committee, we find that the DEIR is legally inadequate 
because the project description (The General Plan Update itself) is still subject to further modification. As 
such, the project appears to be in flux, with missing information and language changes needed to comply 
with legal mandates, and where such changes will occur after the close of public comment, to comply with 
CEQA, the County will need to re-notice this project and allow for additional comments on any changes -
or any part of the GP EIR/DEIR affected by such changes of language or new information. Additionally, 
the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), critical data on water supplies and consumption and due by 
December 31, 2005, is not yet available. Background sections on water quality and groundwater conditions 
contain much misleading and partial information, proposed policies are inadequate for mitigating a 
growing crisis of both surface and groundwater supplies. Cumulative impacts are not assessed. Finally, the 
General Plan Update process to date and the DEIR process have been highly flawed. In the following 
sections we will detail these issues, and suggest remedies for many of these problems 

A. Lack of a defined project 

Presumably, the Draft General Plan Update itself is the "project" of the DEIR under consideration. 
However, the "project" has been published at the same time as the DEIR and is subject to change, 
therefore the "project" lacks a stable and finite project desc1iption rendering the process worthless. If
comments trigger any changes at all, in language, goals and policy, mitigations or if additional 
information is added to the file, both documents are subject to re-noticing for review by the public and 
participating agency pursuant to CEQA. Such changes are equivalent to changes in the project description 
and are due full analysis, including Alternatives Analysis, review and comment by the public and 

 j_ 

Members: Atascadero/Green Valley Creek Watershed Council"' Coalition for Unincorporated Sonoma u:nmty *Community Clean Water Institute *Friends of Mark West 
Watershed* O.W.L. Foundation"' SWiG (Sebastopol Water infonnation Group)* Valley of the Moon Alliance* Supporting Organizations: Action Against the Casino* 
Blucher Creek Watershed Council * Coalition for D Better Sonoma County* Coast Action Group * Coastal Forest Alliance * Community Alliance with Family Fanners 
(N.Coast Chapter)* Earth Elders of Sonoma County* Forest Unlimited* Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth* Friends of the Eel River* Friends of lhe Gualala River 
* Laguna Lovers * Madrone Audubon Society * Mark West Watershed Alliance * Occidental Arts and Ecology Center * Petaluma River Council * Russian River 
Advocates * Russian River Chamber of Commerce * Sierra Club (Sonoma County Group) * Sonoma Co1111ty Conservation Action * Western Sonoma County Rural 
Alliance* 
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C £.>ltt ~"' l "'articipating agency. To do otherwise denies the public the opportunity of a stable and finite project 
escription and permits the project to "float" in unpredictable directions 

B. Missing current water supply and consumption data 

LJ

r The UWMP, apparently still in preparation, is a crucial estimated calculation of supply and demand of
water by both the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and its contractors. Neither the DEIR, the 
public, nor this Coalition can determine whether the water service plans envisaged by the UWMP 
conform to General Plan policies without knowing the UWMP figures. Furthermore, the figures are 
presumably available to SCWA and its contractors, the entities that generate them, while the public is 
denied access. Without these figures, the DEIR cannot correctly assess water supply impacts, nor can the 
public make meaningful comments on water supply components of the DEIR. The Urban Water 
Management Planning Act (Water Code§§ 10610 - 10656) requires these data to be published every 5 
years--in years ending with zero or 5, thus, the UWMP was due last December, 2005. 

 

~ 

Considering the critical water supply situation in Sonoma County, a single estimate of the reliable water 
supply (pages 4.9-4 and 4.9-5) is not adequate for assessing the range of impacts from greater or lesser 
water availability. The DEIR should contain at least three water supply scenarios~ best case, most likely 
case and worst case. The worst case should consider (1) no approval of the Water Project - i.e. no further 
increases in withdrawals from Lake Sonoma and/or the Russian River, (2) further reductions in the 
diversions from the Eel River, (3) a possible mandated increase in required minimum instream flows in the 
Russian River, and ( 4) changes in the hydro logic cycle resulting from global warming. A comprehensive 
assessment of the three scenarios would undoubtedly reveal additional impacts and potentially beneficial 
mitigations. 

:JW e propose that the period for comments on the General Plan Update/DEIR should be extended until the 
UWMP data am made public. In lieu of a continuance of the current comment period deadline, the DEIJ 
should be recirculate'd after UWMP publication for public review and comment in the light of th 
important information contained therein. If the Planning Commission decides to do otherwise, please 
explain the reasons for a decision that seriously impairs the public's ability to adequately comment on the 
DEIR. 

C. Missing and inadequate groundwater background 

! 
i; ~ 

} 
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1. Sonoma County has serious water problems that must be addressed. Numerous studies have 
demonstrated limited or dwindling groundwater supplies in many parts of the County, but only a few are 
referenced in the DEIR, and none are fully discussed. 

For example, the groundwater studies by California's Department of Water Resources (DWR) for Sonoma 
County, published in the Bulletin 118 series (see DEIR p. 4.5-20) are reconnaissance level, and never were 
intended to be scientifically definitive, even for their time. More detailed studies have been undertaken, 
particularly for the Santa Rosa Plain (SRP), which also need to be referenced and discussed. These include: 
Meeting Water Demands in the City of Rohnert Park, California Department of Water Resources> 1979; 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Model. California Department of Water Resources, September 1987; 
California's Groundwater, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118, 2004~ and Evaluation 
of Groundwater Supply Alternatives, Water Supply and Transmission System Proiect, Parsons 
Engineering Science, Inc., 1995. 

Other references to groundwater conditions include: 

Rohnert Park Revised DEIR, May 5, 2000, page 4-132, Water Resources section 4.10; Hydrologic study 
by PES Environmental Inc. including Groundwater Model: Revised Draft Environmental lmpar · 
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Report EIR, Rohnert Park General Plan 2020. 

Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District DEIR vol. I & II, Sonoma County Department of 
Transportation and Public Works, June 28, 2004 

Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District Final EIR, Sonoma County Department of 
Transportation and Public Works, Januruy 2005 

City of Sebastopol Records (2005 release) Drinking Well data: Driller's well log for well no. 2, Driller's 
well log for well no. 4, Water Well Driller's Report (CDWR) for well no. 6, Well Completion 
Report (State of CA form) for well no. 7; Weekly pumping volumes for all wells and zones 
1/3/00-12/23/02; "Drawdown logsn from 1985 through February, 2005 

Hogan, Schoch & Associates (1978) Report to the City of Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California. A 
Study Regarding Water Supply and Distribution~ A Current Analysis and Review of the 1967 
Water Report by Yoder and Associates. 

Slade, Richard C. & Associates (1996) Hydrogeologic Assessment, Proposed Well No. 7, City of 
Sebastopol, California. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (1977a) Memorandum from Gordon W. Miller, Chief Engineer, to SCWA 
Board of Directors. Subject: Operation of Emergency Wells. [dated August 1, 1977]. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (1977b) Memorandum from Gordon W. Miller, Chief Engineer, to SCWA 
Board of Directors. Subject: Agency and Rohnert Park emergency well drilling programs [dated 
September 12, 1977]. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (1978a) Memorandum from Gordon W. Miller, Chief Engineer,, to SCWA 
Board of Directors; Subject: Impacts observed on groundwater levels by pumping Agency's 
emergency wells [dated February 15, 1978] 

Sonoma County Water Agency (1978b) Memorandum from John Kunselman to Richard W. Norton. 
Subject: October 1979 pump test of Agency's 3 emergency wells [dated December 16, 1979). 

Sonoma County Water Agency (2003 release) Continuous Water Level Monitoring Data; Excel 
Spreadsheets on CD. Monitoring well data, giving date, time, temp (0 C), depth to water. water 
level elevation data for SCWA wells on Occidental Rd., Sebastopol Rd., and Todd Rd.; 5/01 -
10/03. Files: OCC MW I.XLS, 5/22/01-9/30/03, 20668 records; OCC MW 2.XLS, 5122101-
9/30/03, 20668 records; OCC MW 3.XLS, 5/22/01-10/2/03, 12149 records; OCC MW 4.XLS 
not reviewed; OCC MW 5.XLS, 7/27/03-10/2/03, 1975 records; 5616 VER.xLS, 8728/02-
10/2/03, 9575 records; SANT A RO.XLS, 8/28/02-2111/03, 3736 records; SEB MW 1.XLS, 
817/01-10/2/03, 15369 records; SEB_MW_2.XLS, 5/11/01-10/8/03, 16082 records; 
SEB MW 3.XLS, 5/11/01-10/8/03, 20445 records; SEB MW 4.XLS5/1 l/01-10/24/02, 9107 
records; SEB_MW _5.XL, 11/14/02-10/2/03, 4871 records; SEB_MW _7.XLS, 7/7/03-10/2/03, 
2082 records. 

Sonoma County Water.Agency (2004), "Water Supply Workshop", Sonoma County Water Agency Staff 
Report. 

Webster, D.A., Map showing ranges in probable maximum well yield from water-bearing rocks in the San 
Francisco Bay Region, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Miscellaneous Field Studies Map, MF-
431, 1972. 
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Winzler & Kelly (2004) Draft Water Supply Assessment, City of Rohnert Park. 

Winzler & Kelly (2005) Final Water Supply Assessment, City of Rohnert Park. 

The omission from the current DEIR of the findings concluded in these reports render the DEIR legally 
inadequate. 

Please explain the rationale for omitting these studies and findings. Why does the DEIR suggest no 
mitigations nor mandate specific remedial action to inhibit the falling water table and stop overdrafting 

---practices in the SRP Subbasin? .:.

2. The EIR should note the similar themes that run throughout each of these studies and or reports, 
warning of declining water levels in the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin. For example, the 1979 DWR study for 
Rohnert Park states, "presently available water level data indicate a gradual lowering of water levels 
beneath the City of Rohnert Park over time," and that "[G]reatly increasing the number of pumping wells 
may cause an overdraft situation." Critically, the 1982 DWR study found the SRP is "about in balance'~ 
with increased groundwater levels in the northeast and decreased water levels in the south (emphasis 
added). Thus, these two DWR studies confirm that as of 1982, the amount of water recharging the SRP 
Subbasin by rainfall and other means was precisely the same amount as the water being pumped out of the 
SRP Subbasin. The 1987 DWR SRP Groundwater model noted the rapidly increasing demand for water in 
the Santa Rosa Plain, both from the SRP Subbasin and imported surface water. Over time, the SRP 
Subbasin was bound to fall out of balance since less water will be recharged into the Subbasin due to 
urbanization of open space and natural recharge areas, while the amount of groundwater pumped out will 
increase due to growing population demand. 

More recent studies draw similar conclusions. For instance, The 1995 Parsons Engineering Science stuC. 
further emphasizes the increasing reliance on groundwater in the southern portion of the SRP Subbasi. 
groundwater by noting "[G]roundwater pumping has lowered the water table on the order of 100 feet in 
this area." The SCW A Water Supply Workshop and other recent SCW A documents show that all Sonoma 
County cities will soon be required to rely on groundwater, along with conservation and wastewater re-use, 
to accomplish growth plans. This flies in the face of the repeated VVRE emphasis on reducing 
groundwater dependence, and the DEIR must consider policies that can mitigate current water crises. 

1 
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3. The DEIR mentions the County Board of Supervisors (BOS)-commissioned Pilot Study of Groundwater 
Conditions by Kleinfelder Inc., released in 2003, focused on three defined "water-scarce" areas, but does 
not acknowledge the report's confirmation that some areas are experiencing serious groundwater 
depletion. The Kleinfelder Report concluded, in part, that "[a]dditional groundwater extraction is likely 
to increase the rate of overdraft and result in further decline of the groundwater levels .... Levels will 
continue to drop as long as extraction exceeds recharge." PRMD reported to the BOS that the Kleinfelder 
Report findings will need to be considered in connection with any new discretionary applications in the 
study areas (e.g., subdivisions or use permits) because "at a minimum, the Report will constitute 
'substantial evidence' under CEQA that a cumulative groundwater impact may exist ... " 

4. The DEIR's discussion of state groundwater management programs (page 4.9-20), includes a misleading 
disclaimer, "Although the County has the authority to initiate groundwater management, it does not have 
authority over the above agencies," with a list of the 20 types of local agencies empowered to create a 
Groundwater Management Plan. This disclaimer must be eliminated, and the DEIR corrected to note that 
the County, and indeed any lead agency responsible for a Groundwater Management Plan, does not need 
"authority over" similar agencies. 

5. The DEIR's treatment of Groundwater Management is in some places inaccurate, and. overall 
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insufficient to provide decision makers and the public with adequate information about groundwater 
management. For example, 

a. the Groundwater Management section (p. 4.5-37) states: "Historically, very few local governments, 
particularly counties, regulate or manage groundwater usage or withdrawals in order to broadly manage
these water resources." To the contrary, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) lists 167 
locales in the State that already have developed AB 3030-style Groundwater Management Plans. Twenty-
eight counties have groundwater ordinances. Thirteen locales are governed as Special Act Districts, and 
the State has 20 Adjudicated Basins. Sonoma County, the second highest well-dependent County in 
California, is notable for an of any groundwater management plan at all. 

Please explain the rationale why the DEIR has omitted this easily obtained information? 

b. The DEIR also states (4.9-20): "The 1993 Groundwater Management Act (California Water Code § 
10750), commonly referred to as AB 3030, was designed to provide local public agencies in California 
with increased management authority over groundwater resources. AB 3030 was developed in response to 
the federal Environmental Protection Agency's Comprehensive State Groundwater Protection Programs. 
AB 3030 allows, but does not require, local water providers to develop a groundwater management plan 
for DWR-defined groundwater basins." Although technically accurate, AB 3030 does not require the 
implementation of a plan, but the reports listed above show that the County has had sufficient warning 
about diminished water resources to adopt such a plan immediately. 

Please explain in detail the rationale for not implementing a comprehensive water management plan in 
light of the above-referenced data that indicate such a plan is needed. 

Please explain why Sonoma County does not have a comprehensive water management plan when 16 7 
other locales in the State of California already have implemented such plans. 

D. Proposed policies do not provide needed mitigations 

While California does not have a statewide regulatory system for surface and groundwater management, 
numerous Water Management tools are available to alleviate the County's water crisis, through protecting 
and preserving water resources. These methods include new water supply legislation, groundwater 
ordinances, and water management plans (DEIR 4.5-37,38). If used properly, these tools can address and 
alleviate the water crisis in Sonoma County. 

Cities and counties in California can adopt groundwater ordinances to protect the public, health, safety 
and welfare in areas that are not already regulated by the state. Nearly half of California's counties, and 
many cities, have adopted local groundwater ordinances to protect and preserve the viability of the 
existing groundwater supply. Many groundwater ordinances restrict projects to prevent adverse effects on 
groundwater supplies, including proposals that could export groundwater outside of the basin or conn.ty 
boundaries, degrade groundwater quality, or cause land subsidence. Groundwater ordinances of broader 
scope are geared to manage groundwater resources for existing needs and planned growth. Ordinances are 
typically implemented in connection with groundwater extraction permits, and center on whether the 
basin is operating within its "safe yield." Generally, safe yield is the amount of water that can be produced 
from a groundwater basin under a certain set of circumstances, over a given amount of time, without 
causing basin overdraft and without causing other adverse impacts. The Coalition proposes that the DEIR 
add a policy for using groundwater ordinances to address and alleviate identified groundwater overdrafts in 
Sonoma County. 

Despite General Plan policies that will dramatically increase water demand, there are no concomitant 
measures to ensure that these demands can be met by managing groundwater resources. Since knowledge 
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of Sonoma County's water crisis has increased dramatically since the first draft of the General Pla 
Update/DEIR, and numerous past studies attest to imperiled supplies of fresh water in Sonoma Coun~ 
why does the General Plan allow groundwater management with an AB 3030-style groundwate ... 
management plan to remain optional? Why does the DEIR not call attention to the need for groundwater 
planning and implementation to mitigate serious, ongoing groundwater overdrafts? 

1. AB3030 Groundwater Management Planning 

More people rely on groundwater in Sonoma County than in any other county in California. It seems 
logically inconsistent to put forth a "plan" that is missing the essential ingredient of a plan, in this case: 
management of our water resources. Virtually all of the County's water resources are removed from 
underground. either from domestic wells or from extractors near surface sources. like the Russian River. 

In 1992, the State Legislature adopted the "Groundwater Management Act" State of California Assembly 
Bill 3030 (AB 3030), (California Water Code§§ 10750 to 10755.4.) AB 3030 lays out a specific way to 
achieve such a groundwater management plan and approximately 167 locales in the State have already 
adopted AB 3030-style groundwater management plans. Despite plans in other sections of the General 
Plan that call for dramatic increase in water demand, there are no concomitant measures to ensure that 
these demands can be met by managing water resources with an AB 3030-style groundwater management 
plan. AB 3030 begins with the following proclamation by the Legislature concerning the protected status 
of groundwater: "The Legislature finds and declares that groundwater is a valuable natural resource in 
California, and should be managed to ensure both its safe production and its quality. It is the intent of the 
Legislature to encourage local agencies to work cooperatively to manage groundwater resources within 
their jurisdictions." 

As noted above, Sonoma County has had sufficient warnings of diminishing groundwater resources tf' 
adopt an AB 3030-style groundwater management plan immediately, or to adopt policies that requii 
groundwater management wherever groundwater depletion is indicated (with reference to appropriat 
standards). Why does the BIR avoid requiring implementation of a groundwater management plan or 
groundwater protection ordinances in light of what is known about depleted supplies, to avoid putting the 
County's future water supplies at risk? 

More data are welcome, but the studies listed above provide more than adequate information to begin 
planning before adding to demand. In addition, the state DWR encourages Counties, municipalities, and 
water districts to quickly and easily adopt groundwater management planning and implementation policies 
under AB 3030, without obtaining full data or fully developing formal plans. Applications for local 
assistance grants to obtain studies or develop management policies may be filed at an early stage of the 
planning process. 

A groundwater management plan under AB 3030 may be adopted by any local agency, including 
municipalities, that provides water service, flood control, groundwater management, or groundwater 
replenishment. Pursuant to AB 3030, groundwater management plans address a wide range of management 
issues, including, but not limited to: (a) controlling saline water intrusion; (b) identifying and managing 
wellhead protection areas and groundwater recharge areas; (c) regulating migration of contaminated 
groundwater; (d) administering well abandonment and well destruction programs; (e) mitigating the effects 
of groundwater overdraft; (f) replenishing groundwater extracted by producers; (g) monitoring 
groundwater levels and water storage; (h) facilitating conjunctive use operations; (i) identifying well 
construction policies; (j) constructing and operating groundwater contamination cleanup, recharge, 
storage, conservation, recycling, and extraction projects; (k) developing relationships with state and 
federal regulatory agencies; and (1) reviewing land use plans and coordinating with land use planning 
agencies to assess activities that create a reasonable risk to groundwater resources and management. 
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Various members of this coalition have strongly advocated for the Sonoma County Water Agency to 
develop and implement a groundwater management plan. Recently, as part of its process to restructure 
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the entitlement contracts to Lake Sonoma water in response to the Eel River decision, the Agency has 
more openly acknowledged the need to prepare such a plan, However, successful water management 
requires cooperation and "buy in" from surrounding agencies concerning efforts to moderate water
production and conserve resources. -

2. DEIR misinterprets the impact of State "Responsible Growth" Laws SB 221 and SB 610 _

Effective since January 2002, California's water supply laws, any project generally containing 500 or 
more residential dwelling units, commercial or industrial projects that fall within certain size parameters, 
and projects that would have a water demand equivalent to a residential development project with 500 
units or more, are subject to SB 221 and/or SB 610 (DEIR 4.9-l 9, 20). Those projects cannot be 
approved unless the proponent can provide verification from the local water purveyor that a sufficient 
water supply is available during normal, single-dry, and multiple~dry years within a 20-year projection that 
will meet the projected demand created by the project in addition to existing and planned future uses, 
including agricultural and industrial uses. 

The DEIR assumes that SB 221 and SB 610 projects are unlikely in unincorporated County areas, ignoring 
the likelihood that the water supply for proposed urban projects may include groundwater resources, which 
will require the lead agency to consider and analyze the condition of the supplying groundwater basin, and 
its rights to extract such groundwater without impacting the water supplies of other competing users with 
superior rights. 

3. DEIR policies omitted planned monitoring ·installations 
-

The EIR for the Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District had revealed that" ... groundwater -ris 
already being drawn from the groundwater basin within the Lichau Creek drainage to augment groundwater 
extracted from the hydraulically connected groundwater basin to the north." 

Mr. William Hurley, the Section Leader of the North Bay Watershed Division of the California Water 
Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (SFWQCB) accepted the agreement for this extensive 
monitoring by publicly stating, ~' ... during our Febmary 3 meeting, the County and SC\V A staff expressed 
their commitment to expand the scope of the hydrogeologic assessment to monitor for the effects of 
potential cumulative impacts in the Lichau Creek watershed, including lowering of the groundwater table 
and loss of surface water base-flow. 

"Additionally, we were informed by County staff that any future increase in the pumping rate of the ff

Penngrove Water Company well (beyond that needed to serve the Canon Manor West Subdivision project 
as described in the DEIR) would require additional CEQA review. (

I
"Therefore, with the County's and SCW Ns expressed commitment that potential cumulative t
groundwater impacts in the Lichau Creek watershed, including potential loss of surface water base-flow in ;
Lichau and Cold Springs Creeks, will be monitored and investigated through the comprehensive J' 

hydrogeo1ogic assessment project. ... " · ,

The County's Genera] Plan and DEIR omit both these promised monitoring installations and descriptions l
of the abilities and accuracy of the installations. Ignoring the agreement with the SFWQCB and not l 
implementing these monitoring installations would further jeopardize the already-imperiled south SRP l
aquifer, and exac
statutes. 

erbate the water extractions in an entirelv different wate1~~hed, in viola ti on of state 1 
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If the current level of groundwater over-production is permitted to continue without a mitigating plan tr 
balance extraction with demand, there is a high likelihood of surface land deformation, also known a 
subsidence. When sufficient amounts of water are extracted from beneath the ground, the underlyint:, 
support gives way and the surface of the ground literally subsides, i.e. collapses. The above-mentioned 
Parsons report (Parsons 1995) has already measured a drop in the water table of over 100 feet in parts of 
the South Santa Rosa Subbasin, the first necessary step toward subsidence. However, despite evidence that 
the process of surface deformation is under way, the DEIR proposes no mitigations; takes no preventative 
steps to avoid subsidence and simply ignores this clear and present danger. 

Therefore, the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to provide sufficient information to enable informed 
decision-making by the County, the public, and the permitting agencies (see numerous examples below). 
CEQA requires that an EIR provide enough analysis and detail about environmental impacts to enable 
decision-makers to make intelligent judgments in light of the environmental consequences of their 
decisions. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15151; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City ofHanforQ, 221 Cal.App.3d 
692 (1990). Under the law, the lead agency must make a good faith effort to fully disclose the 
environmental impacts of the project. This requirement cannot be met unless the project is adequately 
described and existing setting information is complete. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 
Cal.App.3d 185, 199 (1977). Both the public and decision-makers need to fully understand the 
implications of the choices presented by the project, mitigation measures, and alternatives. See Laurel 
Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of University of California (Laurel Heights I), 6 Cal.4th 1112, 

LJJ23 (1988). 

E. The DEIR is inadequate based on the omission of cumulative impacts 

The DEIR fails to analyze cumulative impacts in the manner or to the degree required by CEQA The 
CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." CEQ. 
Guidelines§ 15355(a). "[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number o 
separate projects." 

 
The DEIR fails to account for the cumulative impacts of increased water demand from both surface water 
and groundwater resources. The projected increased demands from these sources will exert interlocking 
effects on both supplies and must be described in detail. 

The DEIR provides insufficient data regarding the interaction of underground water resources for officials 
and the public to create informed opinions. For example, it is known that the dramatic drop in the water 
table in the South Santa Rosa Subbasin (Parsons, 1995) created a substantial cone of depression that 
engulfs the entire City of Rohnert Park With future demands on water resources in this area predicted to 
increase, the DEIR must provide an accurate picture of the balance of supply and de:tnan~ but does not. 
This omission is a clear violation of CEQA and must be rectified and resubmitted for public comment 

A complete three-dimensional model of the interlocking and contiguous groundwater subbasins in the 
entire Santa Rosa Plain would provide a predictive tool useful in determining additional depletion in the 
Laguna de Santa Rosa and in the subbasins beneath the City of Santa Rosa. Since increased pumping in 
these areas has already been announced, the DEIR should analyze and quantify the environmental impacts 
to this region that the increased demand will create. These projected impacts must be available to 
compare with existing conditions. 

. 

 
Inadequate Alternatives Analysis 

As discussed above and below, the County has not provided sufficient, information, analysis, and 
mitigations in the form of Goals and Policy to reduce noted impacts to water resources. For each issue, c 
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iden tificd impact th at is not being mitigated to the greatest practical extent, discussion in the form of
Alternative Analysis must be included in the EIR/DEIR with assessment, logical discussion, and findings 
regarding the fuU range of options available, and/or suggested to the County. This would include 
suggestion and comment made by the CAC - which should be in the record. 

 1-J ~
(!/ i.
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G. Inadequate examination of surface water 

The DEIR and General Plan Goals and Policies do not fully recognize impaired conditions on the Russian 
River. The 303(d) listing and State Impaired Waters listing, for all listed pollutants and related conditions, 
must be recognized and addressed in the DEIR and General Plan Goals and Policy. The DEIR and General 
Plan Goals and Policy must provide adequate discussion and Alternatives Analysis indicating what 
action(s) will be taken by the County to reduce pollutants) with the objective of meeting Basin Plan 
standards and over time meeting Federal Water Quality Standards (WQS). Cun-ent instream and 
nearstream conditions are noted as limiting factors for listed species of salmonids. 

J 7 

Land use, and water use, projects are controllable under County permitting and oversight authority (e.g. 
Grading Ordinance, Hillslope Planting Ordinance, Non-Point Source program implementation, Riparian 
Protection - Goals and Policy, etc.) - with implementation and effectiveness monitoring to be included. 
The County has both the authority and jurisdiction to assert control over projects adversely affecting 
water quality and water use. Such analysis, using the best available science, must demonstrate how Goals 
and Policy will meet WQS and comply with the Basin Plan. 

H. Mitigations are stated in language that does not guarantee that mitigations will be 
implemented -
Non-binding terms~ such as "promote'', "encourage" or "support'', are problematic and legally 
questionable. Unless all such terms are changed to legally binding terms, such as "shall" or "will'~, the 
ability to legally assure that proposed policies will mitigate the environmental significance of a recognized 
impact to 'Less Than Significant' is legally false and thus such language must be changed accordingly, as it 
otherwise does not constitute an adequate mitigation measure. ~-

, 
I 
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J 
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I. Mitigations are not accompanied by deadlines or funding sources and therefore may not be 
implemented 

All mitigations that reduce impacts to 'Less Than Significant' can only be considered effective if policy 
language is accompanied by language specifying the time frame within which mitigation policies will be 
implemented. Likewise, all mitigation policies must reference funding sources, or the seeking of such 
funding sources, 

l<f 

J. The General Plan Update Process and thus the DEIR Process was flawed 

Members of the Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC) were encouraged to complete their deliberations o;
water in early 2003 before all available information was in hand. Three members of that committee have
expressed this concern in communications to County staff in October and November 2004 (attached). 

·{ 
 J 

f 
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1. Water Supply is not Proven 

Four months after the CAC concluded their discussions of the draft Water Resource Element (WRE) and
allowed their Water Subcommittee to dissolve itself, the Chief Engineer of the Sonoma County Water
Agency (SCWA) in a letter to their contracting cities and other water retailers (Contractors) announced
that planned increases in water supply from the Russian River were 'not secure' (Letter from Randy
Poole, August 11, 2003, attached). This announcement throws into question the adequacy of water
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, supply in Sonoma County to support the increased population envisaged by the already approved Housir 
Element. 

2. Groundwater Supply in Water-scarce Areas Threatened 

In September 17, 2003, the long .. awaited Kleinfelder and Associates report ("Pilot Study of Groundwater 
Conditions," commissioned by Sonoma County, was released (see above). The Kleinfelder report 
confirmed local knowledge that groundwater levels in three sample water-scarce areas .. -the Joy Road and 
Bennett Valley areas, and the Mark West Creek watershed--had declined significantly over the previous 
fifty years. Late 1970's local studies in many areas, including the Joy Road neighborhood, indicated that 
local population had reached the carrying capacity of these areas already. Since then, population has 
doubled in the Joy Road and several others of those 1970's study areas. 

3. SCWA Contractors to Become More Dependent on Groundwater 

In May 2004, the Draft Restructured Agreement for Water Supply (now "Draft Restructured Agreement 
for Water Supply--6-25-2005 p.15") between SCWA and its Contractors recommended that the 
Contractors should 'achieve and maintain local water production capacity capable of satisfying 
approximately forty percent (40%) of [their] average day of maximum month demand' for water'. 
'Local water production capacity' would include conservation, re~use, storage and groundwater. Of these, 
groundwater would be the most significant. 

4. Sonoma County Grand Jury Calls for Groundwater Management Planning 

In June 2004, the Sonoma County Grand Jury report entitled 'Got Water' (July 1, 2004) called upon 
Sonoma County and its cities to prepare groundwater management plans in accordance with th? 
recommendations of AB3030. This recommendation was immediately rejected by representatives 1 

Sonoma County and its cities. 

CAC members mentioning these and other new information included T. Boultbee on October 14 and 
November 15, 2004, V. Mulas on November 10, 2004, and R. Savel on October 14, 2004. 

K. Significant Unmitigated Impacts or Not Fully Mitigated Impacts 

pact 4.5-1: Water Quality - Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public Uses 
Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public Uses consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 
could introduce additional non-point source pollutants to downstream surface waters. The DEIR 
states that existing regulations and referenced Draft General Plan water quality policies and 
programs (p. 4.5-42 and 4.4-43) would reduce impacts to less-than-significant. 

We believe that the permissive language in many of the General Plan Update's WR policies make them 
inadequate to produce the less-than-significant level of mitigation claimed. Language submitted to the 
CAC by SCWC in October 2004 (attached and underlined in red below) would strengthen the proposed 
mitigations, so that they are more likely to reach that level. 

WR-lm: Encourage pretreatment and waste load minimization of commercial and industrial wastes prior 
to their connection to sewer systems and require source reduction and source control of contaminants that 
have a reasonable potential to pass through water treatment and contaminate groundwater. 

WR-ln: Establish a public education program to raise awareness of the need for source reduction and 
source control of contaminants used in the home and office. 

llm
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WR-] x: Prohibit in ten tiona1 point-source aquifer injection of treated wastewater or other contaminants 
that may degrade aquifers withi11 the County. Nothing in this language is intended to prohibit customary 
on-site wastewater disposa] through percolation or evapo-transpiration. 

WR-ly: Protect water quality for beneficial use by maintaining base-line in-stream flows consistent with 
TMDL objectives. --

Impact 4.5-5: Groundwater Level Decline 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 would increase demand 
on groundwater supplies and could therefore result in the decline of groundwater levels. This would 
be a significant impact. 

i\ 
rc:i#' 

The DEIR references relevant General Plan Update 2020 policies on pages 4.5-51 and 4.4-54. Language 
submitted to the CAC by SCWC in October 2004 (attached or referenced below) would strengthen the 
proposed mitigations, making them more likely to reach a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.9-1: Insufficient Water Sui>plies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Urban 
Service Areas 

Land uses and development consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 would increase the
demand for water. As a result, insufficient water supplies would be available to serve some of the
unincorporated USAs from existing entitlements. New or expanded entitlements would be required. 
This would be a significant impact 

The DEIR references relevant General Plan policies (p, 4.9-26 through 4.9-28), but the impacts remain
SU, indicating that the policies do not provide adequate mitigations. 

 
 

 

Impact 4.9-2: Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Ruri
Private Domestic, Small Municipal, and Agricultural Wells 

Land uses and development consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 would result in an 
increased demand on groundwater supplies for rnral uses. Due to the lack of comprehensive
information regarding the county's groundwater resources, it is uncertain if groundwater supplies
would be sufficient to meet the future demand of rural private domestic, small municipal, and
agricultural wells. This uncertainty combined with the current regulatory approach could result in 
insufficient groundwater supplies in rural areas of the county, which would be a significant impact. 

The DEIR references relevant General Plan Update 2020 policies on pages 4.9-30 through 4.9-31. It is 
noteworthy that these policies, as drafted, apply only to discretionary projects i.e. those that require a use 
permit. These policies would therefore do nothing to address the cumulative impact of the increasing 
density of single-family homes in rural areas and the impact of high-capacity irrigation wells installed for 
agricultural purposes. 

lf 
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Language submitted to the CAC by SCWC in October 2004 (attached and underlined in red below) would 
strengthen proposed mitigations, lowering the significant impacts. 

':\'R-1 (new v): Include in the mandate of the Sonoma Countv Agricultural Preservation and Open Space 
District the acquisition and enhancement of designated groundwater recharge areas. 

VVR-1 (nevr w): Establish reauirements for new construction to hah loss of groundwater recharge capacity 
of aauifers caused bv construction that increases impervious surfaces. Proactive measures are reouired to 
reduce negative imnacts of imnervious surfaces and encourage land use practices that increa~e natural 
groundwater recharge. These reauirements shall he incorporated in aormmr1ate constructjon standards 
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including without limitation building codes administered by the Sonoma County Permit and Resomcr 
Management Department. 

WR-2 (renumbered a): Establish specific and comprehensive groundwater management plans for 
groundwater basins in the County including but not limited to: the Santa Rosa Valley. Sonoma Valley. 
Petaluma Valley. the Alexander Valley. Knights Valley, the Wilson Grove Formation Highlands borderins 
the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the Gualala Basin pursuant to AB3030. 

Representatives of the California State Department of Water Resources have stated on more than one 
occasion that an AB3030 groundwater management planning process may be started before all 
information about groundwater conditions is known. All that is necessary is to take step 1 of DWR's 
recommended Components of Local Groundwater Management Plans (see State of California DWK 
California's Groundwater, Bulletin 118 Update, 2003, Appendix C, p. 230). This step is to hold a 
publicly-noticed meeting to start the process of groundwater management planning. The public notice 
must be submitted to the state as proof that such a process has begun, and that the notice described "the 
manner in which interested parties may participate in developing the groundwater management plan'~ 
(Water Code sect. 10753 (b)). 

WR-2 (renumbered b): Establish specific and comprehensive groundwater management plans for the 
populated outlying water-scarce areas including but not limited to. Napa-Sonoma mountains and hills. 
Annapolis-Ohlson Ranch area, Joy Road/Coleman Valley Road area, Bennett Valley.. the Mark West 
Springs area and the Pocket Canyon area: 

WR-2 (renumbered c): Establish a CEOA process to address the cumulative impacts of new agricultural 
wells and new residential wells on existing water users and upon creeks in all areas of the County. 

WR-2i (10) Suspend permit approvals within special study areas until a comprehensive groundwat1 
assessment is completed and groundwater declines are reversed. 

WR-3t: County agencies shall coordinate with all cities and other organizations that both receive water 
from S.C.W.A. and pump groundwater within Sonoma County to formulate and implement groundwater 
management plans pursuant to AB3030 within five years of the adoption of this General Plan update. 

A revitalized emphasis on water conservation would allow development consistent with the Draft 
GENERAL PLAN 2020 without additional surface water supply and without further impact upon 
threatened groundwater resources. 

L. Impact not Addressed by DEIR: Potential Impact of Water Exports on Water Availability 

General Plan Update 2020 policies WR-5a and b attempt to address this potential impact. However, since 
no permit is required for water exports, no CEQA process would be triggered by any proposal to export 
water from Sonoma County. 

Language submitted to the CAC by SCWC in October 2004 (attached and referenced below) would further 
strengthen proposed mitigations (see underlined in red below). 

WR-5a: No water shall be exported to locations outside Sonoma County unless the County has issued a 
permit for such exportations. In the event a permit is issued, it shall set forth with specificity the detai1s 
of the exportations (e.g. quantity, origination location, destination location. period of exportation. etc.}. 

WR-5&b: Require full assessment of impacts on the environment and impacts on the qualitv and auantity 
of water for Sonoma County water users of all existing and new proposals to phvsically export water fror 



SCWC Comments on GP2020 DEIR 
4/14/06 (' c:. 
page 13 of 13 Cf."" 

Sonoma County. Any consideration of exporting water resources shall place primary priority upon th 
benefit of and need for the water resources in Sonoma County and shall assure that water resources neede 
by urban, rura1 and agricultural water users and dependent natural resources in Sonoma County will not b 
exported outside the County. 

M. Reducing exposure to legal jeopardy 

The cunent DEIR suffers from obvious, pervasive deficiencies that require extensive rev1s1on and 
recirculation for public comment. Failure to do so will result in a lega1ly indefensible document expose 
Sonoma County to substantial legal costs, and further delay what has already been an extraordinarily 
protracted planning process. Conversely, emendation and recirculation for public comment would 
dramatically reduce the risk that SCWC or any one or more of its member organizations would mount a 
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legal challenge. 

Conclusion 

The above comments on the DEIR are submitted in expectation of a substantive response to each distinct 
issue or question. Paraphrasing or summarizing submitted comments fo1 the purpose of then responding to 
those abbreviated comments will not be appropriate and may result in those responses being inadequate 
under CEQA because they do not reflect the comments as submitted. 

As set forth above, the DEIR suffers from numerous deficiencies, many of which would independently 
render it inadequate under CEQA. Taken as a whole, the deficiencies of the DEIR are so pervasive as to 
necessitate extensive revision of the document and recirculation for public comment. We believe that the 
majority of defects in the DEIR can be addressed by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures ru1d 
alternatives that will eliminate or reduce significant and unavoidable impacts of the project. Incorporation 
of these measures in the form of policies and land uses into a revised General Plan would go a long way to 
eliminate the defects in the DEIR's analysis of impacts and identification of feasible mitigation and 
alternatives. Failure to address the inadequacies in DEIR would be both fiscally and environmentally 
irresponsible. 

Sonoma County residents support a General Plan that protects our quality of life and Sonoma County's 
values clean air and water, our natural resources, world-renowned landscapes. They also want assurance 
that affordable housing will be provided for Sonoma County residents and workers. Unless we effectively 
plan and manage growth, our quality of life will worsen. The County can adopt policies that will reduce 
significant and unavoidable impacts to the environment. We urge you direct your staff to follow the 
recommendations we have outlined. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact the Sonoma County Water Coalition 
if we can assist you in this very important endeavor. 

Sincerely yours, 

for the Sonoma County Water Coalition 





From: Rue <pqrst@monitor.net> 
To: 
Date: 03/22/2006 5:17:40 PM 
Subject: G P2020: Sonoma toxic waste and garbage to Marin landfill 

FYI ... In case you've not received it. Apologies if this is a duplication, 
I thought you might be interested. 

Have a great day, or evening - depending on when you open this. 
Rue 

" ... this is the link for the groups opposing expansion of the Redwood 
landfill north of Novato. I think the toxic wastes from Sonoma County or any 
other county do not belong in this landfill. Consider the vastly increased 
101 traffic from dump trucks if the expansion continues. Also, this is a 
legacy landfill site, poorly regulated and monitored and without any kind of 
lining. Leachate would go directly into San Antonio Creek and into San Pablo 
Bay. This is a regional issue that should be addressed in the Sonoma GP2020 
update. I'd like to know what the contribution of continued buildout in 
Sonoma will be to this ongoing disaster. 

Apparently the Sonoma facility was closed down due to severe water quality 
problems. How does that justify sending the same waste to Marin??? 

Bay Area and Marin Sierra Club are supporting this effort. 

http://noexpansion.org/ ... " 
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There are mstances where the DEIR identifies a significant impact) discusses the mitigation(s) 
provided by General Plan policies (and in some cases offers new policies), but then determines the impact
remains significant and unmitigated. But CEQA requires that the EIR demonstrate that further mitigation
is infeasible, and this has to be based upon evidence regarding legality, economics, timeliness, etc. In 
fact, mitigation is required to the extent feasible even if the impact remains significant. Just because you 
cannot make the problem disappear completely doesn't mean you don~t have to try. 

In many cases (some, but not all, are more specifically noted below), the DEIR even discusses that the 
impacts are related to the limitations in existing regulations or the limitations of the policies proposed in 
the General Plan. It is obviously feasible procedurally to strengthen policies to further reduce some of 
these impacts. What is the basis under CEQA law for the DEIR.to say the "project" (mea11ing the 
General Plan Update policies) cannot be modified to reduce impacts? That seems contrary to the entire 
principle of mitigation under CEQA. That approach also implies the alternatives analysis is essentially 
irrelevant, since the DEIR essentially rules out any appreciable modification for the purposes of further 
reducing impacts by looking at other approaches. 

Why is ~'.avoidance" not used as a feasible mitigation in many instances? For example, in areas of seismic 
ground shaking one could assess mitigations that would reduce impacts by placing roads, etc. in areas 
where no ground failure is likely. In some specific cases, this may be infeasible, but the EIR and General 
Plan can use performance standards/criteria to assess that issue. \Xlhat thresholds or standards might be 
applied to all hazard areas? Please suggest language to qualify the restriction by creating an escape 
mechanism ifthe parcel is otherwise un-buildable 

Complicatio;os of preparing a. self-mitigating General Plan. 
This approach has the benefit of creating one integrated document, but it creates some extra management 
and legal complications. Policies that are simply "policies') (meaning not called out as mitigations or 
relied upon to provide mitigation) can be implemented as written or not at all (if a non-mandatory 
program or policy), be discretionary in nature, defer decisions or studies~ be modified through General 
Plan am.endments) etc. But a 4~policy" that is also identified as a mitigation or mitigating factor is more 
restricted. As a mitigation, it must be enforceable and feasible. Any modification of such a mitigation 
can only be done through a CEQA review process that reassesses the implications for the previously 
identified impact. How will a Mitigation Monitoring Program be implemented? How will policies that 
do double duty as mitigations be distinguished or identified in the General Plan to ensure that any changes 
are handled properly under CEQA? 

The BIR frru;iuently relies upon unenforceable mitigations 
To qualify as a mitigation, it must be enforceable and ensure an outcome. But many mitigations as 
written are discretionary, vague, and cannot be relied upon to be carried out For example, the Circulation 
Element is full of "mitigations" that begin with the word "consider". Since no action or result is required, 
no mitigation is ensured. The fact that many of the impacts remain significant and unavoidable does not 
excuse presenting mitigations that do not meet the legal standard under CEQA 

The DEIR take~ ID.J arbitrary approach to modifying General Plan policies through the EIR process 
The purpose of doing a self-mitigating General Plan is to ha.ve a consolidated document where the 
General Plan is adjusted to eliminate or reduce its own impacts. It is not appropriate to approach the EIR 
by then saying General Plan impacts cannot be mitigated because the General Plan policies as written 
don't do that 

 ..., 
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The General Plan is a ''project" and like any project can be modified to ~·educe or eliminate impacts. 
Where the DEIR doesn't provide an enforceable mitigation with the explanation that the policies as 
written don't mitigate the impact, new policies should be offered. In some cases, the DEIR actually 
identifies weaknesses in policies as contributing to significant impacts~ and then says there is nothing to 
be done. Obviously the policies can be strengthened in some situations, and that should be discussed. A 
decision to not strengthen policies as a. means to flll'ther reduce or eliminate significant impacts should 
only be suggested if it can specifically be shown that policy adjustments are infeasible using the CEQA 
standard. 
Some of the identified significant impacts in the Water Element could clearly be further reduced or 
eliminated by strengthening policies; in some cases the DEIR actually states what the change would be. 
But it consistently leaves the policy unchanged and the significant impact unmitigated. 

The DEIR is willing to modify some policies in some Elements for the purposes of reducing impacts~ as 
with policies in the Open Space element, the Public Safety Element, and the Water Element. So clearly 
there is no rule or procedural obstacle to modifying policies to further reduce impacts. 

Please explain why this approach was not consistently taken to reduce impacts, and why the rejection of 
policy changes are not supported with a specific feasibility discussion. Please explai11 why policy 
adjustments are not done as a means of further reducing impacts. Please explain why project 
modifications are appropriate under CEQA to reduce impacts, but not if the project is a General Plan. 

The Draft EIR as circulated will not suwort any finding of Overriding Public Benefit 
That finding is required in order to approve a project that has unmitigated significant impacts. But that 
finding can only be made after every feasible effort is made to mitigate or further reduce significant 
impacts, and further mitigation is specifically determined to be infeasible. As discussed above, the DEIR 
:rarely addresses the feasibility question in a substantive way, but more often just makes a pronouncement. 
Please explain how findings of Overriding Public Benefit can be made if the DEIR has not demonstrated 
in a substantive and analytical way that mitigation is infeasible (as opposed to controversial). 

f3 
[ 

'1 

1 D 

What will Sonoma County have to do to achieve community goals in 2021 after years of Significant 
Unavoidable Impacts? · 

How will Sonoma County's goals be achieved if programs are not implemented? What will impacts of no 
implementation be? How will mitigations be measured if partially implemented? What will impacts of 
partial implementation likely be? For example: increased demands for services that include libraries) 
criminal justice facilities, human services, etc. include description of implementing (building for) these 
services -what are impacts if they are not.provided? What is predictably fundable within the time 
horizon of 2020? What remains? 

If mitigations are partially achieved, what analysis would need to be done to complete mitigation and/or 
will Significant Unavoidable impacts increase over time? 

What is.not included in the "buildout" assumption? The EIR seems to generally address this in terms of 
residential units. To the extent that a significant part of the CoWlty is designated for rural uses, shouldn't 
the buildout scenario address the maximum allowable permitted uses? For example, the total residential 
units on Ag designated land. 

In the Hbuildout" scenario - how would maximum (or even a reasonable percentage) approval of Use 
Permits affect the scenario? 

What is the actual infill capacity within urban areas? 

Please analyze likely growth patterns and implications with allowable package treatment planl:$. How 
will this change the stated constraint of growth by relying on limitations on sewer and water extensions 
outside of USAs? 

2 
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How well are the Policies for concentrating gr?wth .in the dties working if the percentage of population 
(27%) remains the same in 2020? '\Vhat Pohc1es mtght sluft ~ ~reater.percentage of growth mto urban 
areas? Would these policies also serve to furthei- reduce urumt1gated impacts? ·

It is said that our #2 growth economy is ~~the So~1om~ County experie~ce" - Wh~t are the predictable _
impacts of current traffic trends 011 our Ag Tounsm llldustry? (any kmd oftounsm?) 

What are the predictable forces that will effect greatest lo~ses of.~~ land production? Le.: Lack of 
water? Parcelization? Residential uses? Loss of processmg fac1htles? Some other pressure? 

4.1~23 How does GP 2020 realize the goal of concentrating future growth using community sewer an
wa~er s~stems if .increased use of package :reatmen~ plants is allowed? If more PTPs are t..1sed, 
the1e pnces are likely to come down (certainly relative to laud costs) aud more could be put to 
use. Please analyze implications. Consider too, the potential impacts on ACC Lots. 

4.1-29 Please analyze using "'other infrastructure", including alterations of "intensity of existing land 
uses". 4.1-35 How does this "reduce" potential for growth? 

4.1-32 Assuming a.1_9% increase in populatio11above2000, _with an in~rease in the county ide~tica.l to W
that of the c1t1es (same 27% of county's populace)- ts goal of c1ty centered gr.owth adneved? 

4/1-35 What are the predictable impacts of the proposed changes to Rohnert Park's USE, and includin
Canon Manor? (195 + 80 acres) What densities can be expected? What are the predictable impacts of 
traffic, water use, ·sewer capacity and treatment, etc.? 

Policies LU-3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d are said to ensure that groVfth will be contained within the unincorporated 
and incorporated USAs, by denying land use amendments that increase residential density beyond 
projected gro-wth (limiting extension of water and sewer services outside USAs) however -ACC's and 
package treatment plants are wild cards unless acknowledged and accounted for. What can really be 
"ensured"? 

To what extent do you ~eason that inco~patible l~d uses i~ the rural areas "would. primarily result from
the development of agricultural processmg and VlSltor servmg uses. t'? How can tlns be quantified? What 
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are predictable trends given the changes in economic forces? What additional mitigations could be placed
in policies to avert the conflicts? 

Is the greatest pressure for higher densities in RR or in farrn and/or grazing lands? 4.1-7 indicates range 
and timber are areas of greatest pressure. Please provide more information and analysis to assess the 
areas experiencing the greatest pressures. 

The statement is made that the "majority of rural home construction requires'' a range of acres per house
What is the source of supporting evidence? 

In what areas (geographic, by uses, by zone) would increased use of package treatment plants have the 
greatest affect on the unincorporated areas? (See 4.1 ~39, LU 3b, L&U 3c~ L& 3d, 4.1-36, etc.) 

Please analyze types, levels, and repetitions of complaints regarding agricultural cultivation vs. 
processing, and I or wineries (with and without events). I could find no mention of this distinction or the 
proportionate impact. There is a great deal of history to bring the types of impacts into focus, as well as 
identify areas or uses particularly prone to causi11g localized impacts. 

4 .1-3 9 MM 4 .1-2 What would the affects be of limiting types of operations that cause these impacts? 
Of limiting them in "sensitive" or already impacted areas? .

4. 1-40 Examine impacts of putting Ag processing and/or Ag support services in concentrated areas, _

possibly in USA's vs. throughout the county. 

How would clustering Ag support and/or processing facilities affect Ag and affect traffic? 

4.1-3 ditto MM 4.1-2 
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4.2-10 Why is analysis done relative to. speed as the primary measure of determii;Ing LO~? How 
would the outcome be different if safety, travel time> delays at seco!ldary mtersect1ons or 
continuous flow were used? 

4 .2-19 Is the change in Sonoma Cormty to San Francisco ridership due to auto use) transit ease (or lack: of 
ease), and/or changes in jobs? Please compare use of bus to rail line service provided by 
AMTRAK as au integrated system. How might ridership be improved? 

Please examine results of adding freight stops in the county (city or unincorporated) to alleviate some of 
1O1 traffic congestion, improve ai:r quality, offset costs of rail, etc. . 

4.2-26 It is stated that~' .. some roadways operate at LOS D, E, or Fin future and these LOS are 
acceptable due to a variety of circumstances .. u Please explain these circumstances and state how 
standards I policies can be applied equally/fairly if the same outcomes are not achieved. be improved 
tlu·ough modification of the policies? 

Please provide an evaluation of how speed standard use can be applied to evaluate safety standards 
(especially at ~ntersections and where there could be pedestrians and/or bicyclists). How is speed standard 
applied to protect pedestrians and bicyclists? How does the speed analysis compare to using travel time, 
or continuous flow as the analytical standard? 

4.2-29 How does speed as a standard identify intersection delays? 

The model forecasts volumes along with capacity of roadway segments - this can only be as accurate as 
projected growth in the area. Please include the maximum build out forecast including number of parcels, 

'a reasonably predictable percentage of Use Permits:- and ACCs with use of package treatment plants. 

Please analyze impacts of no .improvements due to lack of funding. This should be included in the more 
~'conservative'' Alternative. 

4.2-35 If traffic increases as a result of 'development and widening of Stony Point Road~', how does 
widening reduce traffic impacts over time? 

What are the impacts of extending Llano Road north through Ag lands, Laguna uplands;1 wetlands, etc? 

Do Policies CT-6xx and CT ... 6yy, CT-6zz, CT 6aaa, constitute mitigations? They ask for consideration of 
certain actions. How can this be quantified for impact analysis? Also CT-6bbb, CT-6ccc) CT-6ddd, CT-
6eee, etc. state {work with in considering .. ". Are these useful as mitigations? 

CT-3 .3 would allow a lower LOS if warranted by local environmental or community values. How will 
either be determined? What findings are required? \Vb.at will ensure this is consistently applied? 

4,2r45 & 46 Please analyze effects of alterations to on-ramps as traffic mitigations. It was studied in one 
of the myriad 101 Corridor groups and shown to be the most cost effective mitigation at that time, 

Draft GP 2020 contains a number of goals and polices that would "improve transit service in Sonoma 
County~': they would "promote", "work with'\ "support", and "strive to increase", How does this 
unenforceable language measurably ~'improve. transit service in Sonoma County?" 

What can be predicted for air quality in: the Santa Rosa plain I 101 corridor area, the Forestville I 116 
area, the airport I J.01 area, Dry Creek/ 101 area? 

Are there any projections of wood smoke impacts; including new regulations, or the effect of rising 
energy prices? 

4.3-4 What impacts can be predicted from new wastewater treatment plants in the nnincotporated area? 

What can be predicted to be the impacts of a water treatment facility for Lake Sonoma water? 

\Vhat are predictable impacts of continuing, and possible increased use of wastewater at the geysers? Are 
there potential seismic impacts? .Any impacts on water quality? Will any impacts increase if the geysers 
choose to meet their contractual agreement by using the clause that allows them to use/inject multiple 
years' wastewater in one yea:r? 
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4.3-12, 13, 14, 15 Same question re. language that uses words like "support" and llenco~rage' in 
Programs (how likely?). Are they considered mitigations? Would the state agency cons1der them 
adequate to meet their standards? 

OSRC-16h Requires certain uses to" ... incorporate air quality mitigations in their designs." To meet 

what standard, or set by when? 
4.4-3 Existing traffic volume is not based on Sonoma County realities. The Hbaseline" is a combination 
of data. and assumptions from Caltrans, DPW, consultant observations (were these studies?), statewide 
trends, consultant files and posted speeds. How accurate can the traffic noise predictions be over time? 
This is key information as the impact is based on the predictions made based on these assumptions, and 
''vehicular traffic is the largest contributor to noise levels in unincorporated Sonoma County.,, 

4.4-5 Quarry noise does not appear to be measured comparably. Sound is sometimes measured from the 
gate, sometimes from the center of the operation, .sometimes at the nearest 'sensitive receptor", from 
about 250 feet inside the entry gate and/or.sometimes at the property line. How can noise impacts be 
gauged or regulated equitably? There is no mention ·of the sound baseline, or if the studies were done 
during loudest days or relatively quiet days. (This question also applies to other noise producing uses -
Ex. 4.4-1) 
4.4-8 Were noise impacts at railroad stops analyzed? 
4.4~9 Wouldn't atmospheric effects that create noise exceedances still be a problem? What Policies 

could help alleviate the exceedances? 
4.4-10 The statement is made" .. do not appear .. " to create noise problems. What information is known 

to make this more quantifiable? 

Charts: 4.4-4 through 4.4-11 could benefit from addresses or cross streets. The ~~areas" mentioned are 
quite large and sound levels may vary widely. 

4.4-23 uNoise sensitive projects that do not require envirorunental review that may occur in close 
proximity to noise impacted roadways are not expected to be substantial in numbers." How do we 
know this? We are trying to encourage development densities, often along roads. 

4.4M27 Please evaluate the noise created by the Sonoma County airport. The fleet mix can be generally 
predicted by using the mix allowed by the GP A TE breakdown and by consulting the airport 
manager re. projected uses and contracts. 

How would limitations to hours of operation on certain types of aircraft improve airport noise impacts? 

Where are repetitive flood areas in Sonoma County that differ from outdated FEMA 100 year flood 
maps? 

4.5~2 Impacts, soil erosion... 
- refers to "no,, roads on slopes greater than 3 0% for discretionary permits; does this include all roads for 
any use? ' · 
How would establishing building standards for driveways (for example) improve soil erosion regulation 
through ministerial permits? 

What are siltation implications for water supply from Lake Sonoma? 

What are the expectations for road maintenance given erosion, expansive and creeping soils? How will 
this affect traffic expectations? What can be predicted relative to road maintenance in the GP time frame? 

4.5-8 " ... floods generally 3 to 4 days .. ~' Is this still true? Are there changes to receding waters? Recent 
weather pattern changes? What are the implications? 

'~Erosion and sedimentation in main stem is often associated with peak releases from dams.'; What are 
other causes? What are trends? 

4.5-12 Note: Santa Rosa's runoff and wastewater irrigation has historically contributed to degradation in 
the Laguna.~ in addition to Ag runoff. See studies done by NCWQCB and ACE. Cu11·cntly the 
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Laguna is an impaired body. Sebastopol' s plans for the city's NE quadrant are affected by Laguna 

flooding. 
4.5-16 Laguna should be included as listed. 
4.5-21 Please site recent studies that show where groundwater decline is a problem. Research is 
available. (SCW A/Kleinfelder) 
4.5-30 (this may be a small joke) What are the implications of the recent call for FEMA to be 
abandoned? (and therefore NFIP could be gone) What-local policies and/or programs would be needed? 
4.5~34 What is the predictable cumulative impact of development in GP scenarios of construction 911 sites 
under 1 acre in addition to the NPDES sites requiring a permit? 
4.5-39 Please provide the updated information on the Alexander Valley and Sonoma Valley studies 
(SCWA & USGS) that were to be completed in 2005 (four year studies). 
4.5-41 Please clarify water quality impact 4.5-1 - where is Ag processing addressed, and how is it 
distinguished from industrial uses in Ag lands? . 
4.5-42 How do policies that "foster better communication and coordination" improve water quality in 
any measurable way? Is recommending BPUs be implemented by the general public an effective, 
measurable policy? 
4.5-42 Please discuss the relationship of increased reliance on groundwater, and the potential for 
expanding or altering areas of contamination and plumes through altering the direction and/or rate of 
groundwater flow. 
WR-1 b" would reduce sediment and other pollutants" by preparation and implementation of a BPU 
manual. Until the manual is tvritten, and practices described - how can it be assured that the 
implementations will reduce sediment and other pollutants? 
WR- lg could '"lead to' new stonn water regulations. How can these regulations be credited as a 
mitigation when it is speculative that they would even be an outcome of WR-lg? 
Is Hseek to protect" by 4'coordination'' used as a mitigation? 
Is Hwork towards" new regulations vvithout a timeli11e.or thresholds a mitigation? 
WR-lj policy could potentfally involve stream restoration andfor the construction of wetlands. Is this a 
mitigatjon? 
WR-lh "encourage1 "consider'\ "avoid" to the '~maximum extent practicable" How would success be 
measured on any of the above ~olicies? 
4.5-45 If most Ag doesn't require a permit, how do we address water quality impacts cumulatively? 
4.5-48 \Vhat is predictable sediment runoff of soils from slopes below 35%? 
Given this year's weather experiences; how much stabilization of soils could be expected if there were 

· restriction on vegetation removal and/or replanting requirements? Are there any advantages to employing 
seasonal requirements? 
4.5-48 Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 states that policies that would subject agricultural production to 
discretionary permit requirements "may" risk the economic viability of agriculture. The alternative 
mitigations that are offered are described as '~more" feasible, yet a significant urunitigated impact remains. 
Since the discussion does not establish that such extra regulation is infeasible, and the alternative is not 
wholly effective, please provide greater discussion of what level of conditions could be done of Ag 
production without jeopardizing economic viability. 
4.5-50 How would encouraging pretreatment and waste load minimization reduce discharges of 

pollutants measurably? Policies WR-4a- WR-4o would encourage conservation and re-use, 
would generally contribute to a reduction, would help reduce the potential for water quality 
impacts . . . How do these un-enforceable policies ''assure" that impacts are reduced to a less than 

· sig11ificant level? 
In the Hsetting~~ section - evidence is not just "anecdotal". The county has the results of the Kleinfelder 
Report showing groundwater depletion in several study areas. Other areas may also be experiencing 
groundwater depletion but have not been studied. 

4.5-51 Assessment of groundwater resources in major basins was last performed in 1970 arid may not 
accurately represent existing conditions. How can we confidently Ot safely 1·ely on Class T; TT, TH and IV 
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designations for any Policies and/or mitigations? We know cities and other uses have been using more 
water over time as growth has occurred, and we do not have accurate techarge data. 
Please analyze the reliability of the Class 1, 11, 111 and 1 V water availability ~ystem currently, an~ 
suggest alternate methods of gauging water availability that would be more rehable. Please determme the 
trends of reliability for the four Class system. 

4.5-51 Given that "the majority of groundwater recharge occurs along streams" and "therefore, the 
protection of the remaining recharge areas for these important aquifers plays an important role in 
assuring long term sustainability in terms of both quality and quantity -

Large areas of Sonoma County contain soils with high clay content that have poor infiltration and 
recharge characteristics 0 or are underlain by hard bedrock fonnations, etc. In such areas, the majority of 
groundwater recharge occurs along streams. What is the impact of the 50% reduction of setbacks in these 
poor recharge areas? Additionally, the GP would allow more impervious surfaces (and highly 
compressed soils from some uses) - please factor in these changes. 

If it cannot be determined conclusively that current and future groundwater supply would be sufficient -
no assurance of surface or groundwater supply - what are the implications of exportation policies until 
such a determination can be credibly and reliably made? Please proved thresholds or Policy suggestions 
that would improve reliability for Sonoma County uses. 

4.5~54 The DEIR states that non-discretionary projects in Class 1 and Class 2 areas have lower 
requirements than Class 3 and 4 areas, and that this contributes to a significant unmitigated 
impact. Please include discussion of extending the requirements for discretionary projects in 
Class 3 and 4 to apply to Class 1 and 2 areas - or suggest thresholds or standards to reduce the 
SUI. Unless this is demonstrably infeasible, it should be pursued as fll11her mitigation. In 
addition1 given the remaining significant impact, please give consideration of the ability to 
regulate ministerial permits that can be governed by County Code provisions to implement similar 
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requirements. 

4.5-56 If there are no limits to some wells (no permits)~ how can saltwater intrusion be prevented from !
traveling further into Sonoma Cotmty? 

What is the predictable impact of the use of cities' and SCWA's emergency wells as standard supply ]
wells over time? 

V/hat is the likely impact of cities drilling and using new wells for their needs - on local Ag and/ or 
residential wells? 

\Vhat is the likely impact of increased areas of compacted soils?. Along streams or over wetland recharge I
ars _eas?tl DEIR d' th.. f' h 'b ai· . . b h d' - . mce 1e iscusses e actors t at contn ute to s me mtrus10n ut t en rnrn1sses any 1mpact 
based upon the relatively low densities in these rural areas. please examine potential causes and effects of 
accelerating or contributing to intrusion. Given the extensive agricultural uses in these areas1 the 
residential densities are not the greatest concern but the large agticultural wells could clearly be a factor 
(page 4.5-54) and the impact should be shown as potentially significant with a discussion of mitigation 
options. How will increasing saltwater intrusion affect Ag uses in the area? . 
4.5~60 Historical flood data arid maps used during planning and review processes do not illustrate current 

conditions. How can. they Hensure" development would not exacerbate flooding problems? 
4.5-61 If a farmer brought in fertilizer and spread it would it increase flooding? If gravel was used to 
improve a roadway at what point would that increase flooding? 

What are the implications of using repetitive flooding areas over the designated 100 year flood areas? 
Would number of A.CC Lots in flood areas increase f1ood hazards/impacts? \V11at policies could mitigate 
(feasibly) residences allowed on Lots established through ACCs? 
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r ?\ease assess groundwater availabHity trer.ds, Also predtctable groundwater demands. (Lo¼a, d~s':1kd_ 
 by type/quantity of use, times water demand w .xiald use the same ir..formatkm from growth pred1c11ons? J 

?lease examine the impacts of reduction of Russian River flows on groundwater and also or. ·wells -
i~duding SCWA's and_pdvate weJls. 
\Vba: would lrnpact:s be of droughts? Whai mitigations wouid be .requjred foitiaUy a;nC. over time? 

How will irrigation with waste.,,vater affect agricultural soils m1d water qualify ever tune? 

Wha: will impac: of increased use of package treatmer~t plants be 9.n agriculmral soiis over tim.e? What 
would the predictable cost ofrerr.ediation be? 

· \\'hat cou:c be predicted to be developments' co~tributions to .groundwa~er depletion? . , 
The DEIR acknowledges changes w drainage patterns. \\'hat 1s the predictable c1.ur.s.1lat1ve nupr;ct of 
developm~nt reJated tc watersheds'? (see Ventura Couo.ty_; 

 Please extend the BA WQCB .comments/questions to iuc!ude t.he entire county where ever posstble. 

Hydrology 4.5-40 
Why is there no stated goal of not to going intc adjudication?. 
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loB [ V.1hat is considered "critical !llliSS'i for Ag support': Dairies have been impacted by lack of support 4.s-2 

services -won't the sar:ie be true for other A.g production (even beyond grapes), 
Alt~ough limited acres wouki be lost to tou.-r:ist facil:ities- what would the impact be regarding 

4&-3 ct>Jmging the economic emphasis? At what poinc would Sonoma Coumy be more reliant on 
tourh;rn than on Ag production 7 

 \Vhat is the predictable reHabHity of '"''ater sources given ;:he changing situation wlth the Eel Ri'ver, Potter 
Valley and hydro-electric regulations? 

 What would be the impacts. of an extension of the ARM piar1 to allow ,e.o-:1tinuins gavel extr~'i:lor.s b or 
near the Russian River? 

What JS the actual nu..'111,er of affected acres if Draft GP strea::n setbacks were imple...-nentcd') i.e. Reduce 
the number by areas inside urban areas, inside clttes, those acres already under cultivation, those areas 
that can:1ot be used for Ag crops (i,e, timber, steep slopes1 etc.) and other areas where setbacks would not 
1m:.Ur ct..ltivation - halving setb~ck areas -wbere Ag receives a 501;.'0 reductio~ 
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11 S L OSRC• 7b(J) Address the effects of determining cumulative impacts as part cf site assessment 

OSRC-7c Provide a definition of "larger :ninisteria: permits" and \\<hat an interim threshold might ':::,e 
for warranting a referral to ri:gu!atQry agencies, and possible site assessment. 

OSRC w:~.a: are the i.ong term impacts of not requi:nng farther site assessmem i:;' evidence of 7d 
spcc1al .. status species are discovered during permit review or she inspection? 

OSRC-7i What are the cumulative impacts cf habitat loss and co:iversior.'! 
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!11 [
·.•· OSRC-7n How can 1;;xisting mapping be impn:::ved rCJ meet the goal of improvir:g protection for 

valky oak habitat'? 

0SRC-8c(12) Define habi~at '·valu.esn in the reference to "functio:-.s.'1 in protecting riparian habitat 

OSRC-8c(13) ¥/hath: the intent of mitigation options toward acf.Jcving no net loss of sensitive riparian 
iiabitat? What can be predicted over time? 

OSRC Program: \V'hat is the impact if program 7 ls not implemented? 

How v,.ill Sor.oma County monitor effectively to sec if BPUs-realiy work here (Le. measure sedirm:·n~ 
yie!d for one vs. anotb.er to fluG the best designs) 

4.9-26 Public Service- futme water supply 
V/hat are season~ impacts - SCWA says it can meet the needs of its Conti.acts, bet does::i't discuss 
seasm~al flcctuatmns, , 
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There was no mention of the Eel River) etc_ unresolved conflicts, .also Lake Sonoma was assumed as 
supply source but there is no timeline or fundi11g for implementation. How will this be reconciled? 

How can goal to reduce groundwater use be implemented if there is an exception for WAC contractors? 

How will this effect neighboring wells? 

What role should Urban Water Management Plan (SCWA) play? How will it affect water supply in the 
unincorporated areas? 
\Vhat would be impacts of wastewater re-use? Could it induce growth? 
If wastewater is offered for agricultural use; who ovvns the wastewater (how will rights be transferred), 
and how does it relate to the SCW A contracts? . 

How can climate change predictably affect soil moisture, runoff, evapo-transpiration, etc? 

State Planning Law & counties regulate uncertain risks already (i.e. FEMA, faults, etc). The county 
seems to regulate against statistical probability; please provide analysis of drought circumstances (3 yeru-, 
6 year~ etc) 

WR 3.S Ties land use to water) talks about a moratorium., but without standards, please provide 
reasonable criteria, thresholds 

4.5-33 Water- under what circumstances could a short term water emergency can be declared? Given 
that cities are already using their "emergency" wells, etc. 
If the SCW A is in conflict with county groundwater management goals and puts cities in the same 
position by requiring them to use groundwater - how can this be resolved to prevent inconsistency .

4.5-3 AG . 
The proposed policy regarding runoff rate on Ag land only applies to slopes over 35%. How many acres 
are under cultivation that are over 35% slope? \Vhat would be the measurable impact of this mitigation? 
How much could be achieved with use of a lesser slope standard? 

"Reduced Alternative" (a "reduced project", mitigated) recommends things not in the DGP - including 
mitigations like road improvements. How much of the Reduced Alternative is likely to be done? How 
many of the Programs from the 1989 GP were achieved? Is it more or less likely that the GP2020 
programs will be implemented? 

The septic section doesn't acknowledge new state standards :
WR 1-P Please examine naturally occurring contami11ation "evaluate & consider" language 
Please research any instances of toxic plumes 

~lease include Mark West Creek flowing into the Russian River. Please list all creeks as part of the entir
mtegrated watershed_ · _

Please analyze sew A} Ag and other users of surface water, including uses below Lake Mendocino whi
affect Sonoma County's water supply. _..
Please update the Laguna~ s cw-rent listing status using the most recent listing of impairments. :
6 .1 How will the goal of city centered growth be achieved if package treatment plants become more 
prevalent? In combination with ACC Lots? What is the predictable trend in cost of PTPs if more are 
used? 

What is predictable increase in traffic by 2020 if exportation of solid waste becomes a permanent 
solution? Will there be any energy impacts due to loss of methane production? 

Where will performance standards be defined? 

What are standards of significance 

Please integrate stream. segments in order to more accurately analyze cumulative impacts. ] 
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l-f U [When programs were not implemented from 1989 GP -a:e they identified? Is the ''no project'' 

alternative the "status quo'' including the old programs ~ implemented or not? 

How is an '<emergency" rel. to water use defined: What is the threshold in Class I, II, III, & IV water 
rnaps? 
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[ 
what is the County's Planning Departmenf s role in water supply planning? How much can water supply 
and/or wastewater treatment affect land uses and visa versa? 

What policies should be enacted during interim to avoid unintended consequences? 

When using the word "encourage', is there a standard to be met? Bow can mitigation be determined? 

How does UWMP evaluate and I or acknowledge unincorporated area well users? If it does not] where is 

it done? 
What are predictable ti-ends in use of geothermal fields re. energy supply? Seismic activity? What are the 
implications? 
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gravel cannot be extracted within Sonoma Co\.Ulty to meet the county's needs - what are the 
. implications? (roads, air quality, water quality) 

What are predictable impacts of continuing floods on gravel pits and surrounding land uses along the 
Russian River? · 

Given the ''70%'' predictability of a major earthquake what timetable for improvements should be 
adopted? What types of avoidance policies might optimize human safety? 

 What are landslides likely to cost in road maintenance over the next 20 years? What policies could reduce 
the cost? Also subsidence, settlement and erosion? 

~,,What can be predicted relative to flood plains if erosion and siltation continue? How will prime Ag lands 

'Sf 

l 5 
<I"\ ["
et-

7 
[ 

_j 

[
""

f f:)if 

[, and soils likely be affected? 

Climate change predictions for Sonoma County include greater rainfall over shorter duration (more 
intense storms). What policies could avoid impacts to the maximum extent feasible? 

 How will tourism be affected by LOS F traffic? 
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Given historical changes in agriculture in Sonoma County - what would predictable and allowable uses of 
, processing facilities, tourism facilities, etc. be for wineries if winery facilities were no longer viable for 
that use? , 

What are likely impacts on agricultural production (growers) if more grapes from Sonoma County are 
rocessed and bottled in Sonoma County? What would be predictable traffic impacts, if any? 
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Please updat~ t~e section on water supply to re~ect ~e current conditions. Please include impacts of 
urban and D1stnct wells on county's Ag and res1dent1al well users_ What can be expected to be the impact 
of transition from emergency wells to more permanent use (SR and/or SCWA) on Sebastopol wells? 

How could TDR's be best iised7 Any opportunities in Community Separators? To affect ACCs? 

What advantages does the Russian River Watershed Council's Watershed Management Plan provide the 
county for long term planning? 

What are impacts over time of reuse of wastewater produced by package treatment plants? What is likely 
cost of remediation for failure? 
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- U [-Can irrigation and/or frost protection with wastewater predictably affect water quality? Are there soils 

that are more susceptible to negative impacts? . 

 Typo: 
Pg. 4.1-28 fourth paragraph fourth line; .. voters in !very city ... 
Pg. 4.2-29 Ely Road ... where necessary from Old Redwood Highway .... 
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Lakeville highway - . . . four lanes from the City of Petaluma Hill Road to Highway 3 7 . 
(is it from the City or from Petaluma Hill Road or something else?) 

Pg 4.3~1 second paragraph, second sentence; (is it a sentence?) "The coastal mountain ranges from
several valleys with varying climate regimes." 
Pg 4.4-8 third paragraph, last line: ... type_of vehicle ... 
4.5-11 Final paragraph, 6th line: '' .. Elevations in range from 50 ... 

I give up .... 
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enise Peter - Knights Valley Noise Evaluation 

n 11Michael Grable" 
o: 11 'Denise Peter'u <DPETER@sonoma-county.org>,'-Sbriggs l@sonoma-county.org> 
ate: 03/28/2006 6:38 PM 
ubj ect: Knights Valley Noise Evaluation 

enise, 

:;r our last conversation, and with input from neighbors, I feel the following locations would be good 
~presentatives for a current noise level evaluation: 

• Corner of Franz Valley Rd. and Hwy 128 
• 18655 Foss Hill Road 
• 17050 Highway 128 
• Corner of Ida Clayton and Hwy 128. 

1 addition, given the unique topography of Knights Valley, many suggested the following be considered: 

• Measure peak values as well as averaged values (I am certain I have never been startled by an averaged 
value noise) 

• Echoes, echoes, echoes - is there a way to measure/capture this effect 
• Measure must include a weekend to be accurate 
• ies plan take into account the impact of extended projects - Caltrans project # 04-209914 is due to 

gin in Knights Valley and is scheduled to last over 800 days - I will forward project details by mail. 

s I have mentioned in the past, I am more than happy to assist with any of the above - just let me know what I 
:in do. Thank you again for your help with this matter. 

iichael Grable 

le://C:\Docurnents and Settings\dpeter\LocaJ Settings\Temp\GW}OOOOJ .HTM 
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For the Public Record 

February 14, 2006 

General Plan 2020 Citizen Advisory Committee 
PRMD Sonoma County 
Planning Commissioners 
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma 
County General Plan 

Dear Members of the Citizens Advisory Committee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) of the proposed Sonoma County General Plan. Town Hall Coalition, with a 
membership of 2,500 Sonoma County citizens, is joined in submitting these comments by 
multiple county-wide neighborhood and non-profit public interest groups. 

The DEIR is legally inadequate in a number of ways. Our detailed comments below 
explicitly address the DEIR's omissions, faulty reasoning, and inadequacies. 
The DEIR identifies 78 impacts in its analysis. Of these, 43 are identified as significant 
before recommended mitigation measures are incorporated. If these additional 
recommended mitigation measures are incorporated, the number of significant 
unavoidable impacts including loss of farmlands and habitat lands is reduced to 38. 

This DEIR is deficient in that it does not address cumulative impacts, including potential 
conversion of agricultural lands to other uses, conversion of forests to other uses, and the 
sprawling development of agricultural processing and support uses in rural lands through 
out the county with no infrastructure. 

• What is the cumulative impact of forest conversion in Site Class III forestlands 
and in the approximately 64,000 acres of forests not covered in the Forest 
Conversion Ordinance? What impact does forest conversion have on water 
quality and quantity? What impact does forest conversion have on habitat for a 
diversity of species including pollinators necessary for agricultural production? 
What impact does forest conversion have on siltation and turbidity which destroys 
steelhead and salmon spawning grounds? 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

• What positive impact does protecting forests have on providing carbon sinks and 
providing cooling capacity to reduce global wanning? 

• How many acres could potentially be converted to other uses under the new 
Forest Conversion Ordinance? What benefit would there be to the environment if 
Site Class III and the remainder of Sonoma County forestland was included in the 
Timber Conversion Ordinance? 

• What is the cumulative impact of conversion of agricultural lands into minor and 
major residential subdivisions? What is the cumulative impact when this is 
combined with other development in each of these specific areas: traffic, ground 
water, water contamination from septic, water penneability from pavement, etc? 
What is the impact of permitting subdivisions within Agricultural Lands only 
when a proposed subdivision can be demonstrated to preserve agriculture and not 
negatively impact the viability of adjoining lands mitigate this? 

• What is the cumulative impact on public health and safety and the environment of 
the build-out of all the potential agricultural processing and support uses in all 
three of the agricultural lands and rural residential lands deemed suitable for 
agriculture? 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze alternatives. Under CEQA, an EIR must analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives. We believe that there is an alternative to sprawling 
agricultural processing and support services in rural areas with no infrastructure 
throughout the county. 

• The DEIR must include the alternative impact of creating agricultural processing 
and support services districts located in areas where there is adequate 
infrastructure such as industrial processing facilities, sewer, water, roads, 
telecommunication, police and fire protection? What is the impact of requiring 
agricultural processing and support services to be located in these areas? 

• What is the impact of limiting agricultural processing and winery uses and 
support services in agricultural land to those that would not generate significant 
impacts on the environment and public health and safety? 

The DEIR is faulty and ii does not identify or address the significant environmental 
impacts in many areas. We respectfully request that the DEIR list significant 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures in the following sections: 

4.8-1 Conversions of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural uses. Implementation 
of the Draft GP 2020 would result in conversions of both County and State 
designated farmlands to non-agricultural uses. This is a significant impact. We 
request that the DEIR address the following impacts and list specific mitigation 
measures. 

• Based on the number of recent applications for minor and major subdivisions on 
agricultural lands, there is a significant impact to agricultural production when the 
land is divided into smaller parcels and developed for residential use. How many 
new lots can be created on agricultural land? 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

• How many new housing units can be built, including estate homes and guest 
houses and residential support services in these areas? 

• How many wells and septic systems will be needed to support these new 
residential uses and what impacts will this have on the water table? 

• What assumptions did the DEIR make in analyzing the impacts of minor and 
major subdivision parcels on agricultural lands for purposes of traffic, air quality, 
biotic resources, soil permeability and other impacts? 

• What will be the impact on ongoing agricultural uses if these units are permitted 
(e.g. replace units needed for agricultmal families and workers; create conflicts 
with agricultural uses, etc.). Potentially significant impacts of this policy must be 
addressed or the policy changed to require that new residential units on 
agricultural parcels be accessory to agricultural pmposes. 

4.8~2 Agricultural Processing and Support Uses. 

Implementation of the Draft GP 2020 would result in the development of agricultural 
support uses including processing services and storage on agricultural lands and would 
therefore remove a portion of the county's agricultural lands from agricultural production.
However, due to the limited acreage that would be removed as well as policies and 
programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 regulating such development, this would be a 
less-than-significant impact. We disagree. The impact would be massively significant. 
The DEIR has failed to address a major impact to public health and safety and the 
environment in this section. 

• The General Plan allows "unlimited" agricultural processing and "support uses" 
sprawled on rural agricultural lands outside the city limits throughout the County 
in areas where there is absolutely no infrastructure. Agricultural processing and 
support services can include bottling factories, processing services; storage 
buildings; parking lots; tank farms; pumping stations; garages and outside areas 
for mechanical and equipment repair, etc. These "support uses,, must be 
sufficiently defined or capped to comply with State law and to allow analysis of 
potential impacts in the General Plan DEIR. 

• What is the additional impact on traffic, roads, and public health and safety of 
importing and processing agricultural products that are not grown on site and 
where no crops are grown? 

• What is the impact on traffic, air pollution, roads, public health and safety and 
quality of product if the grapes or other crops are grown outside of Sonoma 
County and processed in the county in the form of industrial agricultural 
processing factories? 

• What is the build-out capacity of agricultural processing and wine-related uses, ·~-
including support uses? Please provide detailed information about the scale, type 
and quantity of agricultural support and winery uses as permitted by the General 
Plan. 

• How many wells and how much water is needed to support the agricultural 
processing and support uses? What is the impact on the water table and existing 
wells on surrounding properties? 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

• How many acres of septic systems, leach fields and holding ponds will need to be 
constructed to support all of the potential agricultural processing and support 
services in the unincorporated areas? What are the impacts on potable drinking 
water, ground water, streams, creeks, and other waterways? 

• How much traffic will these uses generate throughout the unincorporated areas of 
the County? It appears that the traffic analysis separately analyzed the traffic 
impacts associated from other development allowed in the General Plan. Was an 
analysis completed that included both full build-out of agricultural and wine
related uses and all other land uses? If so, where can that analysis be found in the 
DEIR? 

• How will agricultural processing plants and related uses impact the quality of life 
of the surrounding properties and neighbors including traffic, noise, water, biotic 
resources, etc. We believe that this will have a significant impact. We request data 
to support findings in the DEIR. 

• The DEIR does not identify "in the local area" as it relates to agricultural products 
being processed and grown or raised" in the local area". There would be 
significant impacts if the local area were defined as Northern California or all of 
California. The DEIR must define local area and discuss impacts related to 
processing products imported from various distances such as Sonoma County, 
Northern California, Chile, etc. 

4.8-3 Agricultural Tourism 

Implementation of the Draft GP 2020 would result in the development of visitor-serving 
uses on agricultural lands and would therefore convert a portion of the county's 
agricultural lands to these uses. However, due to the limited acreage that would be lost as 
well as policies and programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 regulating such 
development, this would be a less-than-significant impact. We disagree with this 
conclusion. There would be massive severe adverse environmental and public health and 
safety impacts if these policies are allowed to go forward in the General Plan. The DEIR. 
must address the following significant impacts and list mitigation measures for each of 
these adverse impacts: 

• Identify "in the local area". What is meant by "agricultural products grown or 
processed in the local area"? Where is the local area? The DEIR can not 
address the impacts if the "local area" is not defined. 

• The DEIR must identify the adverse impact from small scale lodging and 
outdoor recreational uses, bed and breakfast inns of five or fewer rooms, 
campground of up to 30 sites in Diverse Agriculture and Land Extensive 
Agriculture. What is the build-out potential and what are the cumulative 
impacts for these facilities? Where in the DEIR is the traffic, septic, well, and 
parking lot study for the potential build-out of these facilities in rural areas of 
the county with no infrastructure? What is the impact on public health and 
safety and quality of life for the neighboring property owners, residents, 
biotic resources, etc.? What is the adverse impact on financial activities other 
than agriculture? 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

• The DEIR must address the cumulative impact of allowing the development 
of wine tasting bars; commercial kitchens and eating facilities; commercial 
stores selling tourist souvenirs and other items; event facilities; and indoor 
and outdoor music and dance halls on agricultural land sprawled throughout 
the county where there is no infrastructure. What is the impact to traffic, 
water, air, biotic resources, and public health and safety? What is the 
potential build-out and cumulative impact if every eligible property has 
agricultural processing and support uses and agricultural tourism in all of the 
agriculture zones including diverse agriculture, intensive agriculture and rural 
residential? 

:J.. 7 

4.8-4 Timberland Conversion 

Implementation of the Draft GP 2020 could result in the conversion of timberland to non
timber uses. However, the acreage of timberland converted to non-timber uses would be 
relatively small and would be a less-than significant impact. We disagree. Conversion of 
forests will result in a significant environmental impact. The DEIR does not adequately 
address the benefits of leaving the forest standing such as: habitat for a variety of species, 
healthy watershed for water quality and quantity, cooling to reduce global warming, etc. 

• Then DEIR must be amended to reflect the new Timber Conversion 
Ordinance. 

• The DEIR fails to list the beneficial impacts of healthy forests other than 
timberland. \¥hat are the benefits of leaving healthy forested watersheds? 

• How many acres of forest have no protection and can be converted without a 
use permit under the new Timberland Conversion Ordinance? 

• How many acres of forest can be converted to other uses with a use permit in 
the new Timber Conversion Ordinance? 

• What alternatives have been proposed in the DEIR to protect the forestlands 
such as: include Site Class III forests in the protected section of the Timber 
Conversion Ordinance and include protection of the forestland left out of the 
ordinance. 

• The DEIR must clearly define "public benefit" when converting forests to 
other uses. Once public benefit is clearly defined then the DEIR can discuss 
mitigation measures to address the significant impact of deforestation. 

6.3 Significant Unavoidable Impacts 

4.1-2 Land use conflicts between Agricultural and Residential/Urban Uses 

• Implementation of the Draft GP 2020 would result in the intrusion of industrial, 
commercial, entertainment, and other development into agricultural and forestlands in 
established rural neighborhoods. This intrusion of industrial and commercial 
development would be incompatible with farming, conservation easements, and other 
non-intrusive land uses. Both residential intrusion and urban uses at the fringe may 
result in land use conflicts and land use incompatibility. The creation of Agricultural 
Support Service Areas with adequate infrastructure and prohibition of industrial and 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

commercial development in rural lands with no infrastructure would mitigate these 
impacts. The DEIR must include a section on the alternative solution to this 
significant unavoidable impact such as the creation of Agricultural Processing and 
Support Service Areas where there is adequate infrastructure. 

4.1-3 Incompatible Land Uses in the Rural Area 

Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 would result in changes in 
land use type, density, and scale within rural areas and generate land use 
incompatibilities. While policies and programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 would 
reduce such incompatibilities, this would be a significant impact. 
• There have been several disastrous changes in land use policy in Sonoma County. 

The DEIR must address the definition of "agriculture". What changes would occur if 
the old definition of "agriculture", as in the growing of crops, was returned to the 
general plan? Wine factories, tasting room bars, dance and music event halls, tank 
farms, tourist souvenir shops, bed and breakfast hotels, commercial kitchens and 
eating facilities, trailer parks and campgrounds, and other "support services" would 
not be allowed on rural agricultural lands where there is no infrastructure. These 
developments would be located in areas where they belong such as industrial and 
commercial zones, etc. The DEIR must address the alternatives to mitigate this 
significant impact 

The DEIR is inadequate under CEQA. 

The DEIR is inadequate because it fails to provide sufficient information to enable 
informed decision-making by the County, the public, and the permitting agencies (see 
numerous examples below). CEQA requires that an EIR provide enough analysis and 
detail about environmental impacts to enable decision-makers to make intelligent 
judgments in light of the environmental consequences of their decisions. See CEQA 
Guidelines§ 15151; Kings County Fann Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d 692 
(1990). Under the law, the lead agency must make a good faith effort to fully disclose the 
environmental impacts of the project. This requirement cannot be met unless the project 
is adequately described and existing setting information is complete. See County of Inyo 
v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199 (1977). Both the public and decision
makers need to fully understand the implications of the choices presented by the project, 
mitigation measures, and alternatives. See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents 
of University of California (Laurel Heights I), 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (1988). 

The DEIR also defers information about project-related and cumulative impacts, 
mitigation measures and alternatives. This approach is clearly improper and 
unacceptable given the types of activities and irreversible environmental harm that will 
result from the initial approval of the General Plan by the Board of Supervisors. 

The DEIR fails to adequately describe the project and project setting. 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

Complete and accurate project description information is a prerequisite to adequately 
analyzing and disclosing a number of project-related and cumulative impacts including, 
but not limited to: demand for services, traffic, jobs-housing balance, water use, water 
quality, loss of farmland, loss of habitat land, placement of agricultural processing, 
industrial, and commercial on agriculture land with no infrastructure among other 
impacts. A revised project description must include specific information about the project 
to allow full disclosure and analysis of all potentially significant impacts. 

In addition to project description information, the DEIR fails to provide all of the setting 
inf01mation necessary to support an adequate analysis of project and cumulative impacts. 
Setting information missing from the DEIR" which must be included in a revised DEIR 
includes, but is not limited to, the list below. A revised DEIR should include this 
information and identify any new significant or more severe impacts as a result of its 
inclusion. 

The DEIR's analysis of environmental impacts is inadequate. 

The DEIR' s analysis of environmental impacts fails to provide the necessary facts and 
analysis to allow the County, the agencies and the public to make an informed decision 
concerning the project and project alternatives. Without such detail, the DEIR is deficient 
under CEQA. The role of the EIR is to make manifest a fundamental goal ofCEQA: to 
"inform the public and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their 
decisions before they are made." Laurel Heights I, 6 Cal.4th at 1123. To do this, an EIR 
must contain facts and analysis, not merely bare conclusions. See Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 (1990). Any conclusion regarding the 
significance of an environmental impact not based on analysis of the relevant facts fails 
to achieve CEQA's informational goal. The DEIR contains conclusions regarding 
environmental impacts, unsupported by facts and necessary analysis. Furthermore, the 
DEIR attempts to defer analysis of project components and environmental impacts to a 
later date. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to hydrology, drainage, and water 
quality. 

The DEIR's analyses project-related and cumulative impacts to hydrology, drainage and 
water quality are flawed for a number of reasons. Because a number of proposed land 
uses are not sufficiently defined to analyze their impacts, impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality are underestimated. These include conversion of agricultural lands, 
conversion of forest land, and development of wine processing factories and support 
industry in rural areas with no infrastructure. The DEIR fails to identify all feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives capable of reducing significant impacts associated 
with hydrology and water quality. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts to biological resource
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

The biological analysis section of the DEIR is inadequate for numerous reasons, 
including, but not limited to the following: First, the DEIR concludes that a number of 
potentially significant impacts to biological resources, including the reduction of existing 
wildlife or fish habitat, contribute to habitat fragmentation, and result in obstruction of 
movement opportunities and wildlife corridors. Forest conversion, habitat fragmentation, 
and obstruction of wildlife corridors are a significant impact. The DEIR does not 
adequately describe the applicable policies contained in the Draft GP 2020 that would 
serve to partially address these impacts. It does not list the number of specific biological 
resources, number of acres of wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation that would be 
significantly impacted and therefore there is no discussion of alternatives to reduce the 
impact. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts to water supplies and 
water supply facilities. 

The DEIR's analysis of impacts to water supply is inadequate for at least the following 
reasons: First, the DEIR fails to fully describe project-related and cumulative water 
demand, including demand by foreseeable growth and impacts on existing water users. 
As a result, impacts related to water supply and water delivery in Urban Service Areas 
and Rural Private Domestic water systems, small municipal and agricultural wells are 
underestimated. 

Second, the DEIR does not describe all likely sources of new water, and therefore fails to 
identify the significant impacts associated with development of new water, water 
distribution and storage facilities needed to serve new growth, industrial development, 
and wine processing in rural areas with no infrastructure. 

DEIR lacks "analysis" of cumulative water impacts and simply concludes that impacts 
will be significant. The DEIR states that due to the lack of comprehensive information 
regarding the county's groundwater resources, it is uncertain if groundwater supplies 
would be sufficient to meet future demand for water in rural areas. 

A revised analysis must provide additional information about the total countywide water 
demand and potential new supplies. Based on this information, what are the impacts 
associated with new water development necessary to serve proposed new development 
without adversely impacting environmental resources and ground and surface water 
sources? If water imports are a source of water, please disclose the out-of-county impacts 
associated with such water transfers. 

The DEIR fails to address climate change and global warming. 

Climate change issues should be addressed because they may be the largest issues the 
County has to deal with in the 21st Century, affecting oil and gas supplies whlch drive the 
entire economy, and potential temperature changes which could cause extreme weather 
events such as flooding, drought, sea level rise, water scarcity and more. 

Page 8of12 



Town Hall Coalition Comments 
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The DEIR fails to address the impact of development in the County on climate change 
and global warming. There are no proposed mitigation measures for impacts caused by 
climate change and global warming in the County. 

We request a section be added to the General Plan on climate change and global 
warming. A new Goal should be added to, "Reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the 
County 25% below 1990 levels by 2015." This is the goal adopted by the Sonoma 
County Board of Supervisors for both county internal operations and for the community 
at large, including private businesses and residences. New policies to implement the goal
include the.following: 
1) Include greenhouse gas emission impacts in all CEQA reviews done by and for the 
County of Sonoma 
2) All County of Sonoma Board of Supervisor actions will address the greenhouse gas 
impacts of the action 
3) The County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors will annually issue a report to the public 
on the County's progress toward its countywide greenhouse gas emission reduction goal 

The DEIR's analysis of impacts to other essential public services is inadequate. 

The DEIR 's analysis of impacts associated with wastewater flows and wastewater 
treatment facilities on rural lands with no infrastructure is inadequate. The DEIR fails to 
describe the impacts of the construction of new wastewater facilities and the expansion or
retrofitting of existing facilities. Eliminating or further limiting agricultmal processing 
and support services development would reduce public service demands. Moreover, by 
concentrating development, infrastructure expansion would also be curbed, thereby 
further reducing significant impacts associated with new and expanded services. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze cumulative impacts. 

The DEIR utterly fails to analyze cumulative impacts in the manner or to the degree 
required by CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 
or increase other environmental impacts." CEQA Guidelines§ 15355(a). "[I]ndividual 
effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects." 

A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular project over time and 
must consider the impact of the project combined with other projects causing related 
impacts, including past, present, and probable future projects. Projects currently under 
environmental review unequivocally qualify as reasonably probable future projects to be 
considered in a cumulative impacts analysis. See San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth 
v. City and County of San Francisco, 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 74 & n. 13 (1984). In addition, 
projects anticipated beyond the near future should be analyzed for their cumulative effect 
if they are reasonably foreseeable. See Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm'n, 13 
Cal.3d 263, 284 (1975). Alternatively, an EIR may utilize a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or 
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DEIR-General Plan 2020 

evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any 
such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location 
specified by the lead agency. The discussion of cumulative impacts must include a 
summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects, a 
reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts, and full consideration of all feasible 
mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid any significant cumulative effects of a 
proposed project. 

The cumulative impacts concept recognizes that "(t]he full environmental impact of a 
proposed ... action cannot be gauged in a vacuum." Whitman v. Board of Supervisors, 88 
Cal.App.3d 397, 408 (1097). The requirement of a cumulative impacts analysis of a 
project's regional impacts is considered a "vital provision" of CEQA. Bozung, 13 Cal.3d 
at 283. Moreover, an EIR must examine not only the anticipated cumulative impacts, but 
also reasonable options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to significant 
cumulative impacts. The DEIR does not meet the requirements. 

A revised DEIR must identify a meaningful geographic study area and projects within 
that study area as a basis for analyzing cumulative impacts to land use, biological 
resources, transportation, hydrology and drainage, growth inducement, public services 
and facilities, among others. The revised DEIR must describe and ideally map the 
relevant study area for each impact analysis. For example, for biological resources, the 
study area should include all areas in the region, which contain the same impacted 
habitats and species and corridors, at a minimum. Without this level of analysis, a 
conclusion that the project will result in acceptable losses to habitat, species and wildlife 
corridors cannot be supported. For traffic, the geographic study area should at a 
minimum, include the areas where trips will be initiated and end, including employee 

!ips to and from their homes, and recreation trips to the area. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze cumulative impacts. 

In addition to relying on a far too small geographic study area, the level of analysis in the 
DEIR's cumulative impacts analysis is far too cursory. An EIR must include objective 
measurements of a cumulative impact when such data are available or can be produced 
by further study and are necessary to ensure disclosure of the impact. See Kings County, 
221 CaLApp.3d at 729. Despite this mandate, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze a 
number of cumulative impacts, including, but not limited to, impacts to biological 
resources, water quality and drainage, policy consistency, services, traffic, growth 
inducement, among others. 

Conclusions reached in the DEIR concerning the significance of cumulative impacts are 
flawed and devoid of any real analysis, including the lack of adequate study areas. 
Moreover, the DEIR fails to explore the full range of mitigation measures that could 
potentially reduce cumulative impacts below a level of significance. An EIR must 
examine reasonable options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to 
cumulative impacts. 
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The DEIR fails to identify feasible mitigation measures. 

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be identified and analyzed. "The purpose of an 
environmental impact report is ... to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized ... 11 Pub. Res. Code§ 21061. The Supreme Court has 
described the mitigation and alternative sections of the EIR as the "core" of the document. 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal. 3d 553 (1990). As explained 
below, the DEIR's identification and analysis of mitigation measures, like its analysis 
throughout, is thoroughly inadequate. An EIR is inadequate if it fails to suggest 
mitigation measures, or if its suggested mitigation measures are so undefined that it is 
impossible to evaluate their effectiveness. See San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. 
City and County of San Francisco, 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79 (1984 ). Moreover, an EIR may 
not use the inadequacy of its impacts review to avoid mitigation: 'The agency should not 
be allowed to hide behind its own failure to collect data." Sundstrom v. County of 
Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 361 (1988). Nor may the agency use vague mitigation 
measures to avoid disclosing impacts. See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County 
of Stanislaus, 48 Cal.App.4th 182, 195 (1996). Lastly, the formulation of mitigation 
measures may not properly be deferred until after Project approval; rather, 'lm]itigation 
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or legally 
binding instruments. 11 14 CCR§ 15126.4 (a). In the present case, the DEIR does not come 
close to satisfying these basic CEQA requirements regarding impact mitigation. Most 
egregiously, it fails to identify feasible mitigation measures in the form ofland use 
changes and policies capable of reducing and/or eliminating significant impacts. 

The DEIR's consideration of mitigation is inadequate because it fails to identify several 
feasible measures that could reduce or eliminate identified significant impacts. The 
Section 6.3 Significant Unavoidable Impacts is inadequate. There are known mitigation 
measures that would eliminate or reduce to less-than significant level by these mitigation 
measures. Also, the DEIR fails to identify some impacts, such as impacts to land use, 
public services and water quality among others, as significant, and therefore omits 
identification of feasible mitigation. 

Mitigation is defined by CEQA as including: 

· (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation. 
( c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment. · 
( d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 
( e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

Conclusion 
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Town Hall Coalition Comments 
DEIR-General Plan 2020 

As set forth above, the DEIR suffers from numerous deficiencies, many of which would 
independently render it inadequate under CEQA. Taken as a whole, the deficiencies of 
the DEIR are so pervasive as to necessitate extensive revision of the document and 
recirculation for public comment. We believe that the majority of defects in the DEIR can 
be addressed by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that will 
eliminate or reduce significant and unavoidable impacts of the project. Incorporation of 
these measures in the form of policies and land uses into a revised General Plan would go 
a long way to eliminate the defects in the DEIR's analysis ofimpacts and identification of 
feasible mitigation and alternatives. Failure to address the inadequacies in DEIR would 
be both fiscally and environmentally irresponsible. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact Town Hall Coalition 
if we can assist you in this very important endeavor. 

Regards, 

Lynn Hamilton, President 
Town Hall Coalition 

Exhibit 1: Multi-Group Sign-On Letter on the General Plan 
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Ann Hancock, President 

John Garn, Secretary 

Lawrence Jaffe, Treasurer 

Elizabeth C. Herron, Director 

Martha Kowalick, Director 

Strategic Advisors 

Jane Bender, Mayor, 

City of Santa Rosa 

Ernie Carpenter, 

Former County Supervisor 

imberly Clement Attorney 

Michael Friedenberg, 

Real Estate Broker 

Mike Sandler, Coordinator, 

C omruni!yClean Water lnsii!l.Jte 

Hugo Steensma. Sustainable 

Asset Management 

Alan Strachan, Developer 

Science & Technical Advisors 

Fred Euphrat, Ph.D. 

Dorothy Freidet Ph.D. 

Edward C. Myers, M.S.Ch.E. 

Edwin Orrett, P.E. 

John Rosenblum, Ph.D. 

Zeno Swljtink, Ph.D. 

Alexandra von Meier, Ph.D. 

Mathis Wackernagel, Ph.D. 

Joel Woodhull, Ph.D. 

Ai-Chu Wu, Ph.D. 

To: Members of Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
Copy to: Greg Carr, Scott Briggs 
From: Ann Hancock 
Subject: General Plan 2020 draft EIR 

~~~ 0 
~ ~ '(:P 

'~ ~~ 
~ 

Congratulations and thank you for all your work on the County's Draft General 
Plan 2020. 

The purpose ofthis letter is to provide comments to the County of Sonoma on the
Draft Environment Impact Report for the proposed Draft GP 2020. We aim to 
make constructive recommendations that will reduce or eliminate the significant 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed General Plan Update. Without the inclusion 
of additional, feasible mitigation measures in the fonn of policies, programs, and 
land use changes, we believe that the DEIR fails to comply with the requirements 
ofCEQA. 

Because the General Plan Update will produce a General Plan that will constitute 
the blueprint for growth and development in Sonoma County for the next twenty 
plus years, it is imperative that there be careful analysis and public disclosure of 
the many significant impacts, especially related to climate change, that would 
occur if Draft GP 2020 is approved as proposed. 

The DEIR operates under the premise that there are no additional mitigation 
measures that are capable of reducing or eliminating the significant unavoidable 
impacts identified. We respectfully disagree and recommend that the County 
consider additional feasible mitigation measures and alternatives in the form of 
policies, programs, and land use changes that reduce or eliminate significant 
unavailable impacts, or significantly reduce the County's contribution to those 
impacts. 

Additionally, the DEIR still needs a complete and adequate description of the 
proposed Project, an adequate analysis of the Project and its cumulative impacts, 
and, identification and analysis of an adequate range of feasible alternatives. 
Rather than revise and recirculate the DEIR, we believe that many ofDEIR's 
deficiencies can be addressed by the addition of new measures. 
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Page Two, DEIR Comments, Climate Protection Campaign, April 17, 2006 

Foremost among our recommendations is that the Enviromnental Impact Report for the General Plan 
include climate change impacts on Sonoma County. California Attorney General Bill Lockyer, in a letter 
March 30, 2006, regarding the Orange County Transportation Authority's 2006 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, asserts that under CEQA, climate 
change should be included in environmental impact reports. 

Most scientists consider climate change to be the most serious environmental problem faced by 
humankind. For example, John Holdren 1 states that global climate change is "the most dangerous and 
intractable of all the enviromnental problems caused by human activity." 

Impacts to include in the EIR follow. Rising sea levels and increased flooding will impact our coastline 
and low-lying areas. Temperature changes and alterations in precipitation patterns will impact agriculture, 
air quality, water quantity, and water quality, as well as our biotic communities. AU of these have serious 
implications for Sonoma County, and should be addressed in a DEIR. 

The impacts of climate change must be considered in the DEIR for the following areas: 
• If all development allowed under the proposed Project occurs, in other words full build out, how much 

total greenhouse gas will this development emit including from increased traffic, increased water, 
increased wastewater, increased solid waste generation, and from changes in forests and other biota? 
What impact will these emissions have? 
VV11.at will the impact of the Project be on water supplies and water resources given a changing 

~~ 
%at will the :impact of the Project be on energy supplies given a changing climate? 

' 
What will the impact of the Project be on agriculture and rural lands given a changing climate? 
What will the impact of the Project be on wildlife, wild lands, and ecosystems given a changing 
climate? 

Climate change and energy are related, but not synonymous. Climate change results from greenhouse 
gas emissions, primarily as a product of our energy choices. Energy efficiency does not necessarily 
yield a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and therefore does not address the problem of climate 
change. While it is important to address energy efficiency and energy resources as the DEIR currently 
does, these by themselves are insufficient to address climate protection. Scientists say that greenhouse 

-
gas emissions must be reduced at least 60 to 80 percent from 1990 levels to avert the worst impacts of 
climate change. I 

We further reco1mnend that the County's General Plan 2020 explicitly align with climate protection 
goals set by the County of Sonoma and all nine Sonoma cities. In 2005 the County of Sonoma and all 
nine Sonoma cities passed resolutions adopting the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from all 
sectors in Sonoma County 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2015. Of about fifty total votes on the nine 
city councils and the Board of Supervisors, only two were no votes, reflecting the near unanimous 
support for this greenhouse gas reduction goal. Moreover, over 50 Sonoma County businesses and 
organizations such as Codding Enterprises, the American Lung Association Redwood Chapter, 
Pinnacle Homes, and the League of Women Voters have endorsed the community emissions reduction 
target. 

1_ 
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1 Harvard's Director of Program on Science, Technology, and Public Health at the Kennedy School 
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Page Three, DEW Commc,nt.1, ClillHlW l'rotcl:tion Camp~ign, Apl"il 17, 200() 

Specific language recommended for the Cenentl Pbn follmvs: 

Gm1I OSCR# 
}{educe greenhouse gas emissions cmmt;1w1Ck by 25''.i,, below 1990 levels by 2()15. 

Objec1'1vc: 
\'{/ork with local governments 111 Sonoma County and \Vtthi.n County ofSunorn.a deparm1ents and agencies
10 dctenrn11<.: and 1mplcmcn1 rhc oprimum mcrhods for achie\'1t1g the County's greenhouse gas emission 

goal. 

PLJlicy: 
1) Include greenhouse gas e1n1ss10n 1mpacrs mall CE(JA revie\vs done by and for thl: County of Sonorn.a 
2) All County of Sonoma Board of Supervisor act.ion;; will address the b>reenhouse gas impacts of the 
action 
3) The County of Sonoma Board of Super\'1sors will annually issue ;1 report to the public on tlw County's 

Pr.\~grcss tow_~~~l it~ co~1~~.Y:1:':'.~~]-~ .. gn.::e!!.l.~n1se -~~s .e.1:111~s1on rcd:1clio11 gon_~-- __ --·----- _______ _ 

The County of Marin is incorporating climate protection and adaptation to climate change in its 
General Plan Update, as an example of how to integrate climate change into a general plan. 

Thank you for this opportunity to give input 

Documents submttted wuh this letter: 
1. Letter from California Attorney General Bill Lockyer to Glenn Campbell, Orange County Transportation 

Authority, dated ::vLuch ?iO, 2006 (B pages) 
2. Tllll'd Assessment Keport, Summary for Pobcynrnkers, Intergovernmental Panel oe Climate Change, 2001 

(20 pages) 
J. Climate Change m California: Choosing Our Furure, Summary, 0111011 of Concerned Sc1cnusts, 2004 (12 

pages) 
4. Climate Action Team Rcpm:t to Governor Sclnvarzeneg11;e1· and the California Le,g1slaturc, l\1arcl, 200(, 

(18 p«ges) 
S. Greer:house Ga~ Emiss10n lnventnrr for :\.U Sectors of Sonoma County, Cahfornia,January 2005 (56 

pages) 
6. IVfari.n Countywi.de P!an (Draft), Sectmns: Atmosphere and Climate, Energy and Green Building, August 

2005 ( 18 pages) 
7. "Global warming: paesmg the 'uppmg pomt,'" lndepende11t, Fcbrumy 11, 2006 (2 pages) 
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Draft GP 2020 
FEIR Comment 
Attachment #5 

Climate Protection Campaign 
Attachment available for review at 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 

2755 Mendocino Ave, Suite #203, 
or by request. 
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Page 1 of 1 

Greg Carr - Sonoma County DEIR, GP, public hearings and deadlines 
c;OV! d.... 

from: 
To: <gcarr@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs1@sonoma-county.org> 

Date: 03/06/2006 12:25 PM 
Subject: Sonoma County DEIR, GP, public hearings and deadlines 

Dear Mr. Carr, Dear Mr. Briggs: 

First, J would like to thank you and your staff for 
to 

supporting a second public hearing on the DEIR, as well as 
personally informing the people that didn't get speak at the last hearing due to room constraints. 

I happened to be present at the last meeting, and I assume that you have recognized that about 80% of the 
people that also made public comments have asked to extend the deadline for the DEIR process. Not only you 
have had to work hard on the issues, we are doing the same. Considering the far-reaching consequences the 
next GP wili have on all of the addressed topics for the next 20+ years, a timeline extension seems to be more 
than practical and necessary in order to be able to address remaining issues in depth. Denying an extension 
under these circumstances would make people believe that existing timelines and formalities that have been 
upheld in similar situations are more important than creating a well thought-out General Plan for decades to 
come. 

We will have to spend enormous amounts of money and effort in repairing damage compared to correcting 
problems before they occur. Just think of the water and traffic issues that have come up already and will increase 
with new dwellings and proposed heavy industrial use of the remaining open space. We really need more time to 
work on solutions, and there are already many creative solutions available and even have been implemented in 
other General Plans in other counties with similar issues, that could help Sonoma County greatly in avoiding 
1istakes and costs others have made. Those suggestions will be presented to you if you grant more time and are 
, illing to work with the interested public. 

I very much hope that this unexpected and creative public response is seen by you as an advantage to come to 
long-lasting and healthy conclusions, and is not seen as an annoyance that could possibly delay a predetermined 
time line. 

Please, reconsider your first recommendation and grant a time extension. 

Thank you for your efforts, 

Dr. Harvey Hoefer 
" , fl~·. 
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RECEIVED t _, 

MAR 1 '5 .2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan 2020 contains numerous 
impacts, which are, listed as "unavoidab]e"". These ''"unavoidable" impacts are listed with 
no concrete means for resolution. Most of them use the excuse that insufficient 
information is avai1able to aJlow methods for mitigation to be established in the General 
Plan. 

One of the most serious impacts concerns surface and groundwater resources. However, 
provision of additional water information has been offered to the County. Insufficient 
information in the hands of the Plan drafters should not be a limiting factor toward 
finding appropriate measures for mitigation. 

The County shall require listing of all permitted and unpermited water users by a 
Date Certain which would establish a specific date which should not be five years later 
the date of Plan adoption. All users not currently permitted shall become listed by that 
date. 

New water users shall not be permitted, unless an applicant agrees to be a third party user 
after current listed users. All unlisted users shall be subject to immediate cessation of any 
unlisted water use, and also subject to a fine equal to the value of water previously 
withdrawn plus a substantiaJ punitive amount 

Based on recorded water use by all listed users in the order of their ranking, allocations of
all water use based on demonstrated actual need and completion of all conservation 
measures technically available. The sum of water allocations in any groundwater basin 
or on any stream, river, lake, or impoundment shall not exceed actual water proven to be 
available as a sustainable resource. 

An independent government agency shall be established to monitor and enforce this 
policy. 

This principle shall also apply to all issues in the General Plan where provisions for 
mitigation are not listed. 

Several elements of the Plan are adequate and should be listed and supported. However 
there are too many areas where the plan does not establish present or future measures to 
mitigate adverse impacts, and the DEIR should not be categorically endorsed. All 
adverse impacts covered in the plan shall have a date certain established in the Plan when 
mitigation becomes mandatory. 
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SIERRA 
CLUB 
FOUNDED 1892 

SONOMA GROUP 

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa CA 95403 
FAX 707-565-8343 

March 29, 2006 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission; 

The Sonoma Group of the Sierra Club appreciates and welcomes the opportunity 
to provide comment on the Draft GP2020 EIR. 

In keeping with our interest in protecting this County's unique qualities, this input 
is intended to be positive in content and in its result. Due to the volume of the DEIR, this 
letter is focused on those parts most relevant to the public's concern for protection of 
natural resources and the environment. 

The significant unavoidable impacts (Section 6.3) identified by the DEIR cannot 
be left unaddressed. They include intrusion of residential uses into agricultural areas and 
natural communities, problems with water availability, water quality, soil stabilization 
and the transportation sector. These impacts must not be considered unavoidable; they 
must be dealt with if GP2020 is to well serve this County. 

Although residential sprawl from the cities is restricted by Urban Growth 
Boundaries, GP2020 will still allow too many uses in unincorporated areas, leading to 
diffuse and unplanned development throughout the county. This type of growth will 
worsen many of the problems identified by the DEIR as significant unavoidable impacts: 
transportation problems, difficulties in delivering public services, groundwater depletion 
and fragmentation of both agricultural areas and wildlife habitat. The EIR must off er 
more suggestions and information to help county planners with this problem. 

Transportation problems identified by the DEIR will be made worse by 
development outside of urban areas. Congestion throughout the county is predicted by 
the DEIR, but will not be sufficiently mitigated either by GP2020 or by the DEIR's added 
road improvement recommendations. Why doesn't the DEIR suggest further mitigation 
in the form of expanding the county's alterna6ve transportation networks - such as buses, 
rail, and bicycle and pedestrian path networks? Since the County has adopted a 
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L greenhouse gas emissions reduction target, mitigations that would reduce, rather than 
facilitate, car travel need to be included. 

The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors have been leaders in setting goals for 
climate protection and adopting a significant greenhouse gas reduction target Both 
nationally and locally, the Sierra Club has also adjusted its priorities to reflect the 
urgency of global warming. We encourage the addition to GP2020 of a complete 
Climate Protection and Energy Element modeled on the draft plans of Humboldt County 
and Marin so that steps towards reaching the GHG reduction target can begin as soon as 
possible. 

The county's future water problems are real, and must be effectively addressed by 
its General Plan. The DEIR reports that future supplies of both groundwater and surface 
water will be insufficient, and that erosion and sediment pollution of waterways will 
continue under GP2020. Other serious potential problems were not discussed by the 
DEIR. These include the need for stricter permit requirements for water export from the 
County, possible injection of contaminants into aquifers, and the need for ongoing 
monitoring of all water wells. 

The General Plan should include creation of a county-wide water management 
plan to be adopted within the next five years. This water management plan should 
include groundwater management plans implemented pursuant to AB3030 as well as 
including all surface water users, both those that receive water from SCW A and those 
that use surface water independently of sew A. 

Wildlife habitat and natural communities (Section 4.6 - Biological Resources) 
will be strongly impacted by the rural development allowed by GP2020. The DEIR 
accepts this decline as unavoidable, even assuming "stringent enforcement" of General 
Plan policies. In some cases, mitigation consists only of a potential study - which may 
then possibly lead to new protection policies. The EIR needs to recommend stronger 
policies for conservation of Biological Resources. Other issues omitted by the DEIR are: 
protection of habitat connectivity corridors in areas as yet not invaded by development, 
notice to appropriate Federal and State agencies prior to any alteration if biotic habitat is 
at risk, County designation and protection of wetlands recently excluded from Federal 
regulation, and designation and protection of heritage oak woodlands. 

Habitat fragmentation and other significant impacts resulting from the 
conversion of forest to agricultural use is an ever~increasing problem in the County. 
While a measure of forest protection progress has been made in the form of a County 
timberland ordinance~ it is still too weak to adequately protect forestland. The ordinance 
would benefit from an amendment requiring that preservation credit be given only for 
lands which are of like kind to those which are permitted to be converted. 

If the EIR expense is to be justified to our taxpayers, the recommendations that it 
offers of mitigation alternative measures (Section 5.6) and policy additions should be 
adopted. Compliance with CEQA requirements would support this conclusion as well. 

( 



Still, it is unacceptable that the Draft GP2020 includes 4 7 significant unavoidable 
impacts and that 38 remain after mitigation. We believe that additional mitigation 
measures need to be proposed in the EIR so that they can be considered for inclusion in 
the General Plan Update. 

Environmental decline is occurring on an ongoing basis in Sonoma Cowity, and 
we do not wish to delay the adoption of GP2020, which makes major improvements in 
the current General Plan. However, this is the time to improve GP2020 further by 
actively looking for creative solutions to the significant impacts that the DEIR brings up. 

~-,~ 7~Y 
Anne Hudgins 
Sonoma Group Chair 
Sierra Club 
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County DEIR comments Page 1 of 1 

Greg Carr - County DEIR comments 

From: "Jared Huffman" < 

To: <gcarr@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs l@sonoma-county.org> 
Date: 04/17 /2006 9: 13 AM 
Subject: County DEIR comments 

Dear Sirs: 

Please find attached my comments on the DEIR for the Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020. 

Sincerely, 

Jared H ufffman 

1 ,-, Yl r ) n An f"\ 1 T T'T'7. If 



Jared W. Huffman 

April 17, 2006 

Via Email: gcarr@sonoma-county.org, and sbriggsl@sonoma-county.org 
P .R.M.D Attn: Scott Briggs and Greg Carr 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Comments - SONOMA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 2020 General Plan 
Update D.E.I.R. (SCH#2003012020) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for Sonoma County's General Plan 2020. I commend the 
county's staff and Supervisors for including a water resources element in this 
important long-term planning effort. Unfortunately, based on my review, there 
are numerous omissions and inadequacies that cause the water resources 
element to fall short of the county's stated goal of ensuring sustainable long
term water supplies. 

To meaningfully assess impacts (including cumulative impacts), alternatives, 
and potential mitigation measures, the DEIR must include a detailed evaluation 
of the sub-regional Santa Rosa plain groundwater basin, including current 

-conditions and trends. The DEIR fails to do this. 

The DEIR fails to include adequate background information for consideration 
in section 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources section, page 4.5-25 Santa Rosa 
Groundwater Subbasin. The DEIR references the City of Rohnert Park's new 
"Water Supply Assessment" and the City's assertions therein as to the status of 
groundwater in the subbasin. However the DEIR fails to even mention the 
existence of the County's own Canon Manor West ( CMW) Subdivision 
Assessment District EIR (SCH#2003112088) and the contradictory formal 
findings in the County's evaluation as to the status and sustainability of 
groundwater in the same sub basin. During the processing of the CMW EIR the 
0.W.L. Foundation submitted about 22,000 pages of documents, maps, CD's 
and videotapes to County PRMD for the CMW EIR record. The failure to 

j__ 

-~



mention, much less consider, this copious information renders the DEIR 
inadequate. 

Further, the DEIR fails to include complete and significant background 
information for consideration and cumulative impact analysis in section 4.5 
Hydrology and Water Resources section, page 4.5~25_Santa Rosa Groundwater 
Subbasin and page 4.5-28 Groundwater Areas o.lConcern. The CMW E!R 
identified that the groundwater basin has declined and found that the addition 
of only l 09 new homes supplied by local groundwater will be a Significant and 
Unavoidable impact that would be unmitig!:l-table. 

Another substantial omission in the DEIR evaluation is adequate background 
information and cumulative impact analysis in section 4.5 Hydrology and 
Water Resources section, page 4.5~25 .. Santa Rosa Groundwater Subbasin and 
page 4.5~28 Groundwater Areas o/Conce,n The CMW EIR identified that the 
groundwater divide has shifted southward such that groundwater is captured 
from the Lichau Creek watershed, which drains into Petaluma Valley. Liebau 
Creek drains into and through central and southern Penngrovc. The "water 
balance study" states on page 36-37 of Appendix F, CMW E!R: 

"The second area of subsw:face inflow to the study area is the 
low watershed divide between Copeland Creek and Lichau 
Creek, located southeast nf the study area. Groundwater 
pumping patterns have changed over time in the study area. As 
a result of this pumping increase, groundwater levels declined 
o-ver a significant portion of the basin and the groundwater 
divide between Copeland Creek and Lichau Creek shifted 
southward from its documented 1950 location in the Canon 
A1anor area. This shifi induced subsurface inflow into the study 
area and ef[ectively capturecj recharge occ1,1:.rring in the 
watershed drainedJ:..y_jhe northernmost tributaries eflichau 
{:_reek. The 11water balance study" indicates that 999 acre feet of 
groundwater are captured outside the study area, enough to 
supply at least 2000 households." (Emphasis added). 

The DEIR evaluation is also inadequate as is fails to include complete anJ 
significant background information for consideration and cumulative impact 
analysis in section 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources section, page 4.5-25 
Santa Rosa Groundv.:ater Subhasin and page 4.5-28 Groundivater Areas of 
Concern. Letters from the San Francisco Bay Regional \,\Tater Quality Control 
Board (SFBRWQCB) were submitted to the City of Rohnert Park (1/21/05) and 
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County of Sonoma (1/21/05) expressing specific concerns about the adequacy 
of the City's WSA and County's CMW EIR. 

For example, the J anuafy 21, 2005 letter to the County of Sonoma from 
SFBRWQCB (copy attached hereto) states: "The (CMW) EIR does not 
adequately assess the likely magnitude and significance of decline in the 
groundwater table of the Lichau Creek area with regard to all direct-and
indirect project effects, and cumulative effects on beneficial uses of Lichau 
Creek, which include cold freshwater habitat, migration, spawning, warm 
freshwater habitat, domestic water supply, agricultural water supply, and 
groundwater recharge. _Accordingly, we request that the Board of Supervisors 
not certify the EIR until it has been expanded to evaluate and mitigate potential 
significant impacts to the environment within the Lichau Creek drainage ... we 
believe that the CEQA process is the appropriate mechanism to evaluate and 
mitigate significant potential impacts to the Petaluma Valley Groundwater 
Basin and Lichau Creek." (Emphasis added). 

Moreover, the January 21, 2005 letter to the City of Rohnert Park from 
SFBRWQCB (copy attached hereto) states: "The conclusions based on the 
WSA have not been adequately quantified and validated with suitable 
hydrologic tests and analysis. _Accordingly, we request that the City Council 
not adopt the WSA until it has been modified to adequately evaluate the 
groundwater supply available and the potential significant impacts to the 
environment within the Liebau Creek drainage and the Petaluma Valley 
Groundwater Basin." (Emphasis added). 

The DEIR evaluation is inadequate as is fails to include complete and 
significant information for cumulative impact analysis in section 4.5 Hydrology 
and Water Resources section, page 4.5-25 _Santa Rosa Groundwater Subbasin 
and page 4.5-28 Groundwater Areas of Concern. The CMW EIR identified 
that the underlying Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin is recharged by flows 
in the Russian River. The future flow regime in the Russian River is unsettled, 
and includes the possibility of significantly lower flows - either pursuant to 
"low flow" proposals to enhance anadromous fisheries, or resulting from a 
reduction or cessation of diversions into the Russian River from the Eel River 
by way of the Potter Valley Project, as those diversions are facing a growing 
number of legal challenges. The impact of a reduction in Russian River flows 
on the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin has not been considered. The 
General Manager of the Sonoma County Water Agency has publicly 
acknowledged this in referring to the Low Flow proposal for anadromous 
fisheries. Clearly, these issues must be considered in the DEIR. Steve Carle 
PhD., a Penngrove hyrdrologist who works for Lawrence Livermore National 
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Laboratory, has expressed his professional opinion that groundwater overdraft 
throughout the region is altering flow patterns in the entire North Bay water 
table. "It's a domino effect," Carle says. The Russian River aquifer extends into 
the Santa Rosa plain, overlapping with the Wilson-Grove and Petaluma 
formations, the aquifers in southern Sonoma County. According to an analysis 
of existing data Carle has conducted, unchecked growth in Rohnert Park and 
the subsequent increase in that city's groundwater pumping has reversed the 
underground flow of water, drafting groundwater away from wells in 
Penngrove and Petaluma. It may even be drafting groundwater away from the 
Russian River. 

The DEIR evaluation is inadequate as is fails to include complete and 
significant information for cumulative impact analysis in section 4.5 Hydrology 
and Water Resources section, page 4.5-25_Santa Rosa Groundwater Subbasin 
and page 4.5-28 Groundwater Areas of Concern. The Sonoma County Water 
Agency maintains three wells in the Santa Rosa Groundwater Subbasin. 
Because these wells were originally designated 11 emergency wells" they 
escaped CEQA impact analysis. However, these wells were recently re
designated to "full on line" status and have been operating at full capacity in 
recent years. Failure to assess the cumulative impacts to the Santa Rosa 
Groundwater Subbasin of operating these huge wells on a full-time basis is a 
glaring omission in the DEIR. 

The DEIR evaluation is inadequate as is fails to include complete and 
significant background information for consideration and cumulative impact 
analysis in section 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources section, page 4.5-25 
Santa Rosa Groundwater Subbasin and page 4.5-28 Groundwater Areas of 
Concern. What are the cumulative impacts to the Santa Rosa Groundwater 
Subbasin if city wells are being used for future General Plan development 
instead of SCWA water from the Russian River? SCWA's 11th amended 
agreement originally sought to expand the Agency's rights for additional 
Russian River diversions from the existing entitlement of 75,000 acre feet to 
101,000 acre feet. The Appellate Court decision in the Friends of the Eel River 
CEQA lawsuit, the dozens of unsettled water rights claims in the Russian River 
basin pending before the State Water Resources Control Board, and several 
other legal proceedings with the potential to affect flow in the Russian River, 
underscores the high level of unce1iainty and risk in assuming a future increase 
in Russian River diversions to supply water contractors in both Sonoma and 
Marin counties. Additionally, as noted above, due to the recovery needs of 
federally-listed endangered fish in the Russian and Eel Rivers, existing levels 
of water diversions may be significantly reduced in the future. _SCWA's notice 
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of preparation for the WSSTP supplemental environmental impact report is not 
encouraging, as it states. "Water demands within the agency's service area are 
currently approaching the limits of the agency's water-right permits and the 
physical limits of the transmission system.... communities served by the 
agency may not be able to provide water to meet the population growth 
previously identified in general plans ... and may eventually experience severe 
water shortages." (Emphasis added). Under the existing MOU SCW A has 
declared the existing transmission delivery system to be impaired and has 
entered discussions with Agency water contractors suggesting that the cities 
may have to augment their peak SCWA water usage with local water supply 
strategies which are likely to include local groundwater usage. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

fJ~&d?I+~ 
Jared Huffman 



Ron Rendorff 
City of Rohnert Park Planning Deparlment 
6750 Commerce Blvd. 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 

SUBJECT: Inadequacy of City of Rohnert Park .Final \Vatcr Supply Assessment 

Dear Mr. Bendorff: 

\Ve understand that the Rohnert Park City Council is considering adoption of the City of Rohnert 
Park Final \Vater Supply Assessment (WSA). We did not receive a copy of this report, and we 
,verc only recently made aware of these proceedings. We have reviewed the Draft and Final 
Water Supply Assessment documents on the City of Rohnert Park's web site and offer the 
following comments. 

\Ve find the WSA deficient for the following reasons: 
The conclusions based on the WSA have not been adequately quantified and validated with 
suitable hydrologic tests and analysis. The WSA does not assess the likely magnitude and 
significance of decline in the groundwater table of the Liebau Creek area with regard to all 
direct-and-indirect project effects, and cumulative effects on beneficial uses ofLiehau Creek, 
which include cold freshwater habitat, migration, spawning, warm freshwater habitat, domestic 
water supply, agricultural water supply, and groundwater recharge. Additionally, the results of 
this report appear to contradict the conclusions Df other reprn1s conducted in the same study area. 

Accordirndv. we request that the Citv Council not adopt the WSA until it has been modified 
tR adequatelv evaluate the groundwater sup12.lv available and the .QQ!m_tia_Ll_ig.r1ificant iwactsJQ__ 
_th_e_f_!l}'iro1mwl1._1-v1thin the Lichau Creek drainage an_Q the Petaluma Valley Groun_Qwater Basin. 
)Yater Qoar..Q._~JA.fD.1av_al.!able_J_9_}Y9J.h:. with the City to acc0mplish_t_hiLdurin.gJ!.1~. WSA_?Jllirnval_ 
process. Please be aware that as it is the responsib_ility of the Water Board to_protect the quality_ 
and beneficial uses of1-vaters of the State within itsJ_unsdicti.on. If the WSA is not_modificd to_ 
adequate.ly_evaluate_potential impacts to _g_round and surface waters 1,.vithin the_Lichau_Cn.~ck. 
drainaue basin. we may need to require technical reports and/or monitorme reports for fu!_gr._c_ 
pnl]eCts located within the Southeast Plan Are? .. EUr.S1:!_<JJ]lJQ_QUr authority under the Califo_rng\_ 
\Valer Code. 

January 25, 2005 
File No. 2148.02 (wbh) 

e California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Ji'rancisco Bay Region 

Al~" Llo)'d, l'h.lJ. llllcrncl Addre$O h11p./,1ww11· sw1cb.~a g1w Aruul<l 
•e1myjor 
Wlll/C/!/Ci/ 
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While the study area for this assessment project is located within the North Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board's jurisdiction, the adoption of WSA poses potential adverse 
impacts to the quality and quantity of waters and associated beneficial uses of the Petaluma 
Valley Groundwater Basin and Lichau Creek, which are located within the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board). Based on our review of the 
Draft WSA, Final WSA, and the Technical Memorandum, we have determined that the WSA 
fails to adequately evaluate the groundwater supply available and potential impacts to the 
Petaluma Valley Groundwater Basin and Liebau Creek. 

We find the WSA inadequate for the following reasons: 
• The WSA relies on simplified water budget analysis that does not quantify inflows to 

the groundwater basin. 
• The WSA ignores the detailed Rohnert Park specific groundwater modeling study used 

for the current General Plan EIR (2000). The WSA does not discuss or reference the 
results of this study, even though the USGS MODFLOW code used for the study 
provides a more detailed assessment of groundwater supplies. 

• In the analysis of long-term water levels and pumping trends, the WSA relies on a 
review of the City pumpage data from 1977 to present despite available data for 
previous years. In order to accurately predict long-term trends, it is necessary to expand 
the period of study to accurately reflect the impacts of increased pumping and 
development. For example, well data provided in the Cardwell Report (1952) could 
provide additional information on long-term trends. 

• The WSA relies on a simplified view of aquifer system by dividing it into zones for 
analysis with out considering the geologic conditions present at each site. 

• The Technical Memorandum does not adequately address conflicts with the condusions 
of the Canon Manor DEIR, which concluded that an increase in pumping at the 
Penngrove Water Company well for an additional 110 homes could be a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

In conclusion, the Water Board is responsible for protection of the quality and beneficial uses of 
waters of the State within our Region's geographic boundary. Notably, Lichau Creek supports a 
run of steelhead trout (Petaluma Watershed Enhancement Plan, 1999), a species listed under the 
federal Endangered Species Act as threatened in Central California. Our two main concerns 
relate to potential ground and surface water impacts associated with increased extraction of 
groundwater that may further lower the groundwater table in the Liebau Creek area: 
1) It could result in the killing of trees along the Lichau Creek riparian corridor and elsewhere in 
the drainage basin, cause a loss of groundwater recharge to Liebau Creek, thereby producing a 
loss of dry season refugia pools and increase in temperature of Liebau Creek during summer and 
autumn months and degradation of water quality, and potential surface feature subsidence; and 
2) It may adversely affect the quantity and quality of groundwater available from existing 
domestic and agricultural wells. 
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We appreciate your consideration of this matter. If you have any questions, please contact Matt 
Graul at (510) 622- 2494, mgraul@waterboards.ca.gov, or Abigail Smith at (510) 622-2413, 
asmith@waterboards.ca.gov, or me at (510) 622-2364, ~=::...:;..L..i.;;;.:.l-.:...:..==:::...::::.::===-o~· 

Sincerely, 

William B. Hurley 
Section Leader, 
North Bay Watershed Division 

Cc: List attached 



California Regional Water Quality Control Hoard 
San Francisco Bay Region 

Alan Uoyd, Ph.D. 

,1on111enra! 
Protcc/,011 

Internet Address http://www.swrcb.cu.goY 
1515 Clay Street, Smte 1400, Oakland, California 9'16 l2 

Phone (510) 622-2300 J FAX (510) 622-2460 

January 21, 2005 
File No. 2148.02(wbh) 

Steve Dee 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

SUBJECT: Inadequate Evaluation of Potential Environmental Impacts - Canon Manor 
West Subdivision Assessment District EIR (SCH#2003112088) 

Dear Mr. Dee: 

We understand that the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors is considering the certification of 
the Environmental Impact Report (ElR) for the Canon Manor Subdivision Assessment District 
(project). 

\Ve find the EIR deficient for the following reasons: 
The EIR does not adequately assess the likely magnitude and significance of decline in the 
groundwater table of the Liebau Creek area with regard to all direct-and-indirect project effects, 
and cumulative effects on heneficial uses ofLichau Creek, which include cold freshwater habitat, 
migration, spawning, warm freshwater habitat, domestic water supply, agricultural water supply, 
and groundwater recharge. 

Accordingly_ we request that the Board of Supervisors not certifv the EIR until it has been 
expanded to evaluate and mitigate potential significant impacts to the environment within the 
L,ic_hau Creek drainage. As discussed below. we believe JhaJ_ the CEQA proce~s is Jh1:_ 
rnopriate mechanism to evaluate and mitigate significant potential impacts to the :f:l_etalum<1. 
Yalley Gr9_und:~yatcr B_9csin and Lic[lau Creek and the \\later Board staff is available to ½'..9.Ik with_ 
tlLG __ Countv to accomplish this through the CEQA proce~s. Ilmvever, please be a~'.p.re thaLas it is 
the _rcsponsibiH_t,:_of the Water Board to protect the quality and beneficial uses of waters _oJJl.Jf.. 
.Stat~"Withirdl~j_uri_sdiction. If!~ Canon Manor project EIR docs not adequately evaluat_c __ a,n_c_L 
witi12at~9Jen_tial~ignificant im]acts to ground and surface v,1aters within the Lichau Cr~~k. 
cl_rn,inage b~.§in. we would be obliged to require technical reports and/or monitoring report~ 
pursuant to our authority under the California Water Code. 

\Vhile the project is located within the North Coast Regional \\:ater Quality Control Board's 
jurisdiction, it poses potential adverse impacts to the quality and quantity of waters and 
associated beneficial uses of the Petaluma Valley Groundwater Basin and Liebau Creek, \vhich 
are located within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 

Arnold 
Sclmarzeoegger 

Governor 
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Board (Water Board). CEQA mandates that Sonoma County as lead agency evaluate all potential 
significant impacts and impose all feasible mitigation measures for the project (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15021 and 15091 ). Based on our review of the subject CEQA documents 
and responses to comments, we have determined that the EIR fails to adequately evaluate and 
impose mitigation measures for potential significant impacts to the Petaluma Valley 
Groundwater Basin and Lichau Creek, as discussed below. 

The Water Board is responsible for protection of the quality and beneficial uses of waters of the 
State within our Region's geographic boundary. Notably, Lichau Creek supports a run of 
steelhead trout (Petaluma Watershed Enhancement Plan, 1999), a species listed under the federal 
Endangered Species Act as threatened in Central California. 

We believe that the CEQA process is the appropriate mechanism to evaluate and mitigate 
significant potential impacts to the Petaluma Valley Groundwater Basin and Liebau Creek, and 
the Water Board staff is available to work with the County to accomplish this through the CEQA 
process. However, please be aware that under California Water Code Section 13267, the Water 
Board can require any "citizen or domiciliary, or political agency or entity of this State who has 
discharged, discharges, or is suspected of having discharged or discharging, or who proposes to 
discharge waste outside of its region that could affect the quality of waters within its region" to 
furnish technical or monitoring reports. Accordingly, as it is the responsibility of the Water 
Board to protect the quality and beneficial uses of waters of the State within its jurisdiction, if the 
Canon Manor project EIR does not adequately evaluate and mitigate potential significant impacts 
to ground and surface waters within the Liebau Creek drainage basin, we would be obliged to 
require technical reports and/or monitoring reports pursuant to CWC Section 13267. 

The EIR acknowledges that groundwater is already being withdrawn from the groundwater basin 
within the Lichau Creek drainage to augment overdrafted/allocated groundwater in the basin to 
the north, which has apparently caused a significant relocation of the groundwater basin divide 
(separating direction of groundwater flow) to the south, proximate to Liebau Creek. The sphere 
of influence of the groundwater drawdown is reported to already extend beneath Lichau Creek at 
one location. The EIR states that the project "could significantly impact groundwater because it 
could cause more water to be withdrawn from the aquifer then is currently being recharged." 
Despite the acknowledgement that the project may significantly impact groundwater recharge, 
the analysis fails to evaluate the potential impact of reduced groundwater recharge on waters 
within our Region. Evaluation of the potential impacts to the Petaluma Valley Groundwater 
Basin and Liebau Creek should be based in part on the City of Rohnert Park's historic high 
pumping rates, because the court injunction limiting the City's pumping rates is conditioned 
upon the availability of water supply from the Sonoma County Water Agency, which may not be 
available under emergency or drought conditions. 

We appreciate your consideration of this matter and apologize for our delayed comments. 
Unfo1iunately, because the project is located within the jurisdictional boundary of the North 
Coast Water Board, we forwarded the Draft EIR to that Water Board for its review and comment. 
The potential for this project to impact waters within our jurisdiction was only recently brought 
to our attention by local residents. If you have any questions, please contact Matt Graul at (510) 
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622- 2494, mgraul@waterboards.ca.gov, or Abigail Smith at (510) 622-2413, 
asmith@waterboards.ca.gov, or me at (510) 622-2364, whurley@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 
William B. Hurley 
Section Leader, 
North Bay Watershed Division 

Cc: List attached 



From: David Hardy 
To: Gaiser, Bob 
Date: 02/06/2006 9:22:03 AM 
Subject: Fwd: GP2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report-Comments 

J.

Bob, 
FYI 
Dave 

>>> "sad_admin" 1
" fV") 0412006 5:27 PM >» 

Dave, 

I have read the GP2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
and we have many concerns over plans along Arnold Drive and Aqua Caliente, 
Verano and Petaluma connectors in the El Verano Area. The PRMD web 
site in notes the public comment period is from 1/16/2006 - 3/16/2006 
but does not say where to submit comments - where should comments 
be submitted by mail and email? 

Als heard that a Public Hearing on the Draft EIR for February 28, 2006 but 
at the PRMD site there is no agenda posted yet for the Planning Commission 
on that date. Can we get and advance copy of that? 

Basically the traffic 'Calming' plans for Glen Ellen to Madrone(including Circles 
/Roundabouts that I proposed some time ago) on Arnold should 
be extended down through El Verano to Petaluma Avenue where they are really 
needed to protect a community that deserves such treatment as much as Glen Ellen 
including the growing El Verano school children population in the area on Arnold. 

Roundabouts should be installed at Aqua Caliente at Arnold, Boyes Blvd at Arnold, 
Verano at Arnold, Petaluma at Arnold, and Madrone at Arnold. Arnold should 
be limited to two 1 Oft travel lanes with modest 4ft bike lanes to protect scenic Arnold 
Drive Corridor in areas where any road reconstruction is pianned from Petaluma Ave 
up through Glen Ellen. 

The plans for widening Arnold to three and four lanes and Aqua! Caliente, Verano 
and Petaluma Avenues to three lanes is absurd from an environmental impact standpoint 
and shows complete lack of appreciation for the unique scenic character of the area. 

Putting a priority on traffic over private property access also is very problematic since 
it will exaserbate an already bad situation for residents on Arnold. Traffic calming methods 
including reducing travel lane widths and generous use of circles will keep traffic moving, 
provide safety and and help to protect the unique and scenic Arnold Drive Corridor. 

Thanks, 

Bob Hughes 
Save Arnold Drive 
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SONOMA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

ENVIRONMENT IMP ACT REPORT GP 2020 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Air Transportation Element of the GP 2020 will have a significant environmental 
impact on the rest of the General Plan. This simple element carrjes within its belly an 
issue that will undermine the County's ability to control and operate the Sonoma County 
Airport and its environs. 

HEARING MARCH 15 2006 RECEIVED 

MAR 1 5 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

As a proprietor of a publicly owned airpo11, the County runs the risk of having its 
development authority usurped by commercial airlines. This issue comes to us via 
federal preemptive action under the guise of interstate commerce. Simply put, the 
commercial airlines will dictate to the airp01i proprietor what developments they want 
while leaving the expense, impacts, and liability in the hands of the owner/operator - the 
Sonoma County taxpayers. 

In this present draft of the EIR for GP 2020, there is no consideration, understanding, or 
recognition of this significant envirom11ental tlu·eat. With airport development dictated 
by commercial airlines, growth, not compatible with present and long standing local 
controls, will ove1whelm the GP 2020 BIR and severally impact each and every element 

Your first thought may be that I am an alam1ist. Well, if I am, I am not alone. Your own 
County Counsel has express concem and warning in the September 4, 2003 report to the 
GP2020 Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC). I refer you to #2, page third paragraph 
and I quote: 

... The regulation of airports is a cooperative venture in 
which both federal and local concerns compete. Given the 
federal presence in the area and the significant financial 
stakes involved, litigation of proprietary regulations is 
not uncommon. When litigation occurs, the federal 
government usually jumps to side of the carrier. In light 
of this, I cannot emphasize too much how important it is to 
identify the nature of the problem. By engaging in this 
type of analysis, the likelihood of the successful defense 
of the Board's proprietary regulations will be enhanced. 
(2/8/88) 

1. 
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Staff concludes (in part) in first sentence, last paragraph of #2: 

This advice suggests that care should be taken to provide 
careful environment analysis and rationale for any 
significant change in the ATE policy regarding Airport 
usage by commercial air carrier service. 

Clearly, what needs to be done is to have County Counsel do a legal review of this issue 
(above letter is dated 2/8/8 8) considering 18 years has lapsed. The issue of federal 
preemption is not just local but national in scope (Alaska Airlines vs. Long Beach 
Airport). A legal review and case study can only help you and the County understand the 
threat that is present, not only to local control of the airport, but to every element of the 
GP 2020. 

Just imagine an airline begi1ming operations at the Sonoma County Airport and they 
decide they need longer and additional runways to carry their fleet. Can we say no or do 
we comply? What kind of impacts do yqu think this change will have on the General 
Plan and can we prevent it? We need the answers today not in the future when it is to 
late. If not stopped and we loose local control of airport development, the impacts will be 
significant to all of the General Plan elements including circulation, air quality, and noise. 
Look what happened to San Jose. We need to understand today what the risk is for 
tomorrow. Ask County Counsel to do the legal review and make their findings public. 

I thank you for this opportunity to express important and significant concerns that may 
not be obvious or felt by others. I will be glade to answer any questions you may have. 

~~...---..___ 
Allen L. James 
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Laguna Preservation 
Council www.preservelaguna.org 

Chairman Richard Fogg 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
25 50 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Chariman Fogg and Commissioners; 

We are glad to see the County trying to achieve a new Water Resources Element 
in the General Plan Update. There are many things in the WRE about which the public will 
need more time to study and prepare comment. We urge you to consider giving an extra 30 days 
before closing the Public Comment period. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter .... 

Eric Johnson, 

~1~ 
For the Steering Committee of 
the Laguna Preservation Council 

j_ 





February 27, 2006 

I RECEIVED 

j 
FEB 2 8 2006 . 

PERMIT P.ND RESOURCE 

lMANAGEtylENT DEPARTMENT 
COUNTY OF SONOMA . ·~~~~~~ 

To: PRMD & Sonoma County Planning Commission Members 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

From: Donna Jones 
4 

Re: Questions regarding Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 Draft EIR 

Dear PRMD Staff, GP 2020 Consultants, and County Planning Commissioners, 

My questions concerning the Sonoma County General Plan Draft EIR are a.s follows: 

1) The Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District EIR identified, for 
study purposes, a large subregion of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin, 
which included portions of Penngrove, Rohnert Park, Cotati, South Santa 
Rosa, Sonoma State University, Sonoma Mountains, and other unincorporated
County Lands. The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin is the largest in 
Sonoma County and provides water supplies for most of Sonoma County's 
cities, and, is exported daily to the North Marin Water District as well as 
Marin Municipal Water District including the city of Sausalito. The Canon 
Manor West ( CMW) EIR Impact Summary "identified a number of significant 
impacts that would result from the project . .,, "The following impacts would be
significant and unavoidable. even after mitigating:'' (Project includes 109 
vacant parcels) 

"Impact Air 2 (Cumulative Impact on Air Quality): Development resulting 
from this project will increase vehicle miles traveled, which would make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on 
regional concentrations of ozone and PM(lO)." 

"Impact Hydro- 3a (Groundwater Impact Caused by Project): Increased 
water used from buildout of Canon Manor West could result in more 
groundwater being withdrawn from the aquifer than would be replaced by 
recharge.n 
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"Impact Hydro- 4 (Future Cumulative Groundwater Impact): Cumulative 
development within the study area may result in a use of groundwater that 
exceeds it's rate of replenishment, resulting in another period of groundwater 
level declines. This would be a significant cumulative impact caused by all 
existing and future development. The additional water demand from Canon 
Manor West would be cumulatively considerable." 

"Impact Noise- 2 (Cumulative Traffic Noise): Development resulting from 
this development would increase traffic on Petaluma Hill Road and East 
Cotati Avenue, which would make a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative traffic noise impact." 

"Impact 2 (Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Penngrove Intersection): Traffic 
from 109 additional residences within CMW would make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact at the 
Petaluma Hill Road I Adobe Road, Old Redwood Highway I Main Street and 
Old Redwood Highway I Adobe Road intersections." 

The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors adopted the final CMW BIR in January 2005. 

2) With the foregoing CMW EIR Summary conclusions dated June 28, 2004, 
why isn't this Sonoma County sponsored BIR, it's contents, public 
comments, questions'.> and responses included in the Sonoma County 
General Plan 2020 Update EIR? Who directed staff and or the EIR 
consultants to ignore this recently County adopted document? Would you 
please include Volumes 1 & 2 of the CMW DEIR and the Final EIR for 
full consideration? 

3) Why isn't the entire O.W.L. Foundation CMW DEIR 20,000 page 
submittal included for evaluation in the County General Plan EIR? 
Would you please also include these documents and OWL videotapes, 
textbooks, and maps for full consideration in the County GP Update? 

4) Why isn't the O.W.L. Lawsuit and its entire Administrative Record, which 
is now challenging the Rohnert Park Water Supply Assessment, included 
for consideration in the Sonoma County General Plan Update EIR? 

5) Why isn't the California Regional Water Quality Control Board letter 
dated January 25, 2005 to Rohnert Park, directing them not to adopt their 
flawed Water Supply Assessment in January 2005 not included for 
consideration in the County GP Update? The County of Sonoma PRMD 
has a copy of this letter. 

6) Why isn't the California Regional Water Quality Control Board letter 
dated January 2005 to the County of Sonoma (Board of Supervisors) not 



included for evaluation in the County GP Update? PRMD has a copy of 
this letter. 

7) Why aren't all of the Rohnert Park Specific Plans included for evaluation 
in the County GP Update? 

8) How has the County GP Update process evaluated the permanent negative 
impacts on future groundwater availability in the Southern Santa Rosa 
Plain Groundwater Basin as a result of the anticipated Rohnert Park 
annexations of State identified groundwater recharge lands along the 
Petaluma Hill Road corridor? 

9) How has the County GP Update process evaluated all relevant impacts as 
a result of the former Agilent Plant being redeveloped in the City of 
Rohnert Park? 

10) How has the County GP Update process evaluated all relevant impacts as 
a result of groundwater contamination at the County Waste Disposal site 
located on Meacham Road? 

11) How has the County GP Update process evaluated the most recent 
location and related impacts as a result of the proposed Casino just outside 
of Rohnert Park? 

12) During Sonoma County's Canon Manor West EIR process the County of 
Sonoma requested of Rohnert Park that they make available Rohnert 
Park's Consultants PES' s work papers. These work papers calculated why 
the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin is in decline and has been for 
over 25 years. How have they been included for consideration in the 
County General Plan EIR Update? 

13) The Sonoma County Water Agency is required by law to update the 2000 
Urban Water Management Plan. The update has not yet been performed. 
How does this affect the evaluation of water supplies for the County 
General Plan Update? How can the Supervisors vote on a document based 
on outdated information? 

14) The 2000 Sonoma County Water Agency Urban Water Management Plan 
Executive Summary identifies that the City of Santa Rosa would need to 
begin relying on its well field by the year 2010. In 2005 the City of Santa 
Rosa needed water produced by its own well field 5 years ahead of 
schedule. How does this affect the County GP Update and can the County 
realistically guarantee County property ovmers groundwater rationing will 
not be necessary for agriculture or homeowners? Can the County General 
Plan guarantee water supplies and rights will not need to be adjudicated? 
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15) It appears that cities in Sonoma and Marin Counties are getting priority of 
what's left of Sonoma County groundwater supplies for future 
development. Is this why the County Board of Supervisors announced at 
the beginning of the General Plan Update process that a groundwater 
management plan would not be considered? 

16) How have the populated water-scarce areas of Sonoma County been 
recognized for future water needs in the Sonoma County GP Update EIR? 

17) Where will this "bail-out' water come from? 

18) What plans are included for EIR purposes that will help well owners in the 
water-rich basins that are already being overdrafted such as the Southern 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin? 

\ 11 
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I look forward to your responses in the Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 EIR. 

Donna Jones 



Exhibit 1 : DEIR General Plan 2020 Comments-Sign-On Letter 

Larry Hanson-Save Our Sonoma County (SOS) 

Lynn Hamilton-Town Hall Coalition 

Don Frank-TDC Agricultural Equipment Repair Co. 

Mike Sandler-Community Clean Water Institute 

Tina Hannon-"Neighborhood Coalition Against Katarina Field Winery11 

Kimberly Burr-Esq. 

Kate Wilson-Friends of the Mark West Watershed 

Beth Robinson-Environmental Education 

Jaime Zukowski-Knights Valley Group 

David Benefiel-Coffee Lane Alliance 

Alberto del Calvo 

Pamela Jo Porter 





April 16, 2006 

To: PRMD & Sonoma County Planning Commission Members 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, Ca 95403 

From: Donna Jones 

-Jt-i~-~ JE-;--;· c-: ~121-\iE l) 
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t\?R 1 7 2006 l 
PERMIT p,l\lD FlESOUFlCE d 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
cour•JTY OF ~ONOMA 

Re: Questions regarding Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 Draft EIR I 
Dear PRMD Staff, GP 2020 Consultants, and County Planning Commissioners, 

My questions concerning the Sonoma County General Plan Draft EIR are as follows: 

The Incremental Recycled Water Program (IRWP) is a four-city partnership that has 
organized to formulate and further build a series of pipelines and holding ponds to aid in 
the current and future disposal of 6. 7 billion gallons per year of tertiary treated 
wastewater generated by Rohnert Park, Cotati, Santa Rosa, and Sebastopol. Much of the 
existing and anticipated disposal of this unfit-for-human-consumption wastewater will 
take place in unincorporated Sonoma County. The Sonoma County General Plan BIR has 
not taken the IR.WP project into consideration with regard to its impacts on the County 
Environment ~ particularly the issues of soil and groundwater contamination. 

1) What are the expected impacts on fresh groundwater supplies from this expected 
storage, leaking storage, and irrigated water supply? 

2) How will surface water in creeks and streams be affected as known contaminates 
leech from adjacent sprinkling? 

3) The IR WP talks about trucking-in fresh water supplies to property owners in the 
unincorporated areas of Sonoma County when contamination of groundwater 
supplies happens, what are all the expected costs associated with groundwater 
contamination from this project? 

4) Where will the fresh water come from for affected property owners? 
5) How will this affect land use? 
6) How will this affect property values? 
7) Is there enough water to be trucked in to the overlying property owners of the 

Santa Rosa Plain groundwater sub-basin? 
8) Can the four-city partnership sustain this financial burden? 
9) How has the County of Sonoma planned to monitor for groundwater 

contamination in unincorporated areas of Sonoma County'? 
10) How extensive is groundwater contamination today, in Sonoma County, as a 

result of leaking underground storage tanks, spills, (include maps) etc.? 
11) If and when contamination occurs, will the Sonoma County Water Agency stop 

exporting groundwater supplies to North Marin Water District and Marin 

l 
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Municipal Water District? 



The O.W.L. Foundation has just gone to Court on April 11, 2006 over a challenge of 
Rohnert Park's Water Supply Assessment as is required by Senate Bill 610. The 
Judges comments indicated that the City of Rohnert Park and its consultants Winzler & 
Kelly and Luhdorff & Scalmanini departed from California Department of Water 
Resources prescribed methods for defining and evaluation a groundwater basin. 

12) When the final court decision is made in the next few weeks, will PRMD Staff 
and the General Plan 2020 consultants recognize this landmark Court decision 
and evaluate the impacts (for BIR purposes) on County groundwater supplies as a 
result of the unsubstantiated claims in the failed Rohnert Park Water Supply 
Assessment? 

13) Will Sonoma County recognize the conclusions reached in the Canon Manor 
West Subdivision EIR that was adopted in January of 2005 and used the same 
geographical boundaries as Rohnert Park's Water Supply Assessment? 

14) Will Sonoma County recognize the conclusions reached in Rohnert Park's 
original General Plan EIR of May 2000 which stated the groundwater basin has 
declined as much as 150 feet over the past 25 years? 

15) If either more groundwater contamination occurs and or continued overdrafting 
of any groundwater basin in Sonoma County, will any branch of Sonoma County 
Government seek a moratorium on building? · 

16) Will the County place a moratorium on the issuance of new well permits if 
groundwater contamination, from any source, continues to spread? 

17) Please identify and list all known areas of soil and groundwater contamination in 
Sonoma County, both incorporated and unincorporated areas, as of today, and 
how they will be dealt with? 

I 8) Will the County make well monitoring mandatory in affected areas? 
19) What contaminates are known to be in the tertiary treated water today? 
20) What contaminates are known to be dangerous but are not yet regulated? 
21) Why isn't the County Board of Supervisors pushing to build a Reverse Osmosis 

Treatment Plant (R-0) and do away with the disposal of tertiary treated water? 
22) How expensive is a Reverse Osmosis Treatment Plant? 
23) Where should they be built? 
24) In the long run isn't the Reverse Osmosis approach the most cost effective? 
25) Has the County done any studies on Reverse Osmosis Plants? 
26) Will the findings of these R-0 studies be printed and included in the County 2020 

ElR findings? 
27)Is the IRWP partnership working with the County to consider R-0 plants? 

I look forward to your detailed responses in the Sonoma County General Plan Update 
2020EIR. 

S1~·gned, . . . / ~~_}(_~ 
. /" 

Donna Jones ~ 



KARL A. KEENER 

April 16, 2006 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 
Clo Sonoma County Permit & Resources Management Department 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Public Comments on the DEIR General Plan Update 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

The complexity of the task you have undertaken in updating the Sonoma County General 
Plan is exceeded only by the public gratitude to which you and the PRMD staff are 
entitled. Surely none amongst you when accepting this assignment, being preswnably of 
sound mind, envisioned the time and energy you will ultimately be required to expend 
while overseeing this project through to a successful conclusion. 

As a member of the concerned public who has actively participated through much of this 
process, the comments and suggestions offered are presented in the hope they might be of 
some assistance to you in ultimately achieving a 2020 General Plan worthy of this 
magnificent county. For those amongst us not blessed with clairvoyance, we must strain 
long and hard to carefully envision the challenges to be confronted in the many years 
between now and 2020. A successful and sustainable future for Sonoma County demands 
that we proceed carefully and with great deliberation. 

The Goals set forth in the draft 2020 General Plan are worthy of praise and suggestive of 
great foresight. A number of those Goals however, seemingly have little chance of 
attainment while based upon a plethora of wishful thinking and a paucity of scientific 
data and requisite research. None of those involved in this review process should 
proclaim completion until excellence has been achieved. Fatigue and complacency are 
potential pitfalls and mortal enemies as one proceeds along the path of such a strenuous 
journey. 

Calling It Less Than Significant Does Not Make It So 
Little more than a cursory review of the DEIR is required before one recognizes that the 
DEIR as currently drafted proposes a draft General Plan the foundation of which rests 
upon thirty eight (38) very Significant Unavoidable Impacts. At just under 50% of the 
total identified Impacts, this draft General Plan is in a crisis mode long before enactment. 
Should one upon closer consideration acknowledge that many of the critically important 
impacts currently gifted with a Less Than Sign[ficant rating are in fact Sign[ficant 
Unavoidable Impacts, it then becomes even more apparent that the draft General Plan as 



Lcurrently composed is destined for failure. \Vhether the number is 38 or 50, the DEIR 
demands material revisions and re-circulation. 

As an example, consider such elements as Saltwater Intrusion ( 4.5-6); Increased Flood 
Risk from Drainage System Alteration (4.5-9); Place Housing or Structures in 100-
Year Flood Hazard Areas (4.5-10); and Failure of Levee or Dam (4.5-12). Surely if 
we have learned nothing else since December 31, 2005, we now understand how terribly 
vulnerable this county, and much of the state, is to catastrophic flooding. 

It has also been irrefutably established that neither the federal government nor the state 
has sufficient financial resources to provide meaningful assistance to repair, much less 
replace, critical elements of our eroding infrastructure. Hundreds of miles of Sonoma 
County roads stand teetering on the edge, while others have long since failed. Dozens of 
county bridges stand ready for closure awaiting but a nudge from the next flood, seismic 
event or State structural inspection. Now that Mother Nature has reminded us all of our 
vulnerability, it would constitute nothing less than social and fiscal irresponsibility to 
eliminate the above elements from further consideration simply because someone has 
chosen to grant them a "SU". 

In passing over those elements, the DEIR has failed to identify or demonstrate the source 
of the necessary funding to repair and maintain our crumbling infrastructure, much less 
how they will be replaced after failure, as they surely will at some point before 2020. It is 
incumbent upon you to demand a responsible analysis and answer to questions such as: 

I. Where will the funding come from to bring our infrastructure up to compliance 
with applicable county, state and federal standards? 

2. To what extent was the current science on Global Warming analyzed, and what 
conclusions were reached before the risks of Saltwater Intrusion, Flooding, and 
Dam and Levee Failure were rated insignificant? 

Then, looking out over the next several years to 2020, as the DEIR is required to do, 
answer the next question: 

3. Where will the funding come from not only to maintain our existing 
infrastructure but also build the new infrastructure that will be required by the 
growth allowable under the draft 2020 General Plan to assure those risks are 
insignificant? 

Consider also the "Less Than Significant" ratings graciously bestowed upon the elements 
that stand as the vanguards of the heart of Sonoma County's rural character and 
agricultural heritage: Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses 
( 4.8-1 ); and Agricultural Processing and Support Uses ( 4.8-2). Other than perhaps the 
most callous of land speculators and developers, who would demand less from the DEIR 
and the General Plan than it assure the longstanding viability of the agricultural industry 
in Sonoma County while maintaining the inherent world renowned beauty of its majestic 
hillsides, valleys and coastlines? 
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The DEIR does not offer such assurance, however because it fails to actually analyze the 
draft General Plan~s impacts upon agricultural lands and open spaces. Please consider 
and respond to the following issue and question: 

4. How much actual residential, non-residential and agricultural support 
development could be built on agricultural lands in this County under the '!raft 
2020 GP? 

While the Goal of striving to concentrate growth within cities, Urban Growth Boundaries 
(UGB) and Urban Service Areas (USA) is commendable, the draft 2020 General Plan 
does not in fact mandate that to happen, nor does the DEIR provide the requisite analysis 
of the extent to which development would be permissible out side of cities, UGB's and 
USA' s. Please consider and respond to the following issue and question: 

5. How many new parcels could be created under the draft 2020 General Plan? 

The DEIR has not provided that information and it must do so. Without knowing how 
many new parcels could be available for development there is no way to meaningfully 
answer such questions as: 

6. How many new individuals will inhabit and/or utilize this new development? 
7. How much water will he needed to service those parcels and where will it come 

from? 
8. How muclz wastewater and solid waste will be generated from these new parcels 

and how and where will it be disposed of? 
9. How many new roads and/or roadway improvements will be required to service 

these new parcels and how will they be funded? 
10. As agricultural parcels are downsized how much agricultural production will he 

lost and at whatfinancial cost? 
11. At what rate will agricultural lands fall from production if large residential 

enclaves continue to sprout at the rate they have over the last 20 years? 

Because the DEIR has not provided the necessary information to answer such key 
questions, it is significantly deficient and must be substantially revised and re-circulated. 

If it is determined that to answer such critical questions accurately requires detailed study 
that cannot be completed prior to adoption of the 2020 General Plan Update, then policies 
should be put in place on an interim basis to limit new development until we actually 
know how and to what extent we can support additional development. Basic necessities 
of life such as reliable sources of clean water and the ability to responsibly dispose of 
waste generated by such new development must be considered and addressed. 

Farmland Conversion 

The discussion of Fannland Conversion contained within the DEIR does not provide an 
analysis by Planning Areas within the county. Such an analysis by planning area is 
necessary to achieve a realistic, fact based determination as to which agricultural lands 
within each area are susceptible to conversion over the next 20 years. There is also a lack 
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of reflective analysis of the impacts that conversion will have on existing infrastructures. 
The DEIR is further significantly deficient in not providing an actual analysis, as opposed 
to summary supposition; of the effect larger parcel sizes would have on the rate of 
conversion. Please consider and respond to the following issues and questions: 

1. Consider for example, a prohibition against future subdivisions of less than 40 
acres. How many new parcels could then be created and developed over the next 20 
years? 

2. Compare that with an analysis of how many new subdivision parcels could be 
created and developed over the next 20 years if the minimum size was 60 acres or 
100 acres? 

3. How would such restrictions on parcelization impact our infrastructure, our need 
for water and waste management, fire and police protection, traffic, noise, light, 
etc.? 

4. To what extent would the stated purpose of Sonoma County's draft 2020 General 
Plan's Agricultural Resources Element to " .•• establish policies to insure the 
stability and productivity of the County's agricultural lands and industries" be 
enhanced hy adoption by each of the following policies? 
4.1. The conversion of agricultural land shall be considered only where continued 

agricultural production was not economically viable, on average, for the 
previous five years. 

4.2. Prime agricultural land shall he retained in parcel sizes large enough to 
provide for an economic management base. 

4.3. Agricultural lands shall he conserved and conflicts minimized between 
agricultural and non-agricultural uses through the following: 

5. By zoning overlays creating buffer areas and boundaries separating urban and 
rural areas to minimize land use conflicts with minimal loss of agricultural land. 
5.1. By assuring that public service facility expansions and non-agricultural 

development do not inhibit agricultural viability through degraded water 
supplies, access systems, air quality, and other relevant considerations, such as 
increased assessment costs. 

5.2. By promoting urban in filling. 
5.3. By promoting agricultural conservation easements. 
5.4. By broadening the utility of agricultural preserves and the Williamson Act 

Program to accommodate and encourage intensively managed farms. 
6. To what extent would tlie adoption of the following policies enhance the draft 2020 

General Plan's ability to assure stability and productivity of agricultural lands 
while also protecting water resources from depletion or contamination? 
6.1. The availability of surface water and ground water,for uses which will not 

adverse{v impact biological resources in the watershed, shall be used as a 
prime factor in determining the allowable amount of residential development 
in a particular area in order to protect water resources (in-stream and 
groundwater) from depletion or contamination. 

6.2. The County shall ensure that land use policies and implementing ordinances 
protect the long-term value of water and are consistent with sustainability of 
water resources in Sonoma County 
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Agricultural Processing 

Our existing policies set a goal of 50% utilization of local produce to be processed on 
site. Napa County some years ago adopted a far more stringent rule of 75% for wine 
grapes which have played a large part in higher prices for Napa f,rrapes and the prosperity
of growers in that county. This mle has been upheld in a recent by the United States 
Supreme Court and should be similarly adopted in Sonoma County. During the CAC 
process some were heard to say a 75% rule could not realistically be enforced. Some 
might similarly argue that many violate the speed limits and thus should they be 
abandoned? It should be noted that there are very stringent requirements for appellation 
and vineyard designated wines. Confirming information is mandatory and is routinely 
provided by the growers, processing facilities and winemakers. That same information 
could be utilized to enforce a "75% rule". The DEIR has not provided an analysis of what
impact such a 75% rule would have on the agricultural stability of our county and future 
conversion of agricultural lands. Please consider and respond to the following issues and 
questions: 

1. What would the impact of a 75% rule have on agricultural conversion in this 
county? 

2. How would a 75% rule impact the rate of development, tlze need for additional 
infrastructure, traffic, water resources, biological resources, police and fire 
protection, etc. ? 

Agricultural Setbacks 

The environmental benefits of significant stream setbacks for new development, whether 
it is agricultural or residential/commercial, are well established. What is not provided in 
the DEIR is an analysis of alternatives by which to equitably compensate landoYVners for 
the loss of development rights. One alternative would be the use of funds from the Open 
Space District to purchase such development rights. Another alternative would be a 
program for the transfer of development rights (TDR's). Please consider and respond to 
the following issues and questions: 

1. What would be the cost be of stream setback requirements, for example, of JOO 
vs. 200 feet for future dePelopment? 

2. Could an equitable compensation system be achieved either through funding 
from sources such as the Open Space District, or with the use of TDR's? 

3. What would the impact be of such setbacks on 
a. Erosion control, 
b. Flooding, 
c. Ag production and processing, 
d. Infrastructure requirements, 
e. Water resources 

 

 

7 

5 



7 
Co()t ... L f. Biological resources, 

g. Etal 

Zoning 

Under the current general plan and the draft 2020 General Plan parcels zoned LIA, LEA, 
RRD and AR are permitted a wide range of agricultural uses. Amongst those permitted 
uses two, Visitor Serving and Event Facilities, present great dangers to the integrity of the 
agricultural heritage and the rural character of Sonoma County. Event centers posing as 
wineries are an ever increasing threat. In the absence of specific limiting restrictions in 
the draft 2020 General Plan this threat can become an environmental disaster. 

In order to understand and evaluate the potential for future event facilities and visitor 
serving centers the DEIR must first identify, preferably in conjunction with regional 
maps, all of the parcels under existing zoning that could be eventually be used for such 
entertainment centers. As there are currently no restrictions in place, CEQA requires that 
all such parcels be identified and evaluated for their impacts on the environment, i.e. 
noise, light, water, traffic, waste, etc. Please consider and respond to the following issues 
and questions: 

1. Under the zoning regulations envisioned by the draft 2020 General 
Plan, how many parcels (including permissible parcelization) in this 
county could potentially be developed? 

2. Under the zoning regulations envisioned by the draft 2020 General 
Plan, how many event facilities and/or visitor serving centers could 
be developed in this county? 

3. Under those wning regulations, what would be the impacts such as 
noise, light, water, traffic, waste disposal, fire and police protection, 
etc .be on the environment generated by the potential event facilities 
and/or visitor serving centers? 

4. 'What additional public infrastructure would be needed to 
accommodate the event facilities and/or event centers that could be 
developed under the draft 2020 General Plan? 

5. How would the funding for those public infrastructure requirements 
he generated? 

In early 2005 the Valley of the Moon Alliance published a study, "The Potential for 
Events Facilities on Agricultural Land in the Sonoma Valley'\ (hereinafter "the VOTMA 
Study"). Copies of that study were then distributed to the Sonoma County Planning 
Commission and PRMD. Additional copies were recently submitted again to the Planning 
Commission for your consideration and inclusion into the records of the 2020 General 
Plan Update proceedings. As a Co-Chair of that study I hope you have by now, or will in 
the near future, review that document and the many maps and charts contained therein. 

What the VOTMA Study did was to examine the potential under present zoning, for a 
growing number of visitor-serving and events facilities on agricultural lands in the 
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Sonoma Valley. It also identifies some of the choices that need to be made toward a 
course for the future that protects and reinforces the rural character and quality of life of 
the area in which we live. If a group of volunteers can complete such a study and provide 
detailed graphs and maps recording the results, the authors of the DEIR can undoubtedly 
do so as well for the entire county. 

The VOTMA Study area includes a total of 33,125 acres in the Sonoma ValJey. The 
study focuses particularly on792 parcels in the Study Area, all of which He in the large 
agricultural zones (DA, LIA, LEA, and RRD) m1der present Sonoma County zoning. 
Together the 792 parcels contain a total of 26,587 acres. Based upon site evaluations of 
each of the 792 parcels by two-person teams, the following observations were reached 
about the future of those parcels: 

} Under the present "minimum lot size'' regulations of current zoning, the 
792 parcels that now exist in the study area could be subdivided to 
produce a total of 974 legal parcels, all of which could be developed 
independently at some time in the future. 

> 38 parcels already contain events facilities located on agricultural land in 
the Sonoma Valley. Other events and visitor serving facilities (hotels, 
restaurants, special event facilities, etc.) already exist on commercially 
zoned land that is not covered by the study. 

> 362 of the potential parcels have been evaluated to possess "high" to "very 
high" potential for future use as visitor serving facilities associated with 
agricultural operations. 

> If a11 of the "future" parcels were so developed, the total build out of such 
facilities would represent a Two Thousand Five Hundred (2500%) 
increase over the number of existing event facilities in the Study area. 

> The potential concentrations of event facilities at full build out (16.6 
facilities per mile) in the Sonoma Valley would far exceed the present 
concentrations found in the Napa Valley along Highway 29 from 
Yountville to Calistoga. 

> At a reduced rate of 20% build out the concentration rate in the Sonoma 
Valley would still be in excess of the existing concentrations in the Napa 
Valley. 

At pages 4.8-23 and 24, the DEIR contains a discussion about what they estimate will be 
the total number of winery facilities and total square footage by 2020 using a series of 
assumptions they consider to be reasonable. Such assumptions are insufficient under 
CEQA in the absence of strict regulations to prohibit additional expansion. The DEIR is 
required to consider and analyze worst case scenarios under such circumstances, and then 
off er mitigation proposals to address the sibrnificant impacts. 

The DEIR must complete such a study and then develop recommended mitigation 
measures to prevent a series of Napa Valley mutations growing tlrroughout the valleys 
Sonoma County. Such mitigation should consider significant restrictions on future 
subdivisions oflarge agricultural parcels, along with strict limitations on the number, 

scope and location of future event and visitor serving facilities. This will require the 
DEIR to be substantially revised and re-circulated. 
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Conversion of Agricultural Land is an Acknowledged Significant Irreversible 
Change. 

While acknowledging the overwhelming need to preserve a healthy Agricultural Industry 
in this county, the DEIR falls far short of setting out the tough and politically sensitive 
mitigation measures to protect both our agricultural base and our precious open space. 
Prime agricultural land must be protected and to do so, commercial structures such as 
wineries, storage facilities, event centers, amphitheatres, retail stores, etc. must be located 
on land other than prime agricultural soils. 

To slow the conversion of agricultural land also mandates a policy decision that not every 
piece of land on which some quantity of grapes is produced, regardless of how little, is 
entitled to a winery, tasting room, retail store, weddings, etc., etc. At some level genuine 
customary agriculture activities must be the prevalent activities on our agricultural lands 
if we are to preserve our vital agricultural heritage. 

Conclusion 

Although much has been accomplished, the mission of creating a 2020 General Plan 
capable of protecting the magnificence of Sonoma County is still a work in progress. 
While the urge to just get it over with might at times seem compelling, the consequences 
would be far beneath the integrity and character of the individuals involved. 

\Vhen all is said and done, we have asked the DEIR to tell us what Sonoma County will 
look like in 2020. In response it has generated a lot of pages, offered a number of 
"considers'', and then responded without answering. Until the DEIR provides the answer 
to that fundamental question it will have fallen short of its mission. It should thus be 
revised and re-circulated. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~""'"·~ 
Karl A. Keener 

cc: Greg Carr 
Scott Briggs 
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Friends of the Eel River 

April 17, 2006 

Sonoma County Pennit and Resource Management Department 
Attn: Bob Gaiser and Members of the Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

1 7 '1nif'l5 
I lU~J 

Conunents on Draft EIR for the proposed Draft Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Update 
(SCH No. 2003012020), January 2006 ('"DEIR')) 
Based on the Draft Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Public Hearing Draft ("GP2020") 

Dear Mr. Gaiser and Members of the Planning Conm1ission: 

This letter and comments are submitted on behalf of Friends of the Eel River. We are pleased to 
provide comments and additional information in consideration of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Draft Sonoma County General Plan 2020. 

Friends of the Eel River is dedicated to its mission to restore the Eel River and all of her tributaries 
to a natural state of health and abundance, wild and free. Plans made and actions taken by Sonoma 
County jurisdictions subject to this DEIR and GP2020 have both direct and indirect influence on 
the health and restoration of the Eel River, and as such, we appreciate the opportunity to provide 
these comments. 

We find that the DEIR and GP2020, including the new Water Resources Element, offer a series of 
improved directions for management of natural and public trust resources during the neh.1 20 years. 
However, there a number of critical areas that are inadequately addressed or omitted entirely. These 
areas of concern would help foster the achievement of GP2020 goals as well as to minimize the 
significant negative impacts predicted in the DEIR. 

In addition, we recognize that while the platming period intended for the GP2020 is until the year 
2020, this is a very short planning window when it comes to successful management of many of our 
natural resources. We are really building the long-tenn future of Sonoma County. Wood-framed 
housing is good for at least I 00 years if reasonably maintained. Modem concrete and steel 
commercial buildings can last 200-300 years. Streets and highway roadbeds have lasted thousands 
of years. Pipelines and electrical transmission towers and cables can last 30-75 years or more. 
Power plants and water treatment facilities can last 50 years or more. Restoring a polluted or 
overdrafted groundwater basin may take] O~ 20 or 50 years or more. Recovering a lost salmon 
population is likely never. 

The infrastructure and development we build today will last far beyond the lifespan of the GP2020, 
no less many of us living here now. The impacts on our natural resources - water, earth, air, and all 
that depend upon them - must be considered for a long term view; a short time perspective~ such as 
until 20207 is not enough to get it right. It is imperative that we get this as right as we possible can7 

and build in a system to learn and to correct errors when they occuL We are making conmlitments 
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for the future generations of citizens of Sonoma County and our region, and to our long-term 
stewardship of the abundant and precious natural resources we are blessed with. 

Please ask yourselves, "Where will we be in 2020?" 
And, "Is that good enough for the long term future?" 

1. The project definition is unclear and not stable. 

CEQA requires a clear and stable project definition, so that the public can understand what is being 
proposed, and provide suitable commentary, alternatives and analysis. However, in this case, the 
DEIR has been released based on the Public Hearing Draft of the GP2020 (dated ''xx,xxx,"'\:"). 
Public comments on the DEIR have been called for, and comment period on the DEIR closes April 
17, 2006. Yet the Draft GP2020 is itself not a stable document and project description: it is now 
subject to a large series of public hearings at the Sonoma County Planning Commission over the 
months running at least into Fall 2006, with the intent that the Planning Commission will 
recommend changes to the GP2020 to the Board of Supervisors along with the Final EIR. 

Either the DEIR must be re-released and re-circulated for additional comments at that time so that 
the public can comment on the changed GP2020 prior to adoption of a final GP2020 or release of 
the FEIR, or else there will be a strong impetus for the Planning Commission not to make any 
meaningful changes during that public comment and consideration period, essentially keeping the 
GP2020 static, so as to avoid the complications of re-releasing and re-circulating a revised DEIR 
for comments on the revised GP2020. 

Another option would be for the Planning Commission to temporarily suspend the public comment 
period on the DEIR, and re-open it for a period of time after the GP2020 public hearings and 
recommended changes are completed. 

Failure to allow the public to conunent on any revised Draft GP2020 undercuts the CEQA 
mandates for full and accurate disclosure of the project, and requirements to provide for an 
informed public and decision makers. 

i 
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2. DEIR demonstrates a failure to achieve core GP2020 Project Goals 

Failure to achieve core GP2020 Project Goals is represented by the failure to successfully address 
38 Significant Unavoidable Impacts in the DEIR. 

Remarkably, the DEIR asks the public to accept at least 38 identified Significant Unavoidable 
Impacts (''SU") (6.3, p6.0-19/24). This staggering number are identified as "project impacts that 
could not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures that are 
part of the Draft P2020 or other mitigation measures recommended in this EIR." This does not 
even include other impacts, individual or cumulative, that are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIR 

We believe that this represents a substantial lost opportunity to address key impacts that will 
substantially affect the quality of our environment and quality of life in Sonoma County and its 
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surrounds. There is an opportunity here, as well as a mandate under CEQ A~ to find other routes to 
resolve these critical failures. 

Further, one can wonder how this DEIR would pass critical examination, no less potential 
certification of a FEIR based on it, when many of the project goals are not met even after all the 
mitigations proposed arc evaluated. 

Almost all of the SU's represent contradictions to. and failure to achieve. the stated ''major goals of 
the Draft GP 2020" 
(DEIR, p3.0-l3/l4) 
For example, these goals are followed with some relevant contradictory SU's: 

[ 
I 
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"Accommodate Sonoma County 'sfair :,·hare o.ffitture regional growth, consistent with 
environmental constraints, maintenance of quality <~f l~fe, and the capacities of public 
facilities and services. Achieve a better balance between job opportunities and population 
growth" 
- 4.1-2; 4.1-3; 4.2-1; 4.2-2; 4.3-1; 4.4-1; 4.4-3; 4.5-3; 4.5-5; 4.5-7; 4.5-8; 4.5-11; 4.6-1; 
4.6-2; 4.6-4; 4.7-1; 4.7-2; 4.7-3; 4.7-4; 4.7-6; 49.-l; 4.9-2; 4.9-3; 4.9-4; 4.9-5; 4.9-6; 4.9-7; 
4.9-9; 4.9-10; 4.9-11; 4.9-12; 4. 9-13; 4.10-2; 4.11-3; 4.12-3 

"Accommodate most future growth within the incorporated cities and their Urban Growth 
Boundaries, and within unincorporated communities that have adequate water and sewer 
capacities in their Urban Service Areas'' 
-4.1-2; 4.1-3; 4.5-3; 4.5-5; 4.5-7; 4.5-8; 4.5-11; 4. 7-4; 49.-1; 4.9-2; 4.9-3; 4.9-4; 4.9-5; 

··'Maintain adequate public services to accommodate projected growth that will be able to 
provide any needed services 
- 4.5-3; 4.5-5; 4.5-7; 4.5-8; 4.5-11; 49.-1; 4.9-2; 4.9-3; 4.9-4; 4.9-5: 4.9-6; 4.9-7; 4.9-9; 
4.9-1 O; 4.9-11; 4.9-12; 4.9-13; 4.11-3; 4.12-3 

"Protect people and property.from environmental risks and hazards and limit development 
. of sensitive environmental lands,, 
- 4.1-3; 4.3-1, 4.5-3; 4.5-5; 4.5-7: 4.5-8; 4.5-1L4.6-1; 4.6-2; 4.6-4; 4.7-4; 4.7-6; 4.1 l 
4.12-3 

"Ensure that the County's water resources are protected on a sustainable yield basis which 
avoids long-term declines in available sw:face and groundwater resources or water 
quality" 
- 4.5-3, 4.5-5; 4.5-7; 4.5-8; 4.5-1 L 4.6-1; 4.6-2; 4.6-4; 4.7-6; 49.-1; 4.9-2; 4.9-3; 4.9-4; 
4.9-5; 4.12-3 

"Limit the uses and intensity of land development to be consistent with the preservation r~l 
important biotic resource areas and scenic.features'' 
- 4.1-3; 4.3-1: 4.5-3; 4.5-5~ 4.5-7: 4.5-8; 4.5-1 L 4.6-1: 4.6-2; 4.6-4: 4.7-6: 4.11-3: 4.12-3 
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"Promote a long-term sustainable fature that balances environmental preservation with 
jobs, housing, infrastntcture, and services. " 
- 4.1-2; 4.1-3; 4.2-2; 4.3-1; 4.5-3; 4.5-5; 4.5-7; 4.5-8; 4.5-11; 4.6-1; 4.6-2; 4.6-4; 4. 7-1; 
4.7-2; 4.7-3; 4.7-4; 49.-1; 4.9-2; 4.9-3; 4.9-4; 4.9-5; 4.9-6; 4.9-6; 4.9-7; 4.9-9; 4.9-10; 
4.9-11; 4 .9-12; 4.9-13; 4.11-3; 4.12-3 

It is critical that the DEIR, and the GP2020, find alternative ways and means to fulfill its core goals, 
which are all laudable, with greater certainty. What is presented in the DEIR is significantly 
incomplete, and needs to be revised and recirculated. 

Throughout the balance of our comments, we will propose some additional routes to success. 

3. DEIR fails to propose and analyze adequate mitigation measures. 

Given the 38 identified Significant Unavoidable hnpacts noted above, it is clear that the DEIR has 
failed to propose and analyze adequate mitigation measures, and/or a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that would lessen the project's significant effects on the environment, as 
required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate a reasonable 
range of alternatives, including alternatives that will avoid or substantially reduce the adverse 
impacts of a proposed project. Sonoma County must also examine feasible mitigations measures to 
address these 38 SU's, as well as other items which will be noted in these comments. 

"The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise 
mold of the initial prq_ject; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during 
investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal .... The lead agency may determine 
an environmentally superior alternative is more desirable or [that] mitigation measures 
must be adopted. Environmentally superior alternatives must be examined whether or not 
they would impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives." 
(Kings County Farm Bureau v. city of Hanford, (1990) Cal.App.3d 692, 735-737.) 

4. Mitigations proposed in the DEIR are consistently weak and likely inadequate. 

Throughout the DEIR, policies and programs of GP2020 are proposed as mitigations for impacts of 
the proposed and predicted gro\\1h and development anticipated and acconunodated in GP2020. 

However, in many places the language used contains uniform weaknesses, which will contribute to 
failure to timely implement policies and programs, and a failure to know if the results are headed in 
the right direction. 

Even though the implementing text frequently reads something to the effect of, "The following 
policies shall be used to accomplish the above objectives:" (implying mandatory implementation 
and success in mitigations), the policies and programs most commonly use the following directive 
language: 
'"encourage'~; "help"; "support"; "consider"; "work with"; ''involve"; "cooperate with"; 
'"assist"; "request"; "prepare a plan"; "seek opportunities to participate"; and similar language. 
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However: 
None of this reflects a firm commitment to implementation. 
There are no timelincs for implementation. 
There is no guarantee that the work will be done and mitigations accomplished. 
Measurable objectives, or perfommnce metrics, to provide adequate assessment of success are 
rarclv stated. 
There is no assurance that the results intended will be achieved. 

Language in the policies and mitigations could instead reflect a strong and robust commitment to 
getting the policies, programs and mitigations implemented: 

'"shall'" ''require"~ "apply"; "must"; '"prohibit"~ ''designate"; "design, construct and 
maintain"; ''fund"; '"direct staff to .. "; 
"commit the county to achieving x by year y"' 
"before x occurs, y shall be implemented and operational" 
'"policy z shall be adopted or implemented by date b" 
"if condition x occurs, then y shall be adopted", etc. 

(For comparison, most of the language in OSRC-8c provides a much better example.) 

For examples of much stronger, enforceable and verv well defined language addressing manv of 
the Water and Natural Resource and other issues of the DEIR. please see the proposals /Or revised 
language in the draft Humboldt Countv General Plan, "Draft Adaptation of Existing Policy 
Worksheet - Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix D/NR", 4/17/06~ "Draft Adaptation ofNe\:v 
Policy Options Worksheet - Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix E", 4/17/06; attached. 
Sonoma County would be helped immeasurably by using similar language to address impacts and 
mitigations in GP2020 and the DEIR. 

See details of these policies at: http://epochdesign.com/humboldtplan/App_D _NR_rev02-0l-04.doc 
and at http://epochdesign.com/humboldtplan/ App_ E _rev02-0 5-04 .doc 

While the DEIR for GP2020 is supposed to chart a course for what Sonoma County will become by 
2020, very little of that roadmap is emplaced to ensure a reasonably successful outcome. We are 
given many goals, but as noted above, even the DEIR does not expect many of them to be 
successfully achieved by 2020. 

Instead~ to achieve a successful DEIR and GP2020 that will pass both the requirements of CEQA 
and the test of time, it is necessary to use clear, implementable and enforceable policies and 
mitigations as elements of a road map that is strategically directed to help Sonoma County actually 
get to its stated goals. That would make the GP2020 as much a strategic plan as it is a visionary 
plan and policy documentation. 

What do we \:Vant Sonoma County to look like by 2020? 
What are the measurable or tangible goals and intermediary objectives? 
What are the strategic steps necessary over time to get there? 
What enforcement provisions or inducements are necessary to make that happen? 
What are the feedback loops to ensure course corrections? 

Unfortunately, much of the lofty goals of the DEIR and GP2020 are divergent from real 
implementation strategies - as evident from the conflicting Significant U~avoidable Impacts lists -
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weakening the likelihood of success. The DEIR and GP2020 must be consistently more than 'a 
I 000 platitudes.' 

If the DEIR itself cannot or will not find compliance in eliminating large numbers of negative 
environmental impacts under its own CEQA mandates, then how should the public expect the 
County to comply with weaker directives and policies in implementing the GP2020? 

f 
If the authors of the DEIR and GP2020 really want to implement the policies and mitigations 

resented, then the language used must reflect that intent, and assure that that happens within the 
!ime span of GP2020 to be effective. 

We recommend stronglv that the language used in most all GP2020 policies and mitigations of the 
DEIR be reviewed to strengthen their likelihood of successfUl implementation, and to find and 
include the 'missing links ' that will assure a complete and achievable strategic plan. Use of 
language and content similar to that used in the attached Draft Policy Options (Or Humboldt 
Countv 's General Plan would be a significant improvement, and is highlv recommended Further. 
the interactive public dialogue used to develop these draft goals and policies, at 
www.helphumboldtplan.org, would be highlv desirable for the DEIR and GP2020. 

We believe that in manv cases this kind o(improved language tor policies, goals and mitigations 
can reduce the number ofSU's in the DEIR substantially. 

--

5. Sonoma County has a key role and responsibility to manage overall water supplies, 
and both surface watersheds and groundwater basins. 

While the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors also sit as the same five Directors of the Sonoma 
County Water Agency ("SCW N') (as well as other smaller water or sanitary districts), "wearing 
different hats, but sitting at the same dais" and sharing staff and other resources and budgets, the 
County has jurisdictions over a much larger territory, over growth in the unincorporated county, 
and significantly influences and cooperates with growth in the incorporated cities. l11e Board of 
Supervisors also have control over land use, development, water and mineral and natural resource 
protections and policies, budgets and staff, which will have significant impacts on water demands, 
water deliveries, future projects, and water quality and quantities available. These competing 
demands are frequently in conflict. It is Sonoma County's responsibility to sort this out, through 
the use of the GP2020 and this DEIR, to minimize conflicts and maxin1ize a sustainable, livable and 
productive county's future. 

In short, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors is responsible for the 'big picture.' Water 
resources for SCWA are not separate from water resources for all other uses. 

~The Draft GP2020 is a plan to accommodate future projected growth and development in the 
unincorporated area of Sonoma County." "The County's objective is to provide an adequate but not 
excessive supply of residential, commercial and industrial lands to accommodate the prqjected 
grmvth .. " (DEIR, p6.0-l) 

Sonoma County acts through the DEIR and GP2020 to supply water to accommodate growth. The 
County's actions, in concert with the nine incorporated cities, SCW A, local water and sanitary 
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districts and other controlled pubhc agcnc1cs, bodies and departments, thereby have direct and 
indirect impacts on the physical environment. The DEIR 1s a critical place to address the impacts 
of individual and cumulative demands and policies on water supply. distribution. wastewater 
trt:atment and disposal 

The County has an obligation to oversee all watershed and groundwater protection and restoration, 
as well as to ensure that no devclopm1;:nt or prq1ccts will adversely impact those supplies, 1,,yhich 
benefit human users as well as pubhc trust resources mcluding fisheries. 

The DEIR acknowledges that there will be Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes (p. 6.0-
24) to non-renewable resources, 1.c., ··Jand, air and waterways" as a result of the predicted grov,th 
and development incorporated m GP2020. 

This overarching responsibility cannot be left to policies and decision makmg by SCWA and their 
contractors and other related agencies. 

Sl.1f;gested oolic:v and miflgations: 
- Sonoma Countv acknowledges and declares its responsihilitv (Or good stewardship qli1.1· 
wate,:,__iand, air and public trust resourct:s in perpetuitv, hevond the lifespan o(anv Generql 
£Jan __ _Q[ other discrete public work or policl'. 
- Sonoma Count1· shall work ~with all stakeholders. public and priva(e.J...hroughoul 
Sonoma Co11nt1 1• the North Ba)'. and the North Coast to assure the <;Joqd .1'!cwardship of"jt5· 

water. land. air and public tn1st resources in2J!.en, puh/jc and engaging prOL~q_sses through 
tune. 

_J 

6. DEIR fails to address emerging and predicted conflicts over water supplies. 

The DEIR fails to address the emerging and predicted conflicts between finite or diminishing 
resources, including clean air, ,.vatcr, open space and v,rildlifc habitat. on the one hand, and resource 
uses that would be mcreased or exacerbated by this project. The DEIR and GP2020 fail to address 
the loommg gap between the water resources m:eded for projected future grmvth and tlte declimng 
availability of surface and groundwater resources. 

These declines are in part be due to curtailments of diversions of Eel River flows to the Russian 
River through the Potter Valley Project ('·PVP'). heightened aquatic and riparian habitat protections 
under the .state and federal Endangered Species Act CESA"), Clean Water Act. Wild and Sccmc 
Rivers Act, the Pubhc Trust Doctrine and other state and federal laws. In addition. other factors 
mvolvc the growing discrepancy between the acce1crating rates of ground water extraction and 
declining !:,'TOundwatLT resources due to mtpaired recharge, over-pumping. dcclmmg strcambcd 
elevations and aquifer porosit~· due to continued gravel mmmg in the Russian River and its 
tributaries. as well as cxistmg and proposed discharges of partially-treated sewage into its 
tributaries and main stem. 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 4 9-1 · 
"ln:rnffic1cnt wate.r .. S!!P.,Rhes to meet the future water demand _of tht urban §.crv1ce areas -· 
-•Land use and development consistent\\ ith the Draft GP2020 \\'Ould increase the demand for 
\\'ater. As a result insufficient water supplies \.vould be available to serve some of the 
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unincorporated USA' a from existing entitlements. New or expanded entitlements would be 
required." (p. 6.0-22) 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 4.9-2: 
"Insufficient Water Supplies to meet the future water demand of rural private domestic, small 
municipal, and agricultural wells." 
"Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP2020 would result in an increased 
demand on groundwater supplies for rural uses. Due to the lack of comprehensive information 
regarding the county's groundwater resources, it is uncertain if groundwater supplies would be 
sufficient to meet the future demand of rural private domestic, small municipal, and agricultural 
wells. Tiris uncertainty combined with the current regulatory approach could result in insufficient 
groundwater supplies in rnral areas of the county." 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 4.9-3: 
"New or expanded water supply facilities" 
'~Land Uses and development consistent with the Draft GP2020 could result in the need for 
increased water supply facilities, either through the constmction of new facilities or through the 
expansion or retrofitting of existing facilities. Construction of new or expanded water supply 
facilities could result in site-specific impacts, especially on aquatic organisms and fisheries." 

Yet, the DEIR does not indicate with any certainty where these new or expanded entitlements 
would come from, where the new or exrpanded facilities might be located, what the impacts might 
be, while at the same time it acknowledges that there are substantial impediments to acquiring 
additional water supplies. 

The DEIR proposes no alternatives if the uncertainties noted above hold tme during the life of the 
DEIR and project. 

This is in conflict with a basic goal, to "Ensure that the County 's water resources are protected on 
a sustainable yield basis which avoids long-term declines in available surface and groundwater 
resources or water quality. " 

Suggested policv and mitigations: 
Sonoma Countv shall exercise due diligence to ensure that the County's water resources 
are protected on a sustainable yield basis which avoidY long-term declines in available 
surface and groundwater resources or water quality in perpetuitv. 
Sonoma County shall exercise all etJOrts under its authority to ensure the restoration and 
repair ofits surface and groundwater resources and their watersheds and basins tor the 
benefit o(public trust and human resources in perpetuity. 

7. The DEIR understates and omits an accurate and adequate description at 4.5 Water 
Resources, environmental setting. 

CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR but rather adequacy, completeness, 
and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an 
EIR' s environmental conclusions~ but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an 
infonnational document. 
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CEQA Guidelines (15003 i) 

The lead agency must consider the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts~ 
when detennining whether it will have a significant environmental effect 

CEQA Guidelines (15003 h) 

The environmental setting described in the DEIR for Water Resources omits important and critical 
infonnation, and does not meet the CEQA requirements. 

Omission of critical information about impacts to the Eel River: 

The DEIR, 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources, Environmental Setting, describes the Russian 
River watershed (p 4.5-8+), but omits an adequate and accurate description of the imports and 
inflows to the East Fork of the Russian River that originate in the Eel River, and \Vhich are diverted 
through PG&E's Potter Valley PrQ]ect ("PVP"). Flows from the Eel River are used to supplement 
depleted and overappropriated Russian River base flows in the dry season, and SCWA has 
alternatively stated over the years that the Eel River water 'is not' - or 'is' - necessary to serve its 
Sonoma and Marin County water contractor customers. Most recently, SCWA states that it is 
definitively to serve any of its customers ("Report to the State Water Resources Control 
Board on Water Conservation", April 15, 2005, p.22-23), yet SCWA and Sonoma County continue 
to seek control, ownership and/or use of the diverted Eel River waters. 

The DEIR consequently completely ignores the impacts of those diversions to the Eel River 
watershed, and does not indicate any of the problems inherent in the PVP, including significant and 
continuing damage to the Eel River fisheries and damages to Humboldt, Lake and Mendocino 
Count)' economies. 

This contradicts the decision in Friends of the Eel River et al v. SCWA and PG&E, Cal. App. 1st 
Dist., May 16, 2003 (attached), vacating the certification of SCWA's WSTSP EIR, and requiring a 
new EIR to address cumulative impacts of the diversion on the Eel River salmonid species, to 
consider project alternatives to address them, and provide an adequate description of the project's 
environmental setting. 

See Friends of the Eel River documentation for economic and environmental impacts, as well as 
decommissioning studies: 

"Economic Bene.fit~· to Mendocino and Lake Counties from Removing the Dams on the Eel 
River" The Center for Environmental Economic Development, Arcata, CA, 2004 
This report focuses on the benefits to Mendocino and Lake Counties from removal of dams 
on the Eel River. 
Available at: http://v·t\\'W.eelriver.org/cgi-bin/Publications.pl?function=issue&page_id=4 

"A River in the Balance: Benefits and Costs of Restoring Natural Water Flo"M'S to the Eel 
River'' The Center for Environmental Economic Development, Arcata, CA, 2002 
This study examines the downriver impacts on salmon and other market and non-market 
values related to restoration of natural water flows to the Eel River. 
Available at http://wwv,'.eelriver.org/cgi-bin/Publications.pl?function=issue&page_id=5 

"Declaration of Robert Curry, PhD, in support of Friends of the Eel River's comment on 
DEL5 on Proposed Reoperation ofFERC Project 77-110, the Potter Valley Project," April 
26, 1999 (attached) 
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The annual dewatering of the Eel River below the PVP's Scott and Cape Hom Dams has been 
instrumental in the declines of ESA listed threatened species of Coho and Chinook salmon and 
Steelhead, as well as the proliferation of predatory pikeminnow and flourishing of blue-green algae 
in the remaining wanner flows below the diversion, as the dry season discharges downstream are 
temperature impaired after languishing in Lake Pillsbury and Van Arsdale Reservoir. Further, 
inadequate fish screens at the PVP intake kill the majority of juvenile salmonids. The fish ladder at 
Cape Horn Dam is still too high and antiquated to be very effective, and pikeminnow await 
migrating salmonids in the pools below the ladder and in Lake Pillsbury. Scott Dam is too high for 
an functional fish ladder, preventing return access of salmonids (and their nutrients) from the main 
stem Eel River to the cold and abundant headwaters above Scott Dam, with some 1000 miles of 
productive anadromous fish spawning and rearing streams (NMFS, personal communication). Both 
Van Arsdale Reservoir and Lake Pillsbury are clogged with gravels and sediments, reducing their 
storage capacities substantially, and preventing the flow of critical coarse-grained gravels to the 
main stem Eel River spawning and rearing habitat downstream. Early season "attraction flows" to 
trigger upstream migration from the Eel River's mouth and sufficient water for fall and early winter 
migrations are diverted through the PVP, further damaging Eel River salmonids, as do low oxygen 
conditions in Lake Pillsbury during the summer. (see, Curry, ibid) 

In addition, the Eel River is now on the 303(d) list of impaired waterways. Section 7 biological 
opinions issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service have found that continued diversions from the 
Eel and Russian Rivers will cause jeopardy to listed species of salmon. 

SCW A has proposed and negotiated transfers of water from Lake Mendocino to the Redwood 
Valley County Water District and perhaps other Russian River watershed water districts or entities. 

SCW A and Sonoma County have proposed a pipeline to extend water deliveries (for fresh or 
recycled water) and export of perhaps 7-8000 acre-feet to the Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration 

 
Project or other San Pablo Bay front restoration projects. The DEIR must address the potential 
impacts of this water export program, including the not just the positive restoration values for Napa 
River Salt Marsh, but also the consequences of that water not being available for reuse within 
Sonoma County, and its lost potential for displacing additional water demand for sweetwater (new 
water from surface or ground water sources). 

SCW A and Sonoma County in 1998 have also authorized and fi.mded planning and preliminary 
engineering (by Boyle Engineering) for a water filtration and treatment plant along the lower 
Russian River (in the vicinity of Dry Creek), to treat water intake from Lake Sonoma or the Russian 
River. This proposed facility has undergone e:x.1:ensive preliminary engineering and cost estimates, 
and was presented (by Jay Jasperse, SCWA; 2/5/01 presentation attached) to the Water Advisory 
Committee and (by RPoole, SCW A General Manager and Supervisor Mike Kerns, 5116101) to 
Marin Municipal Water District public meetings in 2001 as a $500-700M project, with 6 possible 
configurations. 

This is an existing proposal, and the environmental impacts of this proposal must be included in the 
CEQA analysis of the GP2020. 

SCWA and Sonoma County have proposed a cooperative purchase and/or operation of the PVP, 
most recently as part of the negotiated Restructured Agreement for Water Supply as well as in the 
prior 11th Amended Agreement for Water Supply. 
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2.4 Potter Valle'' Project 

(a) All or part of the Potter Valley Project may be acquired upon a detennination by the 
Board of Directors of the Agency that such acquisition is necessary to insure the 
Agency's continued ability to make the water deliveries authorized by this Agreement 
and maintain fisheries and other incidental benefits to the Russian River basin, 
provided, however, that no part nor all of the Potter Valley Prq)ect shall be acquired 
without the affirmative vote of at least six ( 6) representatives of the Water Contractors 
on the Water Advisory Committee representing at least two thirds of the total weighted 
votes as calculated pursuant to Section 5.3(a). The Agency shall not be liable to any of
its Customers for any damage resulting from any Agency decision regarding the 
acquisition or non-acquisition of any part or all of the Potter Valley Project. 

(b) The Agency shall co1mnence a process upon the effective date of this Agreement to 
evaluate the water supply and fisheries benefits provided by the Potter Valley Project 
within the Russian River watershed, the economic and operational feasibility of 
acquiring the Potter Valley Project, and whether alternative actions could reduce the 
need for the Agency to acquire the Potter Valley Project. Alternative actions to be 
evaluated may include the increased use of recycled water to reduce agriculh1ral and 
other diversions from the Russian River and its tributaries; the modification of instrcam 
flow requirements in the Russian River; and the completion of state and/or federal 
recovery plans for salmonid species listed as threatened or endangered in the Russian 
River watershed. The cost of such evaluations shall be paid from Watershed Planning 
and Restoration Sub-Charge funds available pursuant to subsection 4.14; however, the 
Agency shall use its best efforts to obtain the agreement of other interested parties who 
divert water from the Russian River or its tributaries (including municipal and 
agricultural diverters) to pay for a portion of such costs and to participate in the 
implementation of such alternative actions. Before acquiring the Potter Valley Prqject, 
the Agency shall conduct an environmental analysis of the acquisition pursuant to 
CEQ A, which analysis may include an evaluation of alternative flow regimes from the 
Potter Valley Project into the Russian River and the Eel River. 

(c) Upon detennination by Agency that other actions could reduce the need for the 
Agency to acquire the Potter Valley Prqject, the Agency and the Water Contractors 
shall engage in a cooperative process to implement said other actions. 

- Restructured Agreement for Water Supply, Execution Draft, April 3, 2006 

 

The purchase and/or operation of the PVP has also been proposed as part of a proposed program 
"Management and recovery of California coastal Chinook salmon" for the Russian River, approved 
by the Sonoma Co. Board of Supervisors on Oct. 4, 2005, as a potential source of water for 
restoration efforts for Chinook in the Russian River. This proposal completely ignores the impacts 
of continued diversions on ESA listed fisheries in the Eel River watershed, and has focused onlv on 
the purported benefits for the Russian River. ~ 

This~ again, is an existing proposal as part of the environmental setting for GP2020 and its DEIR, 
and the environmental impacts of these proposals must be included in the CEQA analysis of the 
GP2020. 
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The DEIR must address the above issues as well as the following implications for continued use of 
the PVP and the Eel River's diverted waters into the Russian River, which the DEIR postulates as a 
part of provision of adequate water supplies for projected growth and development 

impacts to the Eel River associated with the continued diversion of water to the Russian 
River, including the devastation of the salmonid fishery, and other adverse impacts to that 
riparian system including the proliferation of blue-green algae; 

impacts to the Russian river associated with the continued diversion of water from the Eel 
River, including the growth of non-native species; 

negative economic impacts in the Eel River Basin associated with continued diversion of 
almost all of the Eel Rivers summer flows which also have adverse physical impacts, 
including changes in development patterns, blight, increased growth and development in 
Sonoma, Marin and southern Mendocino Counties, and increased pressure for development 
of other extractive industries, such as timber harvesting and gravel mining; 

The likelihood that Decision 1610 will be revisited and revised by SWRCB within the next 
several years as a result of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's ("FERC") changes in 
flow regimes through the Potter Valley Project and new increased minimum instream flow 
requirements in the Eel River downstream of Cape Hom Dam. Further, the FERC
regulated flow decisions and the possible decommissioning of the PVP are currently being 
appealed in the US Court of Appeals, with decisions expected this year. 

Declaration by the St.ate Water Resources Control Board that the Russian River is currentlv 
'over-appropriated', with a large number of unprocessed water rights permit applications, · 
as well as a very large number of unpermitted and illegal appropriations from the Russian 
River and its tributary streams, the total of which exceed the dry-season flows of the river, 
and which are substantially contributing to the loss of fisheries habitat and populations. 
The Eel River transfers through the PVP then become the 'subsidy' to allow the Russian 
River to maintain dry season surface flows. 

Additional critical information omitted from the DEIR: 

The Russian River is already over-appropriated, and the county's groundwater is showing clear 
evidence of overdrafting in several key groundwater basins. Yet the DEIR and GP2020 assume 
there is sufficient water for future development. This is "paper water", not real water. 

The DEIR must also consider and disclose other information about current and reasonably 
foreseeable future conditions which will have significant impacts on the environment as a result of 
the GP2020. 

comparative energy use and greenhouse gas emissions from all alternatives, including 
construction, operations and maintenance of the systems and components over their 
lifespan. 

The SCWA 's proposed new Water Supply and Transmission Reliability Project 
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The SCWA's MOU Regarding Water Transmission System Capacity Allocation During 
Temporary Impainnent 

SCWA's "Low Flow" proposals to SWRCB (Ju1y 2004 and subsequent dates), introduced 
as emergency provisions for changes in water releases from Lake Mendocino and minimum 
flow requirements in the Russian River 

Santa Rosa BPU's efforts to foster the use of 'mixing zones' at its waste\\later discharge 
points in the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the Russian River, upstream of the intake facilities 
for SCW A's water supply, and implications for TMDLs, NPDES requirements, and future 
water contamination and availability 

Santa Rosa BPU' s funded efforts, in concert with SCW A, to create a pipeline to provide 
treated wastewater through extensions of the "Geysers Pipeline" for agricultural uses in the 
Middle Reach and Alexander Valley. This effort includes some uses of 'water exchanges' 
with riparian landovvners and operations~ and would also involve constrnction of a number 
of wastewater reservoirs on private lands, mostly in side canyons and valleys of tributary 
streams. The impacts of this program must be analyzed and disclosed in the DEIR 
including impacts on groundwater tables, cutoff of sediment flows to the Russian River 
trapped in local water storage reservoirs~ water quality and habitat inipacts on tributary 
strean1s, inducements to land conversions as a result of reliable and increased water 
supplies, and the impacts of not using this recycled water in place of urban uses of 
sweetwater drawn from the Russian River wells or groundwater to reduce overall system 
demands. This program is in ongoing development and funding, and must be disclosed and 
analyzed ·within the DEIR for GP2020. 

State Water Resources Control Board direction (Feb. 2, 2005) to SCWA and contractors to 
"provide the SWRCB with a detailed plan of water conservation efforts that will offset 
future increases in demand, which in turn will result in no increase in Russian River 
diversions." SCWA and the contractors have not yet successfully proposed such a program 
to address this directive. The response provided to SWRCB, "Report to the State Water 
Resources Control Board on Water Conservation", April 15, 2005, sti1I fails to do so. In 
fact, SCWA response states that such reductions in demands necessary to achieve that 
objective are not necessary, as, 

o "such high levels of conservation probably are not sustainable or cost-effective 
o "the Agency has adequate water supplies to meet the projected increases in demand 

without its contractors needing to implement such high levels of additional 
conservation or needing to use alternate supplies 

o "no substantial hydrological or environmental benefits would result from such a 
plan. 

o "in fact, adverse impacts to other resources, like groundwater resources~ could 
result if the Agency were not allowed to increase its Russian River diversions and 
re-diversions." (ibid, p. 19) 

The soon-to-be released new Urban Water Management Plan. The existing 2000 UWMP is 
expired and obsolete, and, by law was to have been replaced with an approved and adopted 
new- UWMP by December 2005. Due to data consistency problems" the water contractors 
and cities of Sonoma County have not yet produced this essential document, one that 
contains the premise for water supplies and demands for foture grO\vth. 
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The DEIR cannot reliably and reasonably use the outdated information and prq_jections 
from the 2000 UWMP for its declarations and predictions of impacts for this DEIR and 
GP2020. We urge recirculation of the DEIR when the new UWMP is released, its data is 
incorporated into DEIR projections, and impacts assessment and suitable policies and 
mitigations are proposed and disclosed to the public. 

Petition by Trout Unlimited and Peregrine Audubon Society to SWRCB to bring the over
allocated Russian River legal, permitted and unpermitted withdrawals under control. 

Proposals by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors and industry to extend gravel 
mining in and adjacent to the Russian River under the ARM Plan beyond its current 
expiration date. 

Proposals for large residential and commercial development in the Ukiah Valley, including 
the former Masonite manufacturing site, which could have substantial impacts on water 
demands upstream of Sonoma County water supplies of the Russian River. 
("Cumulative Impacts. Development map of Ukiah Valley", Sept. 2005, attached.) 

The Surface Water Quality description (p 4.5-16/17, Impact 4.5-1, and Exhibit 4.5-2) also omits 
data from the North Coast RWQCB which describes several additional important pollutant sources: 

MTBE contamination of the waters in Lake Sonoma, primarily from motor boats 
heavy metals contamination and nmoff to the Russian River from the condensate ponds for 
the Geysers geothermal fields energy generation 
heavy metals, including mercury compounds, resulting from gravel mining operations in 
the Russian River. 

DEIR at p. 4.5-42 indicates that SWPPPs and/or SWMPs are not required for rural activities in the 
Russian River watershed outside Santa Rosa (NPDES Phase I) and NPDES Phase II areas (Rohnert 
Park, Cotati, Sebastopol, Healdsburg, Windsor). This means that large areas of unincorporated 
Sonoma County are not effectively regulated under these regulations for stormwater pollutants. 
There are no longterm Best Management Practices for water quality in the DEIR or GP2020 that 
would address this significant problem effectively. 

Other contaminations ignored in the DEIR at Impact 4. 5-1 are increasing quantities of treated 
wastewater, from Ukiah, Cloverdale, Healdsburg, Windsor and the Santa Rosa Subregional System, 
as well as from septic tanks and leach fields and other residential, commercial, industrial, 
municipal, agricultural, silvicultural and mining sources in the Russian River watershed, which 
contain 'emerging toxics' such as chlorination byproducts, hormone dismptors and estrogenics, 
pharmaceuticals, cosmetics, pesticides, herbicides, fungicides and other chemicals and heavy 
metals, which are not effectively removed through traditional wastewater treatment processing, 
including tertiary treatment. Their interaction byproducts must be considered as well. While most of 
these are not yet regulated by state or federal law, there is more and more scientific evidence of 
their adverse impacts on humans, fish, animals, plants and invertebrates. 

For examples of how other public agencies are handling watershed management for potable water 
supplies, with integrated management strategies and policies for these pollutants and related issues, 
see: 
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Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply, Assessing the New York City Strategy: 
National Research Council, National Academy Press, 2000; 
www.hap.edu/books/0309067774/html/ [copy submitted with these conunents] 
Massachusetts Dept. of Conservation and Recreation, Watershed Protection Act, 
http://\-vww.mass.gov/dcr/waterSupply/watershed/wspa.htm 
State of the Watershed: Water Quality of Boulder Creek, Colorado; Sheila F. Murphy, 
USGS, 2006, Circular 1284, http://pubs.usgs.gov/circ/circl284/ 
The Quality of Our Nation's Waters: Nutrients and Pesticides, USGS Circular 1225, 1999 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/circ/circ 1225/ 
Emerging Contaminants in the Environment, USGS publications, research and bulletins, 
http://toxics.usgs.gov/regional/emc/index.html 
Toxics Substances Hydrology Program, USGS publications, research and bulletins, 
http://toxics.usgs.gov 
Draft Humboldt County General Plan, "Draft Adaptation of Existing Policy Worksheet -
Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix D/NR", 4/17/06; "Draft Adaptation of New 
Policy Options Worksheet - Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix E", 4117 /06; 
attached, and at, http://epochdesign.com/humboldtplan/ App_ D _ NR _rev02-01-04 .doc 
and at http://epochdesign.com/humboldtplan/App_E_rev02-05-04.doc 
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The DEIR must include an evaluation of these emerging toxics and other dan1ages to our 
watersheds and groundwater, what impacts they may have on the enviromnent, and what 
mitigations or policy alternatives can be emplaced in the GP2020 to avoid or minimize their 
impacts between now and 2020. 

The DEIR should also present a series of maps, showing the jurisdictions of all special districts, 
sorted by type (i.e., water districts, sanitation, flood management, fire protection, schools, 
ambulance, hospital, etc), in order to visually and clearly understand the present and future 
demands, responsibilities, interplay and coverage of utilities and public services throughout the 
county. 
(These omissions also apply to the 4.1 Land Use Element.) 

The DEIR should also present a series of maps, showing clearly the legally maximum possible 
parcels and subdivisions of land, by all zoning categories and including certificates of compliance, 
throughout the county, to better understand where gro,\rth, service and infrastructure demands, and 
environmental impacts might be concentrated. What would the maximum population be for this 
complete parcelization by year 2020? 

What would happen if the Urban Grovvth Boundaries ("UGB") are not renewed by voters in all or 
some of the cities and county jurisdictions? Please provide predictions and maps - best and worst 
cases - for each jurisdiction with current UGBs. Hmv would Urban Service Boundaries, which arc 
expandable through city council ordinances and LAFCO rather than the more restrictive voter 
controlled UGB ~ 
the duration of GP2020? The DEIR is silent on these issues, a significant omission for a plan that is 
supposed to reasonably predict future grO\vth and development impacts. 

What would happen to open space preservation and gwvvth impacts if the Sonoma County 
Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District is not renewed or funded when it expires in 
2010? The DEIR is also silent on these important issues. 
(These omissions also apply to the 4.1 Land Use Element.) 

s, affect future gro,vth and impacts around cities if UGB 's were not renewed for 
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Suggested policy and mitigations: 
Sonoma County shall commit, at the adoption ofGP2020, to the cessation ofdiversions of 
water from the Eel River to the Russian River through the Potter Vallev Protect bv no later 
2020. 
Sonoma County will abandon all efforts to acquire, use or control flows of diverted water 
from the Eel River to the Russian River through the Potter Valley Project with the adoption 
ofGP2020. 
Sonoma Countv shall work diligently to end anv real or perceived dependence ofits 
agencies, departments, citizens, property owners, businesses and all other stakeholders on 
the use o(Eel River water diverted to the Russian River. 
Sonoma County will work with engineering, hvdrologic, fisheries, economics, educators, 
agricultural and other professionals and watershed stakeholders to create an educational 
and technical assistance program in support ofthe cessation of diversions of water from 
the Eel River to the Russian River through the Potter Valley Project, commencing with the 
adoption ofGP2020. 
Sonoma County shall work diligently with stakeholders in the Eel River watershed, 
including Humboldt, Mendocino and Lake Counties. as well as with Marin County, to 
provide a program of assistance for the repair of damages to the Eel River watershed 
resources and its economic health caused bv nearlv a centu!J' of water diversions through 
the Potter Valley Project. which has been used to benefit growth in Sonoma County and 
Marin County. 
Sonoma Countv shall commit to the restoration o(salmonid and other native fisheries in 
the Russian River and its tributaries without the use of any waters diverted from the Eel 
River. 

Sonoma County shall develop. fund and implement programs to eliminate inflows of 
emerging and other toxics to all drinking water source waters, including surface and 
groundwater. in perpetuity. 
Sonoma County shall work with Mendocino County, Ukiah. Cloverdale, Heald<>burg, 
Windsor, Santa Rosa, SCWA and all other wastewater treatment and disposal entities in the 
Russian River watershed, to assure that by 2020 no treated wastewater will be discharged 
to the Russian River watershed without advanced treatment similar to, or better than, that 
used bv New York City's Watershed Management !Or Potable Water Program. 
Sonoma County, in concert with other wastewater dischargers, shall engage the 
professional and technical services of the National Academv o(Sciences/National Research 
Council or their equivalent to assist in developing, evaluating and implementing a complete 
and comprehensive plan to eliminate all such wastewater discharges. 

8. Comments at DEIR 4.1 Land Use, 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources, 4.7 
Geology/Soils, and 4.9 Public Facilities: Gravel Mining, morphology and other 
impacts. 

The following are additional conunents on the DEIR Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Resources 

At p. 4.5-9, the DEIR states: 
··Gravel mining along the Russian river has also been an important part of the watershed economy, 
although a major long term goal of the county's Aggregate Resources Management Plan ("ARM 

'}C., 
(;.~ ..) 
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Plan") has been to shift reliance from river and terrace mining to hillside quarries. Major watershed 
management challenges in this watershed include flooding, and significant bank erosion and 
streambed downcutting, especially in the upper reaches of the river. River downcutting may be 
linked to the geomorphic consequences of removal of bedload from the river, although this is 
uncertain. Lateral bank erosion along with agricultural activities has greatly reduced the width and 
extent of the historic riparian corridor along major parts of the river contributing to elevated river 
temperatures.'' [ital. added] 

Yet, Impact 4.5-2, WR-lg, WR-lh ignore impacts of gravel mining on water quality, storage and 
supplies. While hnpact 4.5-3 notes that "resource development uses have historically impaired 
water quality and, on occasion, contributed to the violation of water quality standards . . . including 
sand and gravel extraction", such mining is given a 'free pass' at OSRC-8c, "allow mining 
operations conducted in accordance with the County ARM Plan and Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Ordinance," rendering any intended controls ineffective, given the obsolescence of the 
ARM Plan, and other impacts of gravel mining noted here. 

At p. 4.7-11, Geology/Soils: Mineral Resources, the DEIR states: 
"'Most of the Russian river and parts of other major streams in the county have been mined for sand 
and gravel to use in concrete and high-quality base and fill. Recent operations have been located 
along the middle and upper reaches of the Russian River, either within the channel or on adjacent 
alluvial terraces .. " 

Impact 4. 7-9 Mineral Resources, states: 
'"Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in the loss of the 
availability of a known mineral resource. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (L TS)" 
"Policy OSRC-l 3b directs the Com1ty when approving mining pennits to review the individual 
projects for environmental impacts and land use conflicts ..... Implementation of the Draft G2020 
policies would avoid significant impacts from the loss of availability of potentially valuable mineral 
resources." 

Objective LU-13.4 Land Use Element, states: 
"Continue to regulate aggregate and geothennal resource development to minirnize adverse 
impacts." 
Policy LU-l3j states: 
"Use the Aggregate Resources Management Plan and Geothermal Resources Management Plan as 
the policy documents for development of aggregate and geothermal resources. Avoid terrace 
mining in the Alexander Valley." 

OSRC-13 .2 "Minimize and mitigate the adverse enviromuental effects of mineral eA.1:raction and 
reclaim mined lands" 
Policy OSRC-13b "Review projects for environmental impact and land use conflicts and consider 
the following minimwn factors when approving mining permits: ... fisheries and wildlife 
impacts ... " 

This omits any examination or consideration of water quality and water storage impacts, 
individually or cumulatively. It omits cumulative effects on river bed elevations 

The assertions and conclusions regarding impacts in the DEIR are without merit~ are misleading, 
incomplete and inaccurate. Impact 4.7-9 should be Significant and Unmitigated. The listed 
objective and policy are weak and insufficient to avoid damages or provide mitigations. 
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The negative results, however, are not Unavoidable, if gravel mining in the Russian River were to 
cease. 

The DEIR conclusions are not backed up with any evidence, and pointedly avoid discussion of the 
cumulative impacts of gravel mining in the channel or adjacent alluvial terraces of the Russian 
River, even though damages are indicated in the text at page 4.5-9. 

"In rivers where the total sediment budget is very large and aggregate extraction rates are 
low, the ideal notion of aggregate as a yearly renewable resource may be valid. However, 
in practice, this is rarely the case .... The inability of a river to replenish the bars and 
channels with coarse sediment initiates regional channel degradation. On the lower Russian 
River, where aggregate extraction has produced numerous local impacts, the cumulative 
effects are extreme. Some channel reaches that once contained large, actively migrating 
gravel bars are currently devoid of any significant bedfonns and the river is flowing 
directly over bedrock. Because winter flows within the river have excess stream power and 
competence, bank erosion has become a serious problem in many portions of the Russian 
River drainage, threatening the destruction of several major bridges and claiming an ever
increasing share of the farmland. channel lowering, which has exceeded 20 feet in some 
areas, has exacerbated this problem." 

"'The impacts of in-stream aggregate mining are associated with the tendency of operators 
to mine sediment at a faster rate than it is replenished. Urbanization and the widespread 
damming of California's watersheds have reduced overall sediment budgets. Excessive 
aggregate mining leads to sediment-starved rivers. Excess stream power causes a number of 
on-site and off-site impacts. "When rivers occupy aggregate pits during winter flows, they 
attempt to smooth their profiles by headward erosion at the upstream end of the pit, 
deposition of sediment ·within the pit, and scour of the downstream end of the pit. This 
smoothing of the profile leads to bridge and road failures upstream and downstream of the 
mining site. On a regional scale, the decline of sediment yields leads to widespread 
incision, bank erosion, and loss of gravel bars. The incision lowers local groundwater 
tables, and bank erosion reduces riparian cover." 
- California Rivers and Streams, The conflict between fluvial process and land use. Jeffrey 
Mount, UC Press, 1995, Chapter 11, Mining and the Rivers of California, pgs 216-225. 

This should put the recent loss of the Geyserville Hwy 128 bridge, and the prior loss of the I 0 I 
bridge at Healdsburg in a more accurate perspective of impacts of gravel mining. 

For a number of reasons, the DEIR significantly omits and understates the cumulative and 
individual impacts of gravel mining the Russian River. 

Further, the ARM Plan expired in 2005, and no longer has a valid EIR given the changed 
conditions since its original certification, including the existence of ESA threatened fish species in 
the Russian River watershed, loss of topsoil, and undermining of pubhcly-mvned bridges and 
roadways. 

9. Comments at DEIR 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources, 4.7 Geology/Soils, and 4.9 
Public Facilities, re: Gravel Mining and Water Supply 
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The 1959 Pennit - still in effect - for SCW A to operate a surface water municipal supply systen
from the California Department of Health Services requires no treatment other than chlorination at 
the intake wor~s for w~ter withdrawn from the aquifer of the ~uss!?-11 River because of the excellent 
··natural filtrat10n provided by the sand and gravel below the nver. 

The Gravel and Sand Aquifer of the Russian River is a large and very important source of water 
quality and storage, and a vital component of our precious watershed system. 

"Drinking water of high quality in a natural storage basin near the Bay Area urban centers 
is extraordinarily rare, and will increase in demand and value if preserved in Sonoma 
County. 
"'It does not make economic sense to excavate the Middle Reach aggregate for short term 
single-use gravel supplies. This extraordinarily favorably located and geologically 
disposed waters supply and storage system provides a public trust resource of almost 
incomprehensible vale to present and future generations. 
"The Middle Reach gravels supply filtered water presently to over 20 cities, 300,000 people
and hundreds of industries in Sonoma and Marin counties. Riverbank terrace mining has 
potentially impeded bank recharge to over half this invaluable resource. Once the river 
bank has been mined and the 70 foot deep pit is sealed with silt, that area recharged through 
can no longer be used for municipal wells. 
"The open surface alluvial gravel aquifer of the Middle Reach [of the Russian River] is an 
aggregate resource that can be managed for extractive gravel mining or sustained water 
supplies, but not for both. 
"It is very possible that if mining of the Middle Reach gravel system continues, 
Healdsburg, Windsor and the sew A will all be required to put in water treatment plants or 
seek new water sources. In the language of the State Department of Health Services, these 
cities and agency must now prove that their groundwater is not "under the direct influence 
of surface water." The more that gravels are excavated or allowed to degrade the river bed, 
the more likely that toxic spills such as the formaldehyde spill of 1982 or human and 
animal wastes carried in surface water will enter wells and collectors." 
"Over a period of time that may be about 3 5 years, the net value of the gravel, even if it 
was all mined, would be exceeded by the value of the water and agriculture that could be 
sustained in perpetuity ... .,, 

(Robert Curry, PhD, "Value of Middle Reach Aquifer for Drinking Water Supply", from a 
statement presented for the ARM Plan update, 1993, attached) 

An unconsolidated aquifer of sand, grave] and cobbles, like that of the Russian River, is 20-40% 
porous. (Water in Enviromnental Plam1ing, Thomas Dunne and Luna Leopold, WH Freeman Co, 
1978, Table 7-1). The "storativity',, or amount of water available for supply streamflow or well 
discharge (ibid, p. 199), of the gravel bed aquifer is a critical component of dry season base flows, 
well productivity, and recreational uses of the Russian River. Gravel and sand mining of the 
Russian River has been cumulatively and systematically destroying this capacity for over 60 years. 

This porosity and storage capacity is further compromised by sources of finer sediments, such as 
erosion and upstream gravel mining. TI1e sedimentation with these fines produces an additional and 
cumulative loss of storage capacity, loss of recharge to aqjacent groundwater basins, loss of 
spavming gravels for salmonids, higher peak discharges during storms, loss of summer base flows 
for recreational uses and fish habitat, and loss of \.vater purification capacity of the sand and grave] 
aquifer. 
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Further, according to the state Department of Health Services, "Sonoma County Water Adequacy 
Evaluation" dated I 1/2000, these fine sediments clog the Ranney Collectors, forcing more frequent 
backflushing and a significant loss of pumping capacity: "Wohler collectors were designed to 
produce 32 mgd. However, impaired aquifer infiltration allows only one pump in each collector to 
be operated for periods of more than a few hours, and limits the capacity to about 23 mgd on a 
sustained basis." (p. 5) 

The DEIR must also evaluate the proposed SCWA and Sonoma County water filtration plant along 
the lower Russian River (in the vicinity of Dry Creek), to treat water intake from Lake Sonoma or 
the Russian River, and provide for transmission of this water to the Russian River intake facilities 
down Dry Creek including potential pipeline routes. This was authorized by the Board of 
Supervisors on 7/20/99, "Surface Water Treatment conceptual design and feasibility evaluation for 
Diversion Facilities Evaluation", initially at a cost of $563,000 in a contract to Boyle Engineering. 
In public meetings in 2001, the preliminary engineering, rationale and cost projections described 
this as a $500-700M prqject. The project is proposed as either 57 mgd or 120 mgd, with 3 
configurations for each size. It was alternatively posited as a solution to Wohler Rubber Dam 
impediments to fish migration impacts and to problems associated with releases of additional water 
from Lake Sonoma and Dry Creek transmission. It includes several scenarios for transmission of 
water from Lake Sonoma down Dry Creek. (SCW A Diversion Alternatives Studies Status Update, 
21510 I presentation to the Water Advisory Committee, attached) 

This was described in a Jan.1999 report to the Board, for facilities "in the event that the existing 
Mirabel infiltration ponds and rubber dam are decommissioned or rendered inoperable.,, (see also, 
Revised Draft of the SCWA Water Policy Statement, December, 2002). Ironically, the Mirabel 
rubber dam and infiltration ponds are needed to provide additional head to the Rai'11lcy Collectors in 
compensation for the loss of natural head as the river bed has degraded in large part due to decades 
of gravel mining. TI1ere is also the potential that the filtration plant is being proposed or would be 
used in part to eliminate problems in the future from inadequate or impaired aquifer filtration. This 
is a project in development, and must be addressed in this DEIR for potential impacts on the 
environment. 

It is also ironic and likely environmentally very damaging that any concrete products needed to 
build such a filtration plant and diversion facilities would contain gravel and sand mined from the 
Russian River aquifer. Such a plant would have a useful lifespan of perhaps 50- 70 years, and then 
ave to be replaced. 

I
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rDr. Robert Curry notes other cumulative impacts of continued gravel and sand mining in the 
Russian River aquifer that are not addressed in the DEIR: 

- loss of water storage in the gravel bed aquifer of the Russian River 
- loss of storage and recharge of the aquifer and associated groundwater as floodplains are 

inundated during storm events 
loss of water storage due to lowered river bed elevations due to incision 
loss of agriculturally important top soils that overlaid the mined aggregates 
loss of agriculturally important top soils that are washed dm~mstream, rather than being 
deposited on floodplain soils during inundations 
increased winter storm water peak flows, producing greater damages 
losses to undermined bridge and roadways 
''Declaration of Robert Curry, PhD, in support of Friends of the Eel River's comment on 
DEIS on Proposed Reoperation ofFERC Project 77-110, the Potter Valley Project," April 
2 6, 1999 (attached) 
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In fact, the DEIR, at 4.5-48, remarkably and misleadingly, states. 
"sediment and erosion control plans arc an important clement of the CEQA review and 

mine permit process. Many state and federal resource and regulatory agencies participate in the 
review of such mine reclamation and erosion control plans, in addition to the review of county staff 
and waterslu.:d stakeholders. Therefore_ project specific and cumulative adverse_chang_es to water 
qualit\' resulting from mmmg activities arc_gcncra\lv considered to be adcguatelv addressed through 
tlw ARM Plan and the CE.QA._rcv1ew process.'· [emphasis added I 

When would the degradation of nu, naturnl, free aqu;fc, filtrn6nn system stop'! When w;ll ;t be 
restored to its full capacity'! 

The conclusory statements of DEIR at p. 4. 7-3 l, "Implementation of the Draft G2020 policies 
would avoid significant impacts from the loss of availability of potentially valuable mineral 
resources,'' are unwarranted. 

Suggested policv and mitigations: 
Sonoma Count)! shall commll to the res/oratwn of"thr,; full fimctwns Q/Jhe gravel and sand 
aqwfer o(lhe Russian River fOr waler qualitv and filtration. water supply storage and 
transmission. base flows and fisheries habitat bv 2020 _ 
Sonoma Countv shaf! end af! gravel mining withm and adial:ent to the Russian River and 
its trihutanes b1• 2010. 
Sonoma Countv shall work c/osel), with the aggregate mining and distribution industries. 
builders. the environmental commumtv and the cities to identiQ• and qualiQ1 other sources 

_{Or aggregate needs fhr Sonoma Countv. including the Yuba Goldfields deposits in Yuha 
Co .. Cali[Ornia and British Columbia sources. 
Sonoma Countv will del!ciop a new Aggregate Resources Management Plan (r"Jr the 
counfv ·s aggregate needy_ without am future use of Russian Ri\!er aggregates. that 
includes polic1es and methods to minimize needs [Or new aggregate while maximizing 
recvcled materials. and prohibits the export of Sonoma Countv mined aggregate outside 
Sonoma Counlv. and includes transportation alternatives and fGci/ities, including rail 
service. for imported materials. 
Sonoma CQJi.!JJy shall evaluale the true cosls o(aggregate minmg that impacts se.!J__Jj/ive 
resources. such as surface or groundwater. including the externalized costs o[potentia! 
damages lo those resources and energy costs. 

J 
__ 

10. Additional comments at DEIR 4.5 Hydrology and Water Resources 

As previously noted. impacts to water resources m the DEIR are seriously understated or omitted or 
mcorrect. As stated m (4) above. the language agam used for mitigations and policies 1s extreme!\· 
\vcak, not time delimited, and imprecise, lcadmg to failure to mitigate many of the negative 
environmental impacts noted. 
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Further, it appears that much of the efforts to provide for improved and protected water quality is 
undercut by Policy WR-1 r: "resist accepting administrative responsibility for regulatory programs 
required of state or federal agencies unless a state or federal subvention will compensate the County 
for costs associated with such shift in administrative responsibility." 

The DEIR must describe exactly when and how this would play out in real life, under what 
circumstances, and what the environmental consequences could or would be. 

11. 4.9 Public Facilities, Inadequacy of Water Supply Services Planning; failure to 
document conclusory and contradictory statements. 

Again, as noted in earlier comments, the Environmental Setting is inadequately and incompletely 
described. 

It should be noted that SCW A has no consumptive rights to any waters diverted through the Potter 
Valley Project from the Eel River, and SWRCB has consistently refused to allow any such rights to 
SCWA. At "Surface Water" (p. 4.9-3) the DEIR should note that "SCWA is required through 
SWRCB D .1610 and the soon to be released Biological Opinion and Sec. 7 Consultation with 
NMFS, to maintain the minimum stream flows at various points on the Russian River and Dry 
Creek in accordance with its water right permits, for the benefit of instream and fisheries uses. 
Further flows through the PVP to the East Fork of the Russian River are regulated by FERC. 
FERC's minimum flow requirements for PG&E were recently increased, and are under appeal by 
FOER and others, contesting the flows necessary to protect and restore endat-igered fisheries in the 
Eel River, and to consider decommissioning of the PVP." 

At "Adequacy ofSCWA's Water Supply" (p. 4.9-3/4), the DEIR states: 

''The SCWA has estimated that by 2020 it will need to divert an additional 25,000 to 30,000 acre 
feet of water annually from the Russian River at its Wohler-Mirabel diversion facilities, and release 
additional water from Lake Sonoma to support this additional diversion to supply projected 
increases in its contractors demands." [emphasis added] 

As noted above, this presumed "need" is in the opinion of SCW A, which has not undergone CEQA 
=-.=...:...~-'- This DEIR for GP2020 is the requisite place to perform that analysis, data and information 
collection, as the impacts and consequences for the environment are far beyond any analysis and 
responsibility of SCW A, and because so much of the assumptions and environmental impacts of 
this opinion - or policy directive - or decision - will have consequences for the bulk of GP2020 and 
this DEIR. Any further presumption of this "need to divert an additional 25,000 to 30,000 acre feet 
is conclusory, and must be subject to full CEQA (and likely NEPA) review, including the 
presentation of alternatives. 

'"California Code of Regulations s. 65302 (Land Use) requires a city or county General Plan to 
address water supply as a topical issue, using an UWMP as a primary source document" (p. 4.9-16) 

Yet, this DEIR still uses the obsolete 2000 UWMP for its predictions of supply and demand. The 
new UWMP is currently close to completion (R. Poole, statement to WAC, 3/06). The DEIR is thus 
premature and fundamentally incomplete, and should be recirculated when the new UWMP is 
available for review and analysis. 
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The SCW A presumed ''need" should likewise be subject to review and consideration of alternatives 
to water supply and demand reductions. As we will discuss shortly, this will include alternate 
increases water supplies, such as a restored and replenished Russian River gravel bed aquifer: 
transfer of water from Lake Sonoma to groundwater recharge in the Alexander Valley (already 
proposed by SCW A in 1999) for withdrawal and use during the dry season; mandatory and 
enforceable BMP targets and compliance over a given time period; adoption of water efficiency and 
avoidance programs and strategies; emphasis on demand reductions during critical hot weather 
peak periods; financial analysis of alternative strategies and both internalized and externalized costs 
and life-cycle costs~ and other similar strategies and programs, most all of which have not been 
presented in this DEIR as alternatives to SCWA's alleged "need" for more pumping. 

"The SCWA has adequate supplies to meet the prqject increases in demand" (p. 4.9-3) is a 
declarative statement as well, and conflicts with the statement of water supply adequacy above. 
Does SCWA (and other water suppliers) need more water for anticipated and predicted grovvth? Or 
are they adequately supplied now? 

Where is the data to support water supply adequacy or inadequacy for all other public water 
suppliers? Exhibits 4.9-2, 4.9-5 and 4.9-6 do not reveal 'non-public' or 'private' water suppliers, 
including major agricultural or industrial uses on private wells or pumps 

What are the impacts of non-public water suppliers future demands and predictions? So-called 
private water suppliers are not covered in the DEIR's disclosure and analysis, yet may have 
significant, interactive and cumulative impacts on the overa11 water budgets for the county. The 
DEIR is just silent on this issue, and should be revised to include them. 

Exhibits 4.9-1and4.9-2 are likewise based on the obsolete 2000 UWMP, are functionally invalid 
for the DEIR 

The DEIR needs to address the water demand and supply balance, as the demand for water supplies 
is highest during the peak summer months, with approximately 50% of water use during that period 
for outdoor irrigation. It is during this period that the water sources, particularly the Russian and 
Eel Rivers are at their lowest flows and are the most vulnerable to diversions and pollutants. 

Exhibit 4.9-6, BMPs for SCWA Water Contractors, does not reveal that the BMPs do not have 
mandatory water conservation targets or efficiency goals, are not time-delimited, and thus are a 
very inefficient way to reduce water demands. Since their inception, it has only targeted production 
of 6600 af of savings/year, and has not achieved even enough water savings to keep up with 
growing demands since its adoption by SCW A and its contractors. 

The DEIR in lieu of the poor perforn1ance of the BMPs, fails to consider such water efficiency and 
conservation programs adopted and used by Marin Municipal Water District ("MMWD"), East Bay 
Municipal Utilities District ("EBMUD") and the Los Angeles Metropolitan Water District 
("MWD"), all of which have sustained growth of their populations over the last 15-20 years with n
increase in overall and aggregate water supply demands. 

"Digital computer hydrological models are used by SCWA to analyze the adequacy of its surface 
water supplies. The model includes presumed continued "maintenance of minimum inst4ream 
flo\vs required by the SWRCB, the diversions from the Eel River into the Russian River, and 
various levels of demands by SCWA customers or other water users .... Thus, the SCW A has 
adequate water supplies to meet its contractor's projected 2020 demands." (p. 4.9-4) 
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L This conclusion is incongruent with the stated "need to divert additional water" from Lake Sonoma 
and the Russian River. 

"Supply projections on Exhibit 4.9-2 assume that the Water Project [Water Supply and 
Transmission Reliability Project, or "WSTRP'1 will be approved. Exhibits 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 indicate 
that the SCW A generally has sufficient supplies to serve its water contractors through the year 
2020. If the Water Proiect is not approved, this determination may change."(p. 4.9-4) [emphasis 
added] 

ls there enough water now, with existing conditions? or, do system conditions have to change to 
meet planned growth? The DEIR is not clear on this point. If there is a "need to divert additional 
water to accommodate growth", then the DEIR must fully disclose that, the rationale, the data, the 
analysis, the impacts, and a full range of alternatives. 

If SCW A is claiming that there is enough water [Or future growth stored in Lake Sonoma, but it 
will need additional facilities, permits, water rights and other features to put that in place to serve 
anticipated GP2020 growth, then the DEIR must disclose all of that, and be recirculated. This as 
well would include the information noted earlier in our comments about the proposed Surface 
Water Treatment conceptual design and feasibility evaluation for Diversion Facilities Evaluation. 
Again, other water suppliers' future needs must also be disclosed and subject to a full CEQA 
review in this DEIR. 

The conclusory statements noted above C'digital computer ... ) also assume the continuance of Eel 
River diversions, even t.liough SCWA has no consumptive rigi11ts to any of that \-vater, and has stated 
explicitly that Eel River diversions are not needed to supply SCWA's existing customers. ("Report 
to the State Water Resources Control Board on Water Conservation", April 15, 2005; and prior 
reports to SCW A on water supply issues from Robert Beach, former Gen.Mgr and Chief Engineer 
and consultant to SCWA)( Also, see ''Declaration of Robert Curry, PhD, in support of Friends of 
the Eel River's comments on DEIS on proposed reoperation ofFERC Project 77-110, the Potter 
Valley Project", 4/26/99) 

Regarding "diversions from the Eel River into the Russian River via PGE's PVP, regulated by a 
number of agencies including FERC and NOAA-NMFS", the DEIR states that 'Although there is 
some uncertainty surrounding this issue because the FERC decision is being appealed, there are no 
additional proposed reductions pending before FERC." (p. 4.9-5) 

Since the DEIR for the sake of supplying water to support future anticipated and planned growth, 
assumes the continuance ofthese diversions from the Eel River through the PVP, the full impacts of 
them on the Eel River and her fisheries and economies must be included in this DEIR, and it should 
then be recirculated for public review and comments. 

lfthe DEIR is not assuming that the Eel River {lows are necessary for water supply for GP2020's 
future growth, then it should state that unequivocallv, and all references in the GP2020 and all 
other Sonoma County's goals, policies, programs and planning documents involving any 
acquisition or continued dependence on the Eel River waters must be deleted as a clearly stated and 
enforceable legislation, Board of Supervisors' actions, and mitigation measures in this DEIR. The 
same must also be held for SCWA and its contractors. 

24 



25 

"Another uncertainty facing the SCW A's '"'later supply is related to the recent listings of Coho 
salmon~ Chinook salmon, and steelhead under the federal ESA .. Changes to either the SCWA 's 
water supply operations and maintenance activities or to required minimum stream flows resulting 
from the consultation process, may affect the ability of the SCW A to use or deliver its water 
supply." (p. 4.9-5) 

At "Factors affecting water supply", (p. 4.9-11) several other factors are omitted: loss of gravel-bed 
aquifer storage volume due to aggregate mining; loss of tributary inflows to the Russian River as 
agricultural or rural development dams side streams~ loss of gravel bed aquifer storage due to 
sedimentation and siltation (loss of porosity); loss of groundwater storage as inundations of 
floodplain recharge areas are removed from the effective floodplain overflow areas of the Russian 
River through development, benns, levees, roads and other barriers, as well as duwncutting of the 
River bed, leaving former floodplains and recharge areas un-inundated during geomorphologically 
historic flood flows. 

LA 2 
, ~ 

12. 4.9 Public Facilities, Inadequacy of Water Supply Services Planning; Failure to 
provide and consider alternatives; Eventual system collapse 

Exhibits 4. 9-1 "Current and prq_jected SCW A water supplies, Multiple dry year hydro logic results" 
shows an expected increased supply of SCWA water of 39. 7% by 2020. 
Exhibit 4.9-2, "Current and prq_jected water supplies for SCWA Water Contractors" show an 
increase in contractor purchases of36.8% by 2020. 

Mysteriously, though, the DEIR completely fails to have any discussion for alternatives if any or all 
of the supply certainty conditions noted above come to pass. 

At 6.2 Cumulative Impacts, Public Services, Water Supply Services, the DEIR states 
"Surface water supplies for the SCW A system are considered adequate to accommodate demand for
those jurisdictions that contract with SCWA .... However, expansion of the delivery system, 
approval of the Water Projects, and obtaining additional water rights must be completed before the 
available supply can be achieved ... However, in 1ight of the current-w1certainty regarding the 
availability of water supplies, this would a significant cumulative impact and the Draft GP2020' s 
contribution is cumulatively considerable." (p. 6.0-11) 

Despite these statements, the DEIR fails to define and disclose a valid, current water supply 
assessment and alternatives approach to provide certainty of and verify availability of water 
supplies that are assumed necessary for GP2020 gmwth predictions. 

The DEIR merely posits the untenable Significant Umnitigable Impacts: 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 4. 9-1 : 
"Insufficient water supplies to meet the future water demand of the urban service areas." 
;'Land use and development consistent with the Draft GP2020 would increase the demand for 
water. As a result, insufficient water supplies would be available to serve some of the 
unincorporated USA'a from existing entitlements. New or expanded entitlements would be 
required." (p. 6.0-22) 
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Significant Unavoidable Impact 4.9-2: 
""Insufficient Water Supplies to meet the future water demand of mral private domestic, small 
municipal, and agricultural wells." 
"Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP2020 would result in an increased 
demand on groundwater supplies for rural uses. Due to the lack of comprehensive information 
regarding the county's groundwater resources, it is uncertain if groundwater supplies would be 
sufficient to meet the future demand of rural private domestic, small municipal, and agricultural 
wells. This uncertainty combined with the current regulatory approach could result in insufficient 
groundwater supplies in rural areas of the county." 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 4.9-3: 
"New or expanded water supply facilities" 
"Land Uses and development consistent with the Draft GP2020 could result in the need for 
increased water supply facilities, either through the construction of new facilities or through the 
expansion or retrofitting of existing facilities. Constmction of new or expanded water supply 
facilities could result in site-specific impacts, especially on aquatic organisms and fisheries." 

The DEIR completely fails CEQA requirements, no less common sense, to consider or disclose any 
alternatives that would even point the way to "new or expanded entitlements" or "insufficient 
groundwater supplies" or "new or expanded water supply facilities". DEIR and GP2020 would fail 
the tests provided for in SB22 l and SB6 l 0 if those were applied to it. There is simply no evidence 
that shows that a sufficient water supply is available to meet the predicted and expected growth. 

ff these conditions were to iematn, then one obvious proposal should be a complete rnoratorium on 
growth and development where water cannot be reliably anticipated to be supplied. The DEIR 
would have to designate when and under what conditions this would occur, where it would occur, 
and which jurisdictions would be responsible for implementing them. But, the DEIR does not do 
this either. 

Otherwise, the trajectory of the DEIR and GP2020 is towards a complete system collapse and all 
the immense environmental, economic, social and cultural damages that would ensue. 

This is not so far-fetched: examples of these monumental failures are demonstrated today by the 
Lower Colorado River dewatering and pollution; the Ogallala Aquifer overdrafts throughout the 
Midwest US; Atlanta's regional water supply overdraft and pollution; and, historically, the end and 
disbursal of the Anasazi civilization after destruction of watersheds followed by a 40+ year drought 
period in the l IOO"s. Other examples around the world are legion. 

There is no planning for restoration or replenishment of water resources. The DEIR and SCW A 
would presume that we can muddle our way through for another 15 years until 2020. Even if that 
were true, then what would happen? 

Global warming puts yet more pressures on the need to get this right and allow for precious and 
vital margins of safety. 

This DEIR and GP2020 are not just fundamentally unsustainable, but they fails the CEQA and any 
critical tests for long term planning. 
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13. A proposed environmentally superior Alternative for Watershed management for 
Potable Water Supply. 

FOER here proposes an integrated, multi-objective, and comprehensive Alternative to address the 
series of very complex and critical questions and problems raised above, including the numerous 
Significant Unavoidable Impacts of the DEIR and GP2020. This is an incredible and timely 
opportunity to provide the resources necessary for Sonoma County's continued grmvth for a 
healthy, environmentally sustainable and economically productive future. 

RESTORATION, RELIABILITY AND RESOURCE STEWARDSHIP ALTERNATIVE 
(THE "3Rs ALTERNATIVE") 

A. Resource Stewardship and Efficiency Component 

This aspect of the 3Rs Alternative would provide components and services sufficient to reduce the 
overall volume of water supplied by SCW A, water contractors and other water providers from 
either riverine or groundwater sources, so as to offset future increases in demand, and result in a 
decrease or no increase in river diversions. Particularly important are reductions to peak and total 
system-wide and local demands over the lifespan of GP2020 and beyond. It would also allow a 
decrease or no increase in total greenhouse gas emissions as a consequence of energy required and 
water delivered and wastewater treated and transmitted by the Agency and/or its customers. It 
includes the design and implementation of high performance, highly integrated resource efficiency 
programs. 

The tecllllical potential for large efficiency improvements is indicated by the Pacific Institute's 
"Waste Not, Want Not: the Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California." Methods 
include: green building ordinances designed to deliver net negative water impacts for new 
construction; long-term public financing for efficiency services; marginal costs analysis across 
water, wastewater, energy and climate protection services; and service delivery mechanisms that 
are designed to circumvent common barriers to participation (including first cost, education~ and 
utility revenue erosion). Aggressive recycling can and should be used to displace new sweetwater 
demands of the system. 

The locally proven example of this work provided here includes details of the program and its 
successes: 

"Based upon water efficiency experience throughout the United States, it is possible for efficiency 
improvements to offset all new water required within Petaluma, s en ( conll11ercial, industrial and 
institutional) sector for at least the next ten years ... implementing a range of water saving strategies 
resulting in an overall reduction of water use of 23%." (p. 1) 

Hold the Flow! Commercial, industrial and institutional water efficiency program for the City of 
Petaluma, Edwin Orrett, P.E. and Pacific Technology Associates, Petaluma CA~ 6114102 (attached) 
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B. Restoration of the Russian River and Eel River Component. 

This component would reliably meet defined current and future needs for water supply quantity and 
quality while improving habitat and natural functions of both rivers. It would eliminate or 
substantially reduce the need to release additional stored water from Lake Sonoma. It will increase 
the amount of water that can be naturally stored, filtered and captured within the Russian River 
aquifer, with small capital and o&m costs, without materially altering the operation of Lake 
Sonoma and discharges to Dry Creek Water could also be transferred from Lake Sonoma for 
discharge to the Russian River near Cloverdale and the Alexander Valley to help serve upstream 
needs, as has already been proposed by sew A. 

An important part of this solution is to change the aggregate mining management protocol of the 
Middle Reach aquifer of the Russian River to one that replaces and restores instead of removes 
gravel and sands. This will increase the natural water storage capacity (captured during winter 
runoff) and increase the natural filtration capacity of the aquifer. It will provide increased head for 
the Ranney collectors as the bed and water elevations are restored. The gradual aggradation of 
gravels and sands can be designed to avoid the need for a water treatment plant, increase drought 
protection, provide improved summer cold base flows and riparian cover, improve fish and wildlife 
habitat in the Russian River watershed, and avoid economic loss due to river bed scouring and bank 
erosion of public and private infrastructure and property. It can also supply enough water not just 
for future predicted growth of the DEIR and GP2020, but also reduce pressure on demands for 
additional groundwater withdrawals or continued diversions of the Eel River. Replacement 
aggregate to support local construction activities may be sourced from the Yuba River Goldficlds 
hydraulic mining overburden, which would assist in restoration of the Yuba River. Aggregate from 
BLM and local private holdings can be crushed, sorted and transported by rail and/or truck to this 
region at costs comparable to or less than current aggregate sources, without the environmental 
damages associated with mining in the Russian River aquifer and recharge zones. 

The details of this Water Supply Alternative are laid out in detail in: 
- "Declaration of Robert Curry, PhD, in support of Friends of the Eel River's comment on DEIS on 
Proposed Reoperation ofFERC Project 77-110, the Potter Valley Project," April 26, 1999. See 
particularly pages 9-12 (attached) 

The long-term stewardship of the Russian River watershed and Sonoma County groundwater is 
essential for the future health of our population, businesses, economy and environment, and is also 
essential for the restoration of the Eel River fisheries. Development of 'new' renewable and 
essentially free water sources in our own Russian River aquifer will allow elimination of the 
perc,eived need and demands for continued transfers of water from the Eel River through the Potter 
Valley Project. Ending these diversions will allow for a long-term and complex program of 
restoration of the Eel River and her fisheries to begin after nearly a century of enviromnental and 
economic degradation to Humboldt, Lake and upper Mendocino Counties. Each watershed can be 
restored to health and vigor, but not as long as they remain joined by the PVP diversion. 

A further component of the future management of the Russian and Eel River watersheds includes 
the long term protection and restoration of these surface water sources from current and future 
degradation and pollution as rural and urban development increase in the watersheds. 
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The New York City Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply program and policies have 
been instrumental in avoiding a $5-8B filtration plant for NYC's surface water supply. Proactive 
and collaborative preservation and restoration of the five county watershed serving NYC has been 
undertaken at considerable ratepayer savings, with a capital outlay expected of some $1.SB and a 
large savings of annual o&m costs by avoiding a filtration plant. 

This is an extraordinarily successful and appropriate model for our use in protecting the long term 
health and viability of our Russian River watershed and water supply. The program involves 
development and adoption of strict water quality standards for all discharges to surface water in the 
city's five county watershed, repair and replacement of local and private failing or substandard 
wastewater treatment facilities, support for improvements to construction and agricultural activities 
with non-complying point or nonpoint discharges, voluntary purchases of critical \Vaterway buffers 
by NYC, and economic assistance to watershed communities to offset potential development losses. 

See full reference and background material at: 
- Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply, Assessing the New York City Strategy; 
National Research Council, National Academy Press, 2000~ www.hap.edu/books/0309067774/html/ 
- "'The City's Precious Watershed", New York Times, Editorial, July 15, 2002 
[copies attached] 

C. Transmission and Reliability Component 

This component would increase the SCW A's transmission system capacity and facilities to meet 
anticipated but reduced peak month deliveries to customers, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 
increase the reliability of the existing and future transmission system. Increased storage, for 
instance, will support improvements in reliability, and savings in both emissions and cost via use of 
cleaner and less expensive baseline power sources. 

D. Multi-Stakeholder Performance Metrics Component 

The 3Rs Alternative outlines a way for Sonoma County GP2020 and a large water utility to define 
and achieve its mission in a way that differs fundamentally relative to traditional practices. In 
essence, this alternative suggests shifting from a commodity to a service-based business model. 
Instead of selling natural resources and facing the increasingly intractable and expensive problems 
that arise, this alternative focuses on selling services that allow nature's replenishment at very small 
capital and environmental costs. The success of this approach will depend upon Sonoma County, 
SCWA and other water providers acquiring new competencies to supplement traditional strengths 
in engineering and project management, through the addition, for example, of interdisciplinaI)' 
collaboration, communications, social marketing, resource economics and social entrepreneurship. 

It is essential to establish a set of perfonnance metrics, both to provide equivalent analyses of all 
alternatives offered in the EIR, as well as to provide transparency and to attract useful support and 
feedback. These will include the leading and lagging indicators of performance relative to overall 
resource consumption, interdisciplinary collaboration, innovations, investment by categories and 
other relevant measures. 
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We believe that adoption of this alternative \,,.ou!d allm:v meeting many more critically unportant 
GP2020 and DEIR project goals and objectives by 2020. We would be pleased to work with County 
staff, Planning Commission, and consultants to fonnulatc details needed to put these proposals m 
place. 

/~E::::::vidc these comments on the GP2020 DEIR. 

i. Da,,iH Keller 
Bay' Arca Director 
Fnends of the Eel River 

ill 

Attachments: 
- ·'Declaration of Robert Curry, PhD, in support of Friends of the Eel River"s comment on DEIS on 
Propost.:d Rcopcration of FERC Project 77-110, the Potter Valley Project,'' April 26, 1999. Sec 
particularly pages 9-12 

- -•value ofiviicidle Reach Aquifer for Drinking Wawr Suppiy··. from a statcmcnc prcsenied by 
Robert Cuny, PhD, for the ARM Plan update, 1993 

- Hold the Flowl CommcrciaL industrial and institutional water efficiency program for the City of 
Petaluma, Edwin Orrett, P.E. and Pacific Technology Associates, Petaluma CA, 6/14/02 

• Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply. Assessing the New York City Strategy; 
National Research Council, National Academy Press, 2000; w\vw.hap.edu/books.10309067774/html/ 

- ''The City's Precious Watershed", NL-w York Times, Editorial, July l 5, 2002 
1 copies attached j 

- "SCW A Diversion AJtematives Studies Status Update'', Power Point presentation to the Water 
Advisory Committee, 2/5/0 I 

- "Cumulative Impacts, Development map of Ukiah Valley," Sl!pt. 2005, Ukiah Valley Smart 
Grov.rt:h Coalition 

. Fnends of the Eel River ct al v. SCWA and PG&E, Cal. App. 1st Dist, May 16, 2003, June J3, 
2003 

- ·'Draft Adaptation of Existing Policy Worksheet - Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix 
DINR", 4/l 7/06, \Y\\w.helphumboldtplan.org 

- ··Draft Adaptation of New Policy Options Worksheet - Natural Resources and Hazards, Appendix 
E", 4/17/06. lY'-"'w.ltelphumboldtplan.org 
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Permit and Resource Marnigement Department 
Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403 

Dear PRMD Staff 

March 4, 2006 

REC Jc:((iE.D 

M.4R 0 6 2006 

lam writing concerning APN 058-290-051 and APN 058-300-076, adjacent parcels at 
the south end of the Larkfield Shopplllg Center. I understand that these parcels are being 
considered for a change in land use designation from LC to UR for the specific purpose 
of creating an affordable housing site with a .density up to 30 units per acre. I believe this 
change would have negative conse~uences and 1 am wntrng to describe my concerns_ 
My concerns fall into two categories· 1.) general policy issues, which I will touch on 
briefly in this letter, and 2.) specific .Env1ronmental Impact Report concerns which I will 
cover in more detail since I understand we are currently m the EIR review phase. 

From a policy standpoint, Jam concerned about the number of low-income housing sites 
being concentrated in the Larkfield/Wikiup/Airport area Burbank Housing's Lavell 
Village is on Mark West Springs Road, there is a project under construction at the corner 
of Fulton Road and Airport Boulevard, and three more sites have been designated for 
low-income housing (APN 039-025-026/028/060 5.2 acres, APN 059-230-05] 3 75 
acres, and APN 059-350-160 2 acres) Adding more sites in the Larkfield/Wikiup area 
beyond these will be too many for this small community to absorb. I believe good 
planning would dictate that sites be distributed more evenly around Sonoma County 
rather than concentrated ma small area. Since this is a pol!cy issue, and not an ElR 
issue, l will bring this up before the Planning Commiss1011, :=rnd will devote the remainder 
of this letter to issues related to the Environmental Impact Report whicl1 is currently 
under review. 

The first ofmy EJR issues JS traffic_ The parcels at the south end of the Lirkfield 
Shopping Center are currently zoned Limited Commercial, and if developed as such, all 
ingress and almost all egress would be on Old Redwood llighway. We know this from 
the hearings that took place when Rlle Aid w?.s considering building a store on this land 
If instead, these 1;arcels are changed to Urban Residential anci built as high-density 
housing, there will be as many as 110 housing units on the 3.68 total acres This will 
necessitate ingress and egress 011 Pacific Heights Drive, and enco'..lrage residents of the 
afford2.ble ho·Jsing comple;.; 10 cul through the Mark \Vest Estates residential 
neighborhood to <1vo1d traffic backups at Pacific Heights Drive and Old Redwood 
Highway Let rne describe the situation. Jn the morrnllg (7 30-8 30) it is very difficult to 
make a left turn florn Pacific Heights Drive onto southbound Old Redv,,ood llighw<1y clue 
to the unceasing stream uf rnrs co111ing south fiom Larklield, W1kiup 2.11d Windsor It is 



not uncommon to wait in line several minutes tto make the turn. Residents of the low
income housing complex will get tired of fighting this situation and will drive instead 
down Katie Lee Way or Jean Marie Drive to get to Mark West Springs Road and Old 
Redwood Highway going south toward Santa Rosa. At peak hours, this will create an 
unacceptable level of traffic on these residential streets that were designed to support 
neighborhood houses only. 

Adding a traffic signal at the corner of Pacific Heights Drive and Old Redwood Highway 
will not help the morning commute situation much. Residents of the affordable housing 
complex will still have an incentive to cut through the nejghborhood. By doing so, they 
can make an unimpeded right turn onto Mark West Springs Road and wait at only one 
light at Mark West Springs Road and Old Redwood Highway. If they don't cut through 
the neighborhood, they must wait at two lights: Pacific Heights and Old Redwood 
Highway plus Mark West Springs Road and Old Redwood Highway. As we know, over 
time local residents will learn the most efficient routes and adjust their driving 
accordingly. 

In the evening, as residents of the affordable housing complex return home, there is a 
similar problem. Those coming n01tb on Old Redwood Highway from Santa Rosa can 
avoid stopping at the light at Mark West Springs Road by making a quick right turn on 
Mark West Springs Road (yield sign only no stop needed) and cutting through the Mark 
West Estates neighborhood thus avoiding all traffic lights. 

I don't believe there is any way to have a 110-unit complex on the proposed site without 
ingress and egress from Pacific Heights Drive, and with ingress and egress from Pacific 
Heights Drive I don't believe there is a way to keep large numbers of drivers from cutting 
through the residential neighborhood. The fundamental difference between the two land 
use designations is that while LC can be developed with ingress and egress from Old 
Redwood Highway, a change to UR will force traffic at peak hours through the 
residential neighborhood. This is an undesirable outcome and would be evidence of poor 
planning. 

My second issue with the EIR is sewer and water capacity in the 
Larkfield/Wikiup/ Airport urban service area. Sewer capacity in particular is becoming 
tight and even with the current land use designations, we are likely to run into problems 
in the area as sites are built out. Converting the Limited Commercial site to a 110-unit 
high-density housing complex will significantly increase the load on the sewer and water 
systems compared to developing the land for Limited Commercial use as currently zoned. 
I believe this issue needs further study before any change is made to the land use 
designation for this property. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

~n~ 



SONOMA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTREPORTFOR THE 

GP2020 
APRIL 15, 2006 RECEIVED 

APR 1 7 2006 
Dear Commissioners, PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
We are members of the Good Neighbors Group of Sonoma County and would like to 
submit these comments on the DEIR for the GP 2020. Some members of our group may 
submit comments separately and we hope that your committee will review all of them 
thoroughly. 

The following will address individual sections, subsections or page numbers in sequence 
of the DEIR report and our response comments and recommendations will be cited for 
each. 

Page 2.0-9: Sec. 4.2-6 

There are many major safety issues regarding the Sonoma County Airport, especially 
concerning the approach and departure patterns of aircraft around the airport According to 
a University of California-Berkeley study most aircraft accidents happen within one mile of 
the airport during take-offs and landings. Most airports in the county have noise abatement 
procedures for pilots to ensure safety and reduce noise over communities during 
approaches and departures. These procedures are carefully planned to bring the pilots in 
over less populated areas through safer flight corridors. Sonoma County airport does not 
provide any noise abatement (safety) procedures other than requesting jets and heavy 
aircraft to depart on runway 19 during daylight hours and maximum sound levels for 
general and commercial aviation. Under noise abatement in the pilots flight guide for the 
Sonoma County Airport it says "contact manager." 

This lack of safety procedures for pilots puts our residents, schools and communities in 
harms way if there is any aircraft failure or pilot error. This issue should be carefully 
addressed through mitigation. Aircraft can and should take safer approaches and departures 
which are feasible at the Sonoma County Airport, for it is not a matter of "if" an aircraft 
comes down it is more like "when" an aircraft comes down. Please review our past 
comments in the ATE March 21, 2006 dealing with safer alternatives for landings and 
departures at Sonoma County Airport. The regulation and policies in the GP 2020 do not 
address this issue. 

Page 2.0-10: Sec. 4.2-8 and 9 

Airport Blvd. has one of the highest traffic counts, longest time for passage and poorest 
rating for road congestion in the county according to information in this DEIR report. To 
say that the Draft GP 2020 regulations and policies would reduce these issues to less than 
significant appears to be wrong and insupportable. The plans show upgrading an 
interchange on Hwy. 101 then merging three lanes into two lanes (each way) along Airport 
Blvd. Important data appears to be missing, such as time lines and the priority status of this 
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emergency at the airport, especially during peak hours, would be very difficult to combat 
due to the severe congestion along many segments of the roads. The airport is currently 
working on plans for new commercial airline services that could increase the risk of 
terrorism and the need for added homeland security. These issues need to be addressed in 
this DEIR along with additional studies to make sure the GP 2020 also accommodates. 

Page 2.0-12: Sec. 4.3-5 

The Draft GP 2020 ATE projects 550,000 operations per year. Our calculations show that 
to be more than one per minute, twenty four hours a day, three hundred and sixty-five days 
a year. This enormous increase in projected future operations would produce a considerable 
increase of aircraft emissions as well. Therefore it is not reasonable or acceptable to list the 
ircraft emissions impact as Jess than significant. 

Page 2.0-13: Sec. 4.4-5 

The ATE 2020 and this DEIR do not address the entire picture when looking at aircraft 
operations and the noise impacts on the community. Aircraft noise is not only contained 
within the noise contour lines around the airport, it is also along the flight paths of 
approaching and departing aircraft. These flight paths can be directly over residential areas, 
schools and other populated parts of the communities. Aircraft noise can be significant in 
these flight paths depending on the altitude of the aircraft. 
 

There is presently a noise problem with the Sonoma County Airport. (Please refer to 
Effects of Noise on People and Exhibit 7.7-2, 3 & 4) What will it take to get the Aviation 
Commission and airport to recommend noise abatement procedures to the FAA who would 
then create noise abatement procedures for the airport and pilots. During a meeting in 
November 2004 the FAA stated that a FAR part 150 Noise Study for the airport was 
needed. Past mayor Debra Fudge chaired this meeting, and representatives from Berg, 
Woolsey and Thompson's offices were present along with members of the community. 
After this meeting Jon Stout published in the Aviation Commission meeting minutes 
January 20, 2005 that an official request will be made to the FAA for the FAR part 150 
Noise Study. Why has this not happened? It seems that we have an enforcement problem 
with the airport. 
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Due to the limited information given in the GP 2020 and lack of current noise studies how 
can we know what the true noise levels are. We just don't have adequate information 
available at this time for determining existing noise levels let alone the future noise impacts. 
Mitigation can help this issue by providing needed noise abatement polices and new safety 
programs for the Sonoma County Airport. Enforcing time restrictions for certain operations 
and changing current approach and departure patterns so that they are not over the more 
populated residential areas can be accomplished. Please implement these changes. This is 
very significant 

Page 2.0-19: Sec. 4.6-4 

There is presently no mention of bird migrations or nesting around the Sonoma County. 
Airport. There are the many vineyards around the airport property which attract birds, 
especially at harvest time. With more aviation operations for the future this issue needs to 
be addressed. 

7 



Page 2.0-27: Sec. 4.11-2 

The visuaJ impact of an aircraft departing or approaching every minute is a disturbing 
image. This issue should be addressed. 

Page 2.0-29: Sec. 4.13-3 

There are no projections for hazardous materials at the Sonoma County Airport for if or 
when the 550, 000 operations is reached. Additional aviation fuel and related maintenance 
fluids and materials that will be required to support an operation of this type has not been 
taken into consideration. The GP 2020 has minimal plans and policies for areas around the 
airport but nothing for the airport itself. 

Page 3.0-15: Draft GP 2020 Projected Growth 

We appreciate that this is only a draft and projections must be used. We request that as 
actual numbers become available that they be integrated into this document to give a truer 
picture. As an example, a recent article in the Press Democrat reported on population 
declining in the county. When portions of the report are clearly obsolete or incorrect please 
replace them with current and corrected numbers and information. 

Page 4.2-13 

We want to point out in the report's own exhibit 4.2-7 that Airport Blvd. and Highway 
101 are one of the worst traffic areas in the county. This is going to increase dramatically 
with the new condominium projects being completed and new office complexes coming on-
line in the Airport Industrial Park. Traffic is gridlock during certain hours now, to think 
of expanding the airport and trying to route more traffic in from Humbolt, Mendocino, 
Lake, Napa, and Sonoma County to use the airport seems unrealistic. This needs to be re-
assessed. 

Page 4.2-18 

Exhibit 4.2-10 shows how this report grades Airport Blvd. D to F 

Page 4.2-27 To Page 4.2-30 

These projects listed are referred to in a wish list elsewhere in this report, and they are just 
that, a wish list. This section notes that the state has declared a fiscal emergency and many 
funds that were once earmarked for transportation are being used for other needs. This 
increases the financial burden on the state that can barely maintain roads let alone improve 
them. This is very evident from the condition of our county roads presently. Back on 
page 4.2-2 this report states these roads have a Pavement Condition Index of 46, the lowest 
of any county in the Bay Area and also the largest deferred maintenance backlog in the Bay 
Area. Given the present situation, expansion at the airport would only exaggerate this 
problem. It can only make things worse and the money that has been spent on studies, 
meeting, staff salaries and other related items could have been used for the multitude of 
road problems and necessary projects that are past due. What are our priorities? 

Page 4.2-31: Exhibit 4.2.14 

Why isn't Airport Blvd. on this list? and evaluated? 
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Page 4.2-48: Impact 4.2-6 Air Traffic Safety 

This is a subject that should never be treated lightly, but is minimal in both this DEIR and 
the GP 2020 ATE. Nothing is mentioned about where most aircraft accidents happen. Isn't 
this a major topic of traffic safety. As stated before, the University of Berkeley study 
shows that the highest risk for aircraft are on departures and approaches. The majority of 
air traffic around the airport is either for approaches or departures. These common 
maneuvers are when accidents happen. We hear about aircraft accidents all the time and 
some are in resident areas. Does it not make more sense to fly over less densely populated 
areas than over residential subdivisions, and schools, especially when approaching and 
departing the airport? There is a bigger scope that pertains to the Sonoma County airport 
when it comes to air traffic safety, and it is a major issue. This topic should not be treated 
as less than significant as stated in this report. This can be mitigated as previously 
addressed and should be required mitigation. Again , it is not a matter of "if' an aircraft 
comes down it is "when" an aircraft comes down. There are safer approach and departure 
routes that can be taken that avoid the heavily populated residential areas. We would be 
remiss if we do not require the county to make this a priority at the Sonoma County 
airport. The regulation and policies in the GP 2020 do not address this issue and our 
comment on that were provided. 

Page 4.3-19: Impact 4.3-5 Aircraft Emissions 

The projected operations of 550,000 per year by 2020 is approximately 4.5 times as many 
operations as there were in 2003 of approximately 122,000. We are not experts but one 
could reason that the numbers in the exhibit 4.3-5 for 2003 should also be 4.5 times greater 
by the year 2020. Why are they not ? Please get back to us on this one for sure with 
documentation. 

age 4.4-8: Airports 

People and communities are becoming a lot more aware and sensitive to airports and the 
aircraft that fly in and out of them. Recently there were over a thousand people who 
showed up to an airport expansion meeting near Fresno. They had to re-schedule the 
meeting to accommodate all the people that had concerns about the expansion. Aircraft 
noise is not limited to airports, but follows the aircraft over many communities and disturbs 
countless folks as they pass over .. ( Please refer to Effects of Noise on People and Exhibit 
7.7-2,3&4) 

The report did a great job with the noise contour lines, the dB's and CNEL's., but as 
stated before, our neighborhoods go beyond these contour lines and are constantly 
impacted along with the surrounding areas. If a plane wakes you up at 3:00 A.M. on your 
day off, or you can not enjoy working in your garden due the constant loud aircraft over 
your home, this becomes very stressful. How can we expect our communities to tolerate 
constant noise at all hours from the airport? Sonoma County airport has been unwilling to 
establish noise abatement procedures that address the surrounding neighborhoods and the 
noise problem for the last three and half years. These environmental issues need to be 
addressed and mitigated and are becoming more and more prevalent in communities near 
airports. Regulations are tightening around airports and many measures such as sound 
proofing windows, installing air-conditioners, and new technology for noise abatement 
equipment that precisely reports the offending aircraft are a11 being used to mitigate these 
issues. We have suggested mitigation measures to resolve noise and safety problems which 
seem extremely reasonable. It is also our understanding that the Town of Windsor will be 
submitting information about the airports noise problem that will include their requests .. 
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Page 4.4-12: Figure 4.4-3 and Page 4.4.13 

A twenty-four hour noise survey seems less than adequate to represent a true picture of 
typical noise levels in noise sensitive areas. What were the qualifications of the person 
hired for this survey, who selected these areas researched and for what reason were they 
selected? A thirty day noise survey would certainly be a more adequate snap shot of 
typical noise levels in noise sensitive areas. The areas of placement of these devices is 
questionable also. We recommend that a thirty day survey be done at Windsor High school 
along with the west side of the intersection of Fulton and Hall road as listening locations. 
Again, a twenty-four hour survey gives minimum information. How can this be all that is 
expected or required for a report of this magnitude with so much at stake for the next 
fourteen years. This is unacceptable. There should also be a study of single noise events. 
These are the ones that do cause stress to people by being woken up early in the morning, 
late at night, or constant noise during the day. ( Please refer to Effects of Noise on People 
and Exhibit 7.7-2, 3 & 4) 
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Page 4.4-21: Last paragraph "Goal NE-2 .... 

This addresses noise impacts from transportation and aircraft over flights. Hopefully
actions discussed in this paragraph can be accomplished because they have not been
happening as of yet. Our mitigation suggestions would make this happen. Please re
address. 

Page 4.4-27: First paragraph. 

This addresses the types of aircraft that air carriers can use. There is no mention of the 
Q400 aircraft's that are quieter aircraft's and can accommodate similar numbers of 
passengers and can utilize the present runways. 

Page 4.4-27: Second and last paragraph. 

Noise limits not to exceed the CNEL's. There is no mention of any type of monitoring 
program to determine if these maximum levels are being violated. There needs to be a 
program in place with specific procedures on how noise limits should be correctly 
monitored. Specific procedures are also needed on how it will be remedied if violated. We 
need enforcement here. 

Page 4.4-28: First paragraph. 

Who will monitor the traffic volume and insure that the Board of Supervisors will review 
the noise impact data? How often is it reviewed and what is the procedure for this review ? ..

::~: 
warmer 

::::~p~:::::::::::~indows and doors are closed. There is no mention of 
weather when people like to enjoy the natural environment and open windows and 

doors. This needs to be taken into account and must be addressed in this report. 

Page 4.4-29: 

Again this DEIR and the GP 2020 are not taking into account the environment out side of 
the box. Only a small and limited area has been addressed around the airport in this report. 
Most airports have noise abatement procedures on approaches, landings and take-offs 
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except Sonoma County Airport. There are no mitigation measures or policies in 
either the ATE or Noise Element that address the noise impact of aircraft on approach or 
departures outside of the contours. We need this to be addressed and mitigated. 

This noise problem extends well past the five mile radius of the Sonoma County airport and 
has environmental impacts, please make sure that these are reviewed and mitigated as well. 
This is a very significant impact and also carries with it important safety procedures to 
protect residents on the ground. 

Page 4.9-62 through 67 Fire Protection & Emergency Services 

There is no discussion of the environmental impact of aircraft over flights for fire and 
health safety reasons. The GP 2020 does not have any policies or regulation for this issue 
either. It is understandable that fire fighting aircraft are needed for fire suppression. 
However, these are the most risky types of operations to the surrounding over flight 
communities. These are aircraft that are heavily loaded down with water or fire retardants 
which can increase the risk factor for potential danger for on the ground. The Reach 
helicopters are some of the most offensively loud aircraft of all the aircraft that fly over the 
residents. Yes we need them, but safety must come first and when it is not an emergency 
they need to have restrictions on what they do, especially when returning to base. Just 
because they are used to save lives they should not endanger others by constant over flights 
in highly populated areas. We should not let them have free rein around the whole county 
to do as they like when not in an emergency situation. These over flights are not all 
emergencies and if they doing training excises they should be restricted from doing them 
over residential communities. · 

6 

-

Page 4.11-1: Section 4.11 Visual Resources 

With the projected 550,000 flight operation per year by 2020 at the So. Co. airport it would 
seem only natural that this would have an impact on the visual environment in the county. 
The skies would be processing either a departure or a landing, at the airport, once every 
minute of every day. Then to visualize the air traffic in the county's air space to 
accommodate the air traffic one minute out and the traffic another minute out and so on. 
This really needs to be addressed in this DEIR and the GP 2020. Because we do not think 
this is what the county had in mind when setting these numbers nor is it realistic. This can 
be mitigated by reducing the number of operations to a more reasonable and realistic 
number for Sonoma County. 

age 4.13-18 

There are no projections for hazardous materials at the Sonoma County Airport itself, for if 
or when the 550, 000 operations is reached. This would equate in to additional aviation 
fuel, related maintenance fluids and materials that will be required to support an operation 
of this magnitude. This has not been taken in to consideration in this section. The GP 2020 
has minimal plans and policies for around the airport but nothing for the airport itself. This 
needs to be addressed, impacts determined and mitigation measures spelled out Policies 
also need to be integrated in to the GP 2020. 

Page 5.0-1: 5.0 Alternatives 

This section is very difficult to decipher. Everything appears to be very vague in context , 
nothing specific and mostly redundant. (We know that we have and will be redundant in 
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our comments also. Because sometimes you have to.) This makes it a very difficult 
process to comment on the topics that we have been consistently been addressing. These 
topics or elements are: Transportation, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services, Scenic 
Resources, Hazardous Materials and ATE. We disagree with the analysis of the 
Comparison of Alternatives Exhibit 5.0-2 in the following section: 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-6, 
4.2-8, 4.2-9,4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-3, 4.3-5, 4.4-5, 4.9-9, 4,9-10, 4.11-2, 4.13-3. Please 
refer to comments previously made on these topics, and we hope that attention is given to 
them .. It appears much of the verbiage is repeated in this section on the topic sections 
listed above that we are concerned about. This section that deals with the analysis of NPA, 
BOA and MA is less than significant to address without our comments being integrated in 
to this DEIR, which may change this analysis. So, until a revision of this DEIR is made 
we disagree with the entire Alternatives section of this report and would like to reserve the 
right to comment later when there is more data and information to consider alternatives. _

Page 6.0-4: 6.0 Impacts Overview- Last Paragraph and first paragraph next page. 

The introduction of "cumulative projects" is not defined enough and needs to be for the 
public and decision makers to understand the process. Along with a more descriptive 
explanation of "various stages of entitlement"' for each project listed. The airport 
manager had told us that the master plan was coming for three and a half years. In a 
meeting back in November of 2004 the Manager said it would be done and up for public 
review February or March of 2005. Nothing has happened and it is April of 2006, 
something is wrong with this situation. The public is being misled and now the Airport 
Master Plan shows up on a "cumulative projects" list Please enlighten us and the rest of 
the public and decision makers. 

Page 6.0-7: Air Quality section second paragraph. 

Aircraft emissions may increase but impact is speculative at this time. In section 4.3 Air 
Quality the air pollution is discussed by us and questioned to how the numbers were 
derived at. Hopefully when this is resolved this will shed more light on the impact under 
the present GP 2020 which should and does dictate to the Airport Master Plan. 

Page 6.0-7: Nois~ section last paragraph. 

Sorry to be redundant but our previous comments are very appropriate for response to this 
paragraph. Again this DEIR and the GP 2020 are not taking into account the environment 
out side of the box. Only a small and limited area has been addressed around the airport in 
this report. Most airports have noise abatement procedures except Sonoma County 
Airport. There is no mitigation measures, policies in either the ATE or Noise Element that 
deal with the noise impact of aircraft on approach or departures outside of the contours and 
this needs to be addressed. Because there is a noise problem that extends well past the five 
mile radius of the Sonoma County airport there are environmental impacts to be addressed 
and mitigated. This is a very significant impact and also is directly related to the safety 
for residents on the ground. There are many options for mitigating these impacts, several 
have been suggested, please review this and implement a safe and non-noise impact plan. 
Hopefully the Airport Master Plan will have the appropriate policies and regulations to 
resolve these environmental impact noise problems and review the Effects of Noise on 
People and Exhibit 7.7-2, 3 & 4 contained in this report. 

This comment is very appropriate to repeat for this section also. The ATE 2020 and this 
DEIR do not address the entire picture when looking at aircraft operations and the noise 
impacts on the community. Aircraft noise is not only contained within the noise contour 
lines around the airport, it is also along the flight paths of approaching and departing 
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Laircraft. These flight paths can be directly over residential areas, schools and other 
populated parts of the communities. Aircraft noise can be significant in these flight paths 
depending on the altitude of the aircraft and can exceed past the five mile radius of the 
airport. 

There is presently a noise problem with the Sonoma Count Airport. What will it take to get 
the Aviation Commission and airport to recommend noise abatement procedures to the 
FAA who would then create official noise abatement procedures for the airport and pilots. 
During a meeting in November 2004 the FAA stated that a FAR part 150 noise study for 
the airport was needed. Past mayor Debra Fudge chaired this meeting, and representatives 
from Berg, Woolsey and Thompson's offices were present along with members of the 
community. After this meeting Jon Stout published in the Aviation Commission meeting 
minutes January 20, 2005 that an official request will be made to the FAA for the FAR part 
150 Noise Study. Why has this not happened? 

Due to the limited information given in the GP 2020 and lack of current noise studies how 
can we know what the true noise levels are. We just don't have adequate information 
available at this time for determining existing noise levels let alone the future noise impacts. 
Mitigation can help this issue by providing needed noise abatement polices and new safety 
programs for the Sonoma County airport. Enforcing time restrictions for certain operations 
and 

 
changing current approach and departure patterns so that are not over the highly 

populated residential areas can be accomplished. Please implement it. This is very 
significant 
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Page 6.0-14: Fire Protection and Emergency Services 

Hopefully our comment on this section previously made will be integrated in this DEIR and 
then will be made part of this Impact Overview. Please refer to our comments for this topic. 

Page 6.0-16: Visual Resources 

Hopefully our comment on this section previously made will be integrated in this DEIR and 
then will be made part of this Impact Overview. Please refer to our comments for this topic. 

Page 6.0-18: Hazardous Material 

Hopefully our comment on this section previously made will be integrated in this DEIR and 
then will be made part of this Impact Overview. Please refer to our comments for this topic. 

Page 10 of the Appendix 7.4 Initial Study Section XI 

Our previous comments of this type of noise measurement study not being adequate are 
repeated at this time to refresh your memory, because this is it for the next 14 years. A 
twenty~four hour noise survey seems less than adequate to represent a true picture of 
typical noise levels in noise sensitive areas. What were the qualifications of the person 
hired for this survey, who selected these areas researched and for what reason were they 
selected ? A thirty day noise survey would certainly be a more adequate snap shot of 
typical noise levels in noise sensitive areas. The areas of placement of these devices is 
questionable also. We recommend that a thirty day survey be done at a couple of locations. 
First at Windsor High School and second at the west side of the intersection of Fulton and 
Hall road as listening locations. Again, a twenty hour survey gives such little information. 
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How can this be all that is expected or required for a report of this magnitude with so much 
at stake for the next fourteen years. This is unacceptable. There should also be a study of 
single noise events. These are the ones that can really stress people out by being woken up 
early in the morning, late at night, or during the day. (Please refer to Effects of Noise on 
People and Exhibit 7.7-2, 3 & 4) 

Page 12 of the Appendix 7.4 Initial Study Section XV(c). 

As stated before in our comments, there is a noise problem at the So. Co airport and many 
potential safety issues also. These problems do exist. This DEIR and GP 2020, totally 
does not address a very real issue and problem. The air traffic patterns need to be 
changed now ! With the projected increases in air traffic will only compound this 
problem if not mitigated now. Which we have demonstrated several times in the public 
comment for this DEIR and also in our comment in regard to the GP 2020. The residents 
of Sonoma County are exposing this issue that certain Sonoma County officials want to 
pretend are not there so they do not have to deal with it. Like the white elephant in the 
living room everyone dances around and pretends it is not there. Please let's deal with the 
white elephant now before it gets more out of control. 

Page 7.7-4: Exhibit 7.7-2 

The. explanation or definiti?n if yo~ yvill, .is a pretty good description of what our gro~p is 
talking about. Why was this not utilized m this DEIR? These are the concerns, the bigger 
picture looking outside of the box. This information needs to be researched and integrated 
into this DEIR to determine what are the impacts on the communities in the county as we 
have asked for several times in our comments and mitigation suggestions. Again. there is 
presently a noise problem with the Sonoma County Airport. What will it take to get the 
Aviation Commission to recommend noise abatement procedures to the FAA, who would 
then create official noise abatement procedures for the airport and pilots. Please refer to the 
comments in the Page 6.0-7: Noise section last paragraph section. _

Page 7.7-5 & 6: Effects of Noise on People and Exhibit 7.7-3 & 4 

Annoyance, sleep disturbance and not being able to enjoy our homes and properties ( and 
t

safety) are the main issues that our group is concerned with. We are requesting that more 
research and attention are given to these areas and required for this DEIR and GP 2020. 
Even your own graphs show there is a noise problem. The typical aircraft noise event 
shows sound level peaks out at 86dB. If you bring that 86dB over to the graph of 
Percentage of Population Highly Annoyed by Noise Exposure that equates to over 70 % of 
the population is annoyed. This is a serious problem with great environmental impact 
significance. You take this same peak number of 86dB and apply it to the graph of 
Population A wakened by Indoor Sound Exposure Levels it equates approximately 40 % of 
the population are being awakened by aircraft. These graphs probably do not take into 
account the weather permitting time when people have their window and doors open to 
enjoy the fresh air of our nice environment that we have here in the county. These 
percentages 70 % annoyed and 40 % awakened by aircraft noise are unacceptable. The 
DEIR does not deal with this significant issue adequately at all and this report and the GP 
2020 does not protect the residents of this county from this detrimental noise exposure. 
This needs to be addressed and steps taken immediately. 
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This concludes our comments for the time being and look forward to your responses to our 
comments and suggestions. If you have any questions, our contact person is Marc C. 
LaMantia, and can be reached at (707) 838-9510. Please leave a message. Or written 
communication can be sent to Good Neighbors Group of Sonoma County, P.O. Box 366, 
Windsor, CA. 95492. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be part of this process. 

Sincerely, 

Good Neighbors Group of Sonoma County 



To the Sonoma County Planning Co1nmission 

It is so discouraging that so few people can hold our 
future in their hands. 

The ineetings are frustrating when it is obvious that
n1ost staff, con1111issioners and supervisors have their 
minds n1ade up and da1nn the pubJjc co1n1nents. 

Why are water issues so casually addressed ? 

Why does the General Plan lack a much needed and 
adequate Urban Water Man~gement Plan? 

Why does the Draft EIR fail to address the Gravel 
mining and its impacts on the aquifer, agriculture, the 
river, fish and wild life? 

There are experts that have made careful watershed 
assessments that continue to be ignored. 

Surely you can do better planning than you have 
shown so far. 

 

Sincerely, 

c\a c,\ Lo 
!~ 6 0 

PePf!V Love 

RECEIVED 

MAR 1 5 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

J j_ 
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· Bob Gaiser _DEIRComments022706.doc 

Febrnary 27, 2006 

Sonoma County Pern1it & Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

Re: Draft EIR for General Plan 2020 

Dear Planning Commission Members and County Planning Staff, 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) greatly appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on Sonoma County's Draft EIR for General Plan 2020. CNPS is a nonprofit 
organization of more than 10,000 scientists, educators, and laypersons that is organized 
into 32 chapters throughout the state. CNPS's mission is to expand the public's 
understanding and appreciation of California's native plants, and to help conserve these 
resources in their natural habitats through scientific activities, educational programs, and 
conservation efforts. CNPS provides information on science-based land management 
policies and practices to those who formulate land-use policies and make land-use 
decisions. 

As the local representative of CNPS, the Milo Baker Chapter of Sonoma County 
recognizes and takes seriously our responsibility to comment 011 the county's Draft EIR 
for the General Plan 2020, and to offer our expertise on issues related to sensitive habitats 
and individual species. Below are our comments 011 specific aspects of Section 4.6, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 

MAJOR ISSUE #1: CUMULATIVE HABITAT LOSS 

Several interconnected processes together have contributed to degradation and a 
substantial loss of important plant and wildlife habitats in Sonoma County. 

First, as the county's population has grown, fom1er open space and rnral agricultural land 
has been converted to urban and suburban landscape. Often during this process fragile 
and sensitive ecological zones (habitats) such as vernal pools and oak woodlands have 
been destroyed or seriously compromised. Urban growth boundaries, conservation 
easements, and wise land-use plam1ing can prevent a continuation of these negative 
impacts on our shared environment while still allowing for sensible planned growth. 

California Native 'Plant Societlj 
Milo Baker Chapter 
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Second, the expansion of vineyards into fonner open space-including grasslands and 
oak woodlands-through clearing and in some cases timber conversion (the clear-cutting 
of fir and redwood forest lands) has accelerated cumulative habitat loss in Sonoma 
County. We recognize that the wine industry is a fundamental contributor to the county's 
overall economic health. However, any modest expansion of vineyards needs to be 
balanced with minimizing the potential negative impacts on the county's remaining 
sensitive habitat areas. 

A third process that has contributed to cumulative habitat loss is the disruption of 
hydro logic integrity through the draining and filling of wetlands (freshwater marshes, 
vernal pools) and the damage done to seeps, springs, streams, and rivers (including 
seasonal streams) due to poor conservation practices, especially along riparian corridors. 
Wetlands are particularly rich and valuable habitats for plants and other wildlife. Despite 
mitigation efforts to create artificial wetlands, such efforts have less-than-optimal 
performance rates. This is quite significant, because it means that this mitigation work 
may require unplanned and costly long-term management commitments with no 
assurance of producing the expected outcome. 

Fourth, the destrnction caused by invasive non-native plants, which outcompete native 
species for space and nutrients, has also contributed to cumulative habitat loss. 
Throughout Sonoma County, existing infestations of invasive non-native plants continue 
to expand. Invasive plants are also introduced into new areas from commercial sources, 
including the agricultural, landscaping, and revegetation industries. Invasives not only 
lower the biological value of land by reducing biological diversity, but also adversely 
affect hydrological processes, alter fire frequencies, restrict economic return, and reduce 
values of recreational areas. The lack of a coordinated, countywide program to address 
the problem of invasive plant infestations is costing taxpayers millions of dollars 
annually. Without human intervention, current infestations of invasive plants will 
continue to degrade and destroy sensitive plant communities in Sonoma County. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges some of these changes: 1 

"Although past influences have greatly altered the natural landscape, Sonoma County 
contains considerable land area which remains undeveloped or is used for grazing and 
timber production and continues to provide important habitat for native plants and 
animals. These remaining [underdeveloped and) undeveloped lands serve as core areas 
for habitat biodiversity .... the remaining undeveloped, agricultural, and timber production 
lands, and network of riparian corridors throughout the county serve as a foundation for 
protecting and restoring the values and functions of the natural environment." 

We applaud this acknowledgment of the already existing "great alteration" of our 
county's natural landscape, and the point that remaining open lands of various kinds are 

1 4.6 Draft General Plan Update 2020, Open Space and Resource Conservation Element, 4.6 Biological 
Resources, p. 4. 
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"core areas for habitat biodiversity" and provide a "foundation for protecting and 
restoring .. .the natural envirom11ent." However, any policies extending protections to 
sensitive biological resources should not just focus on these "remaining undeveloped ... 
lands," but rather should encompass all areas of the county. 

Policy OSRC-7a indicates that areas identified as special-status species habitat, marshes, 
and wetlands, sensitive natural communities, and habitat connectivity corridors will be 
designated as biotic habitat areas in the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element. 
Policy OSRC-7b indicates that all lands designated as biotic habitat areas will be rezoned 
to the biotic resources combining district and an ordinance will be adopted that provides 
for the protection of biotic habitat areas. 

Both policies are very positive steps toward protecting and enhancing Sonoma County's 
diverse natural habitats with their associated plant and animal communities. While CNPS 
endorses these policies, they are inadequate on two counts: 

• They do not use the additional standard of cumulative habitat loss within 
Sonoma County when evaluating the impact of land-use proposals on county 
biological resources. 

• They do not establish loss thresholds for specific sensitive natural communities. 
Without such thresholds, it is impossible to measure future cumulative habitat 
loss. CNPS highly recommends that thresholds be set for all sensitive vegetation 
types, including oak woodlands, vernal pools, redwood forests, mixed evergreen 
forests, riparian habitat, seasonal wetlands, freshwater marshes of the Santa 
Rosa Plain and Laguna de Santa Rosa, serpentine habitats, and coastal prairie, 
and that the thresholds be adequate to protect in perpetuity these important 
remaining habitat types. 

Policy OSRC-7b( 1) indicates that applicants for ministerial pem1its will be notified of 
protected habitats and species and possible requirements of federal and state regulatory 
agencies. It also requests identification of known protected habitats and species. 
However, it is unclear who is responsible for identifying the requested presence of known 
protected habitats and species. 

CNPS proposes that this language be clarified. In particular, the applicant should 
pay for the biological or botanical consultant selected by the County from a pool of 
qualified professionals. 

CNPS supports Policy OSRC-7fwhich proposes a coordinated review at least every five 
years of Sonoma County's Biotic Habitat Areas. However, the County needs to set 
baseline thresholds now, and not wait five years to do so, as this will result in a 
further decline in remaining sensitive habitat communities. Further, we recommend 
substituting the words "and will identify methods to monitor cumulative habitat loss" 

i 
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in place of the current "and will consider methods to identify and monitor 

4 
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cumulative habitat loss ... " CNPS requests that it be consulted at the times of these 
periodic reviews to offer helpful assistance and expertise. Our organization is also 
willing to offer advice on determining appropriate baseline thresholds. 

MAJOR ISSUE #2: MORE COMPREHENSIVE MAPPING DATA ON PLANT 
COMMUNITIES 

As indicated in the Draft EIR, The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
maintains the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) in an effort to inventory 
and monitor the distribution of special-status (rare, threatened or endangered) species. 
This valuable tool indicates "that special-status plant and animal species occur in a wide 
range of habitat types throughout Sonoma County," including 42 animal species and 86 
plant species. 2 

Nevertheless, as the Draft EIR states, "Occurrence infomlation for numerous special-
status species which are known to occur in Sonoma County is either not monitored at all, 
or is recorded on only a sporadic basis by the CNDDB."3 Even when other databases are 
consulted, such as those kept by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS), authors of the Draft EIR acknowledge that 
"Considerable work is necessary in updating and refining existing mapping records, 
identifying new occurrences of sensitive natural communities, and expanding the 
database to include the identification of high-quality stands of all natural communities," 
and further, that "No comprehensive mapping of sensitive natural community types in the 
county has been done ... "4 

If cumulative habitat loss in Sonoma County is tc> be slowed and reversed-particularly 
for sensitive natural communities (those considered rare or threatened)-thorough and up
to-date data collection and mapping must be established as a high priority, and County 
officials must secure funds for this purpose so that the task can be completed in a timely 
manner. Without such solid data to underpin decision-making, planners are left in the 
dark, and irreplaceable biological resources may be destroyed without regard to what 
percentage remains. 

CNPS therefore strongly endorses Policy OSRC-7j to conduct a comprehensive 
habitat identification and mapping program for use in future policy considerations, 
and for this effort recommends using the releve or rapid assessment protocols. We 
urge that the County immediately initiate applications for funding from public and 
private sources once the Draft GP 2020 has been adopted. CNPS is willing to partner 
with the County and other collaborating agencies and groups and lend its support to 
this mapping effort through the use of its volunteers who are currently involved in 
sensitive habitat surveying protocols. 

i 
1 
I 
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2 4.6 Biological Resources, p. 5. 
3 Ibid 
4 4.6 Biological Resources, p. 17. 
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In order to produce up-to-date information, CNPS strongly recommends that the 
County require the submittal of Department and Fish and Game California Native 
Species Field Survey Forms to CNDDB as a condition of project approval when 
biotic surveys are required. CNPS also recommends that biotic surveys be cataloged 
for use and review by County staff, resource professionals, and the general public. 

MAJOR ISSUE #3: LAND CORRIDORS AND HABITAT CONNECTIVITY 

The Draft EIR devotes nearly two pages to the crucial matter of habitat connectivity.5 The 
Draft EIR states: "Protecting and enhancing habitat connectivity and functional 
movement corridors between the [county's] remaining natural areas is essential to 
sustaining populations and allowing for the continued dispersal of native plant and animal 
species."6 CNPS strongly supports the County's efforts to maintain and expand habitat 
connectivity. Such connectivity is essential to slowing and reversing cumulative habitat 
loss and to preserving high-quality sensitive habitat. We also recognize that habitat 
connectivity is dependent on current, comprehensive mapping data. 

Policy OSRC-7i addresses habitat fragmentation and connectivity loss and seeks to 
provide policies that will protect, restore, and improve essential habitat corridors and 
linkages. 

CNPS strongly supports this provision in the Draft EIR, and encourages the 
County to take a more pro-active role in working with other groups such as the 
Open Space District and the Sonoma Land Trust to expand habitat connectivity by 
including it as a criterion in land conservation decisions, and by taking a regional 
approach to park and open space acquisition. 

MAJOR ISSUE #4: VERNAL POOLS 

The most threatened sensitive natural community type in Sonoma County is vernal pools, 
in substantial measure because most vernal pools occur on relatively flat open land that is 
attractive for agriculture and urban development. Vernal pools in Sonoma County contain 
a host of rare, endangered, and threatened plant species,7 and they also provide essential 
breeding habitat for the Sonoma County California tiger salamander, which is a federally 
listed endangered species. 8 

The Draft EIR plainly states that "An estimated 90 percent of the original acreage of the 

5 4.6 Biological Resources, pp. 19-20. 
6 Ibid., p. 19. 
7 4.6 Biological Resources, p. I 0. 
8 "Most of the occurrences of this subspecies in Sonoma County are from the complex of vernal pools and 
drainages of the Santa Rosa Plain along the Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed .... Extensive habitat 
conversion and fragmentation of breeding habitat has eliminated this species from much of its former range, 
and is considered a serious threat to the Sonoma County population." 4.6 Biological Resources, p. 7. 
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vemal pool ecosystem within a 28,000-acre area defined in the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
Characterization Study has been lost."9 Given the Draft EIR's stated commitment to 
sustaining "core areas for habitat biodiversity," "protecting and restoring the values and 
functions of the natural environment," and "protecting and sustaining habitat 
connectivity" (all noted above), CNPS strongly believes that the time is long past to 
finally implement the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan, 
provided the Plan affords a greater level of protection to vernal pool species and 
habitat than the recently drafted Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy. The 
remaining 10% of Sonoma County's vernal pool habitat must be protected and preserved. 

While federal and state agencies have typically required only a few years of minimal 
monitoring before created vernal pools can be declared "successful," extended scientific 
monitoring has shown that many vernal pools have actually declined following the 
required monitoring period. The criteria used to determine the "success" of created vernal 
pools is rarely based on detailed biological data, as should be the case. For this reason, 
CNPS recommends policies to discourage the use of mitigation banks for vernal 
pools, except as a last resort when no other alternatives are available. (See CNPS 
Policy and Guidelines on Vernal Pool Mitigation.) 10 One example of an alternative that 
would be highly preferable to vernal pool creation would be the restoration of historic 
vernal pool habitat in the Santa Rosa Plain in city-owned areas that are spray-irrigated. 

Recent scientific research has shown that habitat-conservation-focused cattle grazing is 
compatible with, and perhaps even essential to, maintaining the habitat quality of vemal 
pools and sustaining native plant and aquatic fauna diversity in vernal pools. 
Consequently, vernal pools located on private lands that are grazed at appropriate levels 
can be preserved so long as they are not filled in or sold off for other uses. 11 

Therefore, CNPS supports Policy OSRC-7r to implement the Santa Rosa Plain 
Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan, provided it affords a greater level of 
protection to vernal pool species and habitat than the recently drafted Santa Rosa 
Plain Conservation Strategy. At the same time, CNPS also recommends that the 
County seek ways to minimize irrigation on the Santa Rosa Plain and its adverse 
affects on valley oaks and vernal pool habitat. CNPS further recommends that a 
start date for implementation of the plan be set, preferably some time in 2006, and 
that the remaining 10% of Sonoma County's vernal pool habitat be designated as 
the cumulative loss threshold for this particular sensitive natural community. We 
also request that a CNPS member of the Milo Baker Chapter be included in any 
task force overseeing such implementation. 

"] l 

9 4.6 Biological Resources, p. 18. 
io Policy and Guidelines on Vernal Pool Mitigation, California Native Plant Society, 1994. 
11 Marty, J. 2005. Effects of cattle grazing on diversity in ephemeral wetlands. Conservation Biology, pp. 
1626-32; Marty, J. 2004. Vernal pools are at home on the range. National Wetlands Newsletter 
26(4): 12-14; Pyke, C.R., and Marry, J. 2005. Cattle grazing mediates climate change impacts on ephemeral 
wetlands. Conservation Biology, pp. 1619-1625. All three references available at: 
www.vernalpools.org/literature.htm. 
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MAJOR ISSUE #5: OAK WOODLANDS 

Oak woodlands provide food, shelter, and nesting sites for wildlife, and they are the key 
to California's biodiversity. For example, a small oak forest can provide habitat for over 
4,000 species of insects, birds and plants. 12 Oaks are found in 48 of the state's 58 
counties, and most oak woodlands are in private ownership. Oaks preserve water quality 
and increase water availability by filtering runoff, provide excellent protection from 
erosion, help maintain air quality, and contribute to a community's "livable" image. It is 
apparent that oaks and oak woodlands are integral and fundamental to the maintenance 
and preservation of habitat diversity, and that consistent efforts must be made to preserve 
them. 

CNPS has a statewide Policy on Oak Hardwoods, which states, in part: "Because of the 
rapid and extensive land conversions in oak woodlands, savannas, and riparian areas of 
the state, coupled with an apparent lack of regeneration of several species, the California 
Native plant Society is deeply concerned about the long-term survival of native 
oaks .... Adequate attention-voluntary, regulatory, or legislative-is not being paid to 
native oaks at the local, county, or state levels .... The Society supports an accelerated 
program of data collection, census information, and mapping of all oak species (Quercus 
spp.), beginning with the valley oak (Quercus lobata) .... The Society strongly 
discourages further conversions of oak habitats to residential, commercial, 
agricultural, or other uses." 13 

Given the centrality and importance of oak woodlands to Sonoma County's environment, 
as well as their contribution to the overall beauty and quality of life here, it is fitting that 
they should occupy an equally central place in the Draft EIR. Sonoma County is 
composed of 28% oak woodlands and 13% of forest oaks (including tanoak); hence, over 
40% of our county is oak habitat. 14 According to scientists at the California Oak 
Foundation, an alarming 23% of Sonoma County's oak woodlands already have been 
developed, which is the second highest percentage in the state. Moreover, another 9% are 
at risk, and fewer than 70% are considered safe. 15 Fully 95% of the oak woodlands in 
Sonoma County are in private hands. 

CNPS willingly endorses Policy OSRC-7m to identify and provide greater 
protection to oak woodlands, and to develop recommendations for regulatory 
protection and voluntary programs to protect and enhance oak woodlands. CNPS is 
pleased that this policy will establish a committee and begin the work described 
therein within one year of its adoption, and we respectfully request that at least one 
member of the committee be selected from the Milo Baker Chapter of CNPS. 

\ 0 

12 California Oak Foundation, http://www.californiaoaks.org/ 
13 Policy on Oak Hardwoods, California Native Plant Society, 1989. 
14 California Oak Foundation, Oaks 2040. 
15 Developed means oak woodlands with more than 32 housing units per square mile by 2000; At risk means 
oak woodlands not developed by 2000 but to develop by 2040; Safe refers to oak woodlands not 
developed by 2000 and unlikely to be developed before 2040. 
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Policy OSRC-7n, which concerns the designation of valley oak habitat areas, zoning, and 
adequate mitigation for trees removed and monitoring of replacement tree survival, is 
supported by CNPS. 

We strongly recommend that Sonoma County adopt Placer County's model Native 
Tree Mitigation Policy. That policy is intended to address the impact of the loss of 
woodland communities, and not just the individual trees contained within those 
communities, a policy that is in concert with the growing recognition of the important 
habitat value of the natural communities within which sensitive species are found. Placer 
County's native tree policy includes standards for tree replacement, understory 
replacement, and in-lieu fee payment when onsite or offsite replacement is not feasible or 
preferred. Collected fees are used by the county planning department to purchase 
conservation easements from local landowners or mitigation banks supporting similar 
woodland types as those impacted. But as the plan emphasizes: "Wherever practical, 
impacts to valley oak woodlands are to be avoided." The plan also stipulates the genetic 
stock of replacement trees, planting densities, tree cages, a weed control schedule and 
watering regime, and requires five years annual monitoring with remedial planting if 
mortality exceeds 20%. 16 

Given that 95% of oak woodlands in Sonoma County occur on private lands, CNPS 
supports Policy OSRC-7o. This policy will encourage landowners to voluntarily protect 
particular trees or groves on their property. However, because past voluntary 
programs have not significantly slowed the destruction of oak woodlands in Sonoma 
County, CNPS suggests that the County actively advocate a number of other 
nonregulatory options, including the following: 

• Amend Policy OSRC-7o to provide a modest but meaningful financial incentive 
to landowners to participate in this voluntary program, perhaps by reducing the 
property taxes on the designated lands by 1-2%. 

• Offer conservation easements or transfers of development rights (TDRs) to 
interested private landowners. 

• Promote acquisition where the alternative may be the destruction of a sizeable 
parcel containing oak woodland habitat. 

• Develop coordinated resource management plans (CRMPs). 

[ \ \ 

16 The most often used mitigation requirement is one of the following: (a) One 15-gallon tree for each tree 
moved; (b) Three 5-gallon trees for each tree removed; (c) Five !-gallon trees for each tree removed; (d) 
Fifteen seedlings for each tree removed; (e) Payment of$100 per tree removed or the cost equivalent to the 
replacement of one 15-gallon tree. Payments are made to the County's tree mitigation fund. Placer County 
Native Tree Mitigation Policy, Placer County Conservation Plan, 2004. Available at: 
http:llwww.placer.ca.gov/planninglpccp/pccp-appendLr-d.pdf 
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In addition, CNPS recommends the creation and adoption of an oak woodland 
habitat ordinance that establishes heavy fines on any party that removes over one -
acre of oak woodlands without first securing permission to do so from PRMD. 

A final concern we have is that any species and habitat policies or objectives 
already established in existing area and specific plans within the county which will 
be changed or repealed as a result of the General Plan 2020, should be recognized in 
the General Plan and superceded only when greater protection is offered in the 
General Plan update. 

On behalf of CNPS, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. If you have 
any questions, feel free to call either of m 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bob Hass Mac Marshall, Ph.D. 
Conservation Cochair Conservation Committee Member 

-] } :S 
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C"RLJM : Apr. 17 2006 C:::l4: 1 7PM P1 

PRMD 

Re: Draft. Soru,lllll Gcncrnl Pinn: Inadequacy of the EIR 
No discussion of the Environmental Impuots of allowing A<juru;ulture in all 

agricultural oreas 

lndequate discussion of the odverse impncts of the "new" Right to Fann 

Ad Hoc Committee 

Rego,ding A<jUHCulture: 

We could find no discussion of the potential ,dverse impacts of AAY!'!i\!lture in agrioultural areas. 
Potential adverse impacts include: 

L Pollution of crew and streams with toxic runoff from pesticides. :fungicides, herbicides, 
artificial dyes, antJbiotics and other eheroicals and other substances associated with aquaculture 
and their potential for increasing the already toxic overloads in Sonoma County str=s; 
2. Impacts of escaped furm-.raised fish on native species and listed species; 
3. Eutrifu:ation of creeks from increased runoff of fish manure from aquaculture po!lds into 
waterways (like problems from dairy manure ponds); 
4. No discussion of management of above problems and con:olation with "sensitive" areas in 
Sonoma County especially as rei'lll'ds salmon and steelhead sp.awning; 
5. No discussion of need to restrjct areas whete aquaculture allowed ODd types of species allowed 
to be grown, if any; 
6. No discussion of alternatives to allowing aquaculture in "all" ogricultura1 areas of the County. 

In general, "fish farming'' is highly controversial due to bacterial problems and above pollutant 
problems associated with the industry. Sonoma County is an historically significant area fur 
salmon and steelhead. It has been • shame that the County has allowed our streams and rivers to 
degrade to the point of causing such stress to the native spawning species. Allowing inclusion of 
aquaculture as any other furm of agriculture does a disservice to all who are in support of 
maintaining om: stocks of wild salmon and "restoritig" them to their former abundance. Fanned 
fish are no substitute for wilil caught. To suggest otherwise is an insult to the pruate, an affiont to 
our tast.e buds! , 

A Sonomu County EIR must evaluate the potential adverse impacts of this highly ~ontrovm:sial 
industry. Let the Sonoma County economy be knoWIJ for "Wild Caught", not the artificially dyed, 
cb<-,aper substitute. 
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FAX NO. 

2of2 

Regarding the Right to Farm: 

The tat of the new Right to Farm and the associated notices me not included in the Draft EIR as 
they should be. 

The ''new" Right to Farm was adopted with out any BIR. It ~ the ,Potential to cause 
enviromnental damage because it defines as *~ormal and Necessary'' activities that are neither 
nor.roal or necessary in Sonoma County .. .:. activities like .arial spray of pesticides and seeds. 

In this era of genetic enginoorin& arial spray of genetically altered seeds could wreak havoc with 
the organic farming industry and pollute or contaminate non-target public .and private properties 
and pollute our waterways with toXic chemicals further endangering aquatic species. 

There is .inadequate treatment of this issue in the Draft EIR. The cmtire documentation of the legal 
aation taken by Ann Maurice regarding the lack of an BIR when the Right to Farm W$ passed is· 
incorporated into this letter by refurence. Kindly refur to ·the arguments in our case for our reasons 
fur environmental review. 
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SONOMA COUNTY FARI\1 BUREAU 
Affiliated vvitl1 the California Farm Bureau Federation and the American Farm Bureau Federation 

April 16, 2006 

To: Sonoma County Planning Commission 

From: Lex Mccorvey, Executive Director 

Re: Draft EIR Comments 

General Comments: 

Land Use, Population and Housing 

4. 1-2 Land use conflicts between agriculture and residential/urban uses: 

While we concur that impacts are significant and unavoidable, the EIR does not acknowledge 
that residential development in agricultural areas is incompatible with agricultural operations 
because of the negative impacts the agricultural community faces because of the residential 
development. Agriculture can be negatively impacted by residential incompatible practices of 
misuse of pesticides, environmental damage, and predation by stray pets, noise, discarding of 
poisonous plants, increased traffic, and harassment. 

Mitigation measures should assist in the minimizing the negative impacts on agricultural 
operations. 

Water Quality-Agricultural and Resource Uses, Pg. 4.5-3 

The policy recommendation WR 1 i (1) does not factually represent agricultural activity. While 
grapevines may be grown on slopes, row crops are not and should be deleted from the language 
because it is not factual and is misleading. (2) Successful federal, state and local development of 
BMP' s already exists and budgeting additional funding for such will have an adverse economic 
impact on county resources and is a duplication of efforts. 

Biological Resources 

The current General Plan provides adequate and thoughtful protection of biological resources. 
Major concessions were made by private property owners to protect these resources. Since the 
1989 General Plan, numerous federal and state programs and resources have been made available 
to protect natural resources and many have received special recognition for the stewardship. 
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Pg. 2of4 

Sensitive Natural Communities, Pg. 4.6~2 

The EIR does not provide significant data to warrant suggesting that old gmwth Redwoods, 
Douglas fir and riparian corridors are adversely affected nor inadequately protected by the 
current General Plan. There is a false assumption made that these communities are rare and 
biologically more important than other species of trees or plant communities. The BIR falls short 
of the burden of proof to warrant any changes to the GP 2020.While protection of these 
communities are valuable, so too is the management of these areas for their own benefit, the 
surrounding ecosystem and that of the public. 

Policy OSRC-7v will place unreasonable economic burdens on the County with purchasing 
easements, land and other unspecified mechanisms. 

Policy OSRC-8c gives no concrete evidence to warrant rezoning of streamside conservation 
areas to the biotic resource category and further requires compliance to outlined principles 
whether or not an ordinance is ever adopted. 

The recommended mitigation measures in OSRC-7v and 8c are unrealistic and do not consider 
the adverse economic and environmental impacts on private property owners efforts to manage 
and improve these plant communities. The mitigation measures are not reasonable or 
economically feasible. 
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Wildlife Habitat and Movement Opportunities, Pg 4.6 .. 4 

The EIR falsely concludes that proposed policies like OSRC -7b (1) (d); Policy OSRC-7e; Policy 
OSRC-8c5 and others would reduce the impacts of land use (agricultural) and development 
(agricultural) on wildlife movement. 

The EIR is void of data to suggest that land uses and development has or will result in a 
reduction of wildlife or fish habitat, will contribute to wildlife habitat fragmentation or 
obstruction. There is no species analysis or scientific data to prove that any of these false 
allegations will result in a significant impact as the BIR concludes. 

In the Geology/Soils section 4. 7-14 paragraph 4 Timber Soils, a misrepresentation of information 
is purported by the EIR that unfairly prejudices against the activities listed. It states that in 1952 
about 64% of the woodland acreage was commercial ... That over the past 50 years the· 
percentage of commercial woodland has steadily declined. The EIR provides confusing and 
leading conclusions that timberland has declined dramatically. The California Department of 
Forestry has more accurate timber conversion figures and no consideration is given to replanting 
of commercial planting, rezoning or other land use changes. Page 4. 8-12 states that from 1989 to 
1994 timber conversions 1 ess timber planted resulted in a net loss of 119 acres of timberland out 
of 292, 000 acres of commercial timberland in the county (. 0004 percent). 

Furthermore, the EIR does not provide adequate information relative to the availability of soil 
types, slopes and climatic conditions that would suggest a level of risk from conversion of 
timberland to other crops. Pg. 4.8-11 suggests that once timberland is converted to cropland, it is 



Pg. 3of4 

permanently lost from the timberland inventory. The same but converse analogy could be made 
that once farm or grazing land is allowed to or converted to timberland; it is permanently lost to
farming or effective grazing. The EIR arrives at the wrong conclusion and does not fully relate 
the environmental consequences of changes to these land uses over time. 

The paragraph likewise gives a negative reference to the harvest method of clear cutting as a 
negative impact on the environment, but neglects to state how selective harvesting can enhance 
environmental conditions like slope stability, reduction of landslides, improves stream bank ., 
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conditions and reduces sedimentation risk. 

Pg. 4.8-28 further contends that recent trends in timber conversions threatens the county's timbe
base and effectively represents a permanent loss of timber productivity. It is suggested that 
trends in timber conversion are alarming and a five thousand acre conversion is considered and 
implied eminent. The language in this EIR section is alarming and editorial in nature. They are 
not factual based and inappropriate in an EIR 

Pg. 4.8-29 references Policy OSRC-12c and states that it would greatly reduce both the amount 
of timber conversions as well as the associated impacts (which were described as negative 
environmental impacts. (See above) The EIR incorrectly concludes that policy OSRC-12c will 
greatly reduce threats but has no factual evidence to substantiate its claims. 

Range Soils: The EIR incorrectly and insufficiently defines a range area as a region over which-
livestock may roam and feed. Wildlife typically also roam and feed on much of this region. 

Agricultural& Timber Resources: 
-

With regards to farmland conversion, Pg 4.8-4 paragraph 1, the BIR states in sentence 1 that 
agricultural land has experienced a net decrease since 1992. However in the last paragraph it 
states data actually indicates a net increase in agricultural land. Interesting dichotomy of facts. l
On Pg 4.9-9, Agricultural Water Use, it states that there are approximately 60,000 acres are in 
agricultural crop production. This figure is grossly understated because there are 58,500 acres of 
vineyards stated in the EIR and thousands more acres of dry and irrigated farmland, orchards, 
hay, silage, and other crops. 

Public Services 

Agricultural Water Use 

The data in this section on water use or consumption misrepresents the facts to lead one to 
believe that agricultural use draws significantly on groundwater sources. 

In Exhibit 4.9-3 and 4, water use figures suggest that agricultural water use represents 58 percent 
of all county water consumption or 105,900 acre feet. However vineyard use is estimated 55,600 
acre ft. on 4 7. 3 acres of irrigated grape vines according to the CA Department of Water 
Resources (DPR) figures as of 2001. 
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This represents an application rate of 1.2 acre ft. per acre of grapes. Industry estimates are that 
vines will use about .4 acre ft. which results in usage of only 18,920 acre ft. compared to 55,600 
acre ft. suggested. Based on language on page 4.9-9 it suggests that vineyard acreage is only 
partially irrigated by ground water. Vital data is not provided regarding thousands of acres of 
vineyards irrigated with wastewater (benefiting the environment) with surface impounded water 
nor is credit given for water use that encourages water recharge as in nearly all agricultural 

 
activity. 

Even if one were to believe the vineyard estimates, even more perplexing is how the data in the 
EIR suggests that above and beyond vineyards, 50,300 acre ft of water is further consumed by a 
mere 12,000 acres of additional crop land in the county (DWR figures 2001). This would require 
application of 4.2 acre ft. J acre/yr. Furthermore, of the 12,000 acres of alleged irrigated 
cropland, 9,400 acres represent pastureland leaving about 2,600 acres of additional irrigated 
cropland. One would be hard pressed to find 9,400 acres of irrigated pastureland and probably 
99% of any such acreage would be irrigated with recycled wastewater and allowed to percolate 
into the soil for recharge activity. 

Summary of Findings 

We find that portions of the EIR findings accurately represent environmental impacts. However 
we also find statements, data and portions inaccurately represent environmental impacts. Some 
do not fairly represent facts nor are they objective. This can lead one to conclude that the EIR' s 
application to the draft GP 2020 policies difficult to assess. In some cases, the absence of base 
line peer reviewed data and statistical findings, makes suggested alternatives indefensible and 

unfeasible to determine. 

Another general concern is that the EIR does not consider the long term negative environmental 
mpact some policies will have which will triggered by economic influences and insufficient 

management and deterring property owners from employing ongoing programs to improve 
environmental conditions. 

One overlying concern with the evaluation of some uses and impacts is the failure to address 
improvements to environmental conditions as a result of managed agricultural activities. 4.1-32 
paragraph I of the EIR states that potential adverse environmental impacts related to agricultural 
activities includes ... That bias is pervasive through evaluations and interpretations throughout 
the document. We find that drawing one sided conclusions on the impacts of agricultural activity 
does not truthfully represent the environmental impact of agricultural activities. 

-
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April 17, 2006 

Attn: Penn.it Resource Management Department 
Sonoma County General Plan 2020 · 

Re: GP 2020 Draft BIR Comments 

Via fax to 707-565 .. 8343 

In reviel'V'.ing the various elements in the DBm we have some general comments to make 
regarding gravel mining, the ARM plan and this DEIR 

First,. We do not see adequate description or mention of current mining operations,. 
mining operations that PRMD is well aware of and the protections in the Water Res01JTces 

propose
Element. The environmental setting description of the Russian River is inadequate due to no 
acknowledgement of impacts from currently permitted in··stream mining projects. It has been 
well documented that the Russian River has a sediment deficit This has been dearly 
established by the Phillip Williams report in 1992 that analyzed the county's own data and in 
various documents and reports produced by USACOE and RRWC locat:ed on the RimS 
database. The DEIR makes no mention in the environmental setting of this sediment deficit 
and how it is made far worse by mining allowed under the ARM plan. The DffiR makes no 
mention of the impacts of the sediment deficit combined with in-stream gravel mining 
allowed under the current ARM plan that this DEIR relies on. The impacts of the sediment 
deficit that are not mentioned in the environmental setting in this DEIR include, tributary 
downcutting, mainstem and tributary channel incision, bank erosion, bank collapse,. riparian 
degradation,, increased suspended sediment from induced erosion. In additio~ the DElR 
makes no mention in the environment setting that continued gravel mining in a watershed 
with a sediment deficit creates an impact to other property owners as the river will replace 
gravel from bars that are mined by eroding upstream and downstream properties. This was 
well established in the litigation between Dry Creek Valley Association and Syar I Sonoma 
County regarding mining at the bars at the mouth of Dry Creek. 

The GP 2020 DEIR also does not address mining in the Mendocino reaches of the Russian 
River and how it pertains to the sediment budget by increasing the deficit. Any mining 
projects in the Mendocino reaches of the Russian would increase the sediment deficit and 
increase the impacts of mining in the Sonoma County reaches of the Russian River in 
Alexander Valley and the Middle Reach. The omission of mining projects and their impacts 
on the sediment budget in the Russian River .£rom the enviromnent setting in the DIER 
renders any discussion of mining or mining mitigations inadequate. -
In section 4.7 page 15 the DEIR mentions that the 11 

• •• ARM plan currently serves as the 
regulatory document providing guidelines for sound management of aggregate mining" and 
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goes on to say that it was amended in 1994. The DEIR makes no specific mention of the 
numerous additional amendments to the ARM plan that occur on almo$t each individual 
permit. The additional amendments are not minor but significantly alter the methodologies 
lor determining the methods used by permitted mining operations and demonstrates that the 
county has no firm "'guidelines'' but seems to cater to eaclt permit application such as the 
Syar Phase VI application being considered that would allow open pit gravel mining to 
continue in direct violation of the current ARM plan. Another new application by Syar,. 
UPE06-0015~ is seeking to again overturn ARM plan protections by proposing a tot.ally new 
mining methodology not approved under the current ARM plan. There is no-discussion of 
the significant past deviations from the ARM plan or their impacts on hydrology, biotic 

_ resources or water quality, this is entirely inadequate to meet the requirements under CEQA 

Jn regards to the Syar Phase VI "extension application;; that was received by PRMD we do 
not see any discussion in the environmental setting that acknowledges this application. 
Either the county needs to address the proposed direct violation of the current ARM pJan and 
General Plan created by this application or deny the application outright anything else would 
be a violation of CEQA. The Syar Phase VI application ~ests to violate the current ARM 
plan and General Plan by exceeding the 100 acre limit of i. terrace,# or ()pen Pit mines on the 
West Side of the middle i:each, by continuing mining past the a~d upon April 2006 
"sunset" that was itself a mitigation required by law under the ARM plan and current · 
Sonoma County General Plan. We do not see how this DEIR can pass muster under CEQA 
without addressing the fact that the county is strongly considering allowing continued Open 
Pit terrace mining in the Middle Reach of the Russian River. 

The proposed General Plan 2020 DEIR does not adequately descnl>e the environmental 
setting regarding the s~ent deficit coupled with continued mining in the Russian River 
nor does the DEIR mitigate significant impacts arising from mining as contemplated in the 
GP2020. · 

We are submitting a copy of the Russian Rhrer BID of Righm that was drafted by a group 0£ 
Sonoma County residents and we propose that this language be included to insure that the 
GP 2020 addresses the need to protect the Russian River beyond what is proposed in the 
current draft General Platt 

Sincerely, 

Don McEnhill 
Riverkeeper 

Encl: Ruasian River Bill of Rights 

.,_
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Russian River Bill ot Rights 

Preamble 

The Rueaian River is the heart of Sonoma County. 

The Ruulan River is a livins system that proridea clean water. 
recreation, toutismt fisheries, wildlife, serenity and aesthetics to the 

people of Sonoma County. The River attra.cts thousanda ·of visitors 

annually. provides an economic base. end is unparalleled in beauty and 

recreational quality. The River is an important wildlife and cultural 

conidor linking urban; agricultural, forest and coastal zonea or the 

County. The River and it$ watenshed is an essential source of inigation 

(for farms) and drinking water to O'V'C.r one-half million people, in Sonoma, 

Mendocino and Marin Counties. 

Each and every person in the Coun'I;)' is entitled to enjoy the benefits of 

the river. Thoae benefits include clean water, recreation, $8.fc and clean 

beaches, and a healthy environment for people, fish and wildlife. With 

the Count.rs responsible leadership, the River can regain or retain its 

quality fushing, boating, swimming. ecologic and aesthetic character, and 

protect its critical water supply. 

It is the challenge of the Countf and its residents to preserve and 

enhance the River's biological resources. its recreation and water supply, 

and its support of the local economy. To thie end. the County will develop 

this Russian River Bill of Rights, to protect the renewable. glo~ treasure 

that is the Russian River. 

Submitted w/ comments 4/17/06 by Russian Riverkeeper to GP2020 DEIR 



Ru11ian River Bill of Right• 

1. The Ruaaian River &hall be maintained in perpetuity u a living eyatcm. 
ae a water aourae, and aa en economic a.a.n. 

2. The Rualian River water ahall be a aource of drinkable water• of the 
hlgb.eat quality a.a determined by atanda.rde of the dl\Y. reflecting good 
wateri!lhod management and beat avaJlahte water protection 
tecbnologi.ea. 

3. The Rusaian Rivets beaut,y, both of and from the River, shall be 
protected by County planning. 

4. Tbe Russian River ahall be mi.table and available !or swimming and 
contact recreatio:tt, with adequate :D.mnJ for non-motori..md recreational 
boating and floating during awnmer months. 

5. The R.uuian River corridor ahlill be available for hiking. biking, passive 
recreation and education through tht: use of easements and public 
ownership. 

6. The Russian River aball be available as a County trail for boating. with 
public acoeaa points no lC$$ than once per river~. 

7. 1he Ru.amen River shall have clean beaches with· adequate t.oilet 
fad.Utica* trash cana and aecurlt;y patrols. 

8. The Rualian River shall eupport thrlv1ng aquatic life and a sustainable 
sport filb.Cl')" ot native species, 1rith winter tlt:AV9 adequate to nduveal.U) 
fishery te10ttrceat reduce invasive vegetation and allev.late the danger of 
floods. 

9. The Ruasian River shall, with adequate habitat eorrldora, be an 
effective and abundant habitat for wildlif'e, and be protected through 
the use of e.uements and public ownerahip. 

10. The watera of the Russian River are a finite resource. .The count\,V and 
cltles shall maxlmiJJie the uae of conaervation. water efliciency practices, 
reuse and eafe recycling to mhrimize the additional degradation of the 
natural flowa. 

11. The Coun11 shall sustain the Ruaaian River aa an aaaet. and promote it 
to derive economic benefits. to create educational oppOrtunities and to 
8eek ite recognition u a global resource. 

12. The Ruaaian River ahall ~ au11tainably managed by an independent 
Regional Water Re•ourcea Managemerrt Board, established through a 
eountywlde general election, aa recommended by the Sonoma County 
Grand Jury, 2003·2CJP4. 

Submitted w/ comments 4/ l 7 /06 by Russian Riverkeeper to GP2020 DEJR 



03/31/L~~b lb:~~ fl'.)(~ (!Jb'::J 14 

. .. ~ 

April 1 ~' 2006 

~ent via Facsimile to: (7071 ~65-8343 
PR.MD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 9 5403 

Re: General Plan Update 2020 and DEIR 

This comment letter is submitted by the Lytton Band of Pomo Indians 
(hereinafter, 1"'Lytton Band'" or ~'Tribe"'), a federally ~ecogoized Indian tti.be and sovereign. 
government The Lytton Band is formally requesting, pursuant to Public Resources Code 
§21092.2, to be notified and involved in the entire CEQA environmental review process 
for the duration of the above referenced project (the '"Projece). 

We request that all comments be part of the official record of approval for this 
Project and for SB 18 purposes. 

THE LEAD AGENCY MUST INCLUDE AND CONSULT WITH THE TRIBE IN 
ITS REVIEW PROCESS 

It has been the intent of the Federal Government 1 and the St.ate of CaUfomia.2 that 
Indian tribes be consulted with. regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual 
resources~ as well as other governmental concerns. The responsi.biJity to con.sult with 
Indian tribes stems from the unique government-to-government relationship between the 
United States and Indian tribes. This arises when tribal interests arc affected by the 
actions of governmental agencies and departmenfs such as approval of General Plans~ 
S~ecific Plans and EIRs. In this case; it is undi~puted that the project Hes within the 

.. 

j_ 

1 
Sec Executive Memorandum of April 29, J 994 on GovernmenMo-Govornment Relation$ with Native 

Amcrfoan Tubal Governments and Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments. 

1 
See Ca1ifonl1a Public Resource Code §5097 .9 ct seq.; California Government Code § 65352.3. 
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resources, as well as other govenunental concerns. The responsibllity to consult with 
Indian tribes st.ems from the unique government-to-government relationship between the 
United States and Indian 1ribes. This arises when tribal interests are affected by the 
actions of governmental agencies and departments such. as approval of General Plans, 
Specific Plans and EJRs. In this case, it is undisputed that the prqject lies within the 
Pomo tribe's traditional territory. Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other 
applicable Federal and California law, it is imperative that the Lead Agency consult with 
the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate basis of knowledge for an appropriate 
evaluation of the project effects, as well as generating adequate policies and mitigation 
measures. 

THE COUNTY OF SONOMA 
MUST CONSULT WITH THE LYTTON BAND 

PURSU~ TO CAL. GOVT. C. §§ fi5351,J?~~52, 65352..3, AND 65352.4 

(SENATE BILL 18-TRADITIONAL TRIBAL CULTURAL PLACES LAW) 

The Lead Agency; the· County of Sonom~ is required to consult with the Lytton 
Band pursuant to a State law entitled Traditional Tribal Cultural Places (also known as 
SB t 8) (CaL Govt. C. § 653523) prior to adoption or amendment of a general plan or a 
specific plan and when. a seated site is placed in: Open Space. Such consultation shall be 
fo:r the purposes of identifying any Native American sacred places and any geographical 
areas which could potentially yield sacred places, identifying proper means of treatment 
·and management of such places, and to ensure the protection and preservation of such 

 
places through agreed upon mitigation (Cal Govt C. 65352.3; SB 18, Chapter 905~ 
Section 1(4)(b)(3)). All official consultations shall be govemmenMo-govemment, 
meaning they shall be directly between the Tribe and the Lead Agency; and seeking 
agreement where feasible (Cal. Govt. C. § 65352.4; SB 18, Chapter 905, Section. 
1(4)(b)(3)). Lastly, any such information conveyed to the Lead Agency concerning 
Native American sacred places shall be confidential in terms of the specific identity, 
location, character, and use of those places and associated fi:atures and oijects. Such 
information shall not be su~ject to public disclosure putsuant the California Public 
Records Act (Cat Govt. C. 6254(r)). · 

-
THE LYTTON BAND JS CULTURALLY AFFILlAIEQ 

WITH LAND WITIDN THE COUNTY'S JURISDICTION 
AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

The :Lytton Band has a legal and cultural interest in the proper protection of 
sacred places and all Pomo cultural resources. The Tribe is concerned about both the 
protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural resources, such as Pomo village sites and 
archaeological items which would be displaced by developmen~ and with the proper and 
lawful trea1ment of cultural items~ Native American hwnan remains and sacred items 

l.· 
l
! . 

L

2 
See California Public Resource Code §5097 .9 et seq.; California Government Code § 65352.3. 
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likely to be discovered in the course of development a.nd improvements within the 
County. 

The Pomo people traditionally occupied the geographical area known today as the 
County of Sonoma for thousands of years. This is v~rified through stories and songs of 
the Pomo people that are cultural evidence of the Tribe's cultural affiliation with these 
lands. Occupation is also evidenced through anthropological studies,, archaeological 
studies, and histories of the area In. addition, Tribal ties to these territories have been 
maintained to the present day through cultural and governmental actions. 

THE L Yf'tON BAND REQUESTS 
GOVERNMENT .. TQ ... GOVERNMENT CONSULT A TI ON 

The Lytton Band wil] be requesting that the County adopt specific procedures and 
policies in its General Plan concerning the protection~ preservation and mitigation of 
sacred places, and all cultural resources. Such policies should address, but not be limited 

· to, consultation with the Lyt1on Band, miojmum general treatment requirements for 
sacred places, other cultural resources, and hwnan remains, and the adoption of CEQA 
mitigation measures that are culturally sensitive to tribal interests. 

We also request that such policies be considered for inclusion in the general 
policies and mitigation for all County projects affecting cultural resources. 

EXAMPLES OF POLICIES I MITIGATION FOR GENERAL PLAN 2020 and 
DEIR IN S.UPPfJ~:r OF GENERAL PLAN 2020 

Currently, the General Plan includes Goal OSRC~ 19 within its Open Space and 
Resource Conservation Element which idenilfles the pr.eserva.tio:o. of cultural :resources 
within Sonoma County as a goal ·of the General Plan. This Goal is further 'fleshed out by 
the Objective OSCR-1'9-3 which en.courages preservation of archaeological resources 
through review of all development processes within archaeologically sensitive area and 
then sets forth policies to achieve the objective ( c.f. Policy OSRC-19f and proposed 
Policy OSRC-19k in the DEIR). 

The Lytton Band appreciates the County's concern and intent to preserve the 
invaluable cultural resources of the Pomo peoples through appropriate goals=> objectives 
and policies within. its General Plan. The Lytton Band would like to make some more 
specific suggestions for appropriate policies which are discussed more fully below. 
Further, the Lytton Band suggests that it would be appropriate to create separate 
Objectives and Policies for archaeological and paleontological resources much as tbe 
County has created separate 'Objectives and Policies for historic structures and 
archaeologica1 re$ources. 

The Lytton Band proposes the following additional policies to achieve the 
General Plan Goal OSRC- l 9 and its O~jectives: 

---
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Archaeological and Cultni-al Resources Policies 

1. Any project that involves earth-disturbing activities shall require evaluation of the 
site by a qualified archaeologist retained by the prqject applicant, which would include at 
minimum a records search, a Phase 1 walkover survey, and preparation of an 
archeological report containing the results of this evaluation. 

2·. If Phase II archeological evaluations are recommende~ all such surveys with 
recommendations shall be completed prior to Project approval. 

3. Any project that involves earth~clisturbing activities within previously undisturbed 
soils which is in an atea determined to be archaeologically or culturally sensitive shall be 
conditioned for an archeologica.l monitoring ~d, if available, Tribal monitoring during 
all ground-disturbing activities.· 

. 4. All sacred sites ~ to be avoided and preserved. 

5. The County shall determine the appropriate tribe for consultation (that tribe 
which has the cultural ties and affi1iation with that geographic area) with respect to a 

. specific· project and shall allow that tribe or tribes to participate in the development of the 
project mitigation for cultural resourc"s. 

6. Any prqject that involves earth-disturbing activities within previously undisturbed 
soils in an area detennined to be archaeologically or culturally sensitive by the County, 
through. consultation with the Project Applicant and the apµropriate tribe, will be required 
to have the following mitigation measures, at a·minimurn: 

CR-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the developer is required to enter 
into a Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement with the appropriate tribe. This 
Agreement will address the treatment and disposition of cultural tesources and 
human remains that may be impacted as a result of the development of the 
Project, and may also contain provisions for tribal monitors. 

CR~2 If cultural resources are discovered during the project construction 
(inadvertent discoveries), all work in the area of the find shall cease~ and a 
qualified archaeologist and representatives of the appropriate tribe shall be 
retained by the project sponsor to investigate the find, and make recommendations 
as to treatment and mitigation of any impacts to those resources. 

CR-3 A qualified archaeological monitor will be present and will have the· 
authority to stop and redire.ct grading activities, in consultation with any 
designated tribal monitors, to evaluate the significance of any archaeological 
resources discovered on the property. 

CR-4 lfthe appropriate tribe so chooses, Tribal monitors from the Tribe shall be 
allowed to monitor all grading, excavation and groundbreaking activities, 
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including all archaeological surveys, testing, and studies, to be compensated by 
the developer. 

Human Remains and Native American Human Remains Policies 

1. In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone or suspected human bone; 
all excavation or grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt immediately and the area of 
the find shall be protected and the Prqject Applicant shall immediately notify the County 
Coroner of the find and comply with the provisions of Cal. Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5, including Cal. Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if applicable. 

2. In the event that human remains are detenn~ed to be Native American human. 
remains, the ~pplicant shall consult with the ivILD to determine appropriate treatment for 
the Native American human remains. 

Lastly, the Tribe also requests that the County provide us with all notices and 
documentation concerning any County action which triggers SB 18 Consultation. 

The Lytton Band looks fotward to working together with the County of Sonoma t 
in protecting the invaluable Pomo cultural resources found within the County. 

Sincerely~ 

Margie Mejia 
Tribal Chairperson 
Lytton Band of Pomo Indians 

cc: Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas 
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Com:rnsmoncr R1ch,irci T'ogg, Chair 
Son01n8 County Plann1;1g C(Jfflm;:,sion 
2.S5U Ventura Aw. 
S,ml:a Rosa, CA 9S,J(J3 

Dl-.'ar C:h,Hrmm, Fogg ,me Commissioners: 

}'ebnwry 17, 2D0G 

J represent the Sebnslopol Waler lnfcnralion Croup (SW1C). Our miss10n is \o seek inforrnc1lion 
on lorn] groundwalerissues ,md keep tlw comrnurnty 1nform.ed, working with local of.f1cwls, 
County and .State waler ngencies,. and other local groups; to Sclfegwird wah.cr supplies, establish 
cn:ciib!P well n10J1itorinr; for private vvell ovvnen,, org.:mizc comm uni Ly forums on issues of 
concern, and advocate for lDcal and County-w1dt:: suslain£1blP waler rnanagcrnenl Pk£1se share 
t!i.is letter vvith PRMD staff £Ind your fellow Commissioners. I would Elpprecrntc a response to 
the following questions. 

SVViG supports the General Plcrn Update's proposed \.\'Mer Resources Element, and particularly 
tlw portions that can be impkmenteC to manage groundwater resources for the large number of 
County well owners. Unfortunately1 both the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report a.re extremely complex and the public will not have enough tirne to study them 
and prepare meaningful comments before the scheduled February 28 meeting for public 
cornme11ts. We ask that you extend the comment deadli:le by 30 days, and set the heanng for 
the f'.nal dcty of that comntent period. 

Planning Commissioners have already been deeply involved in the do:::um1,:nts, and so may not 
undersl·and the public's difficulty in dealmg with their complexity. In addition, the coordimition 
between EIR and d:·aft GP 1s nor obvioLts and difficult to parse--just figuring out how they relate 
to each other takes a greut deal of time. 

It is only fair that ~he pubhc ha VE: a reasonable amount of time to review a plan that will affect 
their lives for the rn:xt fifteen years, and 60 days 1s simply not enou7,h. I believe thc!l February 
28 1s tuo soon for the Commission to hold the only meeting for oral public comments on the 
whole nexus of is.sues invohwd. 

Yours truly, 

Tcine £. Nielson. P! 0 
• .D. (S\t\'iG President) 

1.. 





April 14, 2006 

S!!flAl!TOFOL WATl!.f! ltffORMATIOll GROUP 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 
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Subject: Comments on the Dmft Environment8l lrnpact Report for Sonoma County's General Plan Update (GP 2020). 

Dear Mr. Briggs and Mr. Carr, 

The Sebastopol Water Information Group (SWiG) is a Sebastopol area organization that works to protect 
m1d sustain water supplies for human use and natural functionsf through information gathering and 
dissemination, local water monitoring, and action on water issues. The following conunents are directed 
primarily at reducing the impacts on water supplies and water quality of proposed land uses in the 
General Plan Update (GP 2020). 

On the whole, we believe that the GP 2020 document under review contains many policies that will 
:increase public well-being, sustain resources, and lower the hazards to public life and property of life in 
Sonoma County, especially in comparison with the current General Plan. We strongly support the 
addition of a Water Resources Element. It is a great step toward better protection and management of our 
most important resource~-for without water, land ownership and rights have no benefit, while flooding 
and eroding water masses pose the leading hazards to life and property in Sonoma County. 

We have found a number of information gaps and incorrect statements in the DEIR, however, and these 
are the focus of many comments in the following comments. Some of the missing information is 
fundamental to assessing the impacts of General Plan policies, and some of the incorrect statements relate 
to issues with significant potential impacts. These impacts are not addressed or cannot be addressed 
without the miss.ing information or corrections to the statements. 

The DEIR properly refers to the General Plan policies as mitigations for the impacts that it does assess, 
and proposes some additional mitigations to lessen the impacts. For many impacts rated Less Than 
Significant (LTE), however, we find, that the mitigating policies are too permissive to rate the L TE 
assessment. And there are too many impacts that remain Significant and Unmitigated (SU), indicating the 
need for more and stronger mitigating policies, to protect the public from future water shortages, poor 
and polluted water quality, floods, landslides, and other hazards. 

In the following comments, we have pointed out where additional policies are required to lower impactsf 
validating the LTE and substantially mitigating the SU impacts. ·---

We are watching the GP process carefully, out of concern that the public comment version may undergo 
changes after the comment period ends. We are hoping that many of our recommended changes will be 
incorporated into the GeneraJ Plan, but this incorporation wil1 alter the basic project. We bellieve that 
such alterations reguire substantial re-wrHing and re-circulation of the DEIR. 

Sincerely yours, 

l 
A 
..L-J 

cxf:v./-e. '(0_,l,f-'J•/\ 
] ane Nielson1 President 
~ebastopol Water lnformation Group 



SWiG Comments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Drnti. Envirnnmental Impact Report 

I. MISSING, INCORRECT, AND CONFLICTING INFORMATION 

A. General and Water Supply 
l p. 4.9-3 -- "l11e DE1R aescription of the SCWA Laguna de Santa Kosa (LSR) groundwater production wells 

should add thfr locations, 011 Occidental Road near High School Road, on Sebastopol Road west of Llano 
Road, and at the no11hern sharp bend on Todd Road. Tlie DEJR should note that the wells originally were 
constructed to serve as emergency water supplies in case of severe drought, but were converted to produc:ion 
status in 2002. 

2. p. 4.9-9 -- The description of City of Sebastopol wells as "east of the City" should be corrected to stale that tile 
City's wells are within the City's eastern boundary, and that they draw water from strnta of the \Vilson CJl'ove 
formation. The DEIR also should note that the City wells arc close to the sites of SCW /\ 's LSR groundwater 
production wells, and may compete for water at deep aquifer levels. 

3. p. 4.9-,i to 4.9-5 -- Ti1e UriJan Water Management Plan (UWMP), the estimated water supply an::! demand for 
most Sonoma County cities, who are Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) contractors, is not even 
mentioned in the f>EIR. This is an egregious omission, even though the lJWMP apparently is still m 
preparation. [The Sonoma County UWMP was due in December, 2005], Without UWMP estimates, the DEJR 
and public cannot judge how General Plan water supply policies should be written to minimize the UWMl"s 
impact, nor make meaningful comments on v,,,akr supply components of the DEIR. These impacts can affect 
surface and ground 1.vater, and agricultural and open-space areas throughout the County. 

The DEIR should describe the UM\VP requirement, and the difficult:)' of estimating the public service section 
impacts without the figures. The DEIR impact statements also must be highly conservative, and should 
recommend conservative GP policies, in anticipation of broad mitigation needs. 

4 The DEJR's Exhihit 4.9-l, hased 011 the 2000 lJWMP, is singularly uninformative, considering the County's 
cur;cnt inability divert additional Eel River water. The Exhibit considers only groundwater and surface water 
sources, whereas th:: current draft restructured contractor agreement, and consonant dra:'t Water Supply and 
Transmission Reliability Project, both specify a range of water sources--surface water supplies, conservation, 
wastewater re-use, and 40 percent from "other" sources, which must include groundwater wells 

The DEIR must assess the impact of implementing this mix of water supply sources, and identify or suggest 
General Plan policies that provide sufficient mitigations to protect the public health and the sustainability of 
the County's overall water supply. 

' The DEIR supply and surplus totals in Exhihit 4.9-1 are over generalized and seem overblmvn, with no records to 
indicate how they are calculated. The estimate gives no rndicmion that water-years can vary. The DEIR should 
contain a best, most likely, and worst case water supply scenario to acco1mt fm that variability. The worst case 
should consider (1) no approval of the Water Project (no increased withdrawals from Lake Sonoma and/or the 
Russian Ri,,er), (2) reductions in Eel River diversions, (3) a pussib:c mandated incn;:ase in required minimum 
Russian River instream :lows, and (4) ciroughts. A comprehensive assessment of the three sccnarie:s would 
undoubtedly reveal adCitional impacts and potentially beneficial mitigations 

-B. Groundwater 
1. p. 4.5-l 9 -- The DEJR should note that faults and fractures can serve either· as aquitards (or aquacludes) or 
 cLanneLc; for water, anrt that louil artesian wnciitions a!'e common in Sonoma County. 

2. p, 4.5-20 --The DEIR mis:·cprcscnts the level of the! 975 and l 982 CA D\VR grnm1dwater studies for So11oma 
County (published in the 1970s and !980s as '.;ections of the D\\'R Builetin 1 :8-4 series). Carl Hauge, former 
DV./R Chief I{ydrolog1st, has informed S V./iG thal the studies cited were reconnaissance -level surveys, intendeJ 
to guide future Jetaiied studies--not to Ce scientifically definitive. Mr ~1auge 1nd1cated that he had expected the 
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SWiG Comment.<, on tile Sonoma Co1111ty General Plan 2020 Dn1f1 Environmental Jmpact Reporl 2 

County to timely rol low up tile DWR groundvv•fiter surveys with cletai lerl studies, including evai uation of w<1ter 
budgets ancl g1oundwate1 flow models 

The DEIR shouhl be reYised lo re11ec1 th c cu1Tcnt l:icl; of definitive grounclwa ter .studies for Souom!L County,
:1 nd :1 ctu n I sfatus of c11 r1·c11t st II cl ics. Un fun unatel y, the County d 1d not undenake rigorous g!·ouncl water stud 1es 
until very recc11tly. \11 11 later section tl1e DEIR me11tio11s 4-ycar collaboration between SCWA and U.S Geological 
Survey for grnunclwatc1 stuclie;-, on Alexander-ClovenJale .anti SononHl Vulleys. ':he e;ae11clecl time frame or DE! R 
p1eparntion has led to c1 situalion in wh1d1 these su1ciies have concludcci, but !he DEIR characterizes them as 
undc1way. r:or the same rt'.ason, tile DEIR omits 111entic11 ol'lhe \JSGS Srnita Rosa Plain groundwater stuciy, now 
t111derway. The informatHlll on these lJSGS studies should be upciatecl. These studies v..-crc finished in 2005, but at 
the time ufthi:; DEIR rnmmc:111 pe1iod, neilher o/"!he studies has bc;en publicly 1·eleased . 

.1 p. 4.5-37 --The DEIR should revise the iJJcorred the statement: "Historically, very few local governments,
pnrticularl~' counties, regulate or ma11agc groundwater usage or witlulraw:ils in order to broiid!y manage
these water resources." In foct, the California Department of Waler Resources (DWR) publica11011 Califo:·rna's
Groundwater, DWR Dulletin 1 JS (revision 2003) lists ]67 State locales that have de\'clopect groundwaler
management plans uncla stale laws initialed as AB 3030. Also, 28 cou11ties have establisbed groundwater
ordinances. In 11dc:ition, Ca!ifornw lrns 13 Special Act Groundwater Management Districts, and 20 acijt1dicatecl 
basins 

4. p. 4.5-20 -- Lack of Groundwater Monitoring: 
• The DEIR should note that the County has 1101 kept complete records of the number of wells in the County, 
tlieir distribution, or water levels at construction The data that the County has keµt nre panial and in 
contrasting formats. 

• This part of the DEIR should mention the deep well.,, 0wned and operated by the Sonoma County Water 
Agency (SCWA) in the Laguna de Santa Rosa (and reference other DEIR sectirins that describe these wells), 
and at let:1st mention that other water-production wells are owned and opernteci by municipal and 1vate1 districts 
and private mutual wate1 associations throughout the County. The DEIR should fu11her note that some of these 
wells monitor wate1· levels in their vicinities, but that the County does not require a11y level of grou11dwater 
supply or production monitoring. 

• The DEfR also should describe 1977-78 groundwater tests performed by SCVl"A, which demonstrated that / 
µumping at the agc:1cy's LSR wells could lower water levels in tbc wells of neighboring 2...,SR lrnu.sebolders, 
(Attachment lA), and could even impact each other (Attachment IB). The DEIR also shou!G divulge t:1e 2001 
installat'.on _of continuous monitoring wdls around each oft!ic SC'vv'A LSR wells, and shoul? inclu_de graphs of 
the mon1tor1ng data from those wells. They show that pl1mp1ng at each well has the: effect o-/ lowei.ng 
groundwater levels at the other SCWA wells (i\ttachmen( 2). -

5. p. 4 5-21 -- The DEIR must specify the "problematic groundwater supply areE1s" th3.t "are currently being -
investigated by PRMD."" Unless the same as tile areas studied by Kleinfelder, Inc., the DEJR text must include 
the names and locations of the meas (idc:ally depicted on D map), the kind of water· supply problem being 
in\,estigat1:d, wirl the County personnel or consult:1111 u11dertak111g the 1nwstigatio11s, and their qual1ficat1lms, an;l 
the dale that a report of'tlie investigations may be expected If the reference is to the Kleinfelcle1 rep011 ureas, J
the text on th,s page should supply that 1·efere11ce _ 

6. Other studies and data are JVailable from a variety of Sonoma County public agencies show grou1iclwaler 
problems in ai·eas that are 1101 defined as wme1-.scarce, 11icludrng. 
• City cfSebaslopul well \\'ate1· level recmcb, which show lowering \~'81er· lrcvels since constniuion of Lile wells. 

• SCWA monitc,rmt: well data for their Laguna de Sa11ta Rosn welb (Occ1d1e:1tal Ruaj. Sebaslopcl Road 2.11d 
Tr,dcl Rciad. frorn 20~:]-:20011 (ci1spl,1yecl in figure~ 3, 4. and S of At1achmen1 :i.). 
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SWiG Comments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Keport j 

•Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., Evaluation of Groundwater Supply Alternatives, Water Supply and 
Transmission System Project, 1995, which noted substantial water table lowering from groundwater pumping 
the southern Santa Rosa Plain. 

• We also submit as attachments letters from householders Holly Downing, Richard and Brenda Nichols, and 
Donna Turrentine, describing well problems due to lowering groundwater levels south and southeast of 
Sebastopol (also submitted to the Citizens Advisory Committee, Attachment 3), a letter from the regional Water 
Board reporting lowering ground water levels in monitoring wills within the Sebastopol City Limits 
(Attachment 4), City of Sebastopol well water levels logs, as received from the City Department of Engineering 
(Attachment 5A-D), including original driller reports giving the water level at construction of each well 
(Attachment 5E-H), and a compilation of yearly averages between 1985 and 2005 (Attachment SI), and a soil 
and water level report for a south Sebastopol prope1ty close to City Well no. 6, by Kleinfelder, Inc. consultants, 
which includes conclusions about water level trends in that locale (Attachment 6). 

7. p. 4.5-25 -- The description of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Subbasin contains unsupported statements that 
do not conform to descriptions and maps in standard references (for example, in the DWR Bulletins). In 
particular, the "alluvial plain of the Laguna de Santa Rosa" is described as a '(major groundwater recharge 
area." DWR and some ancillary studies identify some LSR channels as recharge areas, but we have never seen 
any map or discussion that suggests other paits the LSR alluvial plain are major areas groundwater 
recharge. This lack ofrecharge capacity is well demonstrated by the Laguna's notorious tendency to flood, 
rather than to absorb water, and commonly is ascribed to ubiquitous clay layers within the alluvial fills. 

r. The DEIR also should note that a 1979 DWR study stated, "presently available water level data indicate a gradual 
lowering of water levels beneath the City of Rohnert Park over time," and "[G]reatly increasing the number of 
pumping wells may cause an overdraft situation." 1..±.!.:~~;,.......r.;~~~~~~~~~~'2;_£~~U:...l~~' 
California Department of Water Resources, 1979) Another DWR study (in 1982) found SRP groundwater 
"about in balance," but higher groundwater levels in the n01iheast than in the south. A 1987 DWR SRP 
Groundwater model California Department of Water Resources, 
September 1987) noted a rapidly increasing demand for water in the Santa Rosa Plain, both from the SRP 
Subbasin and imp01ied surface water. 

To the DEIR's assertions about the equilibrium status of water in the Canon Manor area, public challenges 
to those assertions in administrative proceedings should be added, and the DEIR also should note that the 
Rohnert Park Water Supply Assessment has been challenged in court. 

I \-·t 
l ( 

1 
l 

I 
f 
i 
L~ 
~9. p. 4.5-28 Groundwater areas of concern --

In addition to the existence and aims of the Kleinfelder study, the DEIR also must summarize the results, 
which confirmed that the selected water~scarce study areas are experiencing varying degrees of 
groundwater depletion, some very serious. The Kleinfelder Repo1i concluded, in part> that '([a]dditional 
groundwater extraction is likely to increase the rate of overdraft and resuJt in further decline of the groundwater 
levels .... Levels will continue to drop as Jong as extraction exceeds recharge.n PRMD repo1ted to the BOS that 
the Kleinfelder Report findings will need to be considered in connection with any new discretionary 
applications in the study areas (e.g., subdivisions or use permits) because '<at a minimum> the Report will 
constitute 'substantial evidence' under CEQA that a cumulative groundwater impact may exist ... " 

,
10. p. 4.5-32 -- The DEIR's familiar figure of 40,000 wells in Sonoma County often is cited, but without any source 

or evidence to support it. Since PRMD is in charge of issuing weII permits and overseeing well data 
management, tbey ought to be the source for such statistics, and PRMD should supply a basis or reference for 
this number in the DEIR. 

_.
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SW1G Comments on the Sonoma Counly General Plan 2020 Drafi Env1ro111nental lrnpac.:l Report 4 

The wncept of long-term s11stain:1 bilil)' of grnuuclwatcr supplies is rem a rim b!y missiug from the di.scussiou J
PHMD's oversight of well water permittilll!;, 

i'i 
,c-c 

J l p LJ.5-36 -·- Tlic DErn assci"ls that the City of Sebastopol is the only city rn Sono;1rn County that has c!cvelop
rn1cl 1rnplemcntecl :i Wclllicad Prolec1io11 progn.1m, in coordination with ancl overseen by C11lifum1a Deprn"lrne11t 
of Health Se1·vices (DI-IS) To the best or our knowledge, this is 1101 correct. DJ-IS caJTicci out a pilol JXOJect in 
J9l)8 t!i211 cievelopeci a Wel/l1cad f'rntedion progrnm fiJ1 the City or· SebHslopo! SWiG has nrnc!c copious 
inqu1r1es of the City, rncludi11g n number- of Public Recmd.'i A.ct requests, to detcn11ine the extent to which the 
f)J-JS-recornmendcd Wellhead i'rotcction program ha:, been implemented. The City's responses indicate that 1t 
cannol claim tc have i111pleme:11ed ,11'.y hut the most rn1nu1 aspects ofthr:: n:Tommendecl DHS V,lc~llhe:1d 
Protection prngrnm The only 1mplemcn!C::ci portio11~ are I prndL,ctiun ofil pewiclic "Consume1 Conf'i{lencc 
Bulletin,'' c11·cula1eci 1n \'dller bills, which ·full"ill only one aspect of the DHS"suggestetl wc1ter prntect1011 
i 11 f orma1 ion prngrn.n:, and 2 I .:,be] i ng storm cl ra i 11s wit] 1 thei 1· cl isch <ll'f.t: cl estinal ions. 

edl 

The most suhslmitiYc parts of the DHS Wcllhe:icl Prokctio11 program for Sebastopol rcmaiu unplanned and 
111timpkmen(cd--111 particular, the City has not created a public waler prnlection infomrntion progrnm specifically 
c1imed al reciucing and evc11tual!y p1·evc11tillg cliern1c..al releases from business a11cl i11dust1·ial sources that could 
thrn1ten groundwater supolies; it lws not designed a focet ofit~ public water protect1011 information program 
spec1llcally to become pan of local schools curricula, has not enterea tbe Groundwater Guardian netwol"l( for 
suppo11 of groundwater protectio11 effo:·ts, and to aid its "Cunsurner Co11fide11ce" flyers; has not sought or 
w11sider~d seeking land donations or easements m the vicinity of the city wells, to reduce the abundance of 
potential groundwater contamination sources; has not established an orcli:11111ce, nor amended the General /'Ian, tn 
prevent contaminating u.,es of the lands immediately surrounding City wel!s; has not changed storm drain labels 
from stencils to stickers, or begun or considered beginning a pmgram for pai-icing Jot cleaning, has not instituted or 
considered instituting a program for monitoring underground tanks used to store potentially groundwater
contarni1iating materials; has not required or considered requiring that new underground tanks used to store 
potentially groundwater-con'.arninatlng mate1·ic1ls must be of double walled construction, has not established 
ernerge11cy 1·espo11se plans and stafft:·ai:1jng tc responct to possible hazardous 111aterials releases that could threaten 
city drinking water supplies. has no contingency plans for city dr111k111g wate1· contamination emergencies, including 
emergency wale1· system operation prncedures, well shutdown procedures, and Spill-Incident Response plans; has 
no plans for functioning without its largc:;t supply well, 01· for alternative sources ofl'vater supplies in case of its 
largest supply well being shut down; and has no plan for supplying water thro11gh future droughts. 

12. p. 4 .5--38 Groundwater Mnnngcmcnt •·- -
TJ1e discussion of A.13 3030 GroundwateJ Management plans is largely conect, but omits some critical 
mforrnation. CA DWR representatin:s have advised an ad-hoc City of Sebastopol \\later Committee, consisting 
of C1t:i Staff, Counc..i I Members, and citizens, that tile state will recogn:ze any level of groundwater-relatccl 
rnvolvcrnent, including groundwater ,,-ell permitting, well testing and recwcl-keeping, and well-management 
i)CJlicies (sucl1 as water quality improvements, and regulatiom fur mai11tai11111g or closing wells) to constitL:Le 
grounc!wc1ter management. 

Thr DEIR does me11tion that the only requircmcllt for qmilifying H GW m:111agrment plan under AB 3030 is 
io holil a widely-11oticed public henri11g lo attn1e( nil st::1!whu!ders. ·rhe DEIR shoulci state further that cl GW 
immagcrnenl plan JS mganic, and Cues not :-equne totni knowlerlge fot cre::ition and implerncn1at1on. A prclinmrnry 
g1·ou11clwc1tc1· plan 1s assembled from e:xist1111:, well proera1ns, lmwever p1ecemca!, and stc1keholder input co11tributed 
al tile iriitial hearing The groundwnter-managing ngency c:-rn apply for locril nssisiance grants as soon as the 
,<;lnl,ehnlder meeting i.~ held (the publie Hotice oftirnt hearing is a required part oftbe gr:rnt application). The 
pla11 must mclucle continually seeking 1nformation. i:1puL and feeclt·,an::. and 111corpur::it1nt 11ew 111forrnation 11110 tile 
cwJh•:11g rlan. The 11'.1pleme11tat1c11 alsv can [11; inui:me11tal, tApanclr!l£ fra1u1c!~ and changint focus as groundwater 
;tuc!y resul~s. stakeholde1 fr:eclback, an,~ groundwilte1 rn0111turi11g p1CJgramc; demrn1d _
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SWiG Comments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental lmpact Kepoi1 ) 

I 3 p. 4.5-40 -- In addition to information about groundwater ciecline in Sonoma Valley, the DEIR should add the 
nascent USGS study of the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin, and the p1·csence of identified local 
groundwater overdrafts in the south Santa Rosa Plair., anc! pos,ibly near south Sebastopol in the vicinity of both 
Sebastopol anG Sonoma County Water Agency's (SCWA) pruduction wells, fOl'merly called "Emergency 
We!ls." 

The DEIR also .~hould note that the proposed Restructured Water Agreement (Attachment 7) and other 
puhlic statements on its water supply system, propose that SCWA water contractors provide 40 percent of 
the water for their growth plans from water conservation mca.~ures, expanded use of recycled water, and 
"other" sourccs--which can only mean groundwater. The DEIR should acknowledge that this SCWA 
requirement means :hat groundvl"ater supplies c1re like!y to be called upon more in tt1e future than in tile time since 
 SCWA began fulfilling water contracts throughout the County, and to water districts ot1tside the County of Sonoma. L.

L
1 14 p. 4.5-40 Hydrology and Water Resources Significance Criteria --

The significance criteria should include mctices that contributr_J_p groundwater deplc(i.9J1., not just those that 
sig111ficantly deplete supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge in a currently noticeable way 

- C, Water Quality and Flood Control 
l. p. 4.5- 4 to 4.5-19 Laguna de SR 303d impairment 

Exhib_it 4,5-2 (p. 4.5-4) shows LSR as i~1~aired for siltation, water_quality, ~nd b!ologica) resollt"ces but 
11mrat1ves 0:1 p 4.5-12 and 16, and Exh1b1t 4.5-3 (p 4.5-18), showing 303d 1mpa1rments for Sonoma County 
;;treams and wetlands, do not show the 2002 and continuing 303d listing ofLSR list for high nitrngen, high 
phosphorus, high temperature, low dissolved oxygen, and excessive sediments 
(h_J__tp __ /f~vw\_Yj_ggunadesantarosa.org/RMP/Project/Progress Report-July-28--2004,htm). A footnote to Exhibit 
4.5-3 shows that it drew the 303d list from 1998 and I 999 source documents, which are far out of date. LSR 
was 303d listed before completion of the General Plan draft, and the general Plan DEIR, and the DEIR mmt 
reflect the current status. 

+-·

I
! 

j 
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r-2. p. 4.5-29 -- County grading permits and er?sion controi 
Provisions for sediment control come under storm water management and are not part ofNPDES permits. The 

DEIR cc.mfuses these two regulatory areas. ___ 

r-· • 3 p. 4.S. 31 Flood control and floodplain management-- The DEIR states that "flood haza1·d policies of the l 989 
General Plan have likely reduced flooding and flood damage ... " Appended to thi3 speculation, the DEIR ; 

i 
• 

i 
L. 

shouiJ nc:te that studie;; are lacking to confirm lhe effects o'.past General Plan policies. General Plan Update 
2020 should emphasize monitoring and studies to eliminate speculation and actually assess the effects of its 
policies, espec:ally on 'Nater su~1plies, water quality, erosion, and flooding impacts. 

r .. --··· ' 4 ~ r;r:: p. 4.S-J.1 -- ,l\,PD,.,v rJ 
1 rog,"am 

The NPDES prng:-am is incorrectly described on thi.s and following pages. The program actually descrihed is the 
SUSMP, fo1· Storm water management. NP.DES is for management ofwastew[!ter. This is a very serious 
mistake, suggesting how very sloppily the DE!R was put together. 

, 
j 
·1 

! 
r---- 5 p. 4.4-37 -- The DEIR names a limited number of comm'Jnity groups that contribute to Watershed Protection and 

cleanup activities. Elsewhere, we do not find the names ufma:1y other non-profi:. citizen groups active in 
surface water-quality and groundwater protection, v,.,hosc representatives contributed subsumtially to the Draft 
General Plan Updatr:, and principally to creation of the \),iatcr Resources Element. The na:nes of these groups, 
including the Russian River \Vatershed Protection Counci I (RR \VPCt Open Space, Land, and Water 
Fou11daticn (OWL), ~he Occidentul Arts and Ecology Center (OAEC), and Friends of the Eel Rivc1· (FOER)--
and proUably ma;1y more. 

In ctddition, the DEIR omits menticm of two issues that will face Sonoma County, along witl" the rest ofthe U.S. 
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• Glnha! vrnrmiug, which l.i' ,,igndit:M1tly \Hirmrng otcii.11 an:.i1s, partitt1l1t:rly polar ocean .ireas, melting th 
icecaps, n:dm·ings11mrp;id;__,_,t.;, nlrc.::1dy is drnngfog weather 1rnti.:l'llii :u:russ tlw world, Tl1c effects CHJHW1 
be prcd1de;t, lmi th,.:y nn: bound ln affoc\ ,vi1ter supplies.. Po~s, '.1le im;Ja:::l~ i11cl ~1c!e p1·0Jo11ged di-oughts or 
extremely we\ w)ntt:1.s wit~ unusual fl'.vcb of flooding hn.z.ards. 1 an, hi Sltll'll'tr lemi:;tr2.t~1:1:;; lint dry 0~1t sods 
:·equirni; rn:;;;,h ff:(•;e i1r:g:ii1iln WDL:r than previousiy. The DE:H slwu:c1 c.iscus 0 '.'IC<; is~;,1e; an{! et:.t<1bl:sh 
plmmi;1g prci;r11::1s a;; r.1itlpitl0:1s. 

• Pclrolcun, pric.r::1> are nsint:, t:1<inbing ch~ :.:iases for al! economic :icllv1ty. The US. 1Inp::.:r1,:: ,1,cIe t:;,n f,(i ~--""f
pe1·cen1 or its pel(uicL:111 )rnrn ulher :.;;:un:ne.<.. and ,;·.,my 1;,r.,orcv~" be! 1cvc tlrnl world oi1 '.Jrodu;:;t-oi' is eloss !o ,1.s 
pc:.ik, m1rl s11h~tq1.1c11l a~c!in'.';. 111 foe, world cii p:·00uL:ion slowed s\nn:' the !ac::i qunne:- of!.O/J4, so '..he 
tdnt orptuk cil 1rn1y be now. En:r~' laud use :ind Lrnnsportiillun po!iry in !be GP 2fl2-fl ill pnodicHtcd 011 the 
belief tlrnt o!l prndudw11 lHld toll!rn rn pfio1: will continl!V •o grow a! tilt. prt~~W04 rHtc. Tht DEIR shn11l(l 
i.:onsider a11 ulkrn:ttlvr th.ii supposes only s!ighl or no growth in :ill ctrnsumpfion from 20U(i through 
202iL 

 
! 

U. IMPACTS AND MITJGATIO:~S 
SWiG suppoi·ts adoptiol:1 of the W.att-r Resmffces Elttmem, but lrnlicves thill the General Plan poHc-i.e5 must 
be sm.mgtbened to prnteci surface ll nd grnaud11·ntcr quality nnd supplic~ from myriad L:11,d uses. ,:'\o water 
impners: sJ1011ld be nlfowttl to remaiu Sigtdflc:rnt and Crnnitig:ated. Unfortun,itell, the Impacts deemed "Less 
thai: Siguifkant'' nrny remain significant iftlie il.rnguagt: is not substnntially improved, with imple.mcutntion 
required, 

In the fo!lcwing, we titt or:ly or: the proposed policies for ,,r:pac1 n:I'.i['.ation r::at we Lepe tc see upgraded for 
reducing impa.::-rs o,; water Gtmiiry and suppl ks. Original :a11gu1ge is slv:nv:; it; scns-ser;f '.ype, and ocir comments 
and suggcs-tcd addit:ons aie. ·n :,;e;·if foi~t. SuggesLect deletions are shown in strikeout type, a:1d suggeste-.i 
rcp]accmen'. oi· ad:fitirnrnl language is underlined. 

A. p. 4..5-41-43 - lmpil.ct 4.5 J Water QL:ality fr::r-:: Fc:side:11::::i(, Co1:'irte0 cial, lndustrial, and Public uses 
The pc!icies WR• I a -f,and j, and OS.RC~8a-h, caL effect s~-h-stant:al mi:igmions for this inipac1 b:)I SW!C cantu1 
ag~ce tl,at they will yield Less Than Signific,ant ,rr,pacts, De,.:;1c1se the Ger.er di ?!at: does not rcqu:rc implemen:a1.iz,n 

!l:e po:ich:s, and some are ·oo weak to provide sc1b½Umtia'. rnitig<Ct10:~s. 

-7 
l 
' 

I. S\V;G s!r::i:,g1}- suggests that t!·1e objectives under Goal WR~ L 1:md the , rc;;:::le1:,entcctio:1 stetemc:nt, t,(; rev!sed as 
f:::Jlcv-iS: 
Ot.;ective \.V!Z-1 ; - -,,.vorn: w1lh t'le Reg•o1°ol Wale; Quality Control 8oa1ds (R\'VQCB; a~j ,nteresled parties .p tr">e 
development and irrp:e:rie11L;1:;on of ::;;vvo::s ;eq;;J,eme:1ls anci nro,,;de input to trienr~ia: c,pdc~lec, of the !'J;cthC(,f1st
and Sun Y.-rnm:isc0 Ba·" Area Basin Plans tc re'.le:::t c:oals ad objcct:vcs oftl1is General Ph:m e!cn'e~1t. 

I:,; f 
f 
! 

Obj::ctive WR- l .2 • Reqwre c:uo!ity of ksa!ed :1:k'J.;_,;._wnter to co:i'orrr witr, benefic1al \,vater use stanjorcts•+.t-H--fr-e 
rnnKttnunr e-:den-:- -fessS_ti-e, 

Ub.1cctJ1'c \\"R-l A. E-nwm~e Rcg:1ire ne,,v groundwa\e- re::hc1rge c;:iportL0·1ies <enc' p~olec! ex:stirig Swte
id~r1t:'.1ej natu,a: [,! ro1... 7dwate: ·e:::hargc areas. Dcf U,15;:_ 113Jt1PJI ..&.CQ~md w_ater i t;..:-h,rg_c_y:.s :J)£L,Zas; i\[i.frO_:.)r;d 11:fil!;;-1 
:1t1antitv b'.' r-:atw2-:_1c1::;Tcla'. r: :-it r£;;nfa(: o;- by sw-'oct ini::;mor_so M net to hove &:h s·i:rfr:"h .. a.)l :n·H::! :m 

_;tn:__H111_fb\'_?_te;·_gcial iD.: ._ i'-A[ et._:: ioiec1ion of 11e'1ed W<Gtewote, o: 01i1e, ;;:,na1111111n1ts 1h21 
Q ~cl'3d~a®ife; s. 

iii 

I 
2. !Jl7pl~rn~Jiiati:)n swLeI11eI1l • Tho following poi:ci0s, h acdit;on :o tr.::::so ;n ths Land Use and Pubnc 
r:-ac!Ptie5 snd Servic&s Elements, shall bo- u-se-f4 in~ plemerted to accompiish the above obJOCtives: I 
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SWiG Comments on tlie Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Policy WR-la- Write re2ulations that G fOOrdinate with tHe RV\IQCB requirements. and establish policy 
ouide!incs for SCWA contractors, Cities, Resource Conservation Districts, watershed groups, stakeholders 
and other interested parties to develop and implement public education programs and water quality 
enhancement activities and provide technical assistance to minimize storm water pollution, support 
RWOCB requirements and manage related County programs. Whore appropriaie,- .l.f.1ilize watershed 
planning approaches to resolve water quality prc:Jblems. 

Policy WR-le - m the pla::;e of the phrase "to the maximum extent practicable," a target implementation dme 
should he set, along with a standard of improvemem to be met by 2020. For example, 

(l) Bv 20 IO. establish rrograms to Pgrevent,to the maximum extent p-acticable, pollutants from reaching 
storm water conveyance systems, with the objective of reducing stormwater pollution bv 60 pE;rcent from 
2000 ievels bv 2020. 

(2) By 2010, establish r,roQ:rams that hlimit, lo lho ma)(ir:-ium extent practicab-le, storm water flows from post 
deve!opment sites, at least to pre-development quantities. 

~3) Conse~ve and protect natural areas ro the mal<~mum mdent practicable. Protect natural recharge .<ireas .as 
identified by the Stale Departme[:lt of Wat~r Resources (DWR I. 

Pnlicy WR-I e - Change to an active County role in creating and enforcing TMDLs: P-a-f-l:isipa!:e Crentc 
committees and provide staffsuppoit for Countv participation in the development ofTotal Maxiumum Daily 
Loads for the impaired water bodies and pollutants of concern identified by the RWQCB to achieve fG-tfte 
ffia¾-!fllum mdent practicable compliance with adopted TMDLs Work with the RWQCB to develop and 
implement measures consistent with the adopted TMDLs. Establish a plan for implementing programs 
tu achieve the TMDL standard, including maintaining base in-stream flows to meet or exceed TMDL 
levels. 

Policy WR-lf - Establish a committee to W ~orK closely with the RV\IQCB, incorporated cities, SCWA and other 
inierested parties_ to continuously i-R---me developm-eR-1 and implementafiefi---EN water quality plans and 
measures 

/ 4. The Open Space and Resource Conservation Element should add a policy that defines recharge lands 
as a resource category for protection. 

B p. 4 . .5-43-44-- ln~pfl.ct 4.5-2 Watc:r Q11:ility-- Soil Erosion and Sedimentation related to Construction --
Vv'e suggest changes in \,VJ{ a;1d OSRC policies to mitigate erosion and sedimentation impacts on wate1· quality, to 
bring the SU impact ievel to LTS In pa11icular--

l. The implementation statement under Goal WR-I sbould read - The following policies, in addition to those m the 
Land Use and ~ublic Facilities and Services Elements, shall be implcrnentecl to accomplish the above 
objectives 

2. In '.lddition, the folkiwing policies need st1·engthening, as indicated--
Policy WR-1 g - must include a target for reducing deposition and discharge of sediment and other pollutants 

Pol:cy WR- I h - should be strengthened: Continue to require grading plans to include measures to avoid s011 
erosion and conside~ upgrading ,·oquirements as--Ree-ae4 to avoid sedimentation in storm water te--#:i-e
~~ie-l+l---f}t-aGfiGa-8-ie. The policy also m11.~t set targets for reducing sedimentation. 

3. We support all pol1cie~ in the Open Space and Rtsou1·ce Con:,ervation Element for reducing soil erosion, with tile 
following suggcstior:s for stn:'.ngthening and correcting: 

Change intrnductmy st:ctement for policies unde1· Goal OSRC-1 I to read The followmg policies shall be 

B&e-9- l.!l!£l[~mrn.tq! to achieve trese ob_ieciives. 

Change Policy OSr{C-1 la - Enact re;:,;ulcttions lo require G Qesignrng discretionary projects so that 
stn.ctures and reads 8-fe shall not .bJ: located on slopes of 30 percent or greater. 



SWiCi Comments on the Su110111a County General Plan '.W2(: Draft .Environlllental lrnDaCl !\eporl 8 

f{cvisc: Policy OSRC-1 I c - SH,rngly € _c;_ncourage ugncultural lunds owners to work closely with the bl--c-&
f;gi-1--G-eR-Ser-v-atm-A-Ser-vJGe l).S. Dep1t1-tmc111 of Agr·iculture N8turnl Resources Co11si;_1·y_{lt1on Service and 

local Resource Conservation D1stncts to reduce soil erosion and to encourage soil restorat1011 (note 

that the U.S Soil C011scrvation Se1·v1cc 1s now the U.S Dcp<ll'l111c11t ofAg1·icullt11·c Nalurnl Resomces 
Conservation Service, seehttp://www.11rcsusd,1.gov/) 

Revise Policy OSRC-l le lo scl limits 011 topographit i11ul vegelation nrndificat.io11s near waterways, 
and especi:dly limit the volume of mlditional sediment that can be shed from the lands after 
mo1lific:1tio11, with strong penalties. J(videntia1")' standards should he set for <lecision-making on 
11ppcHls based ou economic infeasibility. 

Revise l'olicy OSRC- l l r- Prepare and submit lo the Boa~d of Supervisors an erosion and sediment control 
report. l Js c tht> report t_l) rlesi gnate cic~.0~ Dr" 1 ~Ht est co1_·g:cn:i__and focus foJ e_(\]J~_aJi on al and civersi ~ ht 

activities. 

C. p. 4.~-44-48 -- Impact 4.5--3 Water Quality -- Agricultural and Resource uses 
Tiu:: significant impacts of storm water· runoff and sed:menlatio11 from agriculturnl and resource Janel uses can be 

substantially reduced Ht very little cost to agriculture or t1mbei industries. 

I. The following revisions can lower environmental impacts from SU to LTS: 
Policy WR-1 i - needs to state the desired evidentiary bases for Best Management Practices. Instead of 

requiring these BMP.~ for .~lopes uf 35 peree11t or greater, the policy should require determining the 
degree of slopes that produce the largest erosional sediment loads, from peer-reviewed 1·esearch on 
agricultural lands, both within and beyond Sonoma County, Then design the BMPs for slopes of that
degree and higher. 

We endorse additions to the policy in proposed mitigation measure 4.5-3(a), but the mitigation also necd.s 
language that would more strongly encourngc complian~e. 

We also strongly support mitigation measure 4.5-3(1:.J), and policy OSRC-Se, for lowering the significance 
of impacts countywide. An alternative wouicl be to nrnke grading permits on agriculturai p:-ope11ies 
d1snetionary, and require implementation of1cle11tiJiecl BMPs. 

We strongly suggest ::Hiding a program fo1· monitori11g storm '1-Yatcrs irnd sediment yields from vineyards, 
with dnta colledio11 from VESCO-conforming ri11d uon-VESCO-conforming vineynnls. The clala 
should he used to shOVI' that tile guidelines have lhe desired impacts of reducing r·J110ffa11d sedimentation, 
01' 1fther-e are relatively fev,, differences, the data can be used to continuously refine the VESCO ordinw1ce. 

This prngrnm and the data 1ncJ.nagement c::111 be funclecl by mcrcas111~'.- permit fees. 

Policy OSJZC-l2c- Under what conditions would this policy nnt be applicablc'1 it should commit the county to 
cu111111cnl1ng on limbe1 han est plans 111 support of incre:i~ed protection /or Class Ill st1·errms, incl 11ding 

statements opposing constructio11 oi' logging roads 0:1 slopes of 3(1 pe:n:nt or greattr, and 111 favor of 
restoring temporary 1oads (i11ciud1ng logging roads) and borrnw pits afler use. 

Policy OSRC-12cl - St1·e11gthcn the lcrng11age, as follows: 

Review timber harvest pia~s adjacent to designated r1parff-: corridors and f-eqtfe5-4 [,Jdl[e Iha! CounJ..1:_p9l1cv 
~Jronc:-lv cl1sfavors clear cwtting not-GGG-L+f w1in11 streamside ccnservat1on areas V\lhere clear culling 1s 
dr.J,:X8Ved by the ap~l1cable state or federa: agency a.ong designated ripar:ar: corricio:-s, ensure that al least 
50 percent of the overstory canopy and at leo~l :JO µercer1t of tl1e ur1derstory vege;c1t1on be retained 

 l 
3J.-.f 

I 
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L Po:icy OSRC-12e, We strongly support this policy. 

2 S\ViG believes that the level ofimpact 4.5-3 can be lowered to LTS ii the County applies these policies to all 
land uscs--that is, we urge that the Gener.al Plan be revised to state that protecting rivers in the Count)' 
from the erosional impacts of all human land uses is a top goal--thatlowering the level of erosion from 
roads, fields, timber harvests, mineral extraction, and all other construction will benefit farmers, whose 
downstream fields become sedimenteU and polluted in floods; County fishers, who depend on streams as 
lrntcherics for wild salmonid species; homeowners in landslide- and flood-prone areas; all taxpayers who 
have to pay for repairs on roads In landslide- and flood-prone areas ... ctc. We also urge 11-.at the Genernl 
Plan require that al! grading permits will require adherence tu well-established, national standards for grading 
roads on slopes. 

In addition to OSRC policies l Ja, b, and c:, to reduce water quality impacts will require the Water Resources 
element tn include a policy for updating and continuing the Aggregate Resources Management Plan. 

- D. p. 4.5-49-50 -- Impact 4 5-4 Wastewater Disposal. 
\Vastewate1· management i111pacts hoth surface and groundwater, and is a most critical activity for assuring clean 
water so11rces in the future, for the economic well-being of Sonoma Cou11ty and the health uf its citizens The 
curren! waste management programs have significant i!1lpacts, and future plans for wastewater disposal may 
threaten to contaminate both surface streams and g:-uundwater reservoirs. Yet the DEIR 's explanation of the 
NPDES program for wastewater disposal is inconect. 

The DEIR covers all wastewater issues in only one page, without any information on Santa Rosa's plans to dispose 
of high treated \Vastewater volumes by letting it percolate into g:·oundwatei-near rivers and streams, and even by 
direct dischai·ges into the Russian River, or County (SCVv' A) plans to provide wastewater in trade for stream-water 
volumes now used to irrigate agricultural lands. Tl1e DEIR 's omissions mean that it cannot identify tl1e impacts of 
such proposed policies--and therefore, policies WR-j through q cannot bring the impacts to the LTS level. 

Othe1 than the rncorrectly-described NPDES permits for wastewater disposal (p 4.S-33-35), the DEIR does not 
mention State or County policies or standa1·ds governing septic systems or sewage treatment plants. If there arc 
such policies or standards, they she.mid be included in the EIR, and in the Water Resources element. The DEIR 
aiso should be re-written to add the currently listed impairments to water quality in the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
(p.4.5-11-12, and 16). 

2 We also strongly request strengthening of the WR policies to mitigate the pre~ent and future impacts of the 
County's wastewater systems, and the addition of other po)ic1es to protect clean water 111 both surface streams 
and unde1·ground reservoirs. 
Pol icy WR- l j - ~eek---ej3-!39t'Wfl--it.ies-~iGlj3.a-te---ifl-4Q_eveloping programs and implemen :ii'!§ proJects for 

water quality restoration and remediation, in close collaboration with ageRci~d organi:stieP.&-5-l-J-61:t 
a& RWOC Bs, CDFG a.1d RCDs, and other local agencies. to monitor areas where water quality 
impairment is a concern. and establish cooperative policies that will prevent additional Wfl.t~L.Qll_<lli!Y. 
.lJD.QE!iL!ll.i!!lLfrn.DL~..'o'..?21~ treatrDi;:t11.Ql" wastewater dispo5ai in au_y_11art of Son om?,_ C.Q1!JJ.1Y.. 

Pol icy WR- l k - This policy to '·Consider development o- exoansion of community wastewater treatment 
systems 1r areas with w1desprnad septic sysletT problems which a:e a health concern and cannot be 
addressed by on-site maintenance and management programs . "should state dearly that it is not to 
he used to develop wastewater sources tn sell. 

Pol icy \\iR-1 m - GA-Cot.rage .R~illdir~ pret:eatmenl and waste load minimization of commercial and mdustria1 
wastes prior to their connection to sewer systems .6lso require sorn-ce reduc1i0n.smQ.10J..1rcc: __ c_on_t_rn.l.9f 
contarn in ants that have a reasonable potenti a) to oass throu ech water treatment _anc[ ~ontam i 11a1~_£.round wakr 
and sur-face water· due tci ciischan:e and wa:;tt:water_re-Ll~J~TD!!rams. 
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Revise aml C(Jlllhme Policy Vl"R-1 o nnci WR--1 n •· Ac1ively pursue the abatement of failing seµtic systems that 
riave been demonstrated as causing a health and safety hazar::! Go%-!Ge::-GR-&ff€- J_12._tm~_u.s_Q.[faili1cg_scntic 
2.Y ~tQ.II15.,__(;JlS-91![~gf_~ fo!·1_:i_1 c1ti.9_1_7__ill ioca! w as\ew~\cr management districts ffi -afeas-wt-\-h---:,.ef3-t1tr ri:eb-lems, 
_li:1v 111g_ lb~Jl_O l:YYI. _l\J l!Jl pJJ:._.f9L._g_D:~Q.V,,_to !i :::I '1 I 11~~,~~hql_ders__c1n(JJ.riciJb()!'h oos.L'i. i w_g1J!_cj_c_1SJ meet st;_~te _!tr)Q 
(~OIJ.1)1}'_ stm:idi-t1 els_ Eswbl i sh and ed ucat1Qu_n_1:tg,1· amJQJFducc and control \Q_l,_tff.:.f _s;ont_1_JJ111 rnmLl.:_ 

l{evi:;c ;111d cxpa11 d WR- I p. H, equ1re new development projects to e-va-l-u-ale-aR6--Ge-R-s-id-ee avoid contribul1!2.9_ 
naturally occurring and human oa-us-e-FI contaminants i-R l2 grour1dwater and sLwfacc ½'_atcr. Fstnbl.1~JU:U:!.L1hl!f 
c;,dL~8linigll~rnm lo :·,_1_1.,."2,_G__il~:Br~ess oU_he,_need for sOL:i:ge1tdl!;UQ!li!D_cl so·.ffce coJ.!li:.~il_Qf_co111.c1.111.11_E11_1J!! 
_L~ecj_1~7-l101nes and orricc.5_, 

Add :mother policy to f~ttabl ish _b_£.J_l_f[111rnrks to 111_sug: ,l[7_i!_UJLQJ.).Q~_QS_l_ei_t;.i_QJ~ll1c_1J_1.s__yvill_pot __ u1use dr;;J2l.etiOL1-9.L 
_d tt.JJ! cl,~L1_ou_ (![ gr.9p1!9 11 n ci __ :'i L! 1i8 ce w ater_g LJl_!_]j f _y__.c111~g ua nt i ti.' 

3. An tHlditional Vl-'R cleme11t poliq should be written to develop itud enforce perform:incc srn1uliirds for 
patlrngc trcntmcul pl:1nts to prevent dcgrad:itio11 of ll(Jnifers ,,_l'ithiu the CoU11ty. i --

E. p. 4.5-50-- 57 Impacts 4.5--5, 11..5-6, and 4.5-7 -- Groundwater Level Decl1r:es, Saltwate1· lntrnsi0n, m1d \,Veit 
Competition and lnted'erei,ces. 
111 gcnernl, the DElR and mitigatine General Plrn1 pCJ/icies take the route of c1/low111e problems to develop, including 
severe effects from groundwater depletion. advancing saltw<1ter intrusion, and obvious well interference.'i, before 
requiring mrtiga!ing action. In contrnst, SWiG advocate.~ groundwater monitoring, and groundwater 
m,1nagement planning and plan implementation ill the early stages, after detecting groundwater use and 
rccliarge imbalances, or when monitoring suggests that groundwater pumping risks overdraft and saltwater 
intrusion. 

In 2006, groundwater use/recharge imbalances and overdraft pokntiu!s have been evident for a number of years. 
Cumulative impacts of current policies, which allow unlimited groundwater withdrawals without sufficient 
monitoring, rnake groundwater management the highest priority, to insure frrnt grnundwater supplies are susta11~able 
fo1 the foreseea.::l]e future. 

SWiG strong-ly urges tlw Omnty to lrnck strong language in the Gencrnl Phrn for starting groundwater 
mam1gement planning immedintely in all lieavily impacted groundwater districts countywide, followed by 
staged implementation. Stat:: policies on groundwater management under· AB 3030, al low formulation of a 
grounctwatei management policy 011 the basis oL:uJTently avnilab)e data nnc' practices. A hearing lO seek input 
from all ,vat er-using :rnd -protecting stakeholders, i111d tht· general public, is the only requirement for 
starting thi.~ process. A qua:i:ied agency for groundwater· managernenl may t.ppiy fo1· stnte fu11ci11-:g for many 
purposes as soon as the hearing is noticed. 

Gro1111rlwate1· man;\gernent pi::11s and progr2.ms .1re elastic, ;m(I must be consta11tiy reviewed and updated Dali; can 
he SOll[;ll! to suppo1·: more detailed and com1nehe1rnve prngr::im elerne11ts and new 111::111ageme111 aspects ,idded tu tile 
groundwater ma11ageme11t p:·ograff, al :117_y time, as required Mo11itori11g programs me essential. and required under 
AB 3030. 

/ 
j 
j 

F. p. 1U-50-5d5 /mpai:r 4.5•5 \~roun clwater Le"Vl."I n:ciines ~ A 1 . .:irge 11u1~ber· of c~umy re.~1de11ts, inclucl nt former;:;, 
rey 011 ,[!1·ou11 w21te1· :·um mu111c1pa, 1 an: 1pu;1 11c we 1iS. <111: 1 tile. 5Jnon1a Lnll,'ty 1· 1 ater r 1gency 1s 1equ1r1ng llle1r 
wntraclc,rs to carry oul g1 c11·Lh pla:1s with ulternativr wa1tr .supp. 1es, 111clucli11g waste 1va1er in 1gatiu11 thal ccuid 
c,rntanrn.«lc s,,,lacc st,ccms rncl grn,,mlwalu, and also clum wale, frnm 'c,thec' sou,ces (~101mch,•«1e1 ·'"l'Plce.\), 
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S\ViG Cnrnments on the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Repo11 11 

Therefore, this impnct cannot be allowed to remain at the SU level. The following suggestions will bring the 
impact to LTS. 

l Revise/rewrite the following objectives: 
Objective WR-2 .3 - Be-w+llifl§-IG-ffi0di.fy--13elt6-ies-aflG-programs as new-+fl-femlation beceme-5• av-ailaB-le--,f-eW9Rirm§
tho difficulty of assessing and resolving groundwater problems. Establish a process for _£.LQ.!~tJdwater man~_!nent 

Q.ill_nnirrg_q_nj_ implementation of the Countv. pursuant.to Ai\_]030..,___Rcc,uit.£..[ormulation of All 303Q__gr_Q(Jndwater 
_1_nanagIT)_]~i:iJJili.n_~ fo1: _ _ill_!_gr_o_illl_Q_water bas ins in p__QJ1ulQ_u.§..4_r~f&.,__p.nd_fQL!1lfilQr aq uifer-basccl <'rotrn ... dw,Qter supQ..[y_ 
.!!Leas in relativelv p_QQ!.fillt~c2!dl!.yiri_g_11rt;_g_s_,_ 

Objecrivc WR-2_4 - Increase institutional capacity· and expertise within the County, ffi-Geffil30tefl-lty- and obtain 
col}Jretent rev10W,LQ[ hydrogeologic reports and data from_Rrofe.ssiQQal hvdro2:cologists fer---Bti-lleal--iR-0-ic-arof&--aOO 
8-f-i-teria. 

Objective WR-2.5 - Work with SWCRB, DWR, DHS, CalEPA, and applicable County and Ci1y agencies to seek and 

secure ABJ_03 funding_,_ang_.funding from other sourcesi. for development and 1rn!2)emf:::itation of groundwater 
assessment, protection, enhancement and management programs 

Objective WR-2.6 - Balance groundwater ckrn?-.nsf .. ~.ith groundwater availabilitv basin by basin 1md develo[l J!. 
Q_\1.Qget for meg_g.trahle deman1.£eduction whe11tyer groundwater overdraft conditions exist. Avoid land subsidence 
caused by groundwate" extraction and reGY-Ge remcctiate anY subsidence that has occurred 
-'-

L 

Add another objective, which will establish a CEQA process for addressing tl1e cumulative impncts of new 
agricultural wells and new residential wells on existing water users and on creeks in all areas of the 
County. 

r 3 Strengthen the language for implemenl.ition: 
The following policies, in addition to those in the Public facilities and Services, Land Use, and Open Space 
and Resource Conservation Elements, shall be u-seG implemented to accomplish the above objectives: 

·--· 
--71. Rew1·ite or revise the General Plan policies for mitigating potential groundwater overdraf1:s--

Pol1cy WR-2a- ];::stablish_fill(;)Cific and cornpxeJ!cnsive groundwater rni).™T1e11t__plans for groundwiiter bs.s1ns 
jnJ.he Co~II!.1Y including hut not limit~_Q.J_Q.:._tb,~ _ _$anta Rosa Vajley,_Sonom_~_Vall~_.J:'.§1.aluma,_ ValJa.,Jbt;: 
A!exa!lcj_er Valley, the Wilson Grove f'.9rrL1atjon HiP-hla11ds bordering the LQfil.!...llEJ:k_~_nta RQ.,'illJl.nd tbe. 
Gualala Basin pursuant to AB 3030. Under· AB 303..Q,_ Encourage and support research on and monitoring 

:Jf local groundwater conditions, aquifer recharge, watersheds and streams Est3QJish_specific and 
f.QJIIJ;J .@.h ens i ve "rn und water manawm e.£!!J2.La_11.~ . .J or .lll~ !29..P .l~l.i!.1~9- Q!._1 t lyiD_g_ water-~ carcu_rtfil n_c l\!.Q.jn_g___Q_1JJ: 
not limited to .. Naoa-Sonoma _mountl.lins and b.ill1,__Annapolis-Ohlson Ranch are!}__,_,lQY Road/Coleman VJ!.l.ky 
Ro.9:..d are<\_jJe1_mell..Y.?ll.£.l1..,J,b_c Mark V/es'._$.Q_r·in~_?!:r~ and the Pocket Canvon area. 

Policy WR-2f {including suggested mitig2.tion measure 4.5-5, with strengthened language to lower the impact 

level) - Require that discretionary projects-,--ie----t~x--tern--f,fa&tiGa&Bt maintain or increase the 
site·s predevelopment absorption of runoff to recharge groundwater. Implementation wOWd shall mc:lude 

standards w-h--i-c--h---c-B-1:!+-El for regulatjng impervious surfaces, ~ 1hich vary by project type, land use, soi is and 
area characteristics, and provide for water 1mpoundrnents, protecting and :::ilant1ng vegetrltion, cisterns and 
other measures to increase runoff retention and groundwater recharge. _Develc-1p v-0+1J-n-t-a1y g)_!!dcl:nes fq:i_: 
~m _ _us _ for_ ru r a I d '.:'Ve I O..Q.l_n c1fill1a L 1__v_q_~1_l_Q_Jl_!09J:IJ.12.]_i 1h.!b ~.J,_21.lll e_fill!J29S e_,_ 

Policy PS-2!, which addresses the need for construction techniques that allow rni11water infiltrntion and 
grnundwnter recharge, should be revised to reflect groundwater management goals: 
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j l..!~.., 
Policy PS--21 .. (+lfls-tffel'--Be--\'-e-1+,i'ltHg ]2_e:,,~.lo2. regulations that require the use of Low lmrwct Development (L 

lechniques to prevent and_ reduce _stormw,ater runoff from future devebpment, nnclJJcnn it gr_oundwa_llc.i: 
recharge throul'._h bellc1· ni I nwater 1nfi I tr811011. 

-----
J>Dlicy WR-2g - lnu1lcme_nt and support the establishment and maintemnce DY the County, SCWA, a-F1-e other 

c1gencies, m:iQ.11eighl!..(:!l_l2S~Q£G.1-:<:g1_cl_miom. under c~1~LLwid11nc_c,, of a system of monitoring welis 
throughout the County, utilizing existing wells ,md, if n2cessary, new wells--wR-el'e-..feastb+e. 

J>oli~y WR-2h - Estc:1blish a computerized groundwater data base from available ap[)lication dat::i, well tests, 

mo;-iitcring results, study rep'."!rts and other sources ~'._iili.Eill. i_1_7_1._egrn1.\01J __ Qf_JocaL stale. ancl (edernl 
1esrnHc.es; analyze the data collected in an annual re::iort to the 803rd; provide the data 10 DWR, anci use 
the data to refine the Mapping of groundwater availability classes. 

Poi icy wrz-2i -- In order to identify areas where groundwater supplies may be declining, in the anni.;al report 
staff shall w:~1~qr~J1 !:£P.Or.l even1 ycm· to the Boarc(9f Super·viso_i:_~jmt shalJ_ revrew well permi'. data, 
monitoring data and reported problems and recommend lo the Board :)f Supervisors the boundaries fm 
cireas whrere comp:ehensive studies c1re needed ... etc. 

5 New policies ar(' ueede1I to facilitate creation of gro11nclw:i ter nrnm1geme11t agencie.s, public oversight 
well permits, cumulnfoe groundwater usage impacts: 

of
Add Po! icy WR-2p -_grnrnqte ~QllD_atjg1g1f.£ro und v.'nter 111anaQe111 ent d istr!cts, in cl ud i ng i oi 111-::12..0J-VffS d istricJ:2., 

to 111 nnag.£_ the ground wnter plntmi ng nnd i rn pleme11tati 011._i 11 col laborati_on with __ Count v agencies that 
rnan ~-.8!.rfoce water supnl ies. 

Add Policy WR--2q - Penv P.errnits_fQI_J1_e..:0'.ai1d replacement gr_Q_IJJHlwater ~-_Glls in basins m ~g_bba_~D_s_i_n_ whicl1 
the cumulative impact of existing v;·ater users has created an overdraft condition. 

Add Policy under WRE section 3 - Count\' agcnci es shall coonli nate with al! cities aml_othi:.:J organizat_i_;m.o that 
both receive water from S.C. W.A. and purw grou11dwate1· within Sonoma Countv to f.cirmulate cing_ 
implement groundwater manaeement plans pursuant to_AB3030_ within five yea.-cs__Qf_t,l1J'. adoption q£Jhi~. 
General Plan IJDQate. 

G. 1;. 4.5-55 Impact 4.5-6 - Saltwater intrusion -- This impact also is critical to protecting groundwater in coastal 
ar·eas. T::i protect coastai wells, strengthen language for preventing and/or· controlling saltv,;ater intrusion: 

Policy \VR-ls - Where a·ea studies or monitoring find that saltwater intrusion has occurred, immediately obtaio 
studies to c!etermim: S,-\;IF'f!G-R---aR-al-y-s-i-s--ef how the intrusicn is related to groun::Jwate,' extraction and deveiop 

a11_cl_jmplerne11t_ a groundwater management plan.,_SJlllJJOrled by 8-f ot1er appropriate measures~ io avoid 
fLT!her intrusion and reverse past intrusion_ 

H p. 4.5-56 Impact 4.5-7 \!/ell Colllpetition nnd Adverse Well Interference -- The General Plan will fail its 
c.:1 tizcns uni e,:;s we] J permits i 11 cl LI de better mon i1ori ng and setbiick requ i 1·e111e11ts to protec1 existing wel Is UJ id 
preven1 new, deep wel Is from taking water from I ong-term ilouseilolders. Im plem en tn tio 11 of gn.111 n cl Wfl ter 
nrn 1rn gcmen t conn tywid l' is the bes1 ro u tc to protectii1 g wells fl n cl g rou n cl W,fl tcr sn p plies. In ,Hl dition to 
tiH' gru11 n d \rn ter mn nngcm en I pnJ1'isi om s uggcst ed fl Lov c, n grou n cl wnter mn n ngc m cnt prog rn m must 
in dude protectioll for existing wells, n 11 cl l im itn tio ns on drilling n cw o ll es. 

I. i:fftcth't 111iti1£,alion um be achieved through scvernl chm1Des to Poiicy \VR-2c: 
Revise crdinance requi.'ermrnts fo' perrnits io o'rill, replace, deepen, or i-epair all wells as follOVl'S 

(),I·· s·11ow exac! locations, depths. yield, clriliing iogs, soil data, flow o'irection and waler levels of proposed 
wr:.:lls ,rnd existing wells on the site, locations of known nearby wells. prop::ised uses of he water, ond 

(Cf':.;,, , , 
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esLinaleO amour! ofv.Biet use. Revi.ew avai1;;,o!e growr,jwater data and well psn1111 lhfcr'llat:cr .n :.-e 
permit area anc F13.;_e th:s irf:::rmation ava':ab!e tel the appm:;ant to the extent aHciwed t:y taw Qltain 
~Q!Il2s'1V.Dt re\'J.?2y2,,fromJ11({~si9.IJ1!.Lhyd:-oee,:,k;c~i51:5 ~.t:'-,{l_:_!)'.'11endcd b)i thU:alifor_!l)a lloHrd qf Geo.[Q_g;Ls.t'i. 
and GeoolwiicislU;fil all hydruzeo]ogic rcoi;;!:t.0 .. ftr.d Ca1u thoJ arc submitted to Sl.lD[?Drl.QITJriiJ:.§~ 

(2J B-a~-avGilab1e informat1or-. mdicatmg a need-,-f 1:ieqvi·e !f'a! r.ew weJ:s be located def1.1ite distances 
fr:::.';) prooerty ;ines ar,d existing wells. fmpiemoniobori wOlJ-lO-G ,;2.eve!op sel::ac!<s v:hbh could vary by well 
s·ze, focnt ::;r of near;)y w':Ji!s, water use, grounr:1water avai:abi·iy, !o! size ar:::I other aDFDpria~e factors 
E-!i..~Q.';,~.(5,_;__g_C __ fi..Qi.'\ .. P:Qf_e.;;:;:. foL.!_f!Qnitoring the curnulatl vc if!lQ£1Cts ,~f Jle\3/-i!,g£t¥il.!l-.JFa! we! ls and :1ew 
res:denM,I wel:s to r::n~1.1!1.eirl:np:cts on existing ~ater llS½,2,JE!d .. mu:;.r'.:1'"":.!':t it1 .::ll .re:s.s :T:' the£_')tmty, 

(3) Requi;e pr::iof of g"oundw3!.er oua:.Wy and quaiity sufficien! for proposed uses and ex:stirg t:enefie:a: 
uses on the sI1e in all Class 3 anj 4 areas ;1nC i'l Class. 1.und 2 elhe-r areas with lde:1:-!fied wate.· qt,al!ty 2-id 

quantity problems, 5p9c(a! area stLdies u1cie'"way or where adopted management pians H.qu::e i1 
lmplementat1on woold shall develop pro:.::edures a11d auanmatve standards for pump tests, well yields, 
pollutant levels, and water storage 

(4) Require rn~nl!oring for al/ wells-;-fmp;e-,.·w;;A-tati@F.-w&,.#ti inc'.udeir:s... prtx;edures for meters, access, testing 
a.no re;:iortmg w.ate~ levels, flow direction and qual:ly, and ~esponcirg t::: :,:nfiorirJg results. SlORdmG& 
BOOtfi be less ,;.Rf!gent m G.ia.s.s.-1--aAi'l-2---afBas-wAAou~t+fte4.pe0b--l&m&- Set standards hased on_ 
11\..U:Llil atio:~ denili:i L0_ ~icsi i:mate foe County areas .that must be ruon1~or<3-d to e::.<;t:re fu:ure_ ero:mdw&J§f. 
sust_slnabjJj::v. 

(7) ,\,J;tigatJ,n mccts'--'re ,; 5-7 - GequTe ;:;:.imp tests for r;ew h1gt>capacity wells to avoid wel! mlerteren-:::es. 

;QQfi!)~_[!teria for ident:fying hig'.~- C~£_?,,_:;;_i_tl.:Y.V!lli,._aJlQ ,the guL:k!i_n~s_ 3.JJ_Q__ requirement~; for the p:.1m12 :.::2.,t,;_ 

2. Add an Slh rcqui1cment: 
~, St:sC1er_i\L4QQfOVftlS for new well ne,r.m_i_tr, __ :3/Jt~h:U:ig:":lv i:1:1:.a::tcd .and___§Q~j,g_l study areas until t:om.fileti0n cf 

a ccmprehens:ve gm1.mdwatt:r assessment and reve;·sal ofgr:"J'.Jt:dwa~er dech:es. 

3 Chang_, s.ti;_terr.en: of :esponsibi!ltles -" TI1?_Q9md vf St:perv\so!:L&h.ail Q_~~sponsible fx pillisir:r:Jhz 
sugs:ested policies anc -~g;: .. ::harj!:r:g the Permit lfilQ l{esc,iJ.rce Ma11auement Depar1,ment tYRM.L':j_wit[l 
ove-rseeing__g,_!11p'.iance. w:'.:"~, the ;iol_:_,;;_i_es. CRJ:-.:l . .Q21J1dLdevelop a stgpdard list o.f.rnQ.uj_~.1Lelemet11,$J,0 
PU2P.9~d _ _gr_Qundwatcr rnanagc;r,ent plens fQL~,;l_Qpii,2n in .Q?~':l! .. flli~~-m-~water manage,rnentJh!;Jd1d::;rt. 
PRMD shalf be re;;r;r,nslble abo fo~ i:.c::yiew'.rz.!hs.rrroundwater m:magernen1J2llms for conformity __ wit\: GP 
2.020 p..Qllci~s...,_~nd for co1lcctir.2_.r:::1QnjtotllJlLtlata 211:d .iiso'.~:i.Y'.t:g t:Je~2t,Jf\';;J:_::_q1m1v website ~Q[J!.i,Lbll( 
:·eview_r:.nd comment. 

I:::po:-ct 4 5-8 - Changes ~•1 Drainage Prtttcrns leading tc StTm:1 3a1~k E~(.'sicr.. 
y 8::.ppar. po1i::les OSP.;:: fib ;;n:1 Sc for prokcti11_g stream hank 2.reas; zi,id in addit:cn suggest laEguc,gt tc 

;tre11gthen tJ1e fo!iowir.g GP:::.,!28 pr!icic-3: 

P,Jlity WR-1 ti~ Design, const--vct. ,an:j 'Y\a 1!ain Cot,nty bu;ldings, :oads, bridges, drainage and ::ther fac-il:ties 
to mirnmize sedimen: and otneF poi1v!a'.11S 1 stor-r wate~ flews_ Adnpt ~__t~1_1t;l,,ardsJ __ QLlln.UJUH!. 1;:1csL1:1 [l:me-d 
on current enfil;.1_~1,j,uggnd ~Qgicati2iJ2~'.Jti.,':; f;•orr.- s:ate rid :i.'i'.lrrnJ .. EIJi detLQ_~.:L DevelotJ arw imp le:nenf 
'be-st :03nagemer,f pn;;clices" for ongoing mair:te,nans.e and '.)De:a1,:::e: J@_5eQ___o.s..,;J:iose standar{j§. 

r,•:_; 1i::ies \\.'R~lh rn(: WR~l o also slmuld be strengthened as sugge.ste;j :;nS:e: .ln:;:ia.::1 ,L5 .. J above): J>olicy 
WR-: g, - ~hoi1:G inc· ,ll'e a target fi:-r rt..ducing deposition and discharge of sed'.me~t ;;.nC '.'ther pc;Jit:tants, an:l 
I'oiicy WR~::, should e'.iminz::e :he phrases "as needed" a:1d "to the maximJrr; extcr:! p:"iltti:aJJp" a;;d <1cid 
ta,-gets for reducing ,;edime;i:11'.io:1, 
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Tu the extent that many o! Lhc po:1c1cs cited a1c nol marici:llory, ancl thei:· \)enerit~ acct"ue only if they me adopted 
and 1111plernentcd, the pnst"1n1ligat1un irnpact s1g111firn11ce Cillllllll be raleC: LTS unless the policies t.:iled by the 
L>EIH a1·c strc11gthencd all(] languagv 1s 11ddul illlll n:quic·e.~ implcrncnlation. 

I The implc111enlatio11 sla!emcnl must be i:;h2111gcd lo read The following pol1c1es, 1n add1t1on to those in tile Land 

Use Element, shall be used i.!!J_ple111e111ul to achieve these obJe:::l1ves 

Policy PS-2a -The DEIR cites this policy as 11 mitig.ilion that will heir Lu avu1d exacerbating flood haza:·ds, 
but docs not explain hov., nrnin1a111ing available 1n!lmn8lion 011 /looding rrncl /lc)(lcl llllzar·ds in approprimc 
county depm·tment., would be usecl tc achieve the goal. Th(' DEIH mus! cxpl:iin cxaetly how the 
information is to he use{] for flood mitig:1tio11, which rC{JUires morlifying the polity to conlHin !he 
sHmc informatio1i. 

Policy PS-2f. Ba:;mg land use plan111ng ancl clcvtlopmenl on FEM/\ nrnps ,md d3ta, or parccl--spec1flc 
renderings oftheFEMA maps, docs 1101 help rnntrnl or rduce nooding w1tll(Ju\ specifics on how this 
standard will be used, in conjunction with which other pol1c1es, to mitigate lloodinp, imp:1cts. 

Policy PS-21 - Strengthen, as foljows. G-0A-S1ee-f---B l~eveloplfl§ regulat10:is tha1 require the use of Low Impact 
Development (LID) techniques to prevent and reduce stormwaler runoff from future development. 

Policy 2p - Give priority lo floodpiain management over flood co:itrol structures for preventing damage from 
flooding. mid move development away from flood-prone zones wherever possible. Build a mininnm1 of" 
flood control structures, and build them only ~ where the interr-s-ity cost of relocating developmeni 
requires a high level of protection and Justifies the costs of building and maintainine fiood control 
structures structural measures. 

Policy 2q - 1{evisc to include a requirement that the County create zoning based on the potential datnage from 
flooding, and establish an action or standard to reduce tlie risk in each zone. 

I 

Policy 2u - Revise as suec:ested below for mitigation measure 4.S-12. _J 
~ 

I<.. Impacts 4.5-10 Placing Houses and Structures in JOO-yem Flood Zone, a11d 4.5-11 lmpede or Re-direct Flows in 
Flood H:i.zard zones --
Both are impacts thal increase nuod hazards, but the proposed pol1cie~ are all far to weaf,; to miti~ate the impacts, 
so 1l1c DEIR must explnin how 4.5-10 hns a significance of LTS with little or 110 effective mitigation, whereas 

I 
l 52 
! J 
! 

45-11 is acconled H significance of SU. _J 
-, 

L p <I 5-Ci3, Impact 4 5-10 Allow Housing and other Slruc1ures in l O~-yec11· Floocl Hazmd Zones. The DEIR 111us1 
e:-:plai11 how the pol1e1es ci1cd in General Plan Element section PS 3.3 vvill he used t0 avoid cxaccrlrnting flooding 
impact~ in 100-yeat· fioocl zones, 10 make the posl-miti/!-ation Effects LTS 

I :;::,l.-1 
) _.. I 

V./c see few pol1c1cs that m:md11tc actions to reduce nooding impacts. Pr1iicir;:s l'S-2J(2). 2d(3). and 2d(6
which co11ld mitigate florJcii11g promote plc1n11i11g. lack the actions 1hll would address fiood risb cmd 
mitigations 

J,-,, __ 
;:)S 

_j 

2 PPl1c1c.<, PS-'.'.e (comh111ed \\'1th Pol:cy Vi<'.k)c '.'.g, ancl 2: cu11lcl help to l1m1: fluocl1ng i111pacb 1fp1:1pcdy 
irnpk:menlccl. bul i!lliJlc11H::11tc111on la11guagc i.s either rn1.ssmg 01 weak Polit)· l'S-2j is ~imilarly acllve bui 
cloes 1wl specify 1•.'h;1\ regu]at1{,1JS would he <1j1pl1erl, or hu11· 

7 t='. 1 

i .::J ._C 
) ___, 



,-

S'NiG C:)mment\ N1 the S011,,ma Cucm~y Gene1·al Plan 2020 Draft Er,virnc1:ne11:i lmr,ac: Kepon 

'.L Policy PS· 2h ma.<esnhe FEviA 1 CU-year flc:od eYtm! 1::nd .;:orresponding f10od eievat;ori.~ the th:·es'rwld ~o; 
measuring ";u:ceptablc" r;sk and prJ:e::tiof!s for amending th:: land use map. But tht FEMA i00 yc2.r ~k:'.)(; 

hazard wries arc based on a l 950s c;tsh p,ogrn:n :o map the en~!re co,mtry, The DEIR should propose a 
new pf)Jlcy to require regular re-»sstssrnents of the accuracy of FEMA flood zones in Sonoma 
County, Tlus policy ~bould require mapping of a 200 ycl1r flood hazart.l wne sinu there is a tangible 
possibility thni Onods with recurrence interval oflOO yc.lrs migM, with gloh-al warming, become 50 
year floods, 

M. p. 4.5-65, Impact 4,5-: l Impede or Redirect Flow::,. in Flood Hazard 7,,;;rn::s. 
Tht: DEIR must explain h'.:":iw Gene:·2.i Plf:.n Eie:ne::t .zection PS 33 will be used to prevent any nev, dcv:::'.opme,: ,n 
tl1e l (10 year flood hazard Lone from im;:,eding or rec;rect'.ni; flows. 

\. p 1~.5.()5, :mp;ict ,{.5-12 - Failure of Levee nr Dam. 

 
PoHcy PS<Zu does no! co;,sti~t:w a 1rntigation unless revised as sugges,:ed under n:it:gatitm xeasure 4.5~12 to 
in:sure 1".:s;.:iections anc p:c-,pet ncair:tenance. The D.EIR al.so must e:xpiain how the assesse-d post-mitigation 
impnd slgnific:mce fif LTS i.~ consistent with SU assessment for 0ther hazard$" tied rn extreme seismic. or 
rninfnll events, and should adriress the possibility of dam failures due to landslides that can en use tsnm,ml
like effects In reservoirs. 

; 
1 s~ l'

lo\ 

0. p. 4_'.J .. 22-31 impacts 4.9-l Jm:uffi::ient Water Supplies to M:c! Future V.,-ate, Demand of the Urban Service 
Arca) a;;d p, 4,9·29-31 Impact 4.9~2 insufficient Watt':' Supplies t0 Mee~ Fu:ure Waer Demand c,f Rural Private 
Domt"J:itic, SimJl Municipal, and Agricu!tnral Wells, lf these impacts cannot b£ reduced below significant, thetc 
is no crtidibk future W'.ttcr supply for Sonoma County, A!l cba:-iges sugges:ed :"x ,eCm:ir.g Impacts 11.5-1 
t>:n:i-ugh: ln ~he aticve wmmen:s, z:re necessary mitigations thar prvtcs; the cp.:ality cf s:.J.:Jac<: watc.:t and 
g1·otmdwa(cr ;·eso-u.,--c.es_ i'he '.i:ng:iag~ crGs.t:r,g and implementing groundwater maaagemen1 pi2n.s 11,"":d pc::igrnm1-

 
includ)ng ail ;an_guage f::i~ stre:-.gthc'."',.Rg these polic)es--p:ov/de additional mitigation for th$5¾' impact;. The 
changes suggested below are imperative for assuring that the County will not run out of water during long 
droughts, brought on by global e::trth, air. and especially ocean wnrm!ng trends. 

GP 2G2:) Goat \VR-3, to assLI"e that public water systems 7r8viG.e an adequa::e s.uppty to meet long-term needs, is 
pre<lica~ed on consistency with adoptt;id general plans that ::all fo:: con6~::erl ;::,op:.;:ation growth. The GP does not 
define the meaning ofan "adequate supply" given the growth imperative. Vrithout Hus definition, Goal WR-
3 onl.r ni111s at p:rovlding water "in a mnnner that malntnins wn1e-r resources for other wat;;r users while-
pmtectiug HH: natu,aJ envinmment." This needs to be 1·ewntten to s:are that its prima:y aic: is to presetvt a 
susL>inat,!e water s:..:r,ply fo;· .::urr:::n~ ;'csidents, ;md especially for current we1l owners. 

For any growth to occur !It aH1 the cuunty must lower per-capita water consumption, inventory th.e t'Xtent of 
Ji::,cal water supplies, monitor the withdrawal rafe, and limit it dttring dry e_ycles. All fJf the foHowing 
suggested change.-; to GP policy (impad mitigations} Ure aimed to keep Sonoma County water supplies 
sustaina.b1e for current rt'sideuts, with n lirnit<'d degree fl[ future popdatlon growth. This approach 
r~eognizes tlrnt the bnildonl ;;llernntive is not sustainable, aod eannvt be mitigated or funded rn the 
immi11ent (atrcildy-n rr!Yed'!) fottn-e (If rising petroleum cr,sts. GrounC :rnd surface water are intimately 
i11tercon11ected, so this General Plan Update needs to envision more than g.ronndwoter management--lt 
llt'l:ds to look fo.rward tf• ror.junetlve use of :-11:i wati.:r supplies (see Objective 35). 

:)bjectiYe WR• 3 2 • Work w1;.-, SCWA .::::1c :::ine· put!'';:: wate· suppliers in the den_;l-:;,prrent ano 1mple"Y'en:at10~ ::t 
Jong term p:ans br wa!e; supory, storage. a'1c de iver/ t'E::cessarj( to first meet existhg 1.varer demands sna_ 
seccc,dly. lo FA-8ef rrdi ust pi.~n.~ for !Man-r...00 growth ::1it!1_::--e 20.?]_9_[ lcwerJr;g consw;:1p:ion w1thin the desigr:ated 
s::!rvice areas_ consistent with !he sust8F'1able y:e;d ,:r' v:aler res:::ur:::es 

L
I 
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Objeuivc WR-3.3 - Work with the SCWA and otl1er public waler suppliers 1n the assessment and provisiori of 
sustainable water suoplies tor the ex1st1ng customers in those areas under contract for water supply,_ and those 
li'l'..!.ll£Ol~ wells in nm1I arel\5. lnc!ucit in the sustai11(lQ[i_iJ_v usses.~ment plm1s fiw water· S_lc!J)_ply i111imes of" exte~lr:_cj 
rl1oug:ht. 

ObJct.:livi.: WR-3.4 - \/Vari< with the SCWA a.rid other public water suppliers i1~ the tl1 adi1-!~l_both assessment~ of 
&tffi-tainable waler supplies susta1nabj!i.LY..,_[~!__d -1-ef the plam-1ed l)lansJQ!· growth in t.1ose areas under contract for 
waler supply 

Objecuve \.VR.'.L'i - \Nori< with the SCWA and public w;:iter suppliers to establish a surface and groundwater data 
m,magement program for SonomB County whi:::h would provide a common information management resource for 
participating agencies to develop various plans for assessment, management, monitoring and reporting. anrj__~_Q!ll_g_ 
.Q!Q~.i.d_c a basis for plmrnme counlvwide con1u11c11ve surfrtce and grnundwater nrn~~nent. 

Objccl1 vc WR-3.6 - Work with SC\.V A anC public water suppliers to decrease reliance on groundwater and 
prevent d1m1nishment of grounawater s1.:ppl1es,._ incl ucling revising SCW A and contractor water agreements as 

nece.~san· lo 1·everse over_clrnfl conQ.itions and protect l.'.rnundwater sustainability. 

Although we supporl tl1is Objective, note that currenl SCWA policy as written in the draft Waler Supply, 
Transmission and Reliability Project (WSTRP), envisions greater reliance on ground waler ~upplies (along with 

conse1·vations ancl wastewater re-use) to meet growth objectives consisten1 with general plant, etc. Along witl1 

the suggested re-writes ofthe other objectives, this Objective must ~tress that current growth pl3lls may 

need to be downscaled for water supply sustainability. 

As before, the 1mplementalio11 statement 1m.1st be changed to strengthen all applicable pol1c.:ies: The following 

policies, ir-i addition to those in the Land Use and Public Facilities and Services Elements, shall be 1.:1-SB-9 
implemented to accomplish the above objectives 

Policy WR-3a-VVork with public water suppliers in assessments of the sustainable yield of surface waler, 
groundwc1ter, recycled water and conse'ved water. This work should include the exploration of potentially 
feasible alternative water supplies within Sonoma County, which would not deprive natural ecosystems of 

necessary water fm their life suppo11. Surface and groundwater supplies must remain sustainable and 

:nust not overdraft groundwater supplies or exceed safe yield~. 

Policy WP-3h - SJpport lo the e)dent feasible the actions and facilities needed by public water systems to 

supply water sufficient to meet #le base water use needs. based on careful estimates of the sustainaLle 

wc1t er supp I y, 9-em-aml-&-wFl-tGh~---iA-aOO~---faG-i-l+t1 es p I ans , consistent with .aGep-teG 
general plans, urban Nalm management plans and the sus-tafn-a&lo yields of thG-<:Jvailable Fe-S-eurces anG in 
a manner protective ::if the natual environment. 

Pol1c:y WR-Jg - 2!:!1)1Jort As-s+s-l p;,bl1c water suppliers...!..!.l.I))at1Qi11Q adopted master facilities plans, a&SBr-iH@---t-A-al 

pr-ep0s-ed-wa-tef----s-t!p131ies and faGi-11-tie&-are---wR-S+s-te-nt-wi-t:h anrl adopted general plan~. 1Q..hf_('._L~that all 

::ilanning junsd1cl1ons are nol1f1ed of and consider potential water supply def1c1enc1es .!D_ 0HFinfr---l-R€ 
pr-epaf-at1on--ef such plans, and hat adopted genmal plans accurately reflect secure water sources. 

PDIH:y WR.31 - We suppo111he policy bu! propose <1 change lo the final stntemcnt: 
In the event that a master plan or monibrrng fails lo show adeaJate public water facilities or supplies for 

planned growth. OORs-iEl-ef j_1_7_2~c.: r1orator1a on plan amendments, zoning changes, building permits or 
otner eri1'.lements in order to protect services lo existing residents 

l'Ji1cy WJZ-3q - SL'pport inter-req1onai planning efforts by the public wate1 suppliers, their contractors and 
mvolvec' stakehol::iers m Sonoma County to determine the oreierred c:1mb1nat1on of sources to meet the 

wa1er u:;e goals dc.:velq.Q_ecl in wc1kr use plans 13f-BjBG-teti--9ernafiB_ 
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Policy WR-Jr - Instead of this rolicy, the County needs to :·esolve issues related m water importation to 

reduce, as much as possible, the water it takes from the Eel River and from Mendocino County Do not 
allow water use to grow beyond what the County can support far into the future, especially do not 
expand water importation that would allow development into the agricultural areas that will be 
needed to supply foodstuffs in an era that is likely to see rocketing oil and gasoline and natural gas 
costs. 

WR-Jr: Work with the SCWA m the following ways le provide an adequate water supply for its contractors 
consistent with this element: 

f-1-} Support SCVV/, participation in prn~!OO-~e<ler-a+-&n~8fy-Geffimis-si0n,-Ga-l#of.Ria 
Pool-f&-bJ-#li-t:ies-Ge-mrni5s-ieA,-an4-Sia-t-eWa!e r Re :}0-Y-f68s----G-oo-l=~ffi-i-nv-elv-i-A§--IA-e--P o-tte~jesl----te 
ert&tlre that the interests ef all--'1Vi!-tei:--use-F&-m--Mem:looffi0-;---SG,-'t0ma, and-Ma-fifl-GouRties---fesei-ve--GoR&id-er-ati-on 
a-AG..tRa--t.GeG1&fflfi5-f}fi-.tft&-y&&0f-ee;-Riv8f---Wa-l€f-aFe----ffiaGe--BA--a--sGUf\4-sGien-tifk--.tas-i-s~ 
(2) Encourage SCWA working cooperatively with Mendocino County interests to Fe&Olve red!,!~_environmen\al 
and economic 1nipacts, water rights and supply issues,----i-R&IY9~--nssessment-ffi--Wa-teF-fe-SO~ojeG-!s; 
gr.e-uf\Elwater,r-e~-0tR€f-water suwly--aJte!'A-aHV-8-&. 
(3) Work with agricultural inte~ests along the Russian River and its tributaries to encourage development of 
water supply alternatives for existing riparian water users. 
(7) In SCWA evaluations of requests by municipalities, districts or other entities to be added as water 
::ontractors, support assessment of the available water resources and the long-term effects on water supply 
:1eeds of the existing contractors, consider impacts on ct1er existing water users, and, to the greatest extent 
practicable, require innovative measures for large-yielQ_water conservation programs measures, minjmizirrg 
use of recycled te1iiarv-treated water and ee-afiAg risks, responsibilities and costs~ for the 
existing contractors. 
(8) ~crate with the Collaborate with SCWA in -I-Re reducing the need for pHaA-fl-ing, devc-lef,-ffi€-ftt---an4 
G0R&tf-\;ISHBA-e-f---lR€- _t1dditional expensive storage and transmission facilities ~
agH~ements ane-County policies and SU!JfO!=t-do1relopment-&f-the §CWA Water 5upply and Tran:;mis--&i-BR
&y-Jecl. 
Note that the \VSTSP 1s no longer under co:1sideratio11 (rep]accci by the WSTRP), and reference to it should be 
erased from the Genernl Plan . 

 

.Add policy WR-3t - County a:zencies shall coordinate wi:h all cities anQ_,g_lJ)~r orn:anizations that boJh.._rec£_ive 

~2-tcr from S.C.W.A. and pump groundwater within SonOJ!l<!._r.Q.\-!.!lh'..J.9 .. .fQ!muL<!.t~and :mplem_~_DJ 
gr_oundwater management plans. in accord with provisiOTILQfJ:.!J..i.~...Q0_1er.aLP.!.a_n~t.Wsi_g.te. 

Goal WR-4, change wordrng to emphasize mucl1 g1·cater conservation effo1is for fresh water, to sc1·ve current 
residents and wildlife, and to protect clean water from contamination 6;1 wastewater re-use•· Drn.m.i.tically increase 
the role of conservation {OJ.P..t:Q(~t_il]K_C_lean water supnfil~ and allow s-afe;---1:,efiaisial re-use in meeting water 
supply needs of both urban and rural users_Q!l.!_yjflest monitoring rro.fil~!I!.~Sh(~w that it can b~_~afe and_ 

.Q_~l_leficia!. 

Because public information and suppo11 will be critical to enacting rational water rnanagernent and cunsen·::ition 
programs, add Ohiective \lv'R-4.1. - .S...!-U&OJ:tJ?ublic_edL!_C:atign orograrns to provide all Coun_0:_rcside_1]Js 1Nit_h 
l.ii.f.l1u11ati on 1·cgard i ng the finite natme of waJfL rcsnurces and S':Lti dance for tb..t_sustai 11_a bl e use 9[t]:rnt r·csolJ_i_:ce. 

Revise implementation statement: Tne foiiowirag policies, in ajdition to those in other sections ct the Waier 

Resources E:lement, shali be us-e-e' i1.!U2L~!J!f1J.tc_Q to accom.::ilish these objectives: 

In add1lio11, re-,magi11e a11d i-ew1·ite policies (mitigations) 10 emphas:ze tile need for advanced cu11si:rvat1cm 
pi og1·ams--

Policy \VR-4h - Use water effectively and reduce wc:iler ciema~d by• 
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( 1 ) Requ1m1g b_i_gb_lj_:_ water conserv: ng .ill2.J.l!i.fiJ7c_~s of a 11 s_u1·ts desf~--eEJt!ff)fflBA ! m new construction.,_ seqj_121; 
-~1-~_S?§l~"j_'(e~'.li ve g_Q~l_ o_f Q_t:o_1~1.c_eu_)()Jl) 1ci_ (i.S percent Sil;d_n_g_s _Q\'.~fJ..I.J:re_:71 __ e_ffo_!J;; __ . __ fil.t:~1_lcl11J'~l?l'Ol;l"illl:!.Jf. 
~vE;nt.llil.ll_y_j~ed_u~_e rates and._11eeds for acidi1ional distribution systems. 

(2) Encouraging water conserving landscaping and 0th--e-f----co-RswcB0-Ft---ffi€-a-55, _c,~1!1bli_sh. l?l!Uo"..ra1m fQ~ 

funcling_state-of-thc-mt timers ftllci_water /low controllers for apartment and condominium cumpJexes. 

Jarge business anci ind11_;,t1j al landscape~,._ rn}S"I f m !:.i;1.1 _o frtUn.s. e_s_~c1_bJ_i,2h~cl _I a:1d_;;s_8_p_t;_s __ .Q f the. sm_)lf 
description. A_ls9 _cnco11ra_ge_ programs {9r _supporti.!}_g_j_t1di v id ua! househo Ids JJLI rchas_i_ng_ h ig]Hecl1 watering 

contrnllers for landscapi.!.lg. 
(3) E-AG&Hfagi-fls Des_i_g11ing_a fu11ci1ng_l_cmp_to supporl retrof11ting eslabl:shecl 1·es1dences and inclustrial 

developments _with state-of-the-an_~ b.irJili,_ water c-onserving .MJ?J.i,1111ces and devices. 

(4) Designing wastewater systems to minimize inflow and inf1ltratior_. ancl e11coura0 e ideas for mnova!ive 

f uncling, to ~'Jori ncquisition or sud1 ~ystems to-4Re--e*teR4-ewHemisally--feas+-01e. 

(ti;)_ 
C (')~ 

(5) stet 

Policy WR-4c - Suppo:l programs to monitor, establish and publlc1zc per capi!a or per unit water use in each 
community ;;md area and utilize this data in groundwater management plans, master facilities ::ilans, and 
wastewater treatment p:ans _C_~1_Q_rdi11ate with prQKrn!)1S HJ_re_d~1ce.c0_p_jjal 0~1~_![\_)'__on water di.~11:itnnl9.D 

faciliJjs:~~ 

Policy WR-4e - Reqw~e water-conserving plumbing and water-conserving landscaping in all new 

development projects and require water-conserving plumbing and stnte-of-the-ait water-conserving 

_ilJ)__QJ.ia11ces. from a list ri::r,omrnended bv independent organizations. such as the Pacific Instilllte, rn all new 
dwellings. Educate and promote programs to minimize water loss an:l waste by public water suppliers 
Require County-operated water systems to minimize water loss and waste. 

Policy WRAk c Establish preliminatv studies und tests. wi_th coQ.lQ1lUJ.tQJJitoring and public report in£:. to 
explore Encourage p3r-tfoipat1on in programs for reuse of advanced t.'eated-waste water, 1ncludmg the 

€6-@ftlishment of wastewater irrigation dist;icts to supplement irrigation water supplies in relativyJJ'. 

unpopulated an;as m times of..9roue:ht. 

Policy VVR 11. Support the use of recycled water lo off&e4--use---e-f.-Otfle.r-wBl6f---Wfiere-t-he quality of the re0ycieti 
water Is mainta+~s--al!-applicable-~atory stanfl3rds, and 1s app-i:e!:)fia-1€-fef-tAe-~ 
on d be n efi cia I-uses~th-er-wate-r--r-e-s-oorses 

Add Policy WR-4p: Dedi~~t_e_ water ~aved bv conservatJ_Q_I}. efficiency and reuse to tlie ej1_~iro_11ment bv leavuig 

it u11tappec! 1n .sourc~ grnundwater amL.su1J§~-~-Y,,'.?.tCL _
J 

J 

Heading 3.5 1mportation and Exp011ation -

Change the introductory statement to read· For years, Sonoma County murnc1pal1!1es have relied to some degree 
upon importation of water from sources outside of the County borders. Russian River water is also exporteo' to 

Mann County. J.1J_trrJ:iasin w;ig:r__t_ransfers work __ a_gajillJJhtJ2.W.!.£i12]es ofsr2.lli!9 __ waier: nJanaeement. Howe-v-et-, As 
statewide water supplies are falling oehind demand, areas with relat1Vely abundant waler supplies are likely to be 
targeted for add1t1;mal exports An example is the proposal to ex:iorl water from the Gualala and Albion R1ve~s to 

Southerr1 Cal1forn1a V.-'gJer resomces witlrn1 S(11l9..!lli!..~OUIJ.0.'.9-g __ 110J9ng_ti-__a_cieq1JaJ~J_12 s_uppor1 expo1is_ outsid~JI.K 

C_g~UJJ.LJ~1~ess1He upo)_l __ wateL!_~'ill1clL·~5 __ w1) I become eve1.1__111o_r~ seve1 e as i m pn11s of water fi~o_1l]_ili~[::e1J~ i ye 1: _m_·~ 

B!IJ_f!i]ed. E1nrl While such p:oposals are wi1nm 1he jurisdiction-cA----£.WRG-Bc- Sonurna Cuunty needs to be proactive 
in protecting its wate~ resource rrilerests 

Re1wite GO/\L WR-S .. Assure that A-eW---flf0f303als---k~G-&---a-A-G-§F~-afl€!--exp0rts---arn tl1~E£..ill:G. 

Iic, s urfoct wat t::.!".i.!.I .K!...Q.!!.1.l.d_:water i Ill ports 111t~1 GI' cxnon~ Q.~U Q[.~Q.!10 1·1..1_~ Count\· 1111 k~0 . .tl_1e proponent est a U I: shes bv 
l:_]ear _nml_ci__l_ll_"'.in':111K ev1cicn~;:- )hat SEIJcl I nTCJt"! or export 1s consistent w1tr Sonoma Cour.:y's ability to suslaI~ an 

adequcite and quality water supply for its water users and dependent noturai resour:::es. 
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l ObjPctive WR-5. l Protet\ the 10teres:s o; Sc'.'loma County water users in the review of existint anQ__1;e'A 
prooosa!s to export wat'?'r from Soro;-r;a Coun~y. 

O'.,jec:ivc 'NR ~er .. #fEH:l+t½mRPPe!'ltal i'1lpaCts-f}f-al~~~8+i5c- Assure thAl . 
::xis'.in.&Jlll~L!li;JiJt'.lt~ t 1-:1pc:t or .. (hJ).9rt ;irra112emerts hrtve n'.1 ,ad ;t~rsc imDE!fl.dG.. the gua!irv and gyanti1v _g.f.~~'.§1\?I 
fo1· exist'. n,;;. water users and dependent nalurnl resources in Somma_ C0untv nnd ~"at nc_m~0r grri;;ndv,.,a~e_r bas1r!:c\ 
'.'Ire in ovetdraft ::ondition. 

Add Objective WR-5.3. M?-1.:.?g~"".~ter ITS.£!.!1(;;..es for :on1t!fLDJ.::n.t~1?inabil!:v within fii!~~U'ic wd.tcrshyd: a~d I.Q~l 
groundwatr;;J.:_basins. 

lmpkrnemation iilutcment .. The follcwing po!ic:es, :n e,drJ1hO') tc :hose ir, the of~er sections o1 lhe Waler Res:iJrces 
Elemer~\. sha1: be implemented .. i,;seEl-to accor71p!is'1 th:s obJeGlwe R._CJl.c end tr.e..,,.e o::ij..:ctives· 

Pol icy V,:R. )a ~ R~-::!.'J.\re fu:! J..Ssessm e..nLQf imp_9c(:'1:'._ Q!) __ lb.v _ _vnv ;,or,mer:r. a;1:;lj;npJ!f-2_Yn.Jht.illli'Ji!.:LJmd 
g ua·1.!JJY£.( water for ;,Qno;,;a Countv water users of al! cxisti ;ig and new pro::::Jsa:s tc chvsicc.i ~::_ro1 
~?!1.!:!K ta new ·ucaiio~s cutside tmm of Sonoma County or .. t~•S~ al.; iricrease wator 5tl~E<-e+.:fSp£i§ 

ou-~y-.-!esat0t1S . .A.riy corsideration of exporting f1Q£ljli0ng_) water reso1._;rces shall place rrimary 
priority upcn :he berefit of and reed fc:~ !he ~tcr resources in Sori::irna County arid stial, assL:~e :hal wat0" 
resources needed by ur.:;an, rura_ anc agr;c;.l'1t:ral water Jsers ar.d :J.tpendant natural rcs01,11:~ i;--1 So~:;.~a 
County will not be exp:::ied outside !he Count; 

Folk.y \VR-5b: Require or reqwest full assessment ott;-.e envircnmerta: i:'!p.acts o~ any pr,:iposals to import 

additio.,a~ water into Sonoma County. Prepare for th~.cur::aH_me:it ::if water iF..!.P~:1:" fro1n t}:e Eei Ajy_;![ and 
re<;l;ro:::lJ]na:-,c,a: re:sources t_o lhe ,:kvel9.runent of s0tr:id water Ma~at:err.e!1j srrat-er.:ies_ for l0g:il c,eif: 
------~e:I suffkie!':c". 

Add Polity WR-Sc - ~o w2.ter shall he t'.JUi.:Jt-~,;,t0 !:}cations outside Sonoma Co;;nty u,;ljess :he _Ccu::tv ~·;a~ 
issuq.£!.J:!J?~r..rnit for s~ch i.:xoorn\Li_i;;.;:;.;,., .. :n.the event a permit ;s issued. it shall set foctb_,,yjth spcc:ficitv_th~ 
det4.j_l2..fillhe exo(1:tA1iQ.0.s fe.~. :.1ua:s.tity, Drig;:-:;;1Jior. l:1s:~!lti_Qn.._ destination 1::ication. per_1_9.g __ Q[~.◊P£na1i.:;.r;., 
etc\ 

• I 
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Q p 4 9-3 i-32 Irnpad 4 9-3 New c,r expanded water supp:y fac:lilics 
Comment.~ and revisions to (;e!len1l Plan Goals, Ohjecth,-e,,;1 and Policy suggested above .• aJl wiJl !imii the 
need to expnnd ,Nater supply facilities, in an era of volatile and rising petroleum prices. 

ftp. 4.9-37-42 !mpact ,;_9-<l 1:--,cie::.sed wastew.;.ter treatment dcr:1and 
Comments and rcvisimis to General Plan Gcrnls, OhjectheE, and Policy su.ggested ahove--all will limit 1he 
need to increase wastewater treatmcut, in the face of volatile and rising petroleum price.s • 

.S. p. 4.9-42 Inpact 4.9-5 New or expanded wastewater facihie:; 
Comments Rnd revisions to General Pfan Goals, Objectives, and Policy suggested ahovc~-all will limit the 
ueed to expand u-rtstewater trentmcnt faciliti~ 1 which may not be ,;ost effoetive in an era of volatile and 
ri:-ing petroleum prices. 

T p 4.9 .. 48 .. 5 ! Irr.ract 4.>"C: lncreased :soiid waste d:sposal demand 
Comments antl re,•is.lons tu General Pl:1n C'rtia!s, Objectives, and Policy suggcstv.d nbove--aH wili limit the 
incre~se in treated sfllid wastes, in :HJ era ofvolatiie and rising petroleum prices, 

L 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The DE!!{ lists far loo nrnny "S1g11ifica11t" a11cl ·'Sign1fica11t Utwvoi:illhlf'" impacts, \Jut docs not coherently amilyzt: 
m '.;1111mrnrizc cumulative impZtcts S\ViG believes thZt1 the DE!R 111u::;t re-asses~ and rewr·ite the cumulative impact.:, 
becausl we all will be livi11r, wilh the conscque11ces The Count} 's failure to m;in.agc land, water quality ami 
h:1b1lats have already lcnvel'eci the quality or life for man.i rurnl County 1·esiclents, who arc iosmg wells, suffering 
from Jlooding, and olher impacts of poor or 11011existe11l w,1ter mrnwgement policies. Tile fiituie promises more 
grounciwatc1· cicplction and potential grounclv.,11ter contarnin:1tion from treated wuslcwatcl'.~ and poor land us 
practices. Vv'ildl1fe, and prnticularly spawning snlrnon1ds, are showing u:, that we lwve unb,ilnnced the nalu1<1I f"ooc! 
c!rnin 

Cum'Jiative i mpilds must incl ucle the effects of climate warn1i11g from gr·eenlwuse gas en,iss:011s, and the eff ccts 
o:· 1-1s1ng oil p1·ices in a worlc of unstZtble clinrnle and unstable politicnl inDucnces r)ll the County's long-clislancc 
watcl' supply transmission syslerns, which benefit only cities anci 1rn1y lake watel' from rural reside:1ls, un large, 
centralized sewage trecitmenl anci waste-wate1 cl1sposal rnicl use, and on l"Llt"al well owners These conditions are 
the nett· context irnd .setting for the GP2020. 

!11 addition, the DEIR mus1 address the following issues--

The volume of greenhouse gases generated from the growth prc:jecteU in the GP 2(J20, including reactio11 ;l (ti~ 
decomposition of solid wastes and biowastes "~ 

The impact of population growtl1 in terms of mcreased point and non-point source water contamination 
frun: cities and unincorporated areas, along with mitigation measures anC altematives. 

• The lo11g-term impact of sewage sludge biowastes applied as fertilizer to Sonoma County farm lands, ··
including an analysis of contaminants that will remain bound to soils, and the ones able to bioaccunllllate in 
crop plants or to react in the environment to produce toxic compounds (such as methyl mercury.). 

_

-, _ 
lC,"Q 

 _J 

• Contammants or byproducts likely to migrate into surface or ground water· sources 

Di-ain on County funds of additional public 1nfrastruc~ure, trnnspo11ntion, public educati crn, health and 
hu:rnm services, nol1ce and fire probctio11 requirements. 

.=J (p1 

The approach to water management that ,ve have proposed um moderate the effects of land use policJes in 
the proposed General Pian Update and lower the significance of nrnny impacts, none of which 1s truly 
utrnvoidable. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

l A. Sonoma County \Valer Agency /Vlemorancium, ·'I111pac1s Ubserved on Grnur1chn1ter Levels by Pttmping 
Agency's Emergency Vv'ells,'· dated February 15. I 978 

JB Sor,u,n;i County Water Agency Mernorai1dum, ''Octuber 1979 Pump Test of Agency·s TJiree Emergency 
\Vells,"dated Decembe1 )6, 197'!. 

2. Letter· F1om Steven F Carle to Ramly PDule, SC\\'.A Gc111:rni /\121rnter. "UpdZtte mi SCWA 'E1ne--gency 
\Veils" Pr-cciunio11 and 1n1pact to Water Levels,'· dJ.ted .lanua:·y 13. 2005 

7-,, 
; I 
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4. Letter from North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to Tesoro Refining and marketing, 
"Groundwater Investigation," dated July 8, 2005. 

5. Data from well water level measurements from SebastopoJ>s main weJls (Nos. 2, 4, 5, 6, 7), original well 
driller logs showing water levels at construction, and tabulated static water levels taken from these 
originals. 

A. Well water level measurements 1985-89 
B. Well water level measurements 1990-2003 
C. Well water level measurements 2004-1 st Qtr 2005 
D. Well water level measurements 2005 
E. Driller's log, Well No. 2 
F. Driller's log, Well No. 4 
G. Driller's log, Well No. 6 
H. Driller's log, Well No. 7 
I. Summary of static well levels, averaged by year. 

6. Report: P01iion of Phase II ESA for 961 Gravenstein Highway South site assessment, by Kleinfelder 
Associates, Inc., dated December 1, 2004. 

7. Sonoma County Water Agency Draft Restructured Agreement for Water Supply, dated Feb. 28, 2005. 
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Draft GP 2020 
FEIR Comment 
Attachment #7 

Sebastopol Water Information Group 
Attachment available for review at 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 

2755 Mendocino Ave, Suite #203, 
or by request. 





March 12, 2006 

Sonoma County Plaiming Commission 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Chairman Fogg and Commissioners: 

Please add my name and address to your list of concerned citizens; I would like to 
receive notices of the availability of important documents concerning the Sonoma 
County General Plan, the General Plan EIR and the Urban Water Management Plan. 

The primary issues facing California today are impacts on surface and groundwater 
quality and quantity. TI1e management of water supplies - balancing the needs of 
sustainable population and agricultural growth with biological and riparian habitat 

is poorly defined, inadequately studied and largely unmitigated in the General 
Plan EIR. I'm an advocate for sh·engthening the goals, objectives, and policies in the 
proposed General Plan Water Resources Element. Also,. the General Plan EIR ca1mot be 
deemed adequate and certified before completing the necessary studies to define 
meaningful mitigation measures in Section 4.5 "Hydrology and Water Resourcesn. 

There are some omissions of critical data and flaws in process.for both the Draft General 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. Identified mitigations should also include 
discussion on the means to measure compliance. I respectfully submit comments and 
would appreciate a response to my questions below: 

1. \tVhy is the General Plan Update not using the most recent studies/ assessment of 
surface and groundwater supply and demand for water resources.from the Urban Water 
Management Plan (due December 2005)? 

2. \!\That surface water and groundwater studies were used as the basis for the General 
Plan EIR (study name,. preparer, date)? How was the decision made as to which studies 
were used to project water quality and quantity impacts for the next 20 years? Why are 
we relying on data that is several years old vs. known actual water use? 

3. How were mitigation measures for the Water Resources Element defined without 
basis in up-to-date information and findings in the Urban Water Management Plan? 
What is the one comprehensive planning document for water in Sonoma County,. and 
1·vhy isn't this plamung document the basis for the General Plan EIR? 

4. The EIR does not adequately address resource exh·action (4.5-3), most notably the 
'"rater quality and quantity impacts of gravel mining in the drinking water aquifer. 
Gravel mining is a development activity that leads to significant alterations of the 
physical environment. 

What studies were used to define the impact of gravel mining on the aquifer? ·what 
studies were done and what were the findings about the benefits of aquifer gravel in 
holding and cleansing water for beneficial use? Is the base data and methodology 
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available for these studies so that the public can make an independent analysis? If so,, 
where and what is the analysis methodology? 

What alternatives to extracting gravel from our public trust drinking water aquifer were 
studied? Were studies, such as the Einstein study, or research conducted by Jeff Mount 
or Dr. Curry taken into consideration to determine the impact of terrace mining on 
water filh·ation capabilities or the removal of over 400,000 acre-feet of water storage 
capability in the aquifer? 

Alternatives to terrace mining have been expanded greatly in the last year. Gravel is a 
resource that can be imported to the County; water aquifers and agricultural lands are 
resources that cannot be imported. How have the gravel barging operations to terminals 
on the Petaluma River been factored into the analysis of impacts and mitigations? In 
what ways has the transportation element taken into account the greater availability of 
gravel in Petaluma1 a city closer to the growth centers in the county than Syar' s terrace 
operation? 

5. How can the General Plan be completed to direct growth for the next 20 years when 
the USGS has not completed their groundwater study? What groundwater studies were 
relied on to assess the availability of water from the aquifer that feeds the SCWA wells? 
The MODFLOW study, the theoretical model used to identify impacts on groundwater 
levels, has been shown to be seriously flawed. Have additional model runs been 
completed to support the findings of the General Plan EIR? 

6. Were new studies generated by the.Syar Pit VI gravel pit approval taken into 
consideration in the identification and mitigation of impacts from terrace mining? 
How have studies by Dr. Curry, studies that show how the gravel pits impede or 
redirect flows in the Middle Reach of the Russian River, a flood hazard area, been 
incorporated into the mitigation measures? (4.5-11). 

Has additional well monitoring on the west side of the river been completed and 
analyzed? Why hasn't there been any well monitoring on the west side of Ponds V, VI 
and IV to show the impacts of the gravel pits on groundwater movement from the 
western hills to the River? 

The MODFLOW modeling conducted by Luhdorff and Scalmanini (LSCE) has been 
shown to be profoundly flawed. The Geo Trans analysis and Dr. Curry's studies show 
the MODFLOW is premised by an erroneous groundwater elevation model. LSCEs 
MODFLOW analysis is plagued by pervasive data entry errors, erratic and uneven 
methodology, and confused analyses. In fact GeoTrans Inc. concluded that, '1 (t)he three 
reports from LSCE containing results from the groundwater modeling simulations do 
not support their conclusions." And, that the models must be "corrected and rerun 
prior to used for any future decision-making." 

LSCE's MODFLOW assumes that groundwater contours east of the Russian River 
parallel the River; however, for the west side the MODFLOW erroneously assumes 
groundwater elevations arranged roughly perpendicular to the Russian River, or flowing 
north to sou th. 
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The Westside Association to Save Agriculture's independent field data show that, in 
fact the groundwater contours both east and west of the Russian River actually parallel 
the River. Field data was collected by independent professionals under Dr Curry's 
direction: Dr Curry on March 12, 2005, Luciani Pump and Drilling on April 6, 2005 and 
Curtis and Associates Surveyors on April 11, 2005. This field data documents a clear 
eastward groundwater gradient that directly conh·adicts published MODFLOW 
calculated water surface elevations/ grou11dwater elevation on which all LSCE' s studies 
and reports for the west side of the Russian River are based. 

Field data, both presented by LSCE from monitoring wells and by W ASA from adjacent 
domestic and irrigation wells, confirm that the LSCE MODFLOW model is based on 
inaccurate and incomplete field data, and thus is useless to predict future groundwater 
elevations. The actual groundwater flow model looks quite different from that used by 

for the MODFLOW reports and technical memoranda. Actually, for much of the 
year, the flow will be from west to east - flowing directly into or against the pits. 

Once the pits are sealed/ (a phenomena LSCE February 8, 2005 testimony admitted will 
happen),. compounded by the greatly reduced and mined out separator between Pit V 
and VI (contrary to the standards in the ARM Plan) and the perimeter berm consh·ucted 
as proposed on the property, the flow of water from the western hills will cause flooding 
impacts and the impacts of saturated vineyard lands in both winter and spring. These 
flooding and agricultural impacts on premium grape production have not been 
addressed or mitigated. 

7. How does the General Plan EIR address mitigations to the temperature and sediment 
impairment of the Russian River? Given the Russian River is sediment and temperature 
impaired, what additional mitigation measures are required to address gravel pit sealing 
and the blockage of flow from the aquifer to the river during critical periods? 

Section 4.5-12 is inadequate as it does not identify meaningful mitigations for failures of 
adjacent to gravel pits along the Middle Reach. How does the EIR address the 

January 2006 overtopping of the Russian River and the significant erosion/ increase in 
sediment sealing of the gravel pits. This flooding and sedimentation of the pits are 
actions that reduce groundwater flow to the river and that will further impair the 
sediment and temperature of the water in the river - how have these considerations 
been factored into the EIR for the General Plan? 

8. Section 4.5-4 Wastewater Disposal is woefully inadequate. What long term water 
quality studies been conducted to a conclusion that widespread wastewater 
disposal will have less than significant impact? 

Known projects, such as Santa Rosa's IRWP and the North Sonoma County Ag Resuse 
Project, are studying the disposal of massive amounts of sewage effluent in the river and 
through indirect discharge on lands above the SCW A wells. The Incremental Recycled 
\Nater Program Discharge Relocation Project is reviewing options to dispose of 4,700 
MG or 68 mgd of waste·water. How these known projects 
into Section 
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What criteria did you use to identify mitigation measures? V\lhat mitigation measures 
are required to address the impacts of organic chemicals and pharmaceuticals, lmown to 
exist in wastewater? What mitigation measures are enforced to prevent the use of 
wastewater for frost protection and runoff into streams and rivers during the spring? 

Tertiary treated wastewater is not treated to a standard of ubest available tedmology". 
It is known that many of the known synthetic chemicals produced and released into the 
environment are not regulated by current drinking water standards. The 1974 Safe 
Drinking Water Act and Primary Drinking Water Standards only limit the concentration 
of a small number of inorganic chemicals, organic pesticides and organic compounds, 
and subsequent USEP A Maximum Contaminant Levels are only set for a small number 
of known chemicals. Is the basis for determining that Wastewater Disposal is "less than 
significant" the current drinking water standards? Are mitigations proposed to ensure 
best available technology be used to treat this wastewater prior to disposal in the 
drinking water aquifer? Do mitigations include monitoring using chemical 
fingerprinting methods to ensure treatment systems are operating properly? 

How are the Federal and State Anti-degradation policies for groundwater taken into 
consideration? Disposal of wastewater is proposed for areas with high groundwater 
quality. What baseline water quality studies have been done? What basis is used to 
determine disposal of significant quantities of wastewaterf known to contain organic 
chemicals, on groundwater recharge areas will not result in significant degradation of 
groundwater? 

9. How does the General Plan EIR address known changes in circumstances and their 
impact on the quantity of water available to sustain Sonoma County's growth. What 
studies substantiate mitigation measures for Endangered Species Act listed I/ threatened" 
species in the Russian River,. such as coho,. steelhead and Chinook salmon. How does 
the EIR address the potential loss of water supplies from the Eel River? 

How does the General Plan EIR address the known SCWA treatment plant project and 
its growth inducing effects? Pipelines from Lake Sonoma to the proposed treatment 
plant are projected to increase water rights for the SCWA from 75,000 AFY to 101,000 
AFY. How is the growth inducing impact from additional water rights addressed in this 
EIR? 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments, and I look forward to a revised 
Environmental Impact Report for the Sonoma County General Plan that addresses the 
h·ue impacts of known projects to our precious water resources. 
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to Sonoma County Planning Commission 
re; proposed GP 2020 revisions- draft EIR 

Dear Persons, 

A major failure of the draft EIR report is to ignore the possible stream of lawsuits 
which may result from the "TAKINGS" of property rights through excessive regulations. 
The County must administer all this nonsense, pay attorneys to defend the actions of the 
affected property owners, and if they should prevail, pay all the judgments. How is the 
environment affected? The financial resources redirected away from all County budgets! 

Thank You 

_ _1MJ~~k 
James Parker 

March 13, 2006 
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Greg Carr - Comments On Draft EIR 
, .. ,, 'M wm •• c;nr=- •• 

Ji'rom: Steve & Andrea Perry 
To: <gcarr@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs 1@sonoma-county.org>, <ghelfrich@sonoma

county.org> 
Date: 04/17/2006 2:36 PM 
Subject: Comments On Draft E1R 

To: 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
Cornprebcns]ve Planning Staff - PRMD 

Please address my comments on the Transportation segment of the Draft EIR (DEIR) covering the 
General Plan GPU2020 update. They are as follows; 

1) Existing Traffic Volumes (Pages 4.2-6 thru 4.2-9) 

Exhibits 4.2-3, 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 ignore at least one critical traffic point in the northern Sonoma Valley 
area by not measuring traffic volumes at the intersection of Arnold Drive and State Highway l a 
significant intersection that is in the process of being signalized. This deficiency should be corrected. 

2) Transportation - Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
.. rnold Drive north ofWatmaugh Road and north of Verano Avenue. pages (4.2-34 and 4.2-35) 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-l(b), which adds new policy CT-6xx: "Consider intersection improvements 
such as signalization and left turn lanes at various intersections along Arnold Drive to reduce 
congestion, provided that the improvements are consistent with the designated road classifications. 11

, is 
an inappropriate mitigation measure because; 
a) the proposed policy applies to the whole of Arnold Drive, including areas in the DEIR's describe area
of impact. 
b) the proposed policy is an open ended solution that even when adopted leaves the impact at a 
'Significant Unavoidable' level. 
c) the implemention of the mitigation measure and the attendant proposed policy will likely create 
impacts that are not identified, evaluated nor addressed in this DEIR. 
d) the proposed policy has a very high potential to generate unintended negative consequences. 

Respectfully, 
Steve Perry 
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PROTECTING OPEN SPACE AND PROMOTING LIVABLE COMMUNITIES April 1 7, 2006 

Attn: Scott Briggs 
County of Sonoma 
Sonoma County Permit and Resources Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 7 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed 
Sonoma County General Plan 2020 General Plan Update; SCH No. 2003012020 

Dear Mr. Briggs: 

These comments are submitted on behalf of Greenbelt Alliance. Founded in 1958, 
Greenbelt Alliance is among the Bay Area's leading land conservation and urban 
planning non-profit organizations. Greenbelt Alliance has participated in the County of 
Sonoma's General Plan Update since it was initiated in 2001. In 2004, Greenbelt 
Alliance published its Report, "Toward a Bright Future: Updating the Sonoma County 
General Plan". 1 That Report succinctly states the importance of this General Plan Update 
to the Sonoma community: 

"Sonoma County has a blueprint for the county's growth; since 1978, its General 
Plan has defined where new development will go and what areas will be off limits 
to development. For over 25 years, the Plan has successfully maintained 
extensive agricultural and natural areas while guiding new growth toward existing 
cities and towns. However, as times change and pressure on Sonoma County's 
landscapes increases, the General Plan must evolve to meet new challenges. 
Currently, Sonoma County is updating its General Plan. The Board of 
Supervisors and the Planning Commission now have the opportunity to improve 
the Plan. They can ensure that the General Plan will be effective at maintaining 
the County's high quality of life, vibrant economy, and healthy environment" 
Report, at 1. 

The Report identifies a number of critical issues that the General Plan should address to 
provide a blueprint for sensible growth, including the following: 

1 Prior to completing Toward a Bright Future, in 2004, Greenbelt and the Sonoma County Farm Bureau 
published Preventing Sprawl, a report that coffectly credits the estabJishment of UGBs with promoting 
good land use, but clearly identifies other actions that need to be taken to curb conversion of timber and 
agricultural lands to rural estates and other non-compatible uses. See Attachments J and 2. 
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1. Preserving Open Space and Wildlife Habitat 
2. Protecting Farmlands and Keeping Local Agriculture Viable 
3. Managing Water and Wastewater 
4. Providing Transportation That Works 

The Report goes on to make specific recommendations for General Plan policies. Those 
recommendations, along with the recommendations Greenbelt will be making during the 
General Plan update process, will ensure the County can continue to accommodate future 
growth while preserving its quality of life. 

The purpose of our letter is to provide comments to the County of Sonoma on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Draft GP 2020. The central purpose of an 
EIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed Project (Draft GP 2020), and 
evaluate ways of avoiding or minimizing those effects. CEQA also incorporates a 
substantive requirement that the lead agency adopt feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that can substantially lessen the project's significant environmental effects; in 
this case, approximately 38 significant unavoidable impacts. 

Our letter informs the County that without the inclusion of additional, feasible 
mitigation measures in the form of policies, programs and land use changes, the 
DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. and the CEQA 
Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, Section 15000 et seq. (CEQA 
Guidelines). Moreover, the addition of feasible mitigation measures in the form of 
policies, programs and land use changes is necessary for the General Plan Update to 
be in compliance with California Planning and Zoning Law. Gov't Code Section 
6500 et seq. 

The fact that the General Plan Update will produce a revised General Plan that will 
constitute the blueprint for growth and development in Sonoma County for the next 
twenty+ years mandates particularly careful analysis and public disclosure of the many 
significant countywide impacts that would occur if Draft GP 2020, including 
recommended mitigation measures, is approved as proposed. The DEIR identifies 
approximately 38 impacts which are significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
This outcome is not acceptable. Additional measures can and must be identified to 

1 further reduce project-related and cumulative impacts. 

The DEIR operates under the flawed premise that there are no additional mitigation 
measures, in the form of policies, programs and land use changes that are capable of 
reducing or eliminating those 38 significant unavoidable impacts. We respectfully 
disagree and recommend the County take the time to consider additional feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives in the form of policies, programs and land use 
changes that are capable of: 

1_
j 
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o Reducing or eliminating significant unavoidable impacts, or 
o Significantly reducing the County's contribution to those impacts. 

In addition to its failure to identify feasible mitigation measures, the DEIR lacks: 

o A complete and adequate description of the proposed Project: Draft GP 2020; 
o Adequate analysis of the Project and cumulative impacts; and 
o Identification and analysis of an adequate range of feasible alternatives. 

The first of these defects the lack of a complete and adequate Project Description 
renders the DEIR's identification and analysis of impacts incomplete and inadequate. 
The Project consists of both the policies and physical land uses proposed and allowed by 
Draft GP 2020.2 Along with its goals, o~jectives, policies and programs, the DEIR must 
analyze the impact of its overall policy decision to approve the level and type of 
development allowed under the General Plan Update. The Sonoma County General Plan 
Update, when adopted, will constitute a present commitment to future development of the 
unincorporated County, whether or not construction of particular projects are imminent. 
Therefore, all allowable development must be analyzed in the DEIR. Nowhere in 
the DEIR is there a description of the amount, type and location of residential and 
non-residential development that could occur under Draft GP 2020. This is an 
omission that must be addressed. 

Our detailed comments below provide a summary of the major issues in.Section I and 
then a more detailed exploration of the defects of the DEIR in Section II. During the 
course of the GP Update process, Greenbelt Alliance anticipates submitting additional 
comments recommending policy changes to the Draft GP 2020 that may avoid or reduce 
project-related impacts. 

2 While the DEIR asserts that the overall objective is to review and consider policy changes only on 
selected topics (see page 3.0-9), the project wilJ result in the adoption of a comprehensive General Plan 
update including land uses. As the DEIR appropriately notes, the analysis wm include an evaluation of any 
and all policies and program of Draft GP 2020 that would lead to alterations in the physical environment: 
"The evaluation includes changes in population, housing, and land use patterns that would occur in Sonoma 
County as the GP 2020 is implemented. The project encompasses alJ of the future land uses and 
development that are projected to occur, including residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, and 
other land uses and development, as well as the entire foreseeable public infrastructure that is necessary to 
serve the projected uses." DEIR at 2.0-2. Even though Draft GP 2020 may carry over the existing 1989 
land use designations and map, its DEIR must the planned land uses proposed in Draft GP 2020 as 
compared with the existing environment. To the extent planned land uses result in significant impacts, 
mitigation measures and alternatives in the form of modified land uses capable ofreducing impacts must be 
identified. 
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I. COMMENTS RELATED TO ISSUES OF MAJOR IMPORTANCE TO 
GREENBELT ALLIANCE 

Critical Issue 1: 
Preserving Open Space and Wildlife Habitat 

f Draft GP 2020 presents a critical opportunity for the County to preserve its open spaces 
and wildlife habitat for this and future generations. While policies adopted by the cities 
and County, including urban growth boundaries (UGBs), Urban Service Areas (USAs) 
and community separators, are effective means of curbing urban sprawl, more can and 
should be done to achieve the following goal of Draft GP 2020: 

Limit the uses and intensity of land development to be consistent with the 
preservation of important biotic resource areas and scenic features. DEIR at 3. 0 

It is a well know fact that Sonoma County is among the most fragmented in California as 
a result of historic small parcel development.3 It is well documented that this pattern of 
small lots does not pay its own way, is typically incompatible with sustaining working 
landscapes and wildlands and will frustrate efficient development patterns in the future. 4 

In exurban landscapes that have been altered by rural subdivisions, natural plant and 
animal communities cannot survive in the fragmented environment. This pattern of 
development is an invitation to commuters in search of a rural way of life, but who bring 
along their large estate homes, traffic, exotic plants, and expectations for urban levels of 
service. Research by a number of experts, including Shawn Savings of the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has demonstrated that once parcelization of 
lots of 1 to 40 acres reaches a certain threshold, it creates such fragmentation that 
standard mitigation measures, such as clustering, stream setbacks, and wildlife corridors 
are ineffective for preserving the biological integrity of the wildlands5

• One policy 
change that has been proposed by staff - increasing the number and size of community 
separators - will go a long way as a mitigation measure to address this issue. However, 

1 
i.· 

l 

3 "One study determined Sonoma County to be the highest ranked 'small parcel' county in California, 
reflecting the past history of small parcel development throughout much of the county's natural, 
agricultural, and forest areas. This has created a pattern where much of the county land area experiences an 
interface between wildlands or agriculture and homes. Individual management of large rural lots and small 
farms and vineyards will shape the future functionality of wildlife habitat and vegetative and water 
systems." DEIR at 4.1-2, from Patterns of Settlement Density in Selected Counties, FRAP Analysis of 1990 
Census Data, California Department of Forestry, 1997. 

4 It is unlikely that rural residents on small parcels outside of cities will ever support annexation and higher 
density development. Thus, the proliferation of this pattern of development is likely to frustrate efficient 
development in the future. A revised DEIR should provide additional information about this impact and 
additional mitigation measures to address the impact. 

5 References can be found at the California State Fire and Resource Assessment Program at 
http:/ /frap.cdf.ca.gov/publications/paper _el do _.:buildout.pdf 
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more can and must be done in Draft GP 2020 to address the impacts associated with 
continued smal1 parcel creation. 

What the DEIR Says: 

Draft GP 2020 acknowledges the likely impacts of continued parcelization in the rural -
areas, but proposes only minimal changes to the land uses in the existing General Plan. 
Instead of analyzing and addressing this problem head-on, the DEIR falls back on the 
promise of policies that direct growth to the cities and USAs and that allow but do not 
mandate denial of general plan amendments that would 1;esult in population in excess of 
pr~jections. Nowhere does the DEIR disclose the full impacts that allowed development 
under Draft GP 2020 would have on open space and habitat resources. In fact, the DEIR 
does not even tell us how much growth is allowed in the unincorporated rural areas of 
the County. 

The DEIR does acknowledge that smaller parcels, allowed by the current General Plan 
and carried forward in Draft GP 2020, are an invitation to large homes and estates: 

"While building is allowed on existing parcels as small as one acre, the majority 
of rural home construction requires 20 to 600 acres per home. Parcels of 40 acres
and larger that were once considered undesirable for development now are 
attractive locations for large homes and rural estates. "6 Emphasis added. DEIR 
at4.l-8. 

Moreover, the DEIR acknowledges some of the impacts associated with this type of 
development: 

"Continued population growth; an increase in viticulture, wineries, and tourism; 
and the development of larger homes and rural estates are the predominant factors 
in recent land use changes .. .In general, this type of development results in two 
primary environmental consequences: habitat loss and fragmentation, and the 
degradation of water resources and water quality. Emphasis added. DEIR at 
4.1-7. 

The DEIR also acknowledges that " ... population density [in Sonoma County] is the 
second lowest in the Bay Area, at 291 persons per square mile" and that 
" ... a lack of concentrated development makes most people in the county dependent on 
automobiles for mobility and results in more acreage needed for roads, parking lots, etc .... 
This dispersion results in an increase in the average amount of land consumed by each 
new dwelling unit." DEIR at 4.1-9. 

Importantly, the DEIR does identify 3 significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
development allowed by Draft GP 2020 on biological resources: 

II (' '~ 
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6 The DEIR contains reference to the increase in permits for new rural homes build in the County for 1996 
and 2000, but not for current years. DEIR at 4. J-8. 
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o Impacts to Special Status Species, including direct loss of individuals and 
populations, elimination and degradation of essential habitat and isolation due to 
habitat fragmentation as a result of the installation of vineyards, timber 
harvesting, development and new roads. Impact 4.6-1. DEIR at 4.6-26-27. 

o Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities as a result ofland uses and 
development. Impact 4.6-2. DEIR at 4.6-29-35. 

o Impacts to Wildlife Habitat and Movement Opportunities. Impact 4.6-4. DEIR at 
4.6-37-39. 

However, the DEIR fails to analyze the actual impacts that would occur with 
allowable development under Draft GP 2020 on these areas.7 The FEIR should 
include a full analysis of the Project's potential for development on all 
unincorporated lands. The closest the DEIR comes to actually providing analysis of the 
impacts of planned development on biological resources is as follows: 

"A large portion of the estimated 162,822 acres (See Exhibit 4.1-1) designated 
for Land Intensive Agriculture (74,255 acres), Residential (81,895 acres), 
Commercial (3 ,960 acres), and Industrial (2, 712 acres) land uses under the Draft 
GP 2020 remain undeveloped today, and the existing habitat could be 
eventually affected by designated uses over the next 15 years. An additional 
561,503 acres (See Exhibit 4.1-1) are designated for Diverse Agriculture 
(68,845 acres) and Resources & Rural Development (492,658 acres), where 
implementation of allowed uses could also result in degradation of existing 
habitat, such as forest, woodland, chaparral, and grassland." DEIR at 4.6-38. 

This is a poor substitute for analysis and mapping which would document the 
significance of impacts of planned/allowed development under Draft GP 2020 on these 
resources. Clearly, the County must work harder in its General Plan Update process to 
identify land use changes and policies to mitigate these impacts. 

What the DEIR Lacks: 

The DEIR does not analyze Draft GP 2020's actual impacts on open space and habitat 
lands. As described in this letter, thls is in large part due to the fact that the DEIR lacks a 
complete description of the residential and non-residential development that is allowed 
by Draft GP 2020. 8 Instead, the DEIR relies on growth estimates and projections to 
2020. Thls approach contravenes CEQA, which requires a description of the whole of 

7 Such an analysis is not only feasible, it must be included in a revised DEIR. Using the County's GIS 
program, maps can be created which overlay allowable parcelization and development patterns on areas 
containing high agricultural and resource values. Biological experts on the DEIR team can use this 
information to describe significant impacts that would occur from planned development to existing habitats 
and species. Other experts on the team can use this information to describe impacts that would occur from 
planned development on working landscapes. 

Including, but not limited to: potential new rural parcels and their land uses, second units, density bonus 
units, etc. 
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the Project; in this case both the proposed policies and physical development that could 
occur under the Draft GP 2020. Such a description is feasible and required under 
CEQA. 9 See detailed comments on Project Description defects below, in Section II A. 

Because this information is missing, the DEIR cannot and does not adequately analyze 
and characterize the impacts of Draft GP 2020' s impacts on open space, community 
separators and biological resources. Instead, the DEIR concludes without analysis, facts 
or evidence that the strength of the agricultural sector combined with policies 
encouraging urban center growth will avoid sprawl and curb growth pressure in the 
unincorporated area. There is no guarantee that growth will not exceed growth 
projections in rural areas with high open space and habitat values. Moreover, there is no 
evidence that planned development under Draft GP 2020 will not have significant and 
unavoidable impacts on habitat and open space values. 10 

Policies are not included in Draft GP 2020 that limit or cap growth in the rural areas 
consistent with resource land protection and GP goals. Policies only allow the Board of 
Supervisors to consider rejecting general plan amendments that would result in exceeding 
the growth projections. See e.g. Policy LU-2a and 3b: Maintain a residential holding 
capacity that is as close as possible to projected growth. Consider denial of land use 
map amendments which add residential density in rural areas if residential holding 
capacity exceeds projected growth. .. ". Land Use Element, page 35. The DEIR must 
include additional feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or eliminate significant 
impacts related to the Project and cumulative development. 

Given the importance of the information missing from the DEIR to support informed 
decision-making, it may be advisable for the County to prepare a revised DEIR with 
complete information about the amount, location and type of development allowed by 
Draft GP 2020 and the impacts of that development on biotic, open space, and scenic 
resources as compared with existing environmental conditions. Such information should 
include, but is not limited to the following: 

o How much development, where and what kind is allowed by the Draft GP 2020 in 
the County? Outside unincorporated communities/USAs? Within unincorporated 
communities/USA' s? Within designated Community Separators? Within areas 
of high habitat value? 

9 In fact, a study prepared by the Vailey of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA) and previously submitted to 
PRMD, titled "The Potential for Events Facilities on Agricultural Land in the Sonoma Valley", includes 
this information, citing that the 792 existing parcels could be further subdivided to produce at total of 974 
legal parcels and each with a suite of allowable uses. The County's GIS system is capable of producing this 
information for all of the Planning Areas in the County. This information is essential for an analysis of 
impacts of the proposed Project as compared with the existing environment. 
10 Nor is there evidence that allowable development would be consistent with Draft GP 2020 Goal to: 
Limit the uses and intensity of Jand development to be consistent with the preservation of important biotic 
resource areas and scenic features. 
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o What impacts will rural development have on wildlife and habitat in terms of 
direct and indirect species impacts and impacts as a result of conversion of habitat 
to incompatible uses? 

o What are the impacts associated with rural development on the quality of streams 
and creeks supporting sensitive species? What are other County's doing to 
protect these resources from harm, including, but not limited to size of setbacks 
and restrictions on land uses? 

o What is the County General Plan's contribution to cumulative impacts to wildlife 
and habitat? 

o Why doesn't the DEIR consider additional mitigation to achieve the GP goal of 
limiting the uses and intensity of land development to be consistent with the 
preservation of important biotic resource areas and scenic features. What land 
use changes would be needed to achieve this goal? 
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Critical Issue 2: 
Protecting Farmlands and Keeping Local Agriculture Viable 

Greenbelt Alliance is acutely aware that to continue to be successful, the agricultural 
industry in Sonoma County must be able to respond to changing markets. See 
Attachment I, Greenbelt Bright Future Report, page 12. In the last decade, this has 
meant a significant increase in the number of vineyards, wineries and other related uses. 
As with the challenge of protecting natural habitat lands and biological resources, Draft 
GP 2020 presents an important opportunity for the County to preserve its valuable 
agricultural lands for this and future generations. While policies adopted by the cities 
and County, including urban growth boundaries and USAs and community separators, 
are effective means of controlling incompatible growth in agricultural areas, more can 
and must be done to achieve the goal of Draft GP 2020 as follows: 

Protect lands in agricultural production, as well as lands potentially suitable for 
agricultural use. Retain large parcel sizes and avoid incompatible non
agricultural uses. DEIR at 3. 0-14. 

The pattern of small parcels, along with the suite of allowable uses, in the 
agricultural areas in Sonoma County may not be compatible with sustaining 
working landscapes over the long term. 11 Coupled with new policies allowing the 
development of an unknown number of major agricultural support facilities (e.g. 
processing facilities) on prime farmlands, Draft GP 2020 presents an uncertain 
future for agriculture in the County. In addition to more complete analysis of the 
potential impacts of Draft GP 2020 on agriculture, more can be done in Draft GP 2020 to 
ensure the long-term success of this important industry and landscape. 

What the DEIR Says: 

Remarkably, the DEIR finds that all impacts associated with the adoption of Draft GP 
2020 on agriculture will be less than significant without mitigation, except for the impact 
of land use conflicts. These findings are made notwithstanding the DEIR's 
acknowledgement that: 

"A major impact on agriculture is the loss of productive land due to its conversion 
to other uses. Escalating property values and economic conditions in Sonoma 
County lend themselves to a continued and increasing pressure to convert 
agricultural lands to residential or other urban uses. The equity value of an acre 
of land designated residential use in Sonoma County can be substantially higher 
than that of agricultural land." DEIR at 4.8-18. 

11 A growing body of research by the American Farmland Trust indicates that parcel sizes less than 40 acres 
may no longer support commercial agriculture except for limited very high value crops. See 
http://www.farmland.org/reports/futureisnow/current_trendsX.html. A revised DEIR should provide 
information about the viability of agriculture on parcels under 40 acres. See Attachment 10. 
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"The many factors that make a piece of property ideal for farming are similar to 
the factors that make a piece of property attractive for development." 

The DEIR states: " ... productive lands can also be lost to other uses. The Draft 
GP 2020 would permit non-agricultural land uses to occur on lands designated 
LEA, LIA, and DA such as housing, surface mining operations, recreational uses 
(e.g., campgrounds), and community services facilities (e.g., schools, churches, 
and playing fields). Development of such uses would convert some portion of 
agricultural lands within the unincmporated area to these non-agricultural uses. 
Data are not available to quantify the acreage that might be affected by these 
uses. However, these uses would not be expected to result in a substantial 
conversion or loss of agricultural land as they tend to be small and scattered 
throughout agricultural production areas." DEIR at 4.8-19, emphasis added. 

The DEIR finds that the impacts of land use conflicts between agricultural and 
residential/urban uses (Impact 4.1-2) and the impacts associated with 
incompatible land uses in rural areas (Impact 4.1-3) wilJ be significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation (application of plan policies). 

The DEIR acknowledges that "Goals AR-5 and AR-6 of the Agricultural Resources 
Element would promote the development of new agncultural processing facilities (e.g., 
wineries), support services (e.g., vendors of farm supplies), and visitor-serving uses (e.g. 
tasting rooms) in rural agrarian areas as value added support to agricultural production." 
DEIR at 4.1-41. While the existence of agricultural support services may be necessary to 
sustain agriculture, the development of these resources to the detriment of continued 
agricultural production works against agriculture in the long-run. Policies should be 
adopted that will both support agriculture and maintain farmlands into the future, such as 
clustering of support services in Agriculture Service Areas, or keeping activities that 
require urban support services within USAs. However, the DEIR does not provide 
complete information about how many and where these new uses will be, or how many 
acres of agricultural land they may directly pave over or render unusable due to a 
proliferation of incompatible land uses. 

What the DEIR Lacks: 

The DEIR does not analyze draft GP 2020's actual impacts on agricultural lands. As 
with impacts to wildlife and habitat, this is in large part to the fact the DEIR lacks a 
complete description of the residential, agricultural-support and non-residential 
development that is allowed by Draft GP 2020. Instead, the DEIR relies on growth 
projections and estimates through 2020. This approach contravenes CEQA which 
requires a description of the whole of the Project; in this case both the proposed policies 
and physical development that could occur under the Draft GP 2020. Such a description 
is feasible and required under CEQA. 12 See detailed comments on Project Description 
defects below, in Section II A. 

12 See footnote 7. 

10 



Because this infonnation is not provided, the DEIR cannot and does not adequately 
analyze and characterize the impacts of Draft GP 2020's impacts on agricultural lands. 
Instead, the DEIR concludes without analysis) facts or evidence that the strength of the 
agricultural sector combined with policies encouraging urban center growth will avoid 
sprawl and curb growth pressure in the unincorporated area. There is no guarantee that 
growth will not exceed projections in rural and agricultural areas. Moreover~ there is no 
evidence that planned development under Draft GP 2020 will not have significant and 
unavoidable impacts on agricultural lands, both in terms of direct conversion and indirect 
impacts due to fragmentation and incompatible development, including rural estates, 
churches and schools. 

In addition, the DEIR lacks the following information that is critical to an analysis of the 
impacts of planned development under Draft GP 2020 on agricultural lands and 
production: 

o Information about the current rate of parcelization of agricultural lands for 
residential uses/ranchetting and the incidences of non-agricultural occupancy of 
homes in these areas. 

o The full buildout potential for residential and non-residential 13 uses in agricultural 
and rural areas under the Draft GP 2020. This should include information on the 
number and size of new parcels that can be created under the Draft GP 2020 land 
use designations in each Planning Area. 14 These should be mapped so that 
impacts can be assessed against the existing agricultural and biological 
conditions. 

o The number of each type of agriculture-related and agricultural "support" uses 
that could result from the adoption of the Draft GP 2020. 

o The full suite of impacts that "buildout" of these uses under Draft GP 2020 could 
have, including, but not limited to the loss of rural and scenic character, increased 
traffic and noise, impacts associated with nighttime lighting, and eventually, 
significant conversions of agricultural land. 

o The number and location of rural residential "clusters" that could occur under 
Policies AR-3c to 3e and the potentially significant impacts these rural enclaves 
may have on the County's ability to provide adequate emergency and other 
services. Cluster development may be particularly attractive to commuters and 
retirees who typically demand urban levels of service. The County should also 
determine what the true costs of are provjding these services to rural 
developments scattered over the rural landscape. 

13 How many new schools, churches and other non-agriculture-related uses could occur on farmland as a 
result of the adoption of Drafl GP 2020? 
14 As stated in Footnote this information can and must be provided to support analysis of the impacts of 
planned development on the sustainability of agriculture. 
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The DEIR also lacks a complete identification of feasible mitigation measures in the form 
of land use changes, 15 additional policies and programs capable of reducing significant 
impacts associated with land use conflicts and incompatible land uses in rural areas. The 
DEIR relies on policies, including Policies AR-3a to AR3-d to reduce the number of new 
subdivisions and require clustering where feasible. Limiting new subdivisions to a 
minimum of 20-acre parcels in the "Land Intensive Agricultural" category is an open 
invitation to rural ranchetting for non-agricultural occupants and not necessarily a 
mitigation measure to preserve agricultural values. Where is the analysis of current 
trends for these rural homes and properties being purchased by commuters and 

 
retirees? This information must be provided in order for informed choices about the 
future of Sonoma County to be made, along with feasible and reasonable mitigation 
measures to preserve and improve agriculture. 

In summary, information provided in a revised DEIR should include, but is not limited to 
the following: 

o The DEIR states that "In 1997, there were 2,745 farms in the county, averaging 
208 acres per farm." What is the number and average size of farms in 2005/06? 

o What are the suite of land uses that could be allowed on a single parcel under 
Draft GP 2020? Total units? Total support and other uses including B&Bs, 
processing facilities, events facilities, stores, etc? 

o What are the total number and location of the above new land uses existing in 
areas designated for agriculture? This could be provided by map and or table for 
each planning area. 

o What are the prevailing trends in agriculture and what do these trends suggest for 
the minimum size of parcels to sustain agriculture in both irrigated and non
irrigated conditions?16 

o What are the trends in occupancy of rural homes - commuters? Retirees? 
o How are these trends affecting the price of farm acreage? 
o What are other County's doing to retain agricultural uses and prevent rural 

residential sprawl? 
o How many new bed and breakfast inns could be built under the plan and where? 

How many new wineries? How many new processing facilities? 
o What are the number and location of rural residential clusters that could occur 

under Draft GP 2020 policies? How many new homes will these accommodate in 
rural areas? How will adequate services be provided to these new residents? 

o What are the impacts of the above uses on the long-term viability of agriculture in 
Sonoma County? 

15 Not until the discussion of the Mitigated Alternative does the DEIR suggest that churches and schools 
should be prohibited in rural areas. Where is the critical analysis of what other uses would be allowed by 
Draft GP 2020 in these areas that will have major impacts over time? 
16 Note that many of the communities in the Central Valley are no longer finding that 20 and even 40 acre 
parcels can sustain a farm. This is due to the competition for these parcels for rural estates and the lack of 
sufficient acreage to make a living farming. 
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Critical Issue 3: 
Managing Water and Wastewater 

As Sonoma County's population grows, the demand for water will increase. The goals of 
Draft GP 2020 are clear: 

Ensure that the County's water resources are protected on a sustainable yield 
basis which avoids long-term declines in available surface and groundwater 
resources or water quality. 

Accommodate most future growth within the inc01porated cities and their Urban 
Growth Boundaries, and within uninc01porated communities that have adequate 
water and sewer capacities in their Urban Service Areas. DEIR at 3. 0-14. 

The County does not yet have a groundwater management plan. Consideration should be 
given to completing a groundwater management plan or plans before the adoption of a 
General Plan to be sure that allowable development can be safely served by water. The 
groundwater management plan should not only identify the sustainable water supply, but 
also propose how much development can be supported. 

:J. ~ 

What the DEIR Says: 

The DEIR finds that the following water and wastewater related impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable: 

o Increases in sediment and nutrients in downstream waterways as a result of 
planned agricultural and resource uses. Impact 4.5-3. 

o Groundwater level decline. Impact 4.5-5. 
o Well competition and well interference impacts. Impact 4.5-7. 
o Changes to drainage patterns leading to streambank erosion. Impact 4.5-8. 
o Impede or redirect flows in flood hazard areas as a result of new development and 

redevelopment within flood hazard areas. Impact 4 .5-11. 
o Insufficient water supplies to meet the future demand of the US As and Rural 

Private, Domestic, Small Municipal and Agricultural Wells. Impacts 4. 9-1 and 
4.9-2. 

o Impacts associated with new or expanded water supply facilities. Impact 4.9-3. 
o Increased wastewater treatment demand. Impact 4.9-4. 
o Impacts associated with new or expanded wastewater facilities. Impact 4.9-5. 

The DEIR also states: 

"Until comprehensive assessment have been conducted, it is not possible to 
conclude that the county's groundwater resources would be capable of 
meeting water needs resulting from implementation of Draft GP 2020." 
Emphasis added. DEIR at 4.9-29. 
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"Existing and future land uses and development in unincorporated areas outside 
of the USAs have and would continue to be highly dependent on individual 
groundwater wells and small or independent water comparues that rely on 
groundwater as their primary source of water." DEIR at 4.5~50. 

There are no adopted groundwater management plans in Sonoma County. DEIR 
at 4.5-39. 

The preliminary results of a study of the Sonoma Valley and Alexander Valley 
groundwater basins indicate that the Sonoma Valley Basin is limited in its water
bearing capacity due to its geology and the relatively small size of the basin. 
There are also indications oflocalized water level declines. DEIR at 4.5-39. 

" ... anecdotal evidence indicates groundwater declines have already occurred in 
some areas of the county ... One issue that makes the management of the County's 
groundwater difficult is the current lack of a comprehensive inventory, 
assessment, and understanding of groundwater resources throughout the county. 
The availability and quality of groundwater as well as the effects of historical and 
present use are largely unknown. Therefore, the long-term viability and adequacy 
of groundwater supplies necessary to serve land uses and development consistent 
with Draft GP 2020 is uncertain." DEIR at 4.5-51. 

This is an understatement, exacerbated by the fact that there is no disclosure of how much 
development could occur under Draft GP 2020. The public services section of the DEIR 
repeats the flaw of the other impact sections by assuming that development under Draft 
GP 2020 will be limited to 19,100 new residents in the unincorporated area. DEIR at 4.9-
29. This number in no way reflects the total possible population at buildout based 
on allowable land uses under Draft GP 2020, let alone non-residential use demands 
for water (e.g. new wineries, processing facilities, bed and breakfasts, etc.). 

With respect to wastewater treatment, the DEIR presents the dilemma that while many 
areas have failing septic systems and are in need of treatment facilities, such facilities 
bring their own set of additional impacts: 

"The regulation of privately-operated package wastewater treatment plants that 
occur in the county could be difficult due to the fact that the financial 
responsibility for plant operation, maintenance, and potential RWQCB penalties 
would be in the hands of private districts or property owners. Private owners may 
lack the financial resources to deal with water quality and maintenance problems 
when they arise." DEIR at 4.5-49. 

"Individual septic systems serving individual residences could also degrade water 
quality. This would be of particular concern in areas where historical 
development has resulted in a high concentration of older septic systems that are 
not regularly maintained or upgraded." DEIR at 4.5-49. 
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The DEIR does not propose a moratorium on new development until the County is sur
of how much water it has to support growth or what the consequences of new wastewate
treatment facilities may be. Perhaps it should. 

What the DEIR Lacks: 

Draft GP 2020 will direct the type and'intensity of growth and development in Sonoma 
County's unincorporated areas. In turn, this growth and development will require water 
and wastewater services. The DEIR's lack of a description of how much new 
development is allowed under Draft GP 2020 is of particular concern with respect to 
water and wastewater resources for two reasons. First, already there are concerns about 
the sufficiency of water supplies to serve new growth. Ifwe don't really know how 
much growth could occur under Draft GP 2020, including non-residential development 
(e.g. wineries, churches, rural residential uses, schools, visitor-serving uses, processing 
facilities and the like), the shortfaII of water for new development could be much worse 
than reported by the DEIR. Second, rural sprawl is notorious for its impacts on 
watersheds and water quality due to failing septic systems, unpaved roads and driveways
and general ground disturbance. -~-

..
Besides information about how much growth and development are allowed by Draft GP 
2020, the DEIR lacks the following information: 

o The total demand for water, ground and surface, and the potential sources of 
water to serve this new demand. 

o The number of new wells that would be needed to support buildout of the land 
uses/parcels allowed by Draft GP 2020, including current land uses and land use 
designations. 

o The likely number of new privately-operated package treatment plants and their 
locations and the additional amount of new development that could result both in 
terms of existing parcels being able to develop and creation of new parcels. 

o Likely number of new individual septic systems by Planning Area and by areas 
with high concentrations of older systems not well maintained. 

o An adequate analysis of the impacts of new water sources to serve allowed 
development. 

-
The DEIR determines that until comprehensive assessments have been conducted, it is 
not possible to conclude that the County's groundwater resources would be capable of 
meeting water needs resulting from implementation of Draft GP 2020. It also concludes 
that, given the above, completion of the study should precede approval of new 
development beyond existing lots of record. These Plans should be used to identify: 

o appropriate land uses and land use policies necessary to protect watersheds
and natural groundwater recharge areas from harmful development; 

o measures to substantially reduce overall water demand. 
~
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These land uses and measures should then be the basis for additional growth and 
development - if any - in the General Plan. 

As with the issues discussed above, a revised DEIR should include responses to the 
following questions: 

o What is the total amount, type and location of new unincorporated development 
allowed by Draft GP 2020? 

o How much water, ground, surface and imported will that level and type of 
development require? 

o What is the County's contribution to water demand as compared with the cities? 
o How many new wells will be needed to support allowable new parcels/rural 

development by planning area and watershed? 
o How many new package treatment plants would be allowed by Draft GP 2020? 

Where would these be located? What would be their capacity? What levels of 
new growth and development would they potentially induce and in what areas? 

o How many new septic systems will be required to support allowable rural 
development? In what areas and watersheds? 

o What are other County's doing to ensure that growth does not outpace sustainable 
and safe water supply and wastewater services? 

o What impacts, physical and fiscal, will allowable rural development have on 
agricultural water supplies? 
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Critical Issue 4: 
Providing Transportation that Works 

Traffic congestion has reached unprecedented levels on County roads. It is no longer 
possible to build our way out of this problem with new and wider roads. Other solutions 
including an effective transit system and development patterns no longer dependent on 
the private automobile are essential to maintain mobility in the County. Other benefits of
these solutions will be more vital neighborhoods and communities and cleaner air! 

Draft GP 2020 goals, as follows, warrant a further investigation of stronger policies to 
achieve these outcomes: 

o Achieve a better balance ofjobs and housing growth; 
o Locate future growth within cities and urban service areas in a compact manner, 

using vacant infill parcels and lands adjacent to existing development. DEIR at 
3.0-13. 

What the DEIR Says: 

Of the 38 Significant Unavoidable Impacts identified in the DEIR, 14 of these are 
transportation related and one is related to air quality. All of the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIR consist of roadway improvements, including adding turning lanes, 
signalization and passing lanes. The DEIR fails to identify land use changes that could 
facilitate transit and non-automobile forms of transportation in the County. 

What the DEIR Lacks: 

In addition to a complete description of all the land uses and events that will require 
traffic capacity, the DEIR fails to make the link between land use and traffic congestion 
and identify mitigation measures in the form of new land use policies and uses that could 
eventually reduce traffic impacts. Moreover, the DEIR lacks adequate analysis of Draft 
GP 2020's contribution to overall traffic in the County. 

A revised DEIR must include responses to the following: 

o What is the County's contribution to traffic congestion in the County? 
o What land use changes could avoid or eliminate significant traffic impacts on 

rural roadways? 
o How can transit in the County be better coordinated? What is the County's role in 

seeking this outcome? 
o What steps can be taken in the General Plan to improve opportunities for residents 

to walk or bike to work? 
o What are other County's doing to reduce reliance on the automobile? 
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I II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

As will be described in detail below, the DEIR fails to describe the full scope of the 
development that could be accommodated by Draft GP 2020, and thus fails to disclose 
the full range and severity of the Project's environmental impacts. This defect pervades 
the EIR, and precludes the County from adequately evaluating mitigation measures 
and/or alternatives capable of reducing or eliminating significant impacts. 

-
A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Project and Project Setting 

The DEIR's most serious and far-reaching violation of CEQA is that it fails to analyze 
the whole General Plan Update Project. Though the Project as proposed may not 
significantly amend the current 1989 land uses and land use designations, adoption of the 
General Plan Update does include proposed land uses and land use designations. CEQA 
defines a project as "the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change" or "a reasonably foreseeable indirect change on the 
environment." Guidelines Section 15378(a); see also Guidelines section 15378(c). Thus, 
CEQA requires that an agency take an expansive view of any particular project as it 
conducts the environmental review for that project. 

The Project in this case is the General Plan for Sonoma County, Draft GP 2020. Under 
state law, the general plan is the "constitution" for future development to which all local 
land use decisions must conform. At the heart of the general plan is the land use element. 
The land use element sets forth the standards for building density and intensity applicable 
to the territory covered by the general plan. Govt. Code, Section 65302(a). Typically, 
the land use element and land use map establishes the specific land use designations; 
defines the range of density and intensity of development allowed under each 
designation; and maps the designations over the territory of the plan. Thus, the local 
general plan, through the land use element, defines the jurisdiction's commitment to a 
particular level of development for the area covered; in this case, the entire 
unincorporated County. 

An EIR must disclose and analyze the project's impacts as compared with the 
environment, including level of development that existed at the time the Notice of 
Preparation was released. If the project description does not describe the amount of 
development, including new parcels that could be created and development on each 
parcel allowed under the plan, the DEIR cannot evaluate the impacts of the project. In 
this case, the DEIR fails to describe the amount of development allowed by Draft GP 
2020, including both residential and non-residential uses and the location of those uses. 17 

The DEIR's failure to analyze the impacts of the development allowed by the Draft GP 
2020 contravenes the most basic principles of CEQA and forecloses review of 
alterriatives that could reduce significant impacts. Settled cases hold that the approval of 
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17 Allowable land uses must include all allowable land uses, including but not limited to: second units, 
rural uses, density bonus units, etc. 
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land use planning enactments, such as general plans, serve as the crucial first step toward 
approval of any particular development project, and thus the impact of the planning 
enactment itself must be analyzed under CEQA. Case law instructs that an EIR must 
analyze not only the policies for growth allowed by the planning enactment, but the 
ultimate amount of development allowed by the planning enactment. City of 
Redlands, 96 Cal.App.4th. Critically, environmental review of the development allowed 
by a planning enactment must take place regardless of whether that development will 
actually materialize. See Bozung,13 Cal.3d at 279, 282; Christward Ministry, 184 
Cal.App.3d at 194-95. 

The County must analyze the impact of its overall policy decision to approve the level 
and type of development allowed under the Draft GP 2020. Draft GP 2020, when 
adopted, will constitute a present commitment to future development of the 
unincorporated County, whether or not construction of particular projects are imminent. 
Therefore, planned development must be analyzed in the DEIR. A County may not 
properly claim that its land use element is adequate as a planning document to inform the 
public and decision-makers about the level of development allowed for an area, while, at 
the same time, claiming that the allowable level of development is not realistic and/or 
will not occur during the time horizon for the plan, and is therefore unnecessary for 
environmental review. 

In this case, the DEIR fails to describe the amount, type and location of development that 
could occur under the Draft GP 2020. Specifically, 

o The DEIR's discussion of the potential impacts of Growth and Concentration of 
Population, is based on growth projections for the County only through the year 
2020. DEIR at 4.1-32 - 33. There is no guarantee that population growth in the 
unincorporated County will be limited to approximately 19, 100 new residents. 
Land use designations would allow significantly more growth than this, including 
both residential and non-residential growth. This approach is not permitted by 
CEQA, which requires the whole of the project to be described and the impacts of 
that project analyzed as compared with existing environmental conditions. 

o Moreover, the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of projected grm.vth on the 
existing environment: In many cases, the DEIR's analysis compares projected 
growth to the current General Plan rather than the existing environment. Under 
well-settled law, an EIR must analyze a project's effect on the existing 
environment, not the project's relationship to the existing general plan. 
~~~~~~~~~...!.!.!.!~~~~~:::.!;!__~~~~~~~~,131 
Cal.App.3d 350, 358 (1982) (EPIC). As the EPIC court explained, comparing the 
project with an existing plan "can only mislead the public as to the reality of the 
impacts and subvert full consideration of the actual environmental impacts which 
would result." Id.; see also Christward Ministry v. Superior Court, 184 
Cal.App.3d 180, 186-87 (1986) (' 1[T]he local agency must examine the potential 
impact of the [project] on the existing physical environment; a comparison 
between the proposed amendment and the existing general plan is insufficient."). 
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Therefore, the DEIR's attempt to contrast the impacts of the proposed 
General Plan with the current General Plan fails to meet CEQA's 
requirements for full disclosure of environmental impacts. For example, in 
many cases, the DEIR bases its evaluation of the impacts of growth and 
population not on full buildout potential in the unincorporated areas, but on the 
basis that there "would not be a substantial change in the land use plan between 
the existing General Plan and the Draft GP 2020," and that" goals and policies 
would direct future growth towards USAs with established growth boundaries." 
DEIR at 4.1-35. As described above, this approach contravenes CEQA which 
requires the DEIR to evaluate the impacts of Draft GP 2020as compared with 
existing environmental conditions. Currently included "mitigation'' measures 
(policies) LU-2a only addresses the possibility of denial of land use map 
amendments which add residential density in rural areas if residential holding 
capacity exceeds projected growth, and does nothing to constrain growth allowed 
by Draft GP 2020. This measure fails to actually mitigate the impacts of growth. 

 The DEIR also fails to adequately describe - and therefore, analyze - the 
proposed services and infrastructure needed to support projected growth. This 
constitutes another major omission in the Project Description and results in a 
further underestimation of project-related and cumulative impacts. 

o

Options for addressing this failure include: 

1. Revising the Project Description to include full buildout of all land uses allowed 
under the General Plan and analyzing that Project's impacts against the existing 
environment in a revised DEIR. Since this defect pervades virtually every impact 
analysis within the DEIR, this would require preparation of a new DEIR, rather 
than supplementing the current DEIR. This approach should include new 
mitigation measures and alternatives to address significant impacts beyond those 
identified in the current DEIR. Example Table X below suggests the kind of 
information that is needed to complete the Project Description: 

20 



I Growth and Development Under Existing Conditions, Existing GP and Draft GP 2020 
General Plan Land Use Existing Existing Existing Draft General Plan 
D . . ts es1gnat1on Conditions Undeveloped General Plan 2020 beyond 

(Setting) Legal Lots of Beyond Existing Conditions 
For each Planning Area so (all of the Record (all of the Allowable (all of the 
that locational impacts can following: following: Development following: 
be analyzed. acres/uni ts/non- acres/units/non- on Legal Lots acres/units/non-

residential s.f.) residential s.f.) (all of the residential s.f.) 
following: 
acres/units/non-
residential s.f.) 

Agricultural Land Uses 
Diverse Agriculture 
Land Extensive Ag 
Land Intensive Ag 

Ag Total 
Resources and Rural 
Development 
Residential Uses 

List each density category 
Commercial Uses 
List each use/intensity 

Industrial Land Uses 
List each use/intensity 

Other Land Uses 
List each use/intensity 

Total Planning Area 
Total Unincorporated County 

2. Limiting "build-out" to the total of 19,064 additional residents and related 
housing units/non-residential uses the DEIR purportedly analyzes. Ideally, this 
would be achieved by limiting the amount of development that can actually occur 
in the rural areas and ensuring new units be built in cities and urban areas by 
changing land use designations and maps to reflect these limits. This would 
require amending land use maps/designations to limit development to that 
described and purportedly analyzed in the DEIR and to achieve the stated goal of 
the General Plan for city-centered and concentrated growth- outcomes not 
currently guaranteed by the General Plan. The problem with this approach is 
twofold: First, this level of development still results in unacceptable significant 
unavoidable impacts; and Second, this level of development has not been 
adequately analyzed in the DEIR as noted in the sections above. 

18 This same information should be provided for the cities for the cumulative analysis. It may be useful to 
expand the table to include existing vacant acres for each use/potential new development. 
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3. Deferring adoption of Draft GP 2020, until key planning studies (e.g. groundwater 
management plan) are completed. This information would then be used to revise 
Draft GP 2020 with respect to the amount, type and location of new development 
(above entitlements and existing legal lots of record) that can be accommodated. 

B. The DEIR Fails to Include a Stable and Consistent Description of the Project 

An EIR must include a stable and consistent project description. An accurate, stable and 
finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient 
EIR." San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus ( 1994) 2 7 
Cal.app.4th 713, 730. An inaccurate, incomplete or inconsistent project description 
renders the analysis of significant environmental impacts inherently unreliable. Here, 
it is not clear whether the description of the project is consistent throughout the impact 
sections. It appears that a different description of "build-out" may have been used in the 
analysis of traffic and air quality, than was used for the analysis of other topics including 
land use, biological and other impacts. For example, in the description of project 
assumptions used in the analysis of transportation is based on "Land use data from the 
General Plan update and ABAG Projections 2002 data ... " Emphasis added, DEIR at 4.2-
5. In contrast, the land use assumptions used for other topics, including land use, are 
based on projection of how much development might occur in County unincorporated 
areas by 2020: "The DEIR GP 2020 projects a population of 147,660 in the 
unincorporated area by 2020. This would be a 15 percent increase between 2000 and 
2020 for a total of 19,064 additional residents." DEIR at 4.1-32. 

Based on our review of the land uses listed by T AZ in the DEIR, it appears that land use 
assumptions are different than those used in the analysis of other impacts, including but 
not limited to land use, hydrology and water resources, biological resources, agricultural 
and timber resources, among other topics. Neither set ofland use assumptions - those 
used for the land use and other analysis, or those used for the transportation analysis -
appear to represent the total amount and location of development allowed by GP 2020. 
The FEIR should provide tables comparing by Planning Area the land use assumptions 
used for each impact analysis (land use, transportation, air quality, noise, etc.) in the 
response to this comment. 

o How do these assumptions differ by topical analysis (land use, transporation, 
etc.)? 

o Why are they different? 
o Are any of these sets of assumptions based on allowable development under GP 

2020? If not, why not? 
o If not, we believe a revised, complete and stable project description must be 

completed based on the total allowable development under Draft GP 2020. 
Revised impact analyses must be completed based on that revised project 
description. 

r-
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C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the Project's Significant 
Impacts on the Environment 

The chief goal of CEQA is mitigation or avoidance of environmental harm. This is 
achieved by: 

a. Accurately identifying, analyzing and disclosing the adverse impacts of a 
project as compared with the existing environment; 

b. Identifying mitigation measures for each sif;,mificant impact; and 
c. Adopting feasible mitigation measures. 

CEQA requires that an EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at full 
disclosure. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. The document must provide sufficient 
analysis to inform the public about the proposed project's adverse environmental impacts 
and to allow decision-makers to make intelligent judgments. ld. To accomplish CEQA' s 
information purpose, "an EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's bare 
conclusions." Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 
568 (Goleta II). Moreover, an EIR must identify, analyze, or support with substantial 
evidence its conclusions regarding the project's significant environmental impacts. As 
described below, the DEIR fails to do so with respect to numerous conclusions reached in 
the document. 

The DEIR's treatment of mitigation measures is similarly deficient. CEQA requires that 
mitigation measures be identified and analyzed. Pub. Res. Code Section 21061. The 
Supreme Court has described the mitigation and alternative sections of the EIR as the 
"core" of the document. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 
Cal.3d 553. As described below, the DEIR misses the opportunity to identify feasible 
mitigation measures in the form of new or modified General Plan policies which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of Draft GP 2020. 

SJ.i 

--i 
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In this case, for the reasons described below, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and 
mitigate the Project's (Draft GP 2020) significant impacts to biological and natural 
resources, agricultural and rural lands, water resources and transportation. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Impacts to 
Biological and Natural Resources 

As reported in the DEIR, Draft GP 2020 would have significant and unavoidable impacts
on biological resources, including: 

o Impacts to Special Status Species, including direct loss of individuals and 
populations, elimination and degradation of essential habitat and isolation due to 
habitat fragmentation as a result of the installation of vineyards, timber 
harvesting, development and new roads. Impact 4.6-1. DEIR at 4.6-26-27. 
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o Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities as a result of land uses and 
development. Impact 4.6-2. DEIR at 4.6-29-35. 

o Impacts to Wildlife Habitat and Movement Opportunities. Impact 4.6-4. DEIR at 
4.6-37-39. 

Though it identifies the above impacts, the DEIR fails to analyze the actual imfgacts that 
would occur with allowable development under Draft GP 2020 on these areas. 9 In large 
part this is because the DEIR lacks a complete description of the type, intensity and 
location of land uses that could occur in areas of sensitive resources. The closest the 
DEIR comes to actually providing analysis of the impacts of planned development on 
biological resources is as follows: 

"A large portion of the estimated 162,822 acres (See Exhibit 4.1-1) designated 
for Land Intensive Agriculture (74,255 acres), Residential (81,895 acres), 
Commercial (3 ,960 acres), and Industrial (2, 712 acres) land uses under the Draft 
GP 2020 remain undeveloped today, and the existing habitat could be 
eventually affected by designated uses over the next 15 years. An additional 
561,503 acres (See Exhibit 4.1-1) are designated for Diverse Agriculture 
(68,845 acres) and Resources & Rural Development (492,658 acres), where 
implementation of allowed uses could also result in degradation of existing 
habitat, such as forest, woodland, chaparral, and grassland." DEIR at 4.6-38. 

CotJ .. I 

S7 

I This is a poor substitute for analysis and mapping which illustrates the significance of . 

 
impacts of planned development on these resources. However, it is enough to suggest 
that the County must work harder in its General Plan Update process to identify land use 
changes and policies to mitigate these impacts. 

Moreover, the DEIR tends to describe impacts to these resources as compared with the 
development permitted by the current General Plan. Project related and cumulative 
impacts must be described as compared with the existing environment at the time the 
NOP was issued. Revised analysis must be completed of both project-related and 
cumulative impacts to sensitive natural communities and provided for public review in a 
revised Draft EIR. 

Finally, the DEIR fails to identify as mitigation, reducing or eliminating harmful 
development in areas of sensitive resources. As a result, the DEIR omits feasible 
measures in the form of modified land uses and policies (e.g. limiting new subdivisions in 
areas of high value habitat; mitigation fees on development that converts high value 
habitat). For this reason, the DEIR should be revised and recirculated with complete 

1 

L

19 Such an analysis is not only feasible, it must be included in a revised DEIR. Using the County's GlS 
program, maps can be created which overlay allowable parcelization and development patterns on areas 
containing high agricultural and resource values. Biological experts on the DEIR team can use this 
information to describe significant impacts that would occur from planned development to existing habitats 
and species. Other experts on the team can use this infonnation to describe impacts that would occur from 
planned development on working landscapes. 
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information about the proposed Plan and how development allowed under the Plan will 
actual1y impact biological resources. This revision should also include additional, 
feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing or eliminating these impacts. See 
suggestions below. 

2. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts to Agricultural and 
Rural Lands 

Remarkably, the DEIR finds that all impacts associated with the adoption of Draft GP 
2020 on agriculture will be less than significant without mitigation, except for the impact 
ofland use conflicts. The problem with the DEIR's conclusions, is that they are neither 
based on buildout of allowable land uses within agricultural areas nor are facts and 
evidence provided that impacts will be less than significant without mitigation. In fact, 
this section of the DEIR is full of conclusory statements that are unsupported by analysis, 
fact or evidence, such as: 

"Data are not available to quantify the acreage that might be affected by these 
uses [housing, surface mining, non-agricultural uses]. However, these uses would 
not be expected to result in a substantial conversion or loss of agricultural lands as 
they tend to be small and scattered throughout agricultural production areas." 
DEIR at 4.8-19, emphasis added. 

A revised analysis must include evidence and facts to support the DEIR's conclusions 
that Draft GP 2020 will not adversely impact agricultural production in Sonoma 
County. This analysis should include mitigation measures/General Plan policies 
proposed below to reduce or eliminate significant impacts on agriculture. Other 
counties have addressed these impacts with policies directed at limiting rural 
development to uses that are protective of agricultural resources, and policies that allow 
for the continuation of routine and on-going agricultural operations when conflicting 
land-uses exist. See Attachment 8 

Of particular concern to agricultural impacts, mitigation includes measures "reducing or 
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the 
life of the action," and "[ c ]ompensating for the impact of replacing or providing 
substitute resources or environments." CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(d), (e). 
Agricultural easements satisfy this definition by preserving agricultural land in the 
project area that is otherwise likely to be developed, thereby ensuring more agricultural 
acres over time than would exist absent the easement. Agricultural easements 
permanently restrict the land from more intensive development, and are widely used to 
reduce the impacts of development on agricultural lands. 

The DEIR's failure to account for the loss of agricultural lands that could result from 
Draft GP 2020 coupled with its failure to consider mitigation for the loss of agricultural 
lands is particularly striking given the wide variety and number of successful programs 
that exist to address this issue. Examples for consideration include, but are not limited 
to the City of Davis and Yolo County policies and programs requiring replacement land 
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and/or in lieu fees to mitigate for the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural 
uses and the South Livermore Specific Plan which requires that for each acre 
developed, an acre be permanently protected and planted, and an additional acre must 
be permanently protected and planted for each unit built on that acre. 

To provide legally adequate mitigation, a revised DEIR must identify measures that 
will minimize impacts to agricultural lands on site, and provide new protections for 
agricultural lands to offset any losses. See suggestions below. 

3. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts to Water, Water 
Resources, and Wastewater 

The DEIR's water supply analysis violates CEQA because it fails to analyze accurately 
whether there is adequate water, including groundwater, for the level of development 
allowed by Draft GP 2020. The water supply analysis underestimates the demand for 
water generated by the plan because it fails to describe the allowable development that 
will need water under Draft GP 2020. Moreover, the DEIR fails to identify a water 
supply sufficient to serve planned growth and a detailed analysis of the ability of that 
source or sources (imported water, surface and groundwater) to actually deliver the water. 

The DEIR's analysis of the Project's impacts to wastewater service is similarly 
inadequate. Moreover, the DEIR lacks adequate analysis and disclosure of the growth 
inducing impacts of policies that would permit private wastewater systems (package 
treatment plants). 

Finally, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose project-related impacts to 
water quality. The justification for policies allowing package treatment plants are in part 
to address impacts to water quality from leaking septic systems. However, there is 
insufficient information in the DEIR concerning how allowed development in watershed 
areas would further impact water quality. 

The DEIR does identify all impacts associated with water supply, water quality and 
wastewater services and facilities as significant and unavoidable. Yet, the DEIR fails to 
identify policies that would mitigate these impacts, up to and including a moratorium on 
development until groundwater management and other needed plans for these services 
can be completed. A revised DEIR should identify additional mitigation measures to 
address these impacts. 

4. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Transportation and Air 
Quality Impacts and Jobs-Housing Balance 

The DEIR's traffic analysis fails to analyze the traffic volume generated by the full 
development, residential and non-residential, allowed under the draft GP 2020. This is 
due to an incomplete analysis of the full potential for deyelopment at build-out. The full 
build-out potential is the input to the traffic analysis, and understatement of build-out 
under the plan leads directly to an understatement of the severity of traffic impacts from 
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the Project. In addition to its failure to fully describe all of the residential and non-
residential uses, including wineries, bed and breakfasts, and the like in the rural and 
agricultural areas of the county, the plan fails to describe increased traffic that will result 
from events generated by these uses. In effect, the county has turned a blind eye to 
potentially significant sources of traffic in the rural areas of the county, in violation of 
CEQA. 

The air quality analysis similarly understates project related and cumulative impacts 
because it is in large part based on traffic trips generated by the plan. A revised DEIR 
must include all development allowed by Draft GP 2020, the traffic generated by full 
build-out and the impacts to air quality from the traffic at full build-out. In addition, the 
revised analysis must identify additional feasible mitigation measures to address 
significant transportation and air quality-related impacts, including land use based 
measures such as locating higher density housing and jobs in close proximity to reduce 
reliance on the automobile. 

Specifically, among the best ways to reduce both traffic and air pollution is to direct new 
development into cities where there is the highest likelihood of achieving housing nearby
to jobs and services in sufficiently high densities to reduce reliance on the automobile. 
While Draft GP 2020 proposes sites for an additional 500 affordable housing units on 
parcels in USAs, the DEIR fails to adequately address the potential impacts to new 
residents as a result of their close proximity to nuisances from industrial parks. Nor does 
the DEIR adequately address whether adequate public services will be available for these 
housing units. A superior approach to providing housing has been taken by a number of 
counties, including Napa, Solano and Kings. Napa and Solano Counties reached 
agreement with their Cities to direct new housing into cities where jobs and services 
could best be provided. Kings County and its four cities adopted a joint Housing 
Element, which located new housing in the cities. See Attachment 3 - Napa County 
Housing Element Update, Attachment 4 -Solano County Housing Element Update, and 
Attachment 5 Sutter County General Plan Land Use Element. 

D. The DEIR Fails To Identify All Feasible Mitigation Measures 

As a result of the DEIR's failure to fully describe the proposed Project, and the Project 
and Cumulative Impacts associated with Draft GP 2020, the DEIR fails to identify 
feasible mitigation measures in the form of GP policies, programs and land uses. Other 
county and city General Plans serve as an excellent source of cutting edge policies and 
land use solutions to address the same kinds of challenges Sonoma County is currently 
facing. Such measures include, but are not limited to the following: 

o Policies and/or land use changes that limit new development outside cities and 
County USAs to levels that will not result in significant impacts to biological 
resources. See Attachments 3, 4, 5, Attachment 6, excerpt from Yolo County 
General Plan, and Attachment 7, from Monterey County Community General 
Plan, Land Use Policy #10. 
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o Increased acreage of the County's urban separators as suggested by County Staff, 
referencing the designated Priority Greenbelts of the Sonoma County Agricultural 
Preservation and Open Space District. See Staff Recommendation to CAC. 

o Prohibition of land uses that are not compatible with rural landscapes/agricultural 
lands and could better be accommodated in USAs and cities, including - but not 
limited to - churches, schools, hospitals, and other uses more appropriately 
located in areas with adequate sewer and water. 

o Transfer of Development Credits Program with specified timing for its 
completion. See Attachment 7, excerpt from Monterey County Community 
General Plan. Agriculture Policy # 11. 

o Limitations on subdivisions of agricultural lands consistent with protecting 
agricultural production .and agricultural resources. Counties including Alameda 
and Yolo limit such subdivisions. See Attachment 6 from Yolo County GP, 
Attachment 7 from Monterey County GP, Land Use Policy #9, and Attachment 8 
from South Livennore Valley Area Plan, pl6. 

o Requirement for specific or area plans that specify the number and type of rural 
uses that are compatible with maintaining the rural character and protecting 
agricultural resources. See Attachment 8, South Livermore Area Plan. 

o Clarification of the list of "routine and ongoing" agricultural uses/practices that 
do not require a permit from the County. See Attachment 9, excerpt from 
Monterey County GP, Agriculture Policy #5. 

o Mitigation for the conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. Many 
cities and counties, such as Alameda, Yolo, and cities of Livermore and Davis 
have adopted policies that require one-for-one mitigation and/or in-lieu fees. See 
Attachment 7, Agriculture Policy # 10, and Attachment 8 from South Livermore 
Valley Area Plan. 

o Policies that ensure residential uses in agricultural areas are supportive of 
agricultural uses. See Attachment 8 from South Livermore Valley Area Plan. 

o Policies that require the County to work with cities to adopt a single housing · 
element and/or require the County and cities to enter into joint planning 
agreements/MOUs to locate new housing in cities and urban areas with adequate 
services. See Attachments 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

o Adopt a transit oriented development overlay and apply it jointly with the cities to 
appropriate locations within city fringe areas as joint planning projects. 

o Adopt design guidelines for all unincorporated development projects as part of the 
General Plan. These should be based on form~based zoning practices and be 
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formed as Transit-Oriented Developments. See Attachment 9, draft policy 
language. 

In too many cases, the DEIR concludes it discussion by stating that there are no other 
feasible mitigation measures to address significant unavoidable mitigation measures. For 
example, the DEIR finds that Incompatible Land Uses in the Rural Areas (Impact 4.1-3) 
is Significant and Unavoidable. The DEIR states that there is "No mitigation available 
beyond the Draft GP 2020 policies discussed in the impact analysis above." We believe 
there are other measures/policies that should be adopted, as suggested above. 

E. The DEIR Fails to Identify Aii Significant Impacts 

As a result of the DEIR's failure to fully describe the proposed Project, Draft GP 2020, 
and all feasible mitigation measures, the DEIR fails to identify as significant and 
unavoidable, the following additional impacts: 

a. The DEIR finds that Impact 4.1-1, Growth and Concentration of 
Population, is less than significant without mitigation. DEIR at 4.1-32. 
As described above, there are no guarantees that growth will be 
concentrated or remain within Draft GP 2020 projections. Unless the land 
use element and map are modified to "correlate" allowable land uses 
(allowable land uses) with projections, or firm caps on all types of 
development are established for each Planning Area, this impact must be 
identified as significant and unavoidable unless further 
mitigations/policies are adopted that can be demonstrated to reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 

b. The DEIR finds that Impact 4.5-4, Water Quality-Wastewater Disposal, is 
less than significant without mitigation. DEIR at 4.5-49. The DEIR fails 
to account for all new development that could generate water quality 
impacts. Furthermore, the DEIR fails to provide facts and evidence as to 
how proposed policies mitigate potentially significant impacts associated 
with water quality and wastewater services. As such, these impacts should 
be red~signated as significant and unavoidable. 

c. The DEIR finds that Impact 4.8-1, Conversion of Agricultural Lands to 
Non-Agricultmal Uses, is less than significant without mitigation. Yet, 
the DEIR acknowledges that there is no data on the acreage that may be 
converted due to allowable non-agricultural uses on agricultural lands. 
DEIR at 4.8-18 19. Moreover, the DEIR fails to include feasible 
mitigation measures for this impact. This impact should be redesignated 
as significant and unavoidable. 

d. Similarly, the DEIR finds that Impact 4.8-2, impacts associated with 
Agricultural Processing and Support Uses, will be less than significant 
without mitigation. The DEIR includes assumptions about how many of 
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these uses would occur by 2020, but does not cap the uses.20 The DEIR 
does not disclose how many of these uses and at what locations could 
occur under draft GP 2020. This impact should be redesignated as 
significant and unavoidable. 

e. The DEIR finds that the impacts associated with new Agricultural 
Tourism uses will be less than significant after mitigation. The DEIR does 
not provide an estimate of how many of these uses could be built under 
draft GP 2020. "Although any estimate of the total amount of visitor
serving development that could occur on agricultural lands through 2020 
would be speculative, it would be reasonable to expect a significant 
amount of such development would occur in support of winery 
development described in Impact 4.8-2 Agricultural Processing." DEIR at 
4.8-27. The DEIR continues on to state: "Therefore the development of 
visitor-serving uses on agricultural lands would result in the conversion of 
County and State designated agricultural lands and an associated loss of 
agricultural production." DEIR at 4.8 .. 27. Policies directed at "limiting" 
the type, intensity and location of these uses do not go far enough to 
ensure that impacts will be less than significant after mitigation. As such, 
this impact should be identified as significant and unavoidable. 

A revised DEIR should redesignate the above impacts to SU, or identify feasible 
mitigation measures, in the form of development caps, policies and programs capable of 
reducing these impacts to less than significant. See recommended mitigation measures 
contained herein. 

F. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Discuss Alternatives to the General Plan 
Update Project 

Under CEQA, an EIR must analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives while 
avoiding or substantially lessening the project's significant impacts. In this case, the 
DEIR's failure to disclose the full project (all allowable development under Draft GP 
2020) and therefore to disclose the full severity of the project impacts, distorts the 
documents analysis of alternatives. A proper identification and analysis of alternatives is 

20 In fact, County staff went through an elaborate process to estimate the likely number of new wineries 
that might be built. This is an interesting exercise, but does not substitute for CEQA' s requirement that the 
County must analyze the impact of its overa11 policy decision to approve the level and type of development 
allowed under the General Plan Update. The Sonoma County General Plan Update, when adopted, will 
constitute a present commitment to future development of the unincorporated County, whether or not 
construction of particular projects are imminent. Therefore, all planned development must be analyzed in 
the DEIR. A County may not properly claim that its land use element is adequate as a plarming document 
to inform the public and decision-makers about the level of development a11owed for an area, while, at the 
same time, claiming that such level of development is not realistic or will not occur during the time horizon 
for the plan, and therefore inaccurate for environmental review. 
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impossible until Project impacts are fully disclosed. Moreover, the analysis that is 
included is superficial. 

The fact that the DEIR has identified 48 significant unavoidable impacts based on less 
than full buildout of Draft GP 2020 leads to the conclusion that the DEIR preparers will 
need to comprehensively revise the DEIR to address the numerous additional impacts 
associated with the whole project Then, based on that analysis, they will need to identify
a range of alternatives capable of mitigation of the full suite of significant impacts 
associated with the Project and cumulative development. We suggest that included in 
that list are the following alternatives: 

o Growth in the Cities: No Further Subdivision Alternative21 /Growth in the Cities 
(under this alternative, growth in SOI's could be accomplished through joint 
planning agreements with the cities); 

o Infill Altemative22/Limited Urban Development in USAs: A No Further 
Subdivisions beyond Lots of Legal Record Alternative Coupled with Growth in 
the Cities and Specified USAs (USAs with adequate services); and 

o No further expansion of USAs. 
o Constraints based. This alternative would use constraints mapping to identify 

areas where development currently allowed under Draft GP 2020 should be 
further restricted or eliminated. Constraints maps would identify areas of hazard 
(e.g. flooding, steep slopes, etc.), as well as sensitive natural areas, creeks and 
streams, wetlands as well as areas of prime agriculture as a basis for where 
development should be avoided. The alternative would locate development in 
areas that avoid constraints (biological and agricultural lands, high hazard areas, 
watersheds, etc.) and provide for land uses that truly result in higher density 
compact development in urban communities and cities. 

These alternatives could be further combined where it would result in greater mitigation. 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

For the reasons set forth above, a revised Draft EIR must be prepared and recirculated. In 
doing so, we strongly urge the County to revise Draft GP 2020 to include the mitigation 
measures in the form of policies and other changes to the GP recommended herein. 
Sonoma County is a world class environment and a magnificent place to live. We should 
have a world class General Plan that ensures the preservation of its spectacular 
landscapes, enhancement of its agricultural and rural economy and quality of life for 
current and future generations. 

l 
; 

~ 
r 
r 
I 
l. 
~ 

' 
~ 
l 

l I q j 
~ 
~ 
; 

f 

21 No further subdivisions would permit subdivisions necessary to sustain working landscapes and 
development of one home on legal Jots of record. 
22 The DEIR does not provide information on how much development could occur under an infill only 
alternative. This information should be provided in a revised DEIR for both the County and its cities. Jt is 
critical that the County Board understand how much growth can be accommodated by infill and 
development on existing legal Jots of record. 
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Daisy Pistey-Lyhne 
Greenbelt Alliance 

cc. 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
Cloverdale City Council 
Cotati City Council 
Healdsburg City Council 
Petaluma City Council 
Santa Rosa City Council 
Sebastopol City Council 
Rohnert Park City Council 
Sonoma City Council 
Windsor Town Council 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
California Department of Fish and Game 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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ALLIANCE FOR 
DEMOCRACY 4~S~~IVf2D 

April 13, 2006 1114Z~~~ir ''IND'?. . 200$ 
~cNr D 'E:soul?. 

RE: The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan Update 2020. if::PA.Rr1v1fZr 

Dear Members of the Sonoma County Planning Department, the Planning Commission, and Supervisors, 

The Alliance for Democracy, including members of our Santa Rosa Chapter, has studied international 
trade agreements in some depth. I would like to bring to your attention our concern about how these 
agreements can make it more difficult for Sonoma County's appointed and elected officials, as well as 
public administrators, to carry out the land-use and planning goals and recommendations of the General 
Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report as well as to manage and protect the county's water 
resources for present and future generations as a public trust. 

Comments on a Draft EIR usually focus on specific sections and can be highly technical. The comments 
below, however, raise the broad question about the impact of the trade agreements on Sonoma County's 
sovereignty and democratic law-making. l have not gone into great detail below about each trade 
agreement nor all of their impacts. 

My remarks are organized as follows: Introduction, Background, Services, Trade Agreements and 
Dispute Resolution Process, Specific Examples of impacts on local democratic authority, and Conclusion. 

The following documents are enclosed to support these brief comments: 

1. California's Sovereignty At Risk, The California Coalition for Fair Trade and Human Rights. 

2. Trade tribunals must not trump state, local laws. Liz Figueroa, Jesse Colorado Swanhuyser, 
San Francisco Chronicle, August 23, 2005 

3. Is There a Democratic Deficit in the Free Trade Agreements? What Local Governments Should Know, 
By Mildred Warner and Jennifer Gerbasi, Public Management, March 2004. 

4. The GATS 1 Democratic Governance and Public Interest Regulation, Scott Sinclair, Ottawa: Canadian 
Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2001 http://www.rsc.ca/files/publications/transactions/2001 /sinclair. pdf 

See also: Scott Sinclair and Jim Grieshaber-Otto, Facing the Facts: A guide to the GATS Debate, 
Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2002 that can be downloaded at: 
http://www.policyalternatives.ca/documents/National_ Office_Pubs/facing_facts. pdf. For more 
on the GATS go to www.policyalternatives.ca and for information on the GATS and Democracy go to 
http://www.gatswatch.org/GATSandDemocracy/index.html 

5. Big Box Backlash: The Stealth Campaign at the World Trade Organization to Preempt Local Control 
Over Land Use. A Briefing Paper by Public Citizen's Global Trade Watch. December 2005. 

6. Trade & Sprawl: How Global Trade Rules Could Increase Sprawl. Sierra Club. 

7. California 1s Environmental Laws At Risk, The California Coalition for Fair Trade and Human Rights. 

8 .. When Bad Things Happen to Good Laws: How International Trade Pacts Threaten California's 
Environmental Laws. Sierra Club, 2004. 
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I. Introduction: 
Under the current trade agreements many county government functions, laws and regulations may be 
considered as "non-tariff barriers to trade. For this reason, the Alliance believes that it is essential to 
investigate the potential impact of these agreements on the duty and ability of the country to carry out the 
goals and mitigation measures and/or alternatives described in the General Plan 2020 Draft 
Environmental Impart Report. 

Such investigation and conclusions should be part of the final EIR and CEQA review, including the 
potential for cumulative impacts and affect on proposed mitigation measures and alternatives. Such 
investigation could be carried out jointly by Sonoma County and the CA Senate Subcommittee on 
International Trade Policy and State Legislation now chaired by Senator Figueroa. 

While there are clear benefits to California from engagement in the global community and economy, this 
Senate Subcommittee was formed because of growing concern that this new generation of international 
trade policies seriously impairs national, state and local sovereignty and the ability of our elected 
representatives to govern democratically and in the public interest as they were elected to do. 

Over the past years, this committee has convened hearings with expert testimony on the impact of the 
trade agreements on state and local authority. At a hearing on January 23, 2006, Tom Luster of the 
California Coastal Commission testified that the authority of the CCC as mandated by the California 
Coastal Act to make recommendations and rulings in the public interest, for example, in regard to 
desalination plants along the coast, might be compromised if a foreign investor or corporation is involved 
(see Seawater Desalination And The California Coastal Act, California Coastal Commission, March 2004, 
esp. Chapter 4.2: The Potential Effects of the International Trade Agreements on Water Services, 
pp. 48-53 at: http://www. coastal. ca.gov/energy/14a-3-2004-desalination.pdf 

The California Senate Subcommittee on International Trade and State Legislation working in 
collaboration with the Harrison Institute of Public Policy has now identified over 100 California laws that 
may be at risk of challenge under the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the World 
Trade Organization 0JVTO). 

California Legislators are learning that what NAFTA and the WTO might consider as "non-tariff barriers to 
trade" are, in fact, Jaws passed to protect the environment and public health, such as those governing 
pesticide residue levels, air pollution abatement, waste treatment, community right to know disclosure 
laws, and hazardous material and medical waste handling. 

It is clear, that even the set of laws governing land-use fundamental to the planning and regulatory 
framework of the GP 2020 Draft EIR may be at risk, as well as laws protecting county surface and 
groundwater resources such as those in the air quality and transportation sections. 

II. Trade Agreements 
A. Background: 

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) includes Mexico, the U.S., and Canada and was 
signed in 1994. 

The World Trade Organization (WTO) was created as part of-the Uruguay Round agreements of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) that had focused mainly on the regulation of a 
multinational effort to remove barriers to trade in goods and raw materials. The WTO now incfudes about 
150 countries. The contents of this round were approved by Congress in 1994 and went into effect on 
January 1, 1995. The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), a WTO agreement, contains 
measures which renders them binding and enforceable. If a violation of WTO rules by one member 
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country is suspected, another member country may bring a challenge against it. In practice, member 
countries often bring challenges at the urging of corporations that operate within their borders. 

Rather than focus on traditional trade matters under the GATT such as cutting tariffs and quotas on 
goods moving across borders, this new generation of trade agreements includes the following: 
1. the broad sector of the economy classed as services that now make up more than 70% of the 

U.S. economy; 
2. Systematic set of provisions and rules by which all member nations must "harmonize" their laws and 

Regulations 

3. Dispute settlement mechanisms to ensure that nations and their governments, at all levels, conform, 
Or harmonize, their domestic policies to achieve global uniformity regardless of national and local 
Values expressed in all manner of laws and regulations. 

B. Services: The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), for example, does not actually 
define service. But, broadly defined, a service is a product of human activity aimed to satisfy a human 
need, which does not constitute a tangible commodity. The reason to focus here on services is that for 
the most part a General Plan is a document that focuses on land-use management using zoning laws 
and other land-management tools in order to accommodate population and housing, and commercial, 
industrial, or other businesses that are classified as services in the GATS or other agreements. 

HTrade in Services') is defined broadly to include services supplied through four "modes" of supply each of 
Which might apply to any situation within Sonoma County? The most important regarding the General 
Plan is: 

* ucross-border" - a service provided from the territory of one member country into that of another 
Member country, say under NAFTA, from Mexico or Canada 

* "commercial presence 11 
- a service provided by a Foreign Service supplier through investment in the 

Territory of another member. In this case under NAFTA the foreign service provider would be an 
investor or corporation from Mexico or Canada and the member country is the U.S., but the location of 
the commercial presence would be in Sonoma County and thus county laws could be challenged as 
trade barriers. 

C. Trade Agreements and Dispute Resolution Process: 
1. Harmonization: The ultimate purpose of these trade agreements (bilateral, regional and global) is to 
achieve "harmonization {uniformityr of all rules and regulations across member nations. This is done by 
identifying all "measures" - government laws, regulations, rules, procedures, decisions, administrative 
actions, and any other form of government action - affecting trade, including trade in services. 

As a genera[ principle, these "measures" must not constitute "unnecessary" barriers to trade or be 
"more burdensome than necessary." 

Beginning with NAFT A and the General Agreements on Trade in Services (GATS), aH trade agreements -
bilatera!s, the Central American Free Trade Agreement, etc. - include an "investor to state" provision. As· 
a general principle, this provision allows a foreign investor or corporation to bring suit before an 
international tribunal and demand compensation for economic losses arising from local, state or federal 
regulations in the country where they have invested. This process is to ensure that member governments 
conform their policies accordingly. 

This has effected a major shift in the relationship of international law to national and sub-national (state, 
country and municipal) law. While the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs was voluntary, NAFTA 
and the WTO agreements, including the GATS, and the other current free trade agreements signed or 
under negotiation are not. 
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Disputes are brought before an international tribunal whose proceedings are not public and whose 
decisions are not reviewable by our courts. These trade rules are meant to protect the rights of foreign 
investors and corporations and do not apply to domestic companies. 

2. Two Cases Illustrate this Fact: 
A. Under NAFT A, the Methanex Corporation of Canada sued the U.S. for $960 million for compensation 
for lost profits anticipated as a result of California's decision to phase out MTBE, a carcinogenic gasoline 
additive polluting the groundwater, if the state did not agree to reverse the required phase-out. This 
dispute was finally dismissed not because the international tribunal recognized California's right to 
regulate to protect the environment and public health, but because it ruled that Methanex did not have 
standing in that they only made the "M" in the MTBE formulation (see Item 2: Trade tribunals must not 
trump state, local laws). 

8. Another example is the Metal clad case as described in 11 NAFT A's Threat to Sovereignty and 
Democracy: The Record of NAFTA Chapter 11 Cases 1994-2005" published by Public Citizens' Global 
Trade Watch: 

11 State and Locaf Governments Are Not Safe From the Reach of Investor-State Tribunals: Not 
only have federal policies been challenged by foreign investors in NAFT A Chapter 11 tribunals, 
but an increasing number of measures taken by state, provincial and municipal governments have 
been challenged as well. These include state and local land use decisions, state environmental 
and public health policies, adverse state court rulings, and state and municipal contracts. In the 
Metalclad toxic waste case, the decision of a Mexican municipality to deny a construction permit 
before a U.S. company could begin expanding a toxic waste facility and a later decision by the 
(Mexican] governor of the state to create an ecological reserve on the site were both successfully 
challenged as NAFTA violations and the Mexican government was ordered to pay $15.6 million in 
damages." 

The National Association of Counties (NACo) wrote in a letter to the Senate Finance Committee in 2002: 

NACo is concerned that broad interpretations of Chapter 11 by international arbitration panels may 
have a chilling effect on local decision making, subrogate legal protections of U.S. citizens to foreign 
investors, and result in the ultimate preemption and nullification of local government laws and 
regulations. 

Since the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) approved by Congress, July 2006, and 
almost all bilateral trade agreements have the same "investor-to-state" provision, there are many other 
countries whose investors/corporations could bring such suits against the United States. 

D. Two Scenarios Specific to Sonoma County Authority: Here I provide two examples of how the 
General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) might impact the county. 

1. Authority over Domestic Regulations 
GATS has a chapter on "Domestic Regulation" which says that regulations must be "no more 
burdensome than necessary to ensure the quality of the service." Thus regulations intended to 
protect the quality of water or to prevent water from being used unsustainably or zoning regulations 
governing the siting of housing or certain kinds of commercial enterprises - wineries, hotels, casinos, big
box, shopping malls, riverfront development - in order to protect the environment, watersheds and water 
resources could be ruled "more burdensome than necessary" if any foreign country were to challenge the 
County regulation on behalf of that "foreign-owned" corporation or foreign investor. 
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The trade agreements come into play: 
~when an already permitted U.S. owned business in the county is sold to a foreign corporation. Would 
you have any authority over this sale? If not, then the country could be vulnerable to a trade dispute, if 
sale was denied. 

JL if you were to grant a permit for a project and then a foreign-owned company comes to you with an 
application for required permits. If conditions and regulations have changed this might trigger a trade 
dispute. 

2. Foreign Competition and National Treatment 
In this case, if you were to grant permits for a project and then a foreign-owned company were to come 
to you with applications for a similar project requiring similar permits then "National Treatment" comes 
into play which is found in just about all of these trade agreements. 

This rule says that a foreign corporation must be treated at least as favorably as domestic corporations 
engaged in the same service. This means, for example, should foreign corporation buys land with the 
intention to develop it, let's say as a vineyard and winery, or an existing enterprise with the intent to 
expand, then that foreign investor/corporation will expect Hat least as favorable" a decision from Sonoma 
County as you have given every other vineyard and winery. 

But the question is: If environmental or other conditions have changed, how would you be able to limit the 
number of projects or their impact? And, if you can not limit the number projects of the same service 
sector, what would be the cumulative impacts on the country in regard to specific sections of the General 
Plan 2020 Draft EIR? For example: 
* Land Use, Population and Housing? 
*Transportation? 
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* Air Quality? 
* Hydrology and Water Resources, including Water Quality? 
* Biological Resources? 
*Agricultural and Timber Resources? 
* Public Services? 
* Cultural Resources? 
* Energy Needs? 
* Hazardous Materials 

Ill. Conclusion: Admittedly, it is uncomfortable, perhaps even shocking, to contemplate that land-use 
management and planning authority delegated by the state to county and local government may be 
impacted by the international trade agreements and specifically by the GATS. 

To date, as far as I know, no suit citing county or local government actions as a "barrier to trade" has 
been brought to an international tribunal. It is clear, however, that this is just a matter of time. Such a 
challenge by a foreign investor/corporation to local sovereignty and local democratic rule-making would 
create a serious "crisis in jurisdiction." 

It is the county's duty and obligation, therefore, is to investigate how these trade agreements may impact 
county authority in regard to implementation of the land-use and planning goals of the General Plan 2020 
Draft Environmental Impact Report and whether the mitigation measures and alternatives outlined in 
Sections 4 and 5 could be implemented without triggering a trade dispute? 

Since it was created, the Senate Subcommittee on International Trade Policy and State Legislation, the 
California State Legislature and Attorney General have voiced their concerns about the balance of power 
in resolutions and letters to the U. S. Trade Representative. Laura Metune, Consultant to the Senate 
Subcommrttee on International Trade and State Legislation, can supply copies of these communications 
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as well as a record of letters sent to the USTR from a large number of other State Legislatures, State 
Attorneys-General, State Court Chief Justices, the National Association of Counties (NACo) and from the 
governing bodies of many Cities, Towns, and Townships (phone: 916.651.1694, 
laura.metune@sen.ca.gov). 

Just within the past month, as negotiations on the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) have
accelerated, the Governors of Maine and Oregon have requested that the U.S. Trade Representative 
remove their states from significant portions of the pending GA TS expansion, and Utah has established a
Joint Committee to consult with the USTR on trade negotiations. 

Thus, as you see, investigation and analysis of the impact of these agreements on County sovereignty 
and law-making will be a significant contribution to the accumulating evidence of impacts and public's 
overriding concern that trade agreements are fair and democratic. 

If you would like more information, please contact Mark Goodwin, the new Director of the California 
Coalition for Fair Trade and Human Rights, cell phone (415) 948-7089; email: 
cacoalition@citizenstrade.org. 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments. 

rely you~e......._ 

Nancy Pri , Co-Chair 
Home: 

Email: 



Draft GP 2020 
FEIR Comment 
Attachment #8 

Alliance For Democracy 
Attachment available for review at 
PRMD Comprehensive Planning 

2755 Mendocino Ave, Suite #203, 
or by request. 





Atascadero Creek Green Valley Creek Watershed Council 

April 12, 2006 

Sonoma County PRMD 
2550 Ventura Avenue, 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Attn: Scott Briggs and Greg Carr 
Copy: Richard Fogg, Planning Commission Chair 

Dear Messrs Briggs and Carr, 

The Atascadero Creek Green Valley Creek Watershed Council (AGVWC) brings 
together the people who live, own property or work in the watershed of Atascadero Creek 
and Green Valley Creek in Sonoma County, California, to help each other in taking 
responsibility for our impact on our watershed through protection, restoration and 
education. 

The environmental conditions of our watershed are not adequately addressed in the draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the General Plan 2020 Update in the section 
entitled 'Green Valley Subbasin' on page 4.5-13. 

In addition to the issues of inadequate channel capacity and the impact of gravel mining 
mentioned, there are other environmental conditions that should be in the record. 

The Atascadero/Green Valley watershed is habitat for steelhead, coho salmon and 
California freshwater shrimp- federally listed as threatened and endangered species. 

The Wilson Grove uplands in the Atascadero/Green Valley watershed are also prime 
recharge land for the watershed itself and also for the City of Sebastopol. 

Rural sprawl, resulting from excessive parce1ization in the past, has Jed to a proliferation 
of ranchette development. Current population density in certain areas of the watershed 
may be above what the groundwater supply of the watershed can support. Residentia] and 
agricultural wells may be drawing more water from beneath the surface in these areas 
than is recharged over the long term. In dry years, the resulting low flow conditions in 
many tributary creeks create conditions lethal to aquatic life. This is exacerbated by many 
legal and illegal water djversions from creeks for domestic and agricultural uses. The 
issue has also become more critical as impervious surfaces continue to cover prime 
recharge land within our watershed. 
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Additionally, as agricultural activities and home building have encroached upon streams, 
the resulting loss of riparian cover has allowed creek water temperatures to rise to levels 
that are lethal to fish. This is particularly apparent in the lower reaches of Green Valley 
Creek and elsewhere. The water temperature gradient between upland tributaries and the 
lower reaches is striking. 

Finally, unwise logging practices in the past and continuing land use practices to this day 
are causing significant erosion, sedimentation of spawning reaches, and other impairment 
of water quality in the creeks in our watershed. These practices include (1) poorly 
constructed and poorly maintained roads and driveways, (2) cultivation within riparian 
areas of creeks, (3) removal of large woody debris that might otherwise provide refuge 
for fish and allow deep pools to be scoured and maintained, and ( 4) the dumping of 
domestic trash in creek beds. 

Many of the policies proposed by the Sonoma County Water Coalition for the new Water 
Resource Element of the updated General Plan would address most of our concerns. 

A review of watershed conditions for the Atascadero/Green Valley Watershed was 
completed by Laurel Marcus and Associates in 2002 under contract to the Gold Ridge 
Resource Conservation District. This report is available on our website at: 
http://www.atascaderogreenvalleywatershed.net/AGVWCouncil.htm 

We thank you for addressing these issues and trust that all practicable steps will be taken 
to mitigate impacts identified in the DEIR, once that document has been edited to fully 
describe environmental conditions in our watershed. 

Sincerely, 

Jean Redus 
President 



Sonoma County PRMD 
2550 Ventura Ave 
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95403 

Valley of the Moon
Alliance 

 

Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr 

Re: Comments on the DEIR for the proposed Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 

......,, -----

f' [:C Fi h , : -I ,i\ h.i L.' ,-·: , 

MAl\IJ.\(. r-_ :.,! L~ 1\iT !J 
COUNTY ('>r: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the proposed General Plan Update 2020. 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Valley of the Moon Alliance (V OTMA), which 
is an organization that was founded in 2002. Our Mission is to provide a forum for research, 
information, education and recommendations on projects that affect the environmental qualities 
of the Sonoma Valley. Our Vision is to promote the preservation, protection and maintenance of 
the agricultural character, natural resources and rural beauty of the Sonoma Valley. 

In this letter we will be focusing primarily on the impacts and completeness of the DEIR within 
the Hydrology and Water Resources section 4.5. This is not meant to minimize the potential 
adverse consequences of leaving unmitigated the disconcerting number of significant 
"unavoidable" impacts pertaining to water within the Public Services section 4.9. 

Critical Information is Missing in the DEIR 

Considering the critical water supply situation in Sonoma County, a single estimate of the 
reliable water supply (pages 4.9-4 and 4.9-5) is not adequate for assessing the range of impacts 
from greater or lesser water availability. The DEIR should contain at least three water supply 
scenarios - best case, most likely case and worst case. The worst case should consider ( 1) no 
approval of the Water Project - i.e. no further increases in withdrawals from Lake Sonoma and/or 
the Russian River, (2) further reductions in the diversions from the Eel River, (3) a possible .
mandated increase in required minimum in stream flows in the Russian Rjver, and (4) changes in 
the hydrologic cycle resulting from global warming. A comprehensive assessment of the three 
scenarios would undoubtedly reveal additional impacts and potentially beneficial mitigations. ..

Also the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), a CRITICAL calculation of supply and 
demand of water by both the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and its contractors, has not 
been released. Without these figures, the DEIR cannot correctly assess water supply impacts, 
nor can the public make meaningful comments on water supply components of the DEIR. -

The potential impact of water exports on water availability were not addressed within the DEIR. 
General Plan policies WR-Sa and b attempt to address this potential impact. However, since no 
permit is required for water exports, no CEQA process would be triggered by any proposal to 
export water from Sonoma County. 
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Significant Unmitigated Impacts or Not Fully Mitigated Impacts 

Impact 4,5-1: Water Quality- Residential, Commercia1, IudustriaJ, and Public Uses 
Re."identia!. Commercial, Industrial, and Publfo Uses c-0nsiste:nt with the Draft General 
Plan 2020 could introduce additional non-point sonr.:;e poi!utants to downstream surface 
waters. The l)Ell{ states that existing regulations and :efcrenced Draft General .Plan 
water quality policies am.I pn,g-rams (p. 45-42 and 4.4,43) would rnduce impacts lo lcss
than•sii;,rttificaot, 

We believe that the pcrmlssive language in many of the General Plan Update's WR policies 
make them inadequate to produce the less-thw-significant level of mitigation claimed. Language 
submitted to tf:ic CAC by SCWC in ow~ber 2004 (underlined in red below) wouid ::;trcngthen the 
;xoposed mitigations, <;O that they are more likely to reach th?J lcvoi, 

WR-bm Encourage pretreatment and waste load minimizatioo of commercial and indtL,;;tr.ia! 
wastes prior to their conne:::.tir,n to sewer systems and_require_:,;_ourcc reduction amLm;trceg\ntrol 
of contamin;;i.r,ts that have .i rea:mnable pni.~f!!:_i_ic1J_J_Q-12ass through wati:;.r_treatmtHU!nd contaminate 
groundw~ter. 

WR-111: Estabfo;h n public edm:atiQ!L.JI[~!Wm to nmc awar,::n_i;.~_gf the need for_ sqµrce 
re;Jucti~!I!_]!.1SL:Kl1!IJ;:e contr0I of cot1t£1!!tl.r:ants used in the hQJ:Df_ll-fl.o'_9.ffiyf:t, 

WR-h:: E,'1.lh.ibit intentkiJJftL.r_oint-source @Yifer __ il-Jl~ft.i::m :Jf treated wasu~~ater _ot_9th_tr 
££:.Vtamffioots th:::t_~dearade J!Q.Y.ifors within the Coy.11p,\ N,.)thing in this f.!tu.gi;~ is in!cng_s:_Q 
la prohLbit ::nstvmarx 9!.1-sik wastewater disposal through perc.ofation er evap;1-transpiration. 

WR~ ly; Protect wateLq1J..aJl0, for beneficial use _bv maintaining__base-1:ne. in-,;tr~am_1l0~1i 
corn:istent _wirh.TMDL nt'Jectives. 

Impact 4 . .5<3 W.ater Quality- Agricultural and .Resource Uses 

Agricultural and reso"'Jrce development (i.e., timber harvesting and miner.al resources 
extrartion) land uses c::msistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in an increase m 
sed!mcnt and nutrients in downstream waterways. This would be a f;it,rrdficaut rmpa;:;t. 

With regard to your policy V/R-1 i, why for.it reductior: of peak runoff rates to slopes greater than 
35 percent? Per VESCO levels it would only eftf!ct level Ill 

lt is s:-iH important :o include the rest of the policy as written in the Draft OP which continues 
w~th ''main'.emmce practi;:::.:$ and educational program::: and tcchnieaJ assistance to graz.ing, ranch 
and dairy q:xratior:s. En;;:ourage programs to dissemlnate information on the l:,~nefrts c,f ur.-site 
retention and xcharge of sr<rrrn waters." 

Ar~ there setbacks for graz:fng or dairy !in:mals from inducing SOOimvnt stir up and notrients as 
well a;i pathogen'; in our sh::'a~s? 



Impact 4.5-4 Water Quality- Wastewater Disposal 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in sewer- and 
septic-related water quality problems including the reuse of treated water. However, 
policies provided in the Draft GP 2020 would adequately reduce such impacts to a less
than-significant level (LTS) 

The two sentences above seem inconsistent with each other. Please explain. 

ln the paragraph starting "The regulation of privately-owned package treatment plants ... could 
be difficult due to the fact that the financial responsibility for the plant operation> maintenance, 
and potential RWQCB penalties would be in the hands of private districts or property owners. 
Private owners may lack the financial resources to deal with the water quality and maintenance 
problems when they arise.)' 

With the suggested wording in 2.2 Sewer Services, as stated below, the impact would be reduced. 

"Any package treatment plant discharging more than ] 200 gallons of wastevvater per day, or any 
plant in cl State identified groundwater recharge area, shall treat the water to levels suitable for 
human consumption. 1t shall also require that bonds be posted or sinking funds established to 
provide for repair, removaJ or replacement of package treatment plants reaching the end of their 
intended service life." 

It is up to the property owner to renovate or replace their septic systems, why shouldn't owner of 
private package treatment plants be equally responsible? 
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Impact 4.5-5: Groundwater Level Decline 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 would increase 
demand on groundwater supplies and could therefore result in the decline of groundwater 
levels. This would be a significant impact. 

We believe that this significant impact in groundwater level decline could be improved greatly 
by the following Water Resource Implementation Program. 

Add new Water Resource Implementation Program: 
Establish specific groundwater management plans for each of the major groundwater basins in 
the County incJudjng but not limited to: the Santa Rosa VaUey, Sonoma Valley, Petaluma 
Valley, Mayacamas and Sonoma Mountain ranges and hills, the Alexander Valley~ Knights 
ValJey, the Wilson Grove Formation Highlands bordering the Laguna Santa Rosa and the 
Gualaia pursuan1 to AB3030. Provide administrative and legal support for 
these areas to create: locaHy elected and controlled special districts (Govt. #J 617] [d]) such 
m; groundwater management districts correlaiive water b.Y establishing 
programs to monitor. me1eL conserve. and increase natural groundwa1er recharge. 
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These special districts would be able to handle policies 2a, 2b, advise on regulation for 2c, 2d,2e, 
and 2f. Policies WR-2g, 2h, 2i, 2j, 2k, 21, 2m, 2n and 2o could all be handled through a special 
district. 
The establishment of a special district or board was a recommendation of the Grand Jury report 
"Got Water?" published in July 2004. 

With regard to the mitigation wording purposed for policy WR-2f; delete "'to the maximum 
extent practicable" because if a discre6onary project can not follow the policy and would 
therefore be degrading the property and possibly the property around it- the project should not 
be permitted! 
The line added to this policy WR-2f-"Develop (delete voluntary) guidelines for rural non-
discretionary development that would accomplish the same purpose~" This could be done within 
the PRMD design acceptance process. 

For non-discretionary projects within Class I and Class II areas the following objective would 
also help to lessen the significant impact of declining groundwater levels. 

Add Objective WR-2.? - Establish a modified CEQA process of discretionary regulations to 
address the cumulative jmpacts of new agricultural wells and new residential wells on existing 
water users, upon creeks and of saltwater intrusion in alJ areas of the county. 

It does not seem reasonable or prudent to allow indiscriminate water usage quantities for projects 
·n Class I and II areas. They are our prime resources of water with Class I being defined as 
major groundwater basin and Class II being a major natural recharge area. We must not allow 
potential abuse of these areas. 

Impact 4.5-6 Saltwater Intrusion 
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 would increase demand 
on groundwater supplies in areas susceptible to saltwater intrusion. Increased 
groundwater pumping in certain areas of the lower Petaluma River, Sonoma Creek, and 
Bodega Bay could result in saltwater intrusion. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (LTS) 

Please explain how increased saltwater intrusion can be a less-than-significant impact? 
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As stated in the DEIR, page 4.5-56, "the County would react to saltwater intrusion problems 
after the problems had developed or increased in severity." We believe that by adding the 
Objective WR-2? as stated above) saltwater intrusion could be identified as a potential factor 
with the drilling of new wells. 

Also by having a locally elected special district overseeing groundwater management, as stated in 
Impact 4.5-5, it could be aware of the potential of saltwater intrusion through computer 
modeling and monitoring of which it would be responsible. The Sonoma Valley Groundwater 
Study, 
groundwater 

 
which was to be completed in 2005, has not been made public as yet. It is to include a 

flow model and a detailed quantitative investigation of water resources in the 
Sonoma Valley. We are told that there will be other basins studies done as well. We need these 
studies to decide land use in these basins before adoption of the 2020 General Plan. 

I
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Impact 4.5-7 Well Competition and Adverse Well Interference 

Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 could result in an increas
in the number of private we1ls in unincorporated areas of the county. Approval of wells 
in Class l or Class II areas could result in well interference impacts. This would be a 
significant impact. (S) 

Again, adding the Ol:jective WR-2.?, as stated above, could provjde more information about the 
potential effects of drilling a new wel1 in our unincorporated areas. 

The mitigation language added to policy WR-2c of (7) "Require pump tests for new high 
capacity wells to avoid well interference between proposed." 
What is the definition of "high capacity"? Is it determined by diameter of well shaft and/or pum
size? 
Would this also include any new SCWA or municipal wells that might be re-opened or newly 
drilled that are outside the USA boundaries? 

Also, at least required notification of pump tests to neighboring well owners and monitoring of 
any nearby creek flows needs to be included in evaluation of these pump tests. 

Would these comments implemented, along with a management plan, reduce the significant 
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Impact 4.5-9 Increased Flood Risk from Drainage System Alterations 

Land uses and development consistent with the Draft GP 2020 would result in increases 
in stonn water runoff and peak discharge. Existing storm drain systems, including urban 
creeks and rivers, may be incapable of accommodating increased flows, potentially 
resulting in on- or off-site flooding. However, policies and programs contajned in the 
Draft GP 2020 would reduce such impacts to a less-than-significant level. (L TS) 

On page 4.5-61, the first sentence is, "Policy PS-2b would allow for continued coordination 
among the US ACOE, the FEMA, the SCWA, and other responsible State and local agencies 
associated with flood hazard analysis and surface ~ater management." Would not a proposed 
special district per basin to manage groundwater also be included in coordination with flooding 
and surface water? Surface water and groundwater are very much related. An integrated special 
district would be a way to see the whole water picture. ..

The above comments on the DEIR are submitted in expectation of a substantive response to each 
distinct issue or question. Paraphrasing or summarizing submitted comments for the purpose of 
then responding to those abbreviated comments will not be appropriate and may result in those 
responses being inadequate under CEQA because they do not reflect the comments as submitted. 
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We appreciate your consideration with our comments and mitigation suggestions. We hope our 
work will help to create a beneficial, working Environmental Impact Report that will then direct 
us toward a picture of what we want for our Sonoma County. 

Sincerely, 

Valley of the Moon Alliance 
Board of Directors 
Del Rydman, George EJiman, Nigel Hall, Karl Keener, and Kathy Pons 



PRMD 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, Ca 95403 
Attn: Sonoma Planning Commissioners 

Valley of the Moon 
Alliance 

April 9, 

Ap r? 1 Li ~~nw· • I\ I • (.,\JI.JO 

Ref: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Repo11 (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma 
County General Plan 2020 General Plan Update; SCH No. 2003012020 

Dear Commissioners: 

These comments are submitted 011 behalf of the Valley of the Moon Alliance which was 
founded in 2002. VOT1v1A has participated in the County of Sonoma's General Plan 
Updates since that time. 

Our comments on the DEIR focus on elements 4.8 Agricultural and Timber Resources. 
Also included is an executive summary on a study that we completed and distributed to 
the Board of Supervisors and to Planning Commissioners in April 2005. Its trends and 
results can help in determination of Ag Production and Tourism Serving uses will have 
on Planning District 9 and most of the Sonoma Valley. 

Element 4.8 ----Agricultural and Timber resources 

Agricultu:ral Production sections (page 4.8-2) explain the history of agricultural 
changes that have occurred in Sonoma County reflecting the different types of farm 
products. The DEIR report fails to talk about the decrease in apple production or the 
recent increase in olive trees and olive products. The DEIR fails to address the 
problems associated with Sonoma County becoming a monoculture (wine) agriculture 
community. 

A variety of mitigation should be suggested to endorse and encourage other less 
significant farming products by developing a policies, goals and o~jectives that will 
ensure we have a diverse agriculture product base. The General Plan should include 
goals for a base level of production for each of these commodities and plan to maintain 
that base. I
Farmland Conversion (page 4.8-4) discussion takes a county-wide, general approach to 
evaluate agriculture conversions. While this presents a small impact v1hen compared to 
the whole county, that may not be the fact for individual planning areas. The conversion 
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in Sonoma Valley (planning district 9 & 5) could be significant. Agriculture lands 
situated in the back country or on steep slopes would probably never be farmed and could 
also result in reducing conversjon impacts in the comparison. The DEIR should look at 
each of the planning map locations and elevate the 20 year projected farmland conversion 
impacts. It should also eliminate farm lands that have a high probability of never being 
utilized from the total and recent conversion; i.e., 30 acres of ag land converted to high 
density housing development at Oakmont. The approval of the Sonoma Country Inn and 
home subdivisions on 187 acres of ag, community separators and scenic landscape land 
that have been converted. 

Another problem with generalizing farmland conversion statistics in the country is the 
number of small parcels zoned for ag usage. Retaining large parcel sizes will avoid 
incompatible non-agricultural uses and conflicts with non-ag land. The DEIR fails to 
indicate that small farms and smaller wineries with productions and event centers can 
overwhelm neighboring rural residents. The pattern of permitting small parcels with 
multiple uses, and allowing development in the ag areas in Sonoma County may not be 
compatible with sustaining working landscapes over the long term. The DEIR should do 
a more complete analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed GP 2020 on small 
farm/winery agriculture. (See study of Sonoma Valley:> April 2005) 
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--rA.gricultural Processing (page 4.8-7) indicates that both local and imported crops are 
utilized in the ag processing. Currently the county sets a 50% goal as to how product 
should be produced on site or come from the local area (which is not defined). The large 
corporate production wineries feel it provides flexibility regarding the sources of grapes 
during different economic cycles. This flexibility idea allows large wineries a method of 
controlling the prices they pay for farm products by utilizing (or threatening to utilize) 
cheaper imported grapes. I am sure if you could talk to the local grape growers off the 
record and without any possible contract implications, you would get a different story. 
The 75% rule would also support our local ag community during economic downturns. It 
would be very important to support our local farming communities to insure their 
existence and future production. 

Napa County requires and court cases confirm that local farming product include at least 
75% from the local community. The recent Gallo expansion project also agreed to use 
over 80% of its production from Sonoma County ag products. 

f 

Sonoma County is concerned about how to measure compliance with the 75% rule? We 
are sure Napa has figured out how they will do it! How did Sonoma County monitor the 
50% rule for compliance? The County should be able to work with Napa County to 
develop a method to measure compliance with a 75% rule over the next five years. It 
should be included in this 2020 general plan update (Policy AR-Sa) . 

...--

Agricultural Tourism (pages 4.8-8) indicates that "there has been a marked increase in 
the number of wineries, family farms, and other producers who have added new activities 
to market and promote their agricultural products." The DEIR doesn't detail the number 
of events currently allowed by use permit or special permit. Nor does it try to identify 
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the differentiate ag related events from the non-ag events. It also states that selling of 
different types of products, food, gifts, arts, merchandise are being done at ag stores. 
These are not controlled nor are there any guidelines or policy being developed to 
determine whai is appropriate merchandise. It is left up to the ag business and no 
monitoring is down by the county. The County truly open to a "Disneyland effect "on ag 
lands, with unlimited sales of non-ag related products taking place in retail stores built on 
ag lands. 

We have not been able to identify policies, goals or objectives in the 2020 General Plan 
updates which prevent only market/event- related facilities Ag land. Not all winery 
processing facilities have wine tasting; not all wineries will need processing facilities; 
tasting rooms on ag lands will need a processing facilities. c.f. Ledsen Winery. What 
policies, goals or objectives that will prevent only wine tasting (marketing facilities) on 
Ag land? 

Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open space district (page 4.8-10) 
indicates the number of acres protected by the Open Space District and their programs. 
We need to continue to purchase land in the rural ag community separators to restrict 
expansion of the urban service bounties and minimize the Board of Supervisor's action in 
allowing developments in the community separators; i.e. Sonoma Country Inn in the 
Sonoma Valley) 

The Opeu Space District needs to be proactive in identifying key parcels of land that 
would be beneficial to the public and inform current owners on what is available and 
some idea of money that could be expected. In the Sonoma Valley the current property 
owners are reaching retirement age and will need to do something with their lands. The 
developers are already in contact with many of the land owners. Many of the younger 
generations don't want to carry on with the farming business and will subdivide property 
or sell it off to a developer. 

Agricultural setbacks (pages 4.8-14) talks about 100- to 200- foot set backs on 
agricultural land that will be used as a buffer. Other setbacks from streams are also 
established in the 2020 general plan update. The DEIR doesn't explore using funds from 
the Open Space District to purchase development rights or buy the strips of affected land. 
The public will benefit by getting clear water and streams that are productive and be 
protected from ag chemicals and noise. 

County regulations ----
Zoning (pages 4.8-J 1) indicates that LIA, LEA and DA permit a fulJ range of ag uses. 
A study done by the Valley of the Moon Alliance of Sonoma Valley (released as new 
input to 2020 General Plan April 2005) ca11ed 'The Potential for Events Facilities on 
Agricultural land in the Sonoma Valley" indicates under present "minimum lot size" 
zoning regulations, the 792 agricultural parcels that now exist in the study area could be 
subdivided into a total 974 legal parcels, any which could developed 
independently. Further review of the 974 parcels indicates that 362 have a high to very 
high potentiaJ for future use as processing and visitor serving/events facilities. Even 
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if only 20% of the "future" sites were built, 75 new facilities would be added to the 
Sonoma Valley. Exhibit 4.8-4 (page 4.8-24) estimates the growth of vineyard 
development in Sonoma Valley at an increase of 19. Total of43 projected in 2020. 
Valley of the Moon Alliance study summary and table is attached and those estimates 
indicate 16% more potential growth than what is in the DEIR. 

Sonoma County ag zoning regulations allow the subdivision of large parcels subject to 
Board of Supervisor approval. This situation has not been addressed in the 2020 General 
Plan update or the DEIR but has a potential for a lot of smaller wineries to be developed 
through subdivision of larger parcels that will impact all other areas of the 2020 general 
plan update. Historically smaller family owned wineries are then purchased by large 
corporate entities whose only interests are not locally oriented. 

I 

The DEIR (Exhibit 4.8-4 page 4.8-24) makes an attempt to determine the impact of the General 
Plan proposed changes to Ag production and Visitor Serving facilities between now and 2020 by 
estimating the number of acres of grapes to be planted and then calculates how many processing 
plants it would take to handle the grape harvest. VOTMA feels that the estimates are very low, 
based on the information obtained from our study of Sonoma Valley. The DEIR forecasts the 
Sonoma Valley planning area currently has 24 Ag productions/visitor severing facilities and will 
grow to 43 by 2020 or almost 100% growth. Our study, provided to the Planning Commissioners 
last year, was done in conjunction with the Sonoma Ecology Center and Sonoma Valley Citizen 
Advisory Commission and looked at the actual parcels in Sonoma Valley that have a high 
probability of becoming Ag production/tourist facilities. 

The Sonoma study area was a little larger than the Planning Area Nine, but its trends and results 
are worth review and consideration. We examined about 50% of total Ag acreage in Sonoma 
Valley - 33,125 acres. We focused on 792 parcels that had easy access to major roadways and did 
onsite observations and made a survey form for each parcel. 

The study summarized the data into three development scenarios. Full built out, 20% build out 
and a 20% build out utilizing the current 2020 general plan update policies. 

A key 2020 update policy is the establishment of an ag concentrations definition. Even with this 
policy in place, the study indicates an increase of 50 new Ag productions and visitor servicing use 
facilities. This is 16% higher than the DEIR estimated. Without the concentration definition the 
increase could be 75 new facilities, or 74% more. With a full build out and no concentration 
policies there could be as many as 362 new facilities by 2020. 

The conservative position of a 16% error rate in new facilities for Sonoma County would have the 
total county winery population growing from 112 to 150. This would double the current number 
of wineries to 277. These figures don't reflect the number of commercially zoned ag production 
and visitor serving facilities. The DEIR should also look at the current rate of winery development 

 in the county and adjust its forecast for 2020 growth . 

The DEIR comments (pages 4.8-26) on the demand for visitor-serving uses would 
primarily affect ag lands designated LIA, LEA, DA. The Ag and Residential (AR) and 
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Resource and Rural Development (RRD) categories areas would also allow ag tourism 
uses, but at a more limited scale. The DEIR fails to discus the impacts of AR and RRD. 
Jt doesn't address the "limited scale." 1t indicates that visitor-serving is allowed on any 
Ag lands. That will lead to impacts that will significantly affect ag lands conversions 
and/or reductions as well as the number of small winery production/tourist serving uses. 

Goals AR-5 and AR-6 ofthe Ag resources element would promote the development of 
new agricultural processing facilities (e.g. wineries) support services (Vendors farm 
supplies) and visitor-serving uses (wine tasting I events) in rural agrarian areas as value 
added suppo11 to agricultural production. (DEIR at 4.l-40) The DEIR does not provide
complete information about how many and where theses new uses will be, or how many 
acres of agricultural land they may directly pave over or render unusable due to a 
proliferation of incompatible land uses. 
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Policy AR-Sg (page 4.8-25) & AR-6f (pages 4.8-27) "would further reduce cumulative 
impacts resulting from the concentration of processing etc" This statement is inconect 
for both policies AR-5g (AR-6f). The General Plan Update addresses the density of ag 
development in proximity to each other. It fails to take into consideration the cumulative 
impacts of other developments in the area. Almost all new wineries don't go through the 
EIR process and don't do a cumulative affects analysis. Therefore Policies AR-5g (AR-
6f) should be changed to include the cumulative affects of nearby ag and other projects. 
The negative declarations process should also be expanded to include cumulative affects. 
Otherwise the piece-meal approach will lead to over-developing a specific area even with 
local concentrations policies in effect. 

The DEIR failed to explain or define what will be detrimental to the rural character in 
factor 4 of AR5g. Completion of the Rural Character Design Standards and zoning code 
incorporating those standards should be completed immediately and be included for 
General Plan update approval. 
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The statement in the 2020 General Plan update ''In cases where the proposed processing 
use would process only products grown on site, such use would not be penalized in 
accordance with this concentration policy" was not discussed in the DEIR; its impact 
should be evaluated. We suggest that this sentence should be deleted. There is no 
assurance that only products grown on site will always be used. Smaller wineries 
generally are sold to larger corporate winery/sand the county does not have anyway to 
monitor this statement. 

The DEIR (page 4.8-27) mentions AR-6d "would reduce the likelihood of projects 
resulting in cumulative traffic impacts or operate at higher that permitted levels by 
requiring participation in visitor tracking and event coordination program as a condition 
of approval for qualified projects." The DEIR fails to analyze the impact of what will 
occur if the event coordinator position is not authorized or is not a county staff position if 
authorized. It failed to clearly identif)r what action the coordinator will be able to 
enforce and control. Cunently Sonoma county has no idea of the impacts of events, 
number allowed, the number occurring in a specific area nor be able to enforce weekend 
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activity limits. There are wineries currently asking for compliance and legalizing the 
un-authorized events they are already having. Attaching the number of permitted events 
to use permits goes with the land and can't easily be adjusted. They are also not be 
approved in a consistently, nor is consideration of the size of the winery. More and more
events win be occurring in the future. 

Valley of the Moon Alliance 
Board of Directors 
Karl Keener, Cathy Pons, George Ellman, Nigel Hall, Del Rydman 
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The Potential for Events Facilities on 
Agricultural Land in the Sonoma Valley 

August 2004 

Choices for the future 

Executive Summary 
This report contains the results of a yearlong study. It examines the potential, 

under present zoning, for a growing number of visitor-serving and events facilities on 
agricultural lands in the Sonoma Valley. It also identifies some of the choices that need 
to be made toward a course for the future that protects and reinforces the rural 
character and quality of life of the area in which we live. 

"Events facilities" and "visitor-serving facilities", for the purpose of this study, 
include the ancillary buildings and/or outdoor facilities associated with agricultural 
activities that are used on a regular basis for gatherings, celebrations, tastings, 
weddings, concerts and other such activities. 

Concerns 
This study was undertaken in response to the rising concern voiced by many 

residents of the Sonoma Valley about: 
• The growing number of events related facilities that are now in place, or are likely to 

be built in the future, in association with agricultural operations on agricultural land 
in the Sonoma Valley, 

• The potential concentrations of such facilities along the highways and country roads 
of the Sonoma Valley, 

• The continuing erosion of the rural character of the Sonoma Valley by large scale 
development, 

• Traffic & Safety issues associated with increased use of the Valley's road 
infrastructure 

• Cumulative effects of large facilities on ground water and on its availability to other 
residents who depend on it in the Sonoma Valley, 

• The potential cumulative effects of in-the-ground and package sanitation services 
likely to be built to serve events facilities on the quality of the ground water in the 



Valley 
• Cumulative effects of noise (sometimes amplified) from events facilities on the 

peaceful enjoyment by neighbors of their properties in the Valley 
• Cumulative effects of lights from events facilities on the night sky of the Sonoma 

Valley 
• Cumulative negative effects of event facility development on hillsides and viewsheds/ 

especially noticeable with night lighting, 
• The continuing lack of official coordination and monitoring of the frequency and size 

of events throughout the Valley., including the seeming lack of follow-up 
investigation of on-going abuses of the permitted frequency and size of events at 
existing events facilities. 

Summary of Findings 
The Study Area for this report includes a total of 33,125 acres in the Sonoma 

Valley. The study focuses particularly on 792 parcels in the Study Area, all of which lie 
in the large "agricultural" zones (DA, LIA, LEA and RRD) under present Sonoma County 
zoning. Together the 792 parcels contain a total of 26,587 acres. On site evaluation of 
theses 792 parcels by two-person teams leads to the following observations about the 
future of those parcels: 
• Under the present "minimum lot size 11 regulations of present zoning, the 792 

agricultural parcels that now exist in the study Area could be subdivided to produce 
a total of 974 legal parcels, any of which could be developed independently at some 
time in the future, 

• 38 parcels already contain events facilities located on agricultural land in the Sonoma 
Valley. Other events- and visitor-serving- facilities (hotels, restaurants, special event 
facilities, etc.) also exist on commercially zoned land that is not covered by this 
study. 

• 362 of the potential 972 parcels in the Valley have been evaluated to possess a 
"high" to "very high" potential for future use as visitor serving and/or events facilities 
associated with agriculturar operations and have been designated as potential 
"future11 event sites. 

• If alt of those "future" parcels were to be developed to their full potential under 
existing zoning, i.e. subdivision of parcels based on the existing minimum lot size 
currently established for the parcet the resulting total build-out would represent a 
more than 2500% (Two thousand five hundred percent) increase over the present 
day number of events facilities in the Valley. Even if only a 20% of the "futuren 
sites were build out 75 events facilities would be added to the Valley, for a total of 
113 events facilities Sonoma Valley wide. 

• The potential concentrations of events facilities {see Figure M) under three possible 
scenarios are summarized on the chart below. 

Under Scenario C (the least dense alternative, which assumes 20% build-out with 
the text proposed for GP2020 in force), the density of events facilities over the 24 miles 
of the Sonoma Valley would be 3.5 per mile. In some areas of concentration densities 
may exceed 4 per mile, however. 

By comparison, the present density of the Oakville-to-St. Helena stretch of Highway 
29 in the Napa Valley is 4 facilities per mile while the overall density from Yountville to 
Calistoga is 3.2 per mile. Traffic congestion in the St Helena section is acute both on 



' 

i 

Q:n:el1ratimArea ISa,natioA- SamariOB· ScenarioC•2(1%w 

INorlh 
Valley 

: Lerglh 

1 Caiarort 1.7 mies 
2 flemoocl Nafl;1.7 mle<1 
3 lm,,coo Scui1.3 rrile!j 

, 4 Triri1¥ 11.1 niles 

jttt~:;,.a;,:~~~ . ' 

lflilOmmbufd-Olt 27'/41:ulcku Cl>CGP2DZJI 

3 
3 
2 

11 
26 

13 
19 
12, 
18 
6 

Ola! Now FtiLre: Tola! Now ctal : 

15 
24, 
15: 
211 

130; 

3 

3, 
2' 

11 
26 

3 
4 

2 
4i 
1 
7 

21, 

5 
7 
3 

18 
tfl 

I : 

2 2 4' 
s, 0 5 
3 0 3, 
3 3 6 
2 1 31 

11 7 ,, 

26 13 ~ 

/Md Valley 

l&blolaf fur T Vall 

6 Mldrore •1.3 nilesi 
7GnMaS1root 1.3nil ' 

8 5on'.ml w.st 1.5nil3 

2: 
1' 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
4 

38 

13 

19 
15 
38 

13 
:rt 
361 
ss' 

213 

2 
1 
01 

4 
3 
8 
3· 

7 
7 

11: 
43i 

2 
11 

' ol 

1, 
2 
4 
4 
5 
3 

11, 
30! 

3 
3 
4 
4, 
51 

' ' ' 

I 
ISR121 

I 

9 Md Valley 1.5 nil 
10116Grade 2.3nil 

, 11jElgB,oo 11.7nil~ 

I 
ru: in areas of C<Jrmrtraticn 

IStbtolal il:r Ill~ Valley , 
' ' ' 

' 12
1

Sd"e!Mlle Ead1.s rril'1 
13 Sd"e!Mlle \f1el1.7 mies, 
14 SR121 O:JTicl(j1. 1 niles 

: 15,SearsPoirt !1.1 nil~• 
Jrnl in areas d COfnlf"lrafim 
, !&bl>::tal fi:r SR 121 are 
'. . '. 

' ' 

' 
o' 
5 
1, 
2' 
0 
8 

' 37 
35' 

55 
ZJ9 

15 
13 

9 

9 
3 

491 

15: 
' 181 

10 
11 
3! 

571 
I 

I 
O' 
0 
1 
0 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 
1 

11• 

8 
11 
tfl 

3 
B 
3 

' 
4 
1 

19· 

' o: 
ol 
1! 
o' 
4 

0 
5 
1 
2 
0 
8 

3 
0: 
2 
1 
1 
7 

' 

41 
111 
34 

s! 
5 
3 

3 
1 

15 

weekdavs and or, weekends, even though the Napa Valley has a parallel road to se'"Ve 
as an alternate route for traffic, which t'l.e Sonoma Va!iey does not. 

Scenario B (20% build-out) would res;,;lt i':1 an average of 4 facmtJes per mile in the 
Sonoma Valley, with higher densltie.-s in pooular a;-eas, while Scenario A {maximum 
:Jt..ild·out under present zoning) would produce a censity in excess of 16.6 fadlitles per 
ml.e. 

In sum!T!ary, therefore, the ;esidents of the Sonoma Valley seem to J€ facing, under 
present zon\r.g reguiations rn Sonoma County, the followmg alternatives: 

• at bes4 bui!d-ou:: de'1sities as high as the most congested sections of the Napa 
Valley, 2nd 

• at worst, a build-out density over 4 times the level that already causes grio-!ock 
in the Napa Valley over a muc, shorte· stretclc of highway. 
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Greg Carr - General Plan DEIR Comments 

.. lrom: 11Mike Sandler'1 <mf 
To: 
Date: 02/15/2006 5:49 PM 
Subject: General Plan DEIR Comments 
CC: <pkelley@sonoma-county.org>, <mkerns@sonoma-county.org>, <vbrown@sonoma

county.org>,<tsmith@sonoma-county .org>, 11 'Rue 111 <pqrst@monitor.net>, 
<maddy book@sonoma-county.org>, <gcarr@sonoma-county.org> 

February 15, 2006 

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD 

To: Members of the CAC 
CC: Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, County Planning staff 
Subject: General Plan 2020 draft EIR 

Thank you for accepting these comments on the Sonoma County General Plan Update and General Plan 
2020 draft EIR (DEIR). 

These comments address the following issues: 

.. Water Resource Element 

2. Climate change 
Recommended New section- Energy and Climate Protection 
Recommended New goal: Reduce greenl1ouse gas emissions from all sectors of the county 25% 
below 1990 levels by 2015. 
Look at Humboldt County Energy Element 

3. Fore st Conversions 
Recent Conversion ordinance not included in the DEIR 
New impact: 64,000 acres in DA, Rural Residential, 
Suggested mitigation: Expand conversion prohibition to Site Class III 
Suggestion mitigation: Require conservation easements and greater than 2: 1 ratio 

4. Agriculture Processing 

5. Community Separators 
Suggested Policy: Transferable Development Rights: County work with Cities to put County's 
affordable housing allocation within city limits in return for County setting aside open space 
around city urban growth boundaries. 

6. Transportation 

identifies 78 impacts in its analysis. Of these, 43 are identified as significant before 
recommended mitigation measures are incorporated. these additional recommended mitigation 
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measures are incorporated) the number of significant unavoidable impacts including loss of farmlands 
and habitat lands still numbers 38. 

This DEIR is deficient in that it does not address cumulative impacts) including water quantity impacts, 
impacts presented by climate change and global warming, potential conversion of agricultural lands to 
other uses, conversion of forests to other uses, the sprawling development of agricultural processing and 
support uses in rural lands through out the county with no infrastructure. 1-

Water Resource Element 

Community Clean Water Institute is pleased to see the inclusion of a Water Resource Element for the 
first time in Sonoma County's General Plan. The purpose to ensure water resources are sustained and 
protected is commendable. 

The DEIR should attempt to address the 17 or so water related unavoidable, or unmitigatable, impacts. 
The Alternatives analysis must consider all possible solutions for dealing with the problem. Alternatives 
analysis must consider all possible forms of mitigation in an attempt to reduce impacts. This includes 
suggestion and comment made by the public or experts. If this analysis is not included in the DEIR, it 
s not consistent with CEQA. 

The DEIR should analyze the incorporation of a section in the Water Resource Element dealing with 
impacts of climate change and global warming. Global climate change is one of the greatest threats to 
water resources and ecosystems over the next century. Climate change is expected to impact U.S. water 
resources and water availability in the western United States, including the following: decreased 
snowfall and snowmelt, a major source of drinking water for much of California; rising sea levels 
threatening coastal aquifers and water supplies; increases in lake and stream temperatures threatening 
fish, water species, and critical habitats such as wetlands. 

;2. 
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The Sonoma County Water Agency has adopted a new energy policy which recognizes the need to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). The DEIR should analyze how General Plan objectives can 
reinforce the Water Agency Energy Plan's goals of conservation and GHG reduction. 

he Pacific Institute, a nonrprofit research organization based on Oakland, CA has developed a "Water 
and Climate Bibliography" online at htm://biblio.pacinst.org/biblio/ which gives technical and scientific 
background on the relationship of water and climate change. The bibliography includes articles such as 
"Asymmetric warming over coastal California and its impact on the premium wine industry." By 
Nemani, R. R. et al. The DEIR should include this bibliography for references on water and climate 
change. 

The DEIR should analyze Section 3.4 of the WRE and the implications of The Conservation and Reuse 
section having a goal of "no net increase" in water usage from the Russian River or groundwater basins. 
The DEIR should analyze the alternative of accommodating population growth for the next 15 years 
lu·ough increased efficiency, conservation, and re-use. 
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I [section 4.5-3 of the DEIR mentions water impacts of forest conversion (also mentioned later in this 
letter). The notes a 123% increase in agricultural use in the Sonoma Coast, and 85% increase near 

Valley. 

3ection 4.5-6 of the DEIR mentions saltwater intrusion. There should be a mention of the sea level rise 
due to climate change below). 
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Use newer 303d list: Exhibit 4.5-3 on page 4.5-18 and 19 of the EIR shows the Sonoma County/303(d) 
List of impaired water bodies and has neglected to list the Laguna de Santa Rosa. The Exhibit uses the 
1998 list, not the 2002 list 1998 was the year that the Laguna was secretly and illegally taken off the 
303( d) list. The Laguna is the most impaired water body in Sonoma County and must be listed for all 
six of its impaired Qonstituents: sediments, temperature, nitrogen, phosphorus, dissolved oxygen, and 
bacteria. Community Clean Water Institute bas submitted lengthy comments to the State Water 
Resources Control Board regarding the listing of the Laguna for nutrients. 

Water quality data collected by Community Clean Water Institute also suggests that Santa Rosa Creek is 
impaired for conductivity. This may be due to stormwater runoff The DEIR should address stormwater 
runoff from cities, and analyze how the General Plan can encourage the County to work with Cities to 
reduce impacts from stormwater runoff. 

} 0 

Climate Protection 

Tbe DEIR fails to address climate change and global warming. 

Climate change issues should be addressed because they may be the largest issues the County has to deal 

with in the 21st Century, affecting oil and gas supplies which drive the entire economy, and potential 
temperature changes which could cause extreme weather events such as flooding, drought, sea level rise, 
water scarcity and more. Some impacts to include in the EIR include: Rising sea levels and increased 
flooding will impact our coastline and low-lying areas. Temperature changes and alterations in 
precipitation patterns will impact agriculture, air quality, water quantity, and water quality, as well as 
1ur biotic communities. All of these have serious implications for Sonoma County, and should be 
.iddressed in the draft EIR. 

The DEIR fails to address the impact of development in the County on climate change and global 
warming. There are no proposed mitigation measures for impacts caused by climate change and global 
warming in the County. 

The DEIR should consider whether climate change should be addressed in the energy section of the 
Conservation Element Climate change and energy are related, but not synonymous. Climate change 
results from greenhouse gas emissions, primarily as a product of our energy choices. Energy efficiency 
does not necessarily yield a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and therefore does not necessarily 
address the problem of climate change. Therefore, while it is important to address energy efficiency and 
energy resources, these by themselves are insufficient for climate protection. Scientists say that 
greenhouse gas emissions must be reduced at least 60 to 80 percent from 1990 levels to avert the worst 
impacts of climate change. The DEIR should analyze whether climate change should be addressed in 
the Air Resources section. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is begi1ming to address 
climate change tlu·ough a Climate Protection Program they created in June 2005. However, the impacts 
of climate change are not only air resources impacts as noted: there are impacts on land use, water, 
transportation, and more. 

We, along with the Climate Protection Campaign, further recommend that the County's General Plan 
2020 explicitly align with climate protection goals set by the County of Sonoma and all nine Sonoma 
cities. Section 4.12-7 in Energy Resources mentions Sonoma County's GHG reduction goal for internal 

)erations. There should also be mention that in 2005 the County of Sonoma and al] nine Sonoma cities 

1
1assed resolutions adopting the goal greenhouse from all sectors in Sonoma 
County percent 1990 levels by 2015. Of about fifty total votes on the nine city councils and 

) 
I 
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the Board of Supervisors, only two were no votes, reflecting the near unanimous support for this 
greenl1ouse gas reduction goal. Moreover, over 50 Sonoma County businesses and organizations such as 

· Codding Enterprises and the League of Women Voters have endorsed the community emissions 
reduction target. 

~ 

We request a section be added to the General Plan on climate change and global warming. A new 
Goal should be added to, "Reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the County 25% below 1990 levels 
by 2015." This is the goal adopted by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors for both county 
internal operations and for the community at large, including private businesses and residences. New 
policies to implement the goal include the following: 
1) Include greenhouse gas emission impacts in all CEQA reviews done by and for the County of 
Sonoma 
2) All County of Sonoma Board of Supervisor actions will address the greenhouse gas impacts of the 
action 
3) The County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors will am1Ually issue a report to the public on the 
County1s progress toward its countywide greenhouse gas emission reduction goal 

111 

Other counties have taken action to incorporate climate and energy issues into their General Plan. The 
County of Marin is incorporating climate protection and adaptation to climate change in its General Plan 
Update, as an example of how to incorporate climate change into a general plan. Humboldt County has 
a draft Energy Element in its General Plan Update. The Humboldt Energy Element is online at 
~~....."...!..2l!..!..~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ and I have submitted it by email to 
Scott Briggs of PRMD. The DEIR should analyze the benefits of the addition of an Energy Element to 
the General Plan. 

15 
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Forest Conversion 

Forest Conversion (called Timber Conversion in the General Plan) is the conversion of forestland to 
uses besides timber production. Forests provide habitat for wildlife, and store water and provide 
benefits to watersheds. When they are converted to other uses there are negative impacts which must be 
mitigated. 

The Board of Supervisors has passed a Timber Conversion Ordinance which limits forest conversion. 
This ordinance is not reviewed in the DEIR. The DEIR should review the ordinance and discuss the 
impacts which would still result due to flaws in the cunent ordinance language. For example the current 
ordinance does not prohibit conversions in Site Class II forestlands. The DEIR should address the 
cumulative impact of forest conversion in Site Class III forestlands. The Forest Conversion Ordinance 
does not cover the approximately 64,000 acres of forests in other zones including Diversified Ag, 
Intensive Ag, and Rural Residential. What impact will this have? What impact does forest conversion 
have on water quality and quantity? What impact does forest conversion have on habitat for a diversity 
of species including pollinators necessary for agricultural production? What impact does forest 
conversion have on siltation and turbidity which destroys steelhead and salmon spawning grounds? 
What positjve impact does protecting forests have on providing carbon sinks and providing cooling 
capacity to reduce global warming? How many acres could potentially be converted to other uses under 
the new Forest Conversion Ordinance? What benefit would there be to the environment if Site Class III 
and the remainder of Sonoma County forestland was included in the Timber Conversion Ordinance? 
The DEIR should analyze the impact of the General Plan mitigating the impacts of forest 
conversion by amending the Forest Conversion Ordinance to include a prohibition on forest 
~onversion in Site Class III timberlands, to increase the 2 for 1 land s-\vap to 3 to 1 or higher, to 
assure land swapped is equivalent in slope to land being converted, and that restocking are 
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required along with conservation easements on swapped lands. 

Agricultural Processing 

The DEIR must include the alternative impact of creating agricultural processing and support services 
districts located in areas where there is adequate infrastructure such as industrial processing facilities, 
sewer, water, roads, telecommunication, police and fire protection? What is the impact of requiring 
agricultural processing and support services to be located in these areas? The General Plan allows 
''unlimited" agricultural processing and "support uses" sprawled on rural agricultural lands outside the 
city limits throughout the County in areas where there is absolutely no infrastructure. Agricultural 
processing and support services can include bottling factories, processing services; storage buildings; 
parking lots; tank farms; pumping statjons; garages and outside areas for mechanical and equipment 
repair, etc. These "support uses" must be sufficiently defined or capped to comply witb State law and to 
allow analysis of potential impacts in the General Plan DEIR. What is the build-out capacity of 
agricultural processing and wine-related uses, including support uses? 

The DEIR must address the additional impact on traffic, roads, and public health and safety of importing 
and processing agricultural products that are not grown on site and where no crops are grown. 

The DEIR should address the impact on traffic, air pollution, roads, public health and safety and quality 
of product if the grapes or other crops are grown outside of Sonoma County and processed in the county 
in the form of industrial agricultural processing factories. In order to mitigate this, the DEIR should 
analyze the impact of the General Plan requiring a very high percentage of grapes to be grown in 
Sonoma County. The DEIR should also analyze the impacts of requiring an upper limit on the 
number of ag processing facilities in the county, and make it more difficult to put them in once 
that limit is dose to being reached. 

lb Jcu• 
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Community Separators and Tradable Development Rights 
(TDRs) 

There is a significant impact of placing the County's affordable housing allotment from the State in 
areas such as Mark West Springs, the County Airport area, Bodega Bay, Occidental, and other rural 
areas which lack infrastructure. This is sprawl. The County should meet with the Cities and develop a 
program of tradable development rights (TDRs) to put the County's affordable housing allotment inside 
City urban growth boundaries. In return the County would provide park and open space amenities (or 
acquisition) in the Community Separator areas surrounding the urban growth boundaries. The DEIR 
should analyze the addition to the General Plan of clear objectives and goals to address this impact. The 
DEIR should analyze the impacts of directing ALL new development within City urban growth 
boundaries, not a "majority of development." 

Transportation 

The DEIR should analyze how the Transp01iation Element should be altered to make the highway 
system less impmiant than other modes of transportation including walking, biking, carpooling, and 
taking buses and trains. The DEIR should look at how additional grovrtb should be focused in ways that 
~ernove the of driving on the freeway. 

Thank you for this opportunity to input. 

f Cf 
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Sincerely, 

Mike Sandler 
Program Coordinator 
Community Clean Water Institute 

Mike Sandler 
Program Coordinator 
Community Clean Water Institute 

www.ccwi.org 
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Community Clean Water Institute 

March 14, 2006 

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD 

To: Planning Commissioners 
CC: Board of Supervisors, County Planning staff 
Subject: General Plan 2020 Draft EIR 

07 ~fEOTEfVf!ocwi.org 

MAR f ·S 2006 
PERMIT AND RESOURC 

MANAGEMENTDEPARTME~T 

Thank you for accepting these comments on the Sonoma County General Plan Update and 
General Plan 2020 draft EIR (DEIR). These comments are supplementary to CCWI's letter dated 
February 28, 2006. 

In the February 28111 letter, CCWI recommended a new section on the DEIR and also for the 
General Plan Update on Energy and Climate Protection. CCWI also recommended a new goal: 
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from all sectors of the county 25% below 1990 levels by 
2015. 

CCWI also discussed the DEIR's failure to address climate change and global warming. 

Sonoma County contributes to global warming through the emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
including C02, methane, and others as referenced in the Climate Protection Campaign's 
Inventory of Sonoma County's Greenhouse Gas Emissions (available online at 
..!'.!2'.!..!!.~~~~~~~:..!.!!,~..b!.!.~6J. An analysis of Sonoma County's GHGs and the GHGs of 
each County and the community at large are available from the Climate Protection Campaign and 
should be incorporated into the General Plan, and especially as impacts. 

The DEIR is inadequate based on the omission of cumulative impacts 

The DEIR fails to address the impact of development in the County on climate change and global 
warming. There are no proposed mitigation measures for impacts caused by climate change and 
global warming in the County. 

The DEIR fails to analyze cumulative impacts in the manner or to the degree required by CEQA. 
The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts." CEQA Guidelines § l 5355(a). "[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a 
single project or a number of separate projects." 

The DEIR provides insufficient data regarding greenhouse gas emissions resulting from growth 
allowed in the General Plan in order for officials and the public to create informed opinions. For 
example, new housing will result in increased energy use, population growth will result in greater 
vehicle miles traveled and higher energy use, and the transportation element will result in 
increased fossil fuel use. With future greenhouse gas emissions predicted to increase, the DEIR 
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l.J f Lmust provide an accurate picture of the GHG inventory, but does not. This omission is a clear 
violation of CEQA and must be rectified and resubmitted for public comment. Ot'rl: • · ' 
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Community Clean Water Institute 
Comments on General Plan DEIR 

Since increased GHGs will be the result of housing, population, and transportation growth as 
envisioned in the General Plan, the DEIR should analyze and quantify the environmental impacts 
to this region that the General Plan will create. These projected impacts must be available to 
compare with existing conditions. 

The General Plan Update Process and thus the DEIR Process was flawed 

The Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC) deliberated in 2003 at the same time that climate 
protection was becoming a higher priority in the County. The CAC was not given access to 
scientific reports showing the impending impacts of climate change and global warming. Climate 
protection was not given sufficient time to be considered, and the CAC was not made properly 
aware that this was a high priority for the County. 

No alternatives scenario involving GHG emissions 

In addition to the DEIR's failure to analyze impacts, the DEIR failed to provide alternatives 
where the impacts are reduced, minimized, or mitigated. The DEIR must provide alternative 
scenarios, where in at least one of them, the County's GHG reduction policy is implemented. 
The alternatives analysis will provide decision makers a basis from which to make an informed, 
and CEQA-compliant, decision. 

Below are some proposed mitigations to address climate change in the DEIR and the 
General Plan: 

In addition to the new Goal from the previous letter, "Reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 
the County 25% below 1990 levels by 2015." 
New policies to implement the goal include at the Board of Supervisors:: 
1) Include greenhouse gas emission impacts in all CEQA reviews done by and for the County of 

Sonoma 
2) All County of Sonoma Board of Supervisor actions will address the greenhouse gas impacts of 
the action 
3) The County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors will annually issue a report to the public on the 
County1s progress toward its countywide greenhouse gas emission reduction goal 

Additional policy recommendations: 
Title 24 
The County can to make a commitment to ensuring that the State Energy Code "Title 24" for 
buildings is being fully implemented. 

Title 24 and County Facilities: 
The County can commit to making any new or remodeled County facilities exceed Title 24 by 
10%, and complete energy efficiency retrofits of its own existing facilities. These retrofits would 
save energy and save the County$$ on its utility bills. The County can also look at a Green 
Building policy for its own buildings the County already has one and the County can promote 
its use, especia!Iy in its own facilities. One of the best things a County can do to increase local 
awareness of energy efficiency, is for County government to improve its own energy performance 
and then to brag about the $$ savings and associated health and other benefits throughout the 
local community. 

Transportation and Climate Change: 

l~ 
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Community Clean Water Institute 
Comments on General Plan DEIR 

Transportation efficiency measures can help both to reduce energy use and energy costs in the 
County and by reducing contributions to global climate change - the county ·s climate change 
emissions have increased by 26% overall and by 43% in the transportation sector in the last 
dozen years or so. Again the place to start is with the County's own vehicles, by buying the most 
energy efficient vehicles and by reducing unnecessary travel where possible. 

For non-County private sector transportation the County should try to limit unnecessary travel by 
discouraging sprawl, especially residential sprawl, by encouraging higher residential densities 
close to local shopping and other destinations, by promoting mixed use developments, and by 
encouraging transportation alternatives such as walking and biking and by making them safer and 
more convenient. 

The County should actively work with the Sonoma County climate change program to promote 
efforts to reduce local emissions - this will help with both local air quality and with slowing 

do.wn the impacts of global climate change. L--~

--Renewable Energy: 
Looking ahead, the County can make it easier for people to retrofit their buildings with solar 
systems (cspccia!!y with solar water heaters); by encouraging good building orientation, etc; 
ensuring that all buildings have good access to the sun (Solar Rights Act 1978) and by requiring 
that buildings he built with roofs, pipework and wiring chases already in place ready to accept 
solar systems. 

General Energy Efficiency: 
An easy measure is to improve the general performance ofhui!dings, especially residential, by 
encouraging passive energy design, and by requiring shade trees on the south-west facades, etc to 
reduce summer heat gain 

j 
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Reduce the overheating of building:; in the summer, and the expensive air-conditioning it 
requires, by requiring light colored roofs and tree shading to parking lots adjoining buildings, and 
by reducing the amount of dark colored asphalt in streets and parking areas adjacent to homes. 

Discourage overlighting of gas stations, markets, parking areas and other outside lighting (eg the 
State of Vermont has excellent guidelines) 

Reduce water use (and consequent electric water pumping) in landscaping and planting designs 

All these and other similar measures can contribute to improving energy efficiency in Sonoma 
County_ All of them have appeared in the General Plans of other cities. 

i 
! - . 

Circulation and Transit Element 
The following section proposes language for the Circulation and Transit Element to integrate the 
County's climate protection pledge. Proposed additions are underlined. 

PURPOSE 
It is correlated with the land use element to assure that the transportation system serves future 
travel demand, helps attain the c.Iesired land use plan, and helps improve the health and qua!itv of 
Jif.? in Sonoma County. 

1.2 RELA TIONSHJP TO OTHER ELEMENTS 
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Community Clean \\7ater Institute 
Comments on General Plan DEIR 

(Third paragraph) For example, the County's air quality will be affected by the mobility of 
vehicles and the degree to which the transit system succeeds in attracting riders. (Small grammar 
edit.) Als_o_~,_$QllO}Jl~ __ Cot.lf)\y ~i!l_.§_L!(;f_e_ed in implementing its climate protection wme_gri)y_if_H 
fil.R1J i_fi_c9-11tb:' r~d]J~e_s _ _green_h_ous~_g<:1-~- emissions from circuJ_ation and transit the lead ing__;;_p_ur:c~ __ Qf 
such emissions. 

2.2 TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS IN 2000 
(Third paragraph) Congestion on roadways in Sonoma County has been steadily increasing as 
growth in the Cities and County has continued. _Vehicle mik_~ tra\:elcd in Sonoma Cgl)nly 
increas~ about 43 .12ercent between 1990 and 2000. according to the Metropolitan 
TranwQrtMfon_C_QlllllJi~~-on. Gre,enb_o_y_;,c gas emissions from cir~_ulation and transit 9wi_ng_th~ 
gim\;': period increased by aboL1t the same ar!!_QUD.LMi:::_an_y,,:b_U_~, construction of planned 
improvements bas not kept pace. 

2.3 STRATEGY FOR THE PLAl'iNED CIRCULATION AND TRANSIT SYSTEM 

(8linteuration of the Cou1~§._pledge t9_prote~Uhe.~limaJ~Y..I~.9J-.i~jng_trarispor!;ltion related 
greenhouse gas emissions,. 

7. GOALS, OB.TECTIVES, AND POLICIES FOR CLIMATE PROTECTION 

Goal CT-6: ___ ---~I~n~tc~g~r~a~tc=S~o~n~o~m~a~C=o~u~nty~'~s~p~l~cd~g~e~to~p~rn~t~e~ct~t~h~e~c~l~in~,~at~e~,~b~y~r~e~d~u~c~in"'g 
transportation related gr1/.e_1).b_ouse gas emissiQDS.,. 

Objective CT-6.1 Require that circulation and transit system improvements result 
in an overall reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Objective CT-6.2 Require that the overall impact of new development with respect 
to circulation and transit results in a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Policy CT-6a: Any circulation and transit system improvements, and any new development shall 
help Sonoma County achieve an overall greenhouse gas emission target of a 20 percent reduction 
by 2010 from 2000 levels. 

Policy CT-6b: To determine the success in implementing the above climate protection goal, 
objectives and policy, the County will calculate the amount of greenhouse gas omissions 
produced by circulation and transit in Sonoma County for each calendar year, and report re.suits to 
the Board of Supervisors by June 30 of the following year. 

The following section includes Language for the Sonoma County General Plan For Energy 
and Climate Protection: 

Fleet Fuel Efficiency 
The County shall operate it, vehicle fleet to improve fuel efficiency and reduce costs. 
Within one year, the Fleet Manager shall develop an energy cont;,erving fleet management 
plan. The Council/Board shall provide the support necessal) to implement the plan, wl1ich will 
than serve as a model for private fleet operators in the c.ommunity. 

Going Beyond State Energ)' Efficiency Standards 
The County shall adopt new building efficiency practices for commercial, rndustrial, and 
residential bui\dmgs to reduce energy and water consumption helov.' the amounts which would 
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Community Clean Water Institute 
Comments on General Plan DEIR 

be used if the buildings only complied with the existing state standards. 

Retrofitting Residences 
The County shall adopt an ordinance requiring residences to be retrofitted with energy 
and water conservation devices upon resale. 

The County shal1 adopt an ordinance requiring energy and water audits to be performed 
on residences prior to resale. 

The County shall work with the local electric, gas, and water utilities to develop education 
and incentive programs, including rebates, for home-owners, landlords, and tenants to install 
energy- and water-conserving fixtures and equipment. The objectives of the program will be 
to retrofit of the residential units built before the State Energy Efficiency Standards with 
energy conservation measures and _ % of all homes with water-conserving fixtures by 
[year]. 

Efficiency Program for County Facilities 
The County will develop a comprehensive strategy to reduce energy and water consumption 
in public facilities. The strategy will include a management structure to oversee energy 
and water efficiency programs, quantitative objectives for reductions in energy and water 
consumption, specific programs to achieve objectives (including regular audits of facilities), a 
time schedule for implementation, identification ofresponsible departments, and sources of 
funding. 

Efficient practices for County Facilities 
The County will evaluate the effectiveness of retrofitting all facilities with energy and 
water saving devices, including efficient indoor and outdoor lighting, improved heating, 
ventilation and air conditioning equipment, low flow plumbing fixtures, and energy and water 
efficient landscaping. 

All new County facilities will be built using highly efficient and economical equipment 
and design. Lifecycle costing will be used in major purchasing and construction decisions. 

Efficient Wastewater Treatment 
GENERAL PLAN LANGUAGE IDEAS 
The Public Works Department shall undertake regular audits, implement cost-effective 

retrofit measures and perform regular maintenance to reduce energy use (kWhr/million gal1ons 
processed) by 10% by [date]. 

In order to reduce the amount of wastewater to be treated, the County shall 
adopt a water conservation program, including requirements that new buildings include water 
conserving fixtures and existing buildings install water conserving fixtures upon resale. The 
objective will be to reduce wastewater flow by_% by [year]. 

Reference: California Energy Commission Publication Publication Number: 700-93-001 
"Energy Aware Planning Guide" http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/energy awai·e guide.html 

Thank you for this opportunity to give input. 
Sincerely, 
Mike Sandler, Program Coordinator 
Community Clean Water Institute 

l J1 
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Y. TITO SASAKI 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Draft EIR on GP 2020 

Chairman and Commissioners: 

28 February 2006 

I would like to reiterate below my verbal comments made at your meeting of February 28. 
The Draft EIR may meet the legal requirements of CEQA, but it is inadequate for your making 

decisions on GP2020. Let's take an example of the Riparian Corridors section of the Open Space 
and Resource Conservation Element 

The Draft EIR states, on page 4.6-34, "Overall, the additional Riparian Corridors and related 
policies would expand protection of important riparian corridors in Sonoma County. The riparian
related policies would not affect existing crops or timber production, with only limited changes for 
replanting, and future assessment for grazing." Then it cites selected sample policies to support this 
general view. 

The Riparian Corridor policies may protect some riparian corridors, but may also degrade 
many. An obvious consequence of these policies is the removal of incentives for the landowners to 
take care of the proposed Streamside Conservation Areas. It is well known that a neglected 
streamside increases fire and flood hazards and promotes propagation of undesirable plant and 
animal species. Realistic impacts of the policies on each locale should have been examined. These 
policies are so specific in terms of geographic locations and designs that they call for a level of 
analyses of a Project EIR rather than sweeping statements allowed for a Programmatic EIR. 

More importantly, the proposed Riparian Corridor policies would affect, according to the 
PRMD staffs estimate, over 70,000 acres of land in the County. The economic impact would be in 
the order of hundreds of million of dollars in terms of diminished land values and lost tax revenues. 
Because of its enormity, the economic impact should be analyzed even if it calls for a separate 
study. 

lt would also be useful for the decision makers to know exactly what benefits the proposed 
policies would bring about: what species would be saved, by what quantity, over what period of 
time, etc. I have not seen any clue as to what the benefit side of the benefit/cost ratio of the 
proposed policies is. 

The proposed Biotic Resources Combining Zoning District (Le., Streamside Conservation 
Areas), if established, will be tantamount to a "taking." It would be prudent for the County to notify 
every affected landowner with full information on the extent of the proposed policies' effects on his 
land, rather than simply mailing them a notice saying "recommended changes in policies may 
directly affect the future use of properties." This comment applies also to other Elements where 
potential "taking" is involved. 
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cc: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
Sonoma County Counsel 
Sonoma County Farm Bureau 

Sincerely, 7f/D. 
Y. Tito Sasaki 





April l 0, 2006 

PRMD Comprehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Ave., 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Members of the Sonoma County Planning Commission: 

The Laguna de Santa Rosn Foundation appreti::nes the cpportunity ~(: C(~:~·1c·:c:-:t ;ii: ih;;,;; 

Drafa Environmental Impact Report for the Sonoma County Genernl Plan 2020. The 
Foundation is a 11011-profit organization founded in 1989, with broad representation of 
the conset·vation, business, and landowner communities on our board of cl irectors. 
Our mission is the protection, enhanceir1ent and celeb'ration of the Laguna, which is 
both the largest tributary to the Russian River and Sonoma County's richest and most 
diverse wildlife area. , 

Overall, we are pleased to note that both the draft General Plan and the DEi R iclentif), 
the critical importance to our county of the habitat natural 'resource, flood 
manageme.nt and \Nater quality roles played by the Laguna. Tile Founclmiun 
encourages that all specified goals, and objectives for improving the water quality. 
hydrologica I functioning, and habitat va I ues of the Laguna and its tributaries be 
retained in the final plan. 

The Foundation's comments on the DEIR fall into two categories: commenJs and 
corrections of factual errors in the draft text. 

Comments: 

Need for basin-scale watershed modeling and monitoring: The Hydrology and 
Water Resources section of the EIR does not fully c.onsider the effects of dynamic 

to the hydrology and hydraulic:; of the \Natershecl, or in \,veather 
patterns as a result of global climate change. These processes may alter floodplain 
elevations over time, and alter the environmental characteristics of 'vVetlands and 
waterways. We do not at present have basin-scale hydro logic or hydraulic models of 
surface waters in county watersheds, or even an adequate system of data collection to 
supply these models. Rigorous flood protection planning will require a large-scale 
coordinated research effort by SCWA, the Army Corps, USGS and others. 

USGS Blue line creeks: The draft plan identifies as an objective to nDesignate all 
perennial and intermittent streams, as shown Oil USGS topographic maps as or March 
l 8, 2003 as riparian corridors and establish streamside conservation areas these 
designated "The associated policy in the draft General Plan reads. 
--noesignate a 11 perennial and in term it1ent streams, as shown on U lupograph 1c 
maps as of March l 8, 2003. as riparian corridors and 1sh strearnsicle 
conservation areas along these designated corridors." lt is unclear what is meant by 
these designations: clo they include both blue-line ancl clotted blue~line stream::.. as 
does the county's vineyard development orclinance? 
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If not, reducing the scope: of protection from the designation in the ordinance would constitute a reduction 
of riparian protection and thus an impact. The General Plan 2020 should recognize not only blue line 
ereeks, but dotted blue line creeks, and further should estao!ish protections for the many t1JJhemeral 
waterways which feed into our county's creeks. 

Corrections to the GP 2020 DEIR 

I Accuracy of' USGS There are accuracy issues with the USGS maps used as baseline references in 
the DEIR. Through "ground-truthing" of watercourses in the Laguna, we have observed that "blue line·· 
de~ignations are .not always mapped acc. t1rately. The plan sh~uld c?ntain language stating that 1·ep.ulatory 
actions must be based on accurate surveys of the precise location of stream channels . 

m~ps:, 

L ? 
;;) 

....--
Location of Colgan CreeU: Although Colgan Creek originates within the city limits Santa Rosa, it is not 
witi1in " the Santa Rosa ·creek sub-basin, and has its confluence with the Laguna south of Hwy 12 (p.4.5-1 I), 

 
in the Laguna de Santa Rosa sub-basii1. 

Channel designations and watershed 
' 

boundaries: There has been ongoing confusion over 
.. 

the name of 
'the channel segmept that connects the confluence of the Laguna and Mark West Creek to the Russian River. 
with different maps giving different designations. The confusion over channel names arises, in parL 
because the Mark Wost Creek channel has ·twice been moved, so that now it enters the Laguna far south of 
its original location) and is clearly a tributary to the Laguna de Santa Rosa. Most local residents and agency 
staff recognize the reach downstream of the c.onfluence of Laguna-Mark West as the Laguna pe Santa Rosa, 
and this is the dominant usage in Laguna planning documents. The DEIR perpetuates confusion over the 
designation.· In the description of the Laguna sub-basin, the DEIR states, "Laguna de Santa Rosa converges 
with.Mark West Creek prior to flowing to the Russian River," and in the description of the Mark West sub
basin.the DEIR states," ... Mark West Creek, is a tributary to the Russian River." The US Army Corps' 
Laguna Sedimentation Study, published in 2004, uses a compromise designation, referring to the disputed 
reach as ''Laguna-Mark West". For ~l1e purpose.of clarity in tliis long-term planning document we believe 
that the General Plan has an obligation recognize that there are two different designations for this channel 
section, and·at a minimum, adopt the '~Laguna-Mark West'' designation used by the Army Corps. , 
Without this clarification, citizens may become confused abo.ut important environmental issues facing this 
drainage - for example, relating to impacts of water quality and flood control on the Russian River, which 
are problems identified for the Laguna, but not Mark West Creek. 

f' 
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There has been similar confusion over watershed boundary designations. Although the GP2020 and the 
DEIR define the Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed as a sub-basin at the same scale as the sub-basins of 
Mark West Creek, ?llld Santa Rosa Creek (p. 4.5-3, 4.5-5, 4.5- l l, 4.5-12, 4.5- l 3 ), the forthcoming Laguna 
Restoration and Managemerit Plan, as well as the US Army Corps Laguna Sediment Study, and other 
historical planning effo1ts, recognize the greater Laguna basin as a management unit encompassing these 
three sub-basins. This management unit, referred to as the Laguna .. Mark West drainage or the Greater 
Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed, defines the boundaries of the area that drains into the Russian River at 
Mirabel. We believe that recognition of this broader-scale drainage is much more explanato.ry the 
system's impacts to the Russian River basin. Watersheds represent natural boundaries for the water and 
pollutants that enter the system, and the biological processes that affect or are affected ~y the quality and 
quantity of water. Although the "divisions given in the QP2020 are standard regulatory boundaries, and may 
be efficient for water quality planning purposes (reflecting sub-basin distinctions from the Basin Plan), they 
are less useful for developing a watershed-scale understanding of environmental processes, and basin-scale 
management soluti8ns. For clarity in planning efforts into the future, we recommend that the GP2020 
should at minimum, recognize.that there is a separate, distinct operational definition of the Greater 
de Santa Rosa watershed, which has been widely utilized for environmental planning purposes. 

aguna impairments: The Laguna sub-basin should be included on the list impaired (p. 
4.5-18, 4.5-19), as it is currently listed for exc:ss sed irnent, nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus); elevatecl r, 1 
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PAULA LANE ACTION NETV\'ORK (P.L.A.N.) 

a 501 (c) nonprofit public benefit corp. 

February 22, 2006 

General Plan 2020 
Sonoma County Pennit 

and Resource Management Division 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Attention: Mr. Gaiser and Ms. Dahl 

Re: Comments on Draft General Plan 

Dear J\!1r. Gaiser and Ms. Dahl: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments for the record on the Draft Sonoma County General 
Plan 2020 . 

... he neighborhood organization, Paula Lane Action Network (P.L.A.N.), was organized six years ago in 2001 
and has obtained a 501(c)3 nonprofit public benefit corp. status. Comprised of approximately 70 West Petaluma 
households, P .L.A.N. focuses on research and communication on rural land and open space, wildlife habitat and 
wildlife, and historic resources in our West Petaluma area. 

The comments in this letter, thus, relate to concerns and suggestions, based on our experience, as the General 
Plan relates to county properties and county .. city interfaces in the West Petaluma area. 

As, generally, a review of both the General Plan Draft and Draft EIR seemed less focused on documentation and 
planning for our area, as compared to, for example, the Petaluma River-Highway I 01 corridor, we hope the 
information we provide will be helpful and we respectfully request its inclusion. 

Our comments on the Draft General Plan itself are in the areas of open space, land use and other natural 
resources. 

Draft General Plan Comments: 

Open Space: 
For the Petaluma area, the focus on preserving the Marin County-Sonoma County open space area as a priority 
is appreciated, but the description of other possibiliti~s: particularly in the West Petaluma rural and agricultural 

1~ is lacking. We wish to see an expansion of discussion of potential open space acquisitions, V>'ildlife corridor 

RECEIVED 
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preservation and innovative thinking in this section as open space relates to Petaluma. In particular, a discussion 
of preserving uplands and grasslands areas in West Petaluma should be included. This ties into preserving 
wildlife habitat and corridors as a significant wildlife population survives in the West Petaluma area and the 
habitat and open space have been shrinking. Protection of these areas is critical. 

Land Use: 
We wish to see a policy recommendation for the Petaluma area similar to what was read about Sonoma in regard 
to annexation. We wish to see a policy statement of area annexations from county to city, with a discouragement 
of piecemeal annexations of individual properties. 

Other Natural Resources: 
Please see comments in the accompanying Draft EIR comment letter. 

Thank you for accepting these comments. We would be happy to participate when the public workshops begin. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Kirks, for 
Paula Lane Action Network 

cc: Mike Kerns, 2nd District Supervisor 



PAULA LANE ACTION NETWORK (P.L.A.N.) 

July 7, 2004 

Mayor David Glass and Members of City Council 
Michael Bierman, City Manager 
City of Petaluma 
11 English Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952 

Re: Wildlife Update on Paula Lane/Sunset Drive 

Dear Mayor Glass, Councilrnembers and Mr. Bierman: 

Additional wildlife species continue to be identified. New species are designated in bold & italics. 
An asterisk"*''= Special Anllnal List of the California Natural Diversity Database, Department of Fish and 
Game. 

'T'he completion of a Paula Lane area avian species list by wildlife biologist Dan Nelson (his list submitted under 
parate cover) results in expansion of identified birds, as well as addition to the amphibians list. Our review of 

Mr. Nelson's list, compared to our fut and avian biologist Heather Howitt's review and professional opinion, 
have added 26 birds. Mr. Nelson's observation extended southward from the Paula Lane property and includes 
migratory fly-overs. We would like to see the wetlands characteristics on the Paula Lane property enhanced to 
sustaining wetlands as an educational project, to encourage seasonal migratory stopovers to add to the Great 
Blue Heron, Snowy Egret and Great Egret now seen on the Paula Lane property in the winter. This would be 
part of the proposed open space acquisition and habitat enhancement. We would like to see the nesting habitat 
and foraging area preserved and protected. 

Mammals: 
*American Badger (Species of Special Concern) 
Deer 
Grey Fox 
Skunk 
Raccoon 
Opossum 
Grey Squirrel 
Gophers 
Mice 
Red Fox (i11formation provided on 10128103) 

-r.Knadow Vole 



City of Petaluma, 7/7/04, P. 3 

Birds (Cont'd) 

j_ 

c '*··' 

Golden-crowned Kinglet 
Mourning Dove 
Rock Dove 
Belted Kingfisher 
Tree Swallow 
Violet-green Swallow 
Cliff Sw11/low 
Barn Swallow 
Nuttalls Woodpecker 
Dmvny Wootlpecker 
Acorn Woodpecker 
Nuthatches 
Bullock's Orioles 
Common Red-Shafted Flicker 
Hooded Orioles 
Cedar Waxwings (seasonal) 
Brown-headed Cowbirds 
Black Phoebe 
Say's Pltoebe 
California Quail 
Western Kingbird 
*Oak Titmouse (G5,S?, (FSC), Birds of Concern Watch List, Audubon Watch List, Dept. of Fish & Game Species of 

Special Concern) 
Bush tit 
Western Tanager 
Ash-throated flycatcher 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher 
Hermit Thrush 
American ''Water" Pipit 
Wood Duck 
Great-horned Owl 
Bewick's Wren 
White-breasted Nuthatch 
Red-breasted Nuthatch 
*Redbreasted Sapsucker (nesting, G5S?. Federal Species of Concern, Fish & Wildlife Service Migratory 

NonGame Birds of Management Concern) 

*Snowy Egret (rooke1y, G5,S4, Federal Species of Concern; US Bird Conservation Watch List) 

*Great Egret (r()okery, G5,S4, Calif. Dept. of Foresty & Fire Protection Sensitive) 

*Great Blue Heron (rookery, G5,S4, Calif. Depl. of Forestry & Fire Protection Sensitive) 

*Black-Crowned Night Heron (G5, S3, Bureau of Land Management Sensitive) 

*Long-Billed Curlew (G5, S2, Dept. of Fish & Game Species of Special Concern, Forest & Wildltfe Svc. BCC, 
Birds of Management Concern Watch List, Audubon Watch List) 

Orange-crowned Warbler 
Yellow-rumped Warbler 
Common Snipe 
Western Meadowlark 

Burrowing Owls - Undetermined - habitat may have been destroyed by fire prevention disking - grasslands habitat 
with expansive open space lend to possibility - official study not conducted. 

(Burrowing owls are G4,S2, Federal Species of Concern, Dept. of Fish & Game Californja Special 
Concern Species, Fish & Wildlife Service, Migratory Non Game Birds of Management Concern, and 
Bureau of Land Management Sensitive). 
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Summary: 
The updated avian species list now includes 8 birds on the Special Animals List - 2 species are federally protected
(White-Jailed Kite, Red-breasted sap.rncke1) and 7 are Species of Special Concern (Sharp-Shinned Hawk, White-tailed Kite, 

Allen's hummingbird, Redbreasted Sapsucker, Great Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Long-billed Curlew). The American Badger is 
also on the Special Animals List and currently is classified as a Species of Special Concern. We are in the 
process of completing a petition to submit to the Fish and Game Commission in Sacramento, requesting a 
review of the American Badger status with possible reclassification to threatened or endangered. We believe 
substantial evidence exists to merit this rcquc~i. 

Seasonal wetlands on the Paula Lane property may contain additional amphibian and reptile species. Additional 
bird and other species are yet to be identified. 

The abundance of wildlife species and documentation of same, significant loss of habitat and displacement 
westward from Petaluma, topot:,rraphy of grasslands, uplands trees and wetlands characteristics, and continued 
identification of diversity and adaptation of species all contribute to the Paula Lane property as a significant 
critical habitat area. This very special feature of Petaluma exists within the context of one of Sonoma County's 
early areas of rural agricultural life. As decision makers continue to consider the situation on Paula Lane and 
possibilities within that, we continue to hope the preservation of this precious open space corridor will become :
priority. 

 

I 
J 

,· 1 
a.ul Selinger, P,,r6sident 

P.L.A.N. / 

cc: Irene Borba, Senior Planner, City Planning Department 
Heather Howitt, Avian Biologist 
Kim Fitts, Bioconsultant LLC 
S. Sanborn Consulting 
Brandt-Hawley Law Group 
Bodega Land Trust 
Robert Floerke, Dept. of Fish and Game 
Elizabeth Cooper, Asst. Exec. Director, LAFCO 
Andrea McKenzie, Exec. Director, Open Space District 
Mike Kerns, Supervisor, 2nd District 
Tom Furrer, Casa Grande High Schoo] 
Mike Simpso11, Principal, Petaluma High School 
Kim Arnst, Faculty, Petaluma High School 
Petaluma Educational Foundation 
Steve Bolman, Deputy Supt., Petaluma School District 
Pamela Tuft, General Plan Admjnistrator 





FOR THE PUBUC RECORD 

April 14. 2006 

Sonomd County' P8rmit & Resource Management Oepartme·1: 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

1-\C:: Comments on Draft EIR for Sonoma County General Plan, G?2020 
A TT· Scott Sn~1gs 1i_b!!...QfJ!·~~-',;1[1.!c!!Y1<+~s:~_1_1_1_1 __ Q.~~1 and Gre~ Cai-1 qcc11TrC/J:,rn1orn2,-cuun~v Q[Q 

i--1RMD fax 555-7380 (confirm letter 1s received) 

Dea• Sonoma County Planning Comm1ssroners and Planning StaH, 

The Area Plan for Knights \lalle)-1 and Franz Valley was first adopted as a Specific Plan 1n 1979 and continues 

under the name of the Franz Valley Area Plan to maintain the agricultural and resource conservatior. values of 

this pan of Sonoma County for future generations. We are participating in this General Plan update to ensure 

that the policies of the Franz Valley Area Plan remain consisltml with the General Plan and continue to be 

appliec by PRMD and the Agricultural Commissioner VVe take the review o' G~'2020 most seriously and 

appreciate your careful rev1e,.,,,, of the DEIR. 

VVe are cornrnent1;1g on the DEIR for GP2020's findings oi significant unavoidable impacts, prov1d1ng disclosure 

wl·ere the DEIR does no! adequately address sig11if1cant cumu!at111E: impacts, and identifying policies or 

a//c;rnM1ves to mitigate theses impacts as required b\1 CE:QA. Our intent here 1s ~o improve the DEIR in 

adcJressirg the impacts affecting the geographical areas covered by the Frenz \/alley Area Plan and other 

a~ricultural a-:,d resource conservation zones of So'loma Coun!11 

I. SIGI\IIFICAhJT UI\JAVOID/\8L [ IMP/\CTS (DEIR G 3) 

f-1., ,t,GRIC:J!.... TURAL RESOURCES 

L .. ::md Us8 Cunf11c~~c._..be1we8r1 Aqncultural Eind Res1clRm1ar I l.lrbar, Uc,es 4 "1-2 
.lnco'llD"llible LanrJ Uses m the Rural Area 4 ·1.3 

Sonomc: Count:(s Ger1ercJI Plm1 glo~sc:Jry r.iOE:.'S no:. cief1ne · A;,incu!luml Suppmi Uses" Uses lwyond "Agricultural 
r=>rociuct1on Aci1vit1es·· that are routinely appr,)ved rJui·1n9 th~ 11;;e permit re·,11e\/,-' 1:ro:::ess on agr1culturally zoned 
,Jarcc;ls :::onti1ct wrth goals or1cJ pol1c1;2s w1ih1n !he \f\/atcr Resnur:::e, ()pc:;n Sp;ice 8 Resource Conservation 1 

,J/J(u':?.()(16 3 )5 FM 
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Circulation, Noise, and Public Safety Elements. The inherent conflicts created in allowing event centers, tastlng 
rooms, retail outlets, and employee offices on agricultural land must be addressed in the DEIR. Conditions of 
approval that attempt to mitigate conflicts between uses during project review are regularly changed and/or not 
enforced. 

Policies in the Agricultural Resource Element allowing "agricultural support" uses which 1) require the provision 
of services to unincorporated outlying areas, 2) encourage parcelization of agricultural land, and 3) stimulate 
surrounding development should be identified as growth inducing impacts in DEIR. Growth inducing impacts 
must be addressed as part of the DEIR. Sonoma County Transportation Authority's past and projected Land Use 
Conditions by Traffic Analysis (T A2.) demonstrate the intensification of land use in GP2020 on agricultural land. 
This data was used for the Circulation Element of GP2020. These year 2020 projections should be referenced in 
the DEf R to give a quantitative description of changes in land use expected to occur on agricultural land with 
current zoning. The August 2004 study "The Potential Events Facilities on Agricultural Land in Sonoma Valley" 
conducted by the Valley of the Moon Alliance should be included. _ 

Policies within the Agricultural Resource Element that include event centers, tasting rooms, offices and retail 
outlets under "Agricultural Support" encourage development on agricultural land. These land uses create 
significantly more traffic1 noise, light and other impacts on visual resources than does farming. These uses 
defined as "agricultural support" demand more public services, natural resources, and energy than primary uses 
of the land for growing food and fiber. These are significant cumulative impacts that can be reduced through 
alternative policies, programs and mitigation measures. 

Mitigations: 

[
-Separate "Right to Farm" policies from tourism, events, offices. and retail uses in agricultural zones 
which conflict with Land Conservation Act principles. 

-Designate within Area Plan (or overlay zoning of the General Plan) where ''agricultural support" uses 
can be accommodated. 

evelop incentives for wine appellations or other regional associations, to collectively market, sell, 
and/or process products in locations with existing public services and infrastructure. 

-Enact policies which support the purpose of zoning, segregating conflicting uses. 
Example: Policy 3.11 of Napa County (and other General Plan's) applies the same regulations to processing 
agricultural products as other industrial uses. 

l{ 
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8. VISUAL RESOURCES 

Light Pollution and Nighttime Sky 4.11-3 

The DEIR states that land uses and development from GP 2020 "would result in a significant cumulative impact 

on the visual quality of county lands that are not designated Scenic Resources, including impacts from light 

pollution." The Franz Valley I Knights Valley area is recognized as a visual resource in the Franz Valley Area Plan 

and one of few remaining regions in Sonoma County where the night sky is not illuminated by development 

The DEIR does not consider that some area plans have scenic resource designations that pre-date those used in 

the Genera! Plan. 

Commercial and visitor-serving developments in agricultural zones contribute to unregulated nighttime light 

sources. Although nighttime lighting may be conditioned through the use permits, the DEIR does not consider 

that conditions of approval to mitigate light pollution from rural development are often changed to provide security 

lighting. Requests to remove such conditions of approval are common and violations are enforced on a complaint 

411612006 3: 15 PIV 
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-Seen it: Resoui·ce tiesigr.~tions should be consisienl bel:ween the General Piarr and J.-\reEi Plc1ns sc i:hal 
the11 are appropriately applied in the project review process. The in~ent of scenic route and scenic vista
applied to 4 olannina units of the Franz: Vall011 Arec:, Plan (Kniahts Valley, Chatk Hill, Franz Vallev. and 
_Resource Conservation) c.Jre consistenl Vt'iU1 ihe scenic landscape unit desional:ion of i:he General Pian. 
:=iaure OSRC-~ of GP202n should inclV1de the aeoaraa:ihic@r @me, of; these pianninc units withiL tl"ie 

scenic landscaoe desianation. 

:GP2 □20 should include Heaidsburo I Calistoaa as c,; communitv separator consistent with the inteni 
the larae-oarceL resource conservation 2.011ino: de-sicmal:ions and aoals and oo!icies of the Franz Valle,, 

0
.!\ree Plan. 

--t-\re.a Picins may prohibit uses that \ivould requir-2 permanent night !ighting 

-Liahtlno Ordinance for unincorporated Sonoma: Gountv 
E:<ample- Ordinance of Tuc:son, I\L c1.1d other jurrsci1c\1ons thal protect 1178 rngllt shy as a visual resource 

-Develop poliqr whereby chcingc in condiUons of approved r-equire :iew use permit 01· grnater pubiic 
notification 
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Roadwa11 noisE: has not been sufflcrently analyzeo in the OEIR The estimates and p:-o,iections of noise levels in 

the DEIR rely on outdated measurements, from an era when l1affic levels were rnuch lower. Evidence of this rs 

the pre-1973 figures used to reflect cu1rent condrt1ons f:Jr the geographical area of the Franz Valley Area Plan 

The DEIR did not consider toda)l's commuter traffic, trucks r·egularly exceeding speed limits, "jake brake" users 

pnvaie and tourist-related helicopter t"cmsport or the 21i-hour casino traffic now impacting Highwa}1 128 The 

DEIR considered only topography that blocks noise, no( tilai which carries noise impacts such c1s occurs in 

!(nights Valley There is no evidence that aciuel o~-site measurements were taken for Highway nri for the DEl~

DEIR should provide policy recommenjations io recluce no,se eirposure: in the 1mplDmentation ol GP2020. Th

hlrnse E!emen! sf"1ould include mapp1r1Q oi r~o1se sc:ns1!i11e a1e2s so '.h2t e;:1stin; nrnst conflicis and fulurC;: nol38 

e;'.posures can be reduced through ihe prowct 1·eview proces~ _
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-Noise Sensitive Areas and Noise Sensitive Uses should be mapped in Noise Element to prevent noise 
conflicts in the project review process. (See Napa Co. General Plan Noise Element) 

-Area Plan should provide ability for county to restrict use permits for projects which will create 
on-going noise exposure in noise sensitive areas. 

0. HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES 

Water Quality -Agricultural and Resource Development Uses 4.5-3 
Groundwater Level Decline 4.5-5 
Well Competition and Adverse Wei! Interference 4.5-7 
Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Urban Service Areas1 4.9-1 
Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of Rural Private, Domestic, Small MunicipaL and 
Agricultural Wells, 4.9-2 -

I 
l-

4 of5 

The significant impacts identified in the DEIR are of critical concern for the geographical area of the Franz Valley 

Area Plan, which includes Class Ill and IV water scarce zones. This region1 and many others in Sonoma County, 

has already experienced groundwater level decline, well competition, and reduced flows of surface water in dry 

season. History demonstrates that when water supply is at a crisis level, urban areas have priority over 

agricultural needs. To provide for the future, Sonoma County must limit new demands on water resources and 

mitigate the water-related impacts of GP2020. A statement of overriding conditions will not be legally defensible 

where measures have not been implemented. 

Mitigations: 

NGP2020 should commit to a GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN for all of Sonoma County. 

Changes to Drainage Patterns Leading to Streambank Erosion, 4.5-8 
Impede or Redirect Flows in Flood Hazard Areas, 4.5-11 
Landsliding, 4.7-3 
Soil Erosion, 4.7-6 

DEIR addresses impacts from the proposed stream setbacl<s of the Agricultural Element only from the 

perspective of reductions in potential agricultural production. The DEIR should address impacts to flooding, 

landslide and soi! erosion that would be expected with new development without the proposed policy. Riparian 

setbacks (already adopted in the Franz Valley Area Pian) contribute to public safety in reducing floods, 

landslides, loss of soils, allow the recharge and filtration or the water supply as well as protecting biological 

resources. Mutually supportive policies demonstrate internal consistency between GP elements and assist in 

implementation of GP goals. 

Mitigation: 

-GP2020 should provide bridging language between Public Safety, Water Resource, Open Space & 
Resource Conservation, and Agricultural Elements referencing policies that affect storm water runoff, 
conservation or loss of soils, flooding, landslides, water supply and quality, and biological habitat so 
that the goals of GP2020 support each other and are implemented. 

II. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE (DEIR 6.4) 

A. Conversion of Agricultural Land is identified as a significant irreversible environmental change. 

~ 

Mitigation: 

4/J 6120063:15 PJ\. 
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-Enact policy to prohibit wineries, offices, events centers, tasting rooms, retail outlets, or visitor-serving 
and other commercial developments on prime agricultural soils. 
(Ex. Policy 3.13 of Napa General Plan restricts winery development to sites off of prime agricultural 
soils.) 

-County should have buyers and sellers who request certificates of compliance for Williamson Contract 
properties sign a disclosure that the land must continue to be used for agriculture. 

Conversion of Timberland to Agriculture cannot be considered replacement for loss of agricultural land because 

timberland now remaining for conversion is at higher elevations with less productive soils. Timberland 

Conversion occurring today in Sonoma County is a high-impact, low yield agriculture. 

~DEIR should consider Sonoma County's native forests as a category separate from "agriculture and timberland 
resources". 

B. Loss of native forests for conversion to agriculture is a significant irreversible environmental change. 

Despite policies of the Timberland Conversion Ordinance, clear-cutting native forests to agricultural land use is a 

trend that will be increasing due to current market conditions favoring "mountain-grown" wine grapes over wood 

products. In combining Agricultural and Timber Resources (6.0-10) as a category unto itself, the DEIR does not 

quantify the loss of native forests as a "non-renewable resource" (6.4) and "feature of the natural environment" of 

Sonoma County. The multiple public benefits of maintaining forests as selectively-harvested timberland include 

the protection of the water supply, maintenance of soils, slowing storm runoff for flood and landslide protection, 

and maintaining biological habitat. 

-DEIR should identify the loss of native forests as significant unavoidable impact (6.3) and significant irreversible 
environmental change (6.4) resulting from GP2020. 

Submitted by, 
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April 7, 2006 
PRMD 
ComjJrehensive Planning 
2550 Ventura Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RE: Comments on Draft GP 2020 EIR 

DearPRMD: 

At the very outset of the General Plan update process, the 
Dry Creek Valley Association submitted a letter of comment 
on the Agricultural Element dated August 17, 2001 (copy 
enclosed), which was ·attached to the "white paper,, dated 
February 25, 2002 prepared by Greg Carr of PR.MD for the 
assistance of the Agricultural Processing Subcommittee of 
theCAC. 
All of our original comments remain valid, and certain of 
them are directly applicable to the Draft GP 2020 EIR, and 
bear repeating. In particular, we noted: 
4'Tiie basic problem in fonnulating cowitywide guidelines is 
that there is no baseline data showing existing conditions, 
such as traffic, noise, water availability, and the like, from 
which to measure cumulative impacts of new or e:x.'Panded 
winery operations, especially including visitor serving uses. 

"Thus, we strongly urge that such studies of existing 
conditions be undertaken in those areas where a large 
concentration of w:ineries occur: Dry Creek Valley, 
Alexander ValJey, Sonoma Valley, for example. Without 
such basic data, it is difficult to make rational decisions 
regarding the cumulative impacts of new applications." 

The intervening years have demonstrated the validity of our 
concerns. Tims, the EIR for the Gallo expansjon showed that 
the intersection at Dry Creek Road and U.S. l 01 would 
deteriorate from 1eveJ D to JeveJ F, an unacceptable level not 
foreseen in the 1989 Genera] Plan. The proposed mitigation, 
signalization, has not yet occurred, but is required. Also, that 

707 433 8772 
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same EIR disclosed that General Plan noise standards were 
being exceeded, and additional mitigations were required. 

Now, Section 4.8 of the AGRICULTIJRAL AND TIMBER 
RESOURCES portion of the Draft GP 2020 BIR projects, in 
our particular area, by way of example, an increase in the 
number of wineries in the Healdsburg Planning Area from 3 7 
to 56 (a more th.an 50% increase), and an increase in the 
Cloverdale Planning Area from 34 to 7 I (a more than 
doubling) by the year 2020. Corresponding square footage 
increases of these facilities are likewise projected. (See 
Exhibit 4.8-4). Indeed, the Exhibit projects an 88% increase 
in the number of wineries countywide, and an 81 % increase 
in area (square feet). 

The only potential adverse environmental impact specifically 
considered by this projected development is that it would 
"remove a portion of the county's agricultural lands from 
agricultural production." (4.8-22; see also 4.8-26and 4.-8-
28). The Draft EIR concludes, "However) due to the limited 
acreage that would be removed as well as policies and 
programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 regulating such 
development, this would be a less-than-significant impact.'" 
( 4.8-22 and 4.8-26). 

The problem here is that the focus on the impact of the 
amount of agricultural land being taken out of production -
the only impact which is quantified - ignores other, very 
real, potential adverse impacts which we identified 4 1/2 
years ago, namely ''traffic, noise, water availability and the 
like'~. None of these other potential adverse impacts are 
quantified. Rather, reference is simply made to proposed 
policies in the draft General PlB.!1 that, it is asserted, ''would1

' 

reduce impacts. (See 4.8-25 and 27). 

This may or may not be true. But there is no way of telling 
from the Draft EIR. More specifically, there are two unstated 
assumptions made: first) that all policies contained in the 
Draft General Plan 2020 will be adopted; second, that these 
adopted policies will mitigate all potential adverse impacts. 
But even if we accept the first assumption, there is no data 
presented to substantiate the second. In other words, if the 
number and square footage of new winery development by 
the year 2020 can be pr~jected by planning area, then surely. 
tools are available for projecting traffic and noise impacts, , 
additional water usage, and the like. 

We understand and appreciate that this is a program DEIR, 
not a project DEIR and that, hence, there is inherently a 
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higher level of generality. But the fact that it is possible to 
make a "'best estimate of wineries that would be required to 
process b'ffape production associated with projected vineyard 
expansion" ( 4.8-23) means that it :is likewise possible to 
make B best estimate of increased traffic volumes, noise 
levels, water c.:onsmnption~ and so on. This ha<; not been done 
in the Draft EIR, but should he. 

Nor wiIJ it suffice to simply refer to other proposed policies 
and assert that these will ensure mitigation, for we know this 
not to be the case. After all, in the recent Gallo experience 
there were in existence traffic standards and noise standards 
which were found to have been exceeded, but would have 
been overlooked but for the :insistence of the public. Further, 
reference to the "service level o~jectives described in the 
Circulation and Transportation Element" (4.8-25 and 27) arc 
insufficient in that they are invoked only when the defined 
Jeve1 of "concentration" is reached (i.e. three or more such 
uses 'Within 1/2 mile of each other, etc.), whereas 11 would be 
quite possible to reach the projected development build-out 
without triggering the "concentration" factors. 

In conclusion, more work is required to quantify the 
cumulative impacts. The issue is of obvious importance 
given the Draft EIR's frank recognition (at 4.8-27) that 
''UltimateJy, this type of development, if unregulated, could 
threaten the long-term viability of Sonoma County 
agriculture." 

Thank you for the opportunity to commel;lf. 
. '/ ,,, ,/_(,' 

Smqere~y, 

. 
. ,? /J ,,,, J:.·" / ~( 

!11/J:&~ .1 'c" 7 < jJ;,;i:~ 
William J. Smith 
Chair, Planning and Zoning Committee 
Dry Creek Valley Association 
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August 17, 2001 

County of Sonoma 
Permit & Resource Management Department 
Attn: Scott Briggs 
2550 Veniura Avenue 
Sa."lta Rosal CA 95403-2825 

RE: Gtjnera] Plan Update 

Dear Mr. Briggs: 

DRY CREEK VALLEY ASSOCIATION 
P.O ... BfJX 1221 HEALDSBURG, CA 95448 

The Dry Creek Valley Association submits these comments on the issues identi.fied for th~ 
update of the Agricultural Element. Ow- organization is comprised of more than 500 residents anq 
property owners in the Dry Creek Va.Hey and has been in existence for more than 25 years. 

1- Visitor Sen1ing and Support Uses on Agricultm:a1 Land.s 

We participated in the 3 or 4 years of workshops and hearings previously held on this issue. 

The basfo problem in formulating countywide guidelines is that there is no baseline data 
showing existing conditions> such as traffic> noise) water availability, and the likell from ·w::iich ta 
measure cumulative impacts of new or expanded winery operations, especially including visitor
se:rving uses. 

Thus, we strongly urge that such E;tudies of existing conditions be undertaken in those area~ 
\Vhere a large concentration of wineries occur: Dry Creek Valley, Alexander Valley, Sonoma Valley 
tor example. Without such basic data, it is diffiGult to make rational decisions regarding thf 
cumulative imp ads of new applications. 

Once such data is obtained~ we suggest that the fo1Jowing principles be included in thi 
Agricultural Element as to visitot serving uses at wineries: 

First, special events .... a1 approp1iate facilities, should be allowed as a specifiBd number in the! 
use permit only where they genuinely promote the winery, as distinguisbed from events (such at 
weddings) where the facility is simpJy let for hire. These latter, and .. for pay'' events, snch ai 
concert$, should require individual permits on a case by case basis. . 

Second, food service standards need to be carefulJy drafted to avoid allowing .;;;;:.;:;:_~~ 

restaurants or delis from being established on Agricultural lands. 

Third, retail sales at winery tasting rooms sho11ld onJy allow for the of whic~ 
directly promote the winery (logocd t-shirts, caps, wine-openers, glasses) and the 11ke), but should not 

j_ 

)_ 
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Page Two 
August 17, 2001 
Colllliy of Sonoma-Attn: Scott Briggs 

·' 

allow for the establishment of de; facto wmrnordal gift shops, boutiques1 or cookware shops 
Agricultural lands. 

ff not controlled as suggested above~ visitor senrmg uses will inevitably transfomt 
Agricultural lands into commercial strips. 

2. Preservatjon of Sonoma Countv Agriculture 

The explosive growth both in the number of wineries and the production capacity of existifl& 
wineries, while attesting to the success of the wine business, likewise raises questions for the future 
Dry Creek Valley, for example, has approximately 40 permitted wineries. At the rate of about 4 new 
applications per year, this number would double wi1hin 10 years, although the infrastruc.ture wiU 
remain pretty much the same. This does not take into account expansions of existing capacity (then~: 
is a pending application; for example) for one winery to expand to 5 million oases per y('.jar). At somtt 
point, we will be killed by our own success. 

To the r;,xtent that grapes processed come from Dry Creek Valley) (or elsewhere in Sonom~ 
County), expansions of winery production capacity are legitimate and must be accommodated. 

However, th.ere seems to be no reason to allow large amounts of grapes to be imported for 
processing here on agricultural lands, (A winezy processing significant amounts of imported fruif;: 
would seem to be more like a factory, permissible in industrial zones, tather than an agricuI turaj 
operation). \Vhen the 1989 General Pfan was adopted, no one was contemplating 5 million cas• 
wineries. 

 The time has come for Sonoma County to adopt provisions similar to those which have been 
successfully in place in ~apa County since 1990: namely: that "at least seventy-five percent of the 

 grapes used" in new wineries or expansions be grown within the County. This will go far to protect 
and encourage agriculture jn Sonoma County. 

arr 

. I
· l L

Thank you for your attention to these comments. 

Verf-JL. T gp( 
WILLIAMJ. SMITH 
Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee 
Dry Crcr;1k Valley Association 

cc: Rand Dericco Craig Harrington Tony Korman 

WJS/cb 
o:Sonoma County Bri,1;i;s Lett.er 
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March 15, 2006 

Planning Commissioners of Sonoma County 
PRMD of Sonoma County 

~t~·.-. . "': '~> .. i., /2/f ,,'/-· 
l/ft'1.A1<.,, ~1!;· / ~·;:i 

'v',t/(»--. ': .. 
~IJ.z' . .. 

~1~, 
4.,;j., 

'';.;.,·
Subject: Comments on Inadequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact '

. 
t1111~~t 

Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoma County General Plan 2020 in the 
Area of Traffic Related to Tourism in Agricultural Areas 

Dear Planning Commission members and PRM_D staff, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment before your commission. I am a 
member of Save Our Sonoma County a countywide network of citizens and 
neighborhood associations dedicated to keeping agricultural lands in food 
production and defending agricultural lands from the impact of unbridled 
tourism development. The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) in its 
current form is legally inadequate and does not sufficiently or accurately 
assess the impacts related to the draft General Plan 2020 regarding traffic 
impacts related to tourism in agricultural areas. 

DEIR's analysis of the impact of agricultural tourism on rural traffic is 
inadequate 

The DEIR' s analysis of transportation is flawed for a number of reasons in 
examining traffic impacts on rural area roads. David Benefiel of Save Our 
Sonoma County has providing the Planning Commission with a letter dated 
3/15/06 detailing the many deficiencies of the draft EIR in examining traffic 
impacts generated by tourism in agricultural areas. My focus is to provide 
you with a trail of information that illustrates how the current draft EIR is 
inadequate and is currently operating in a realm that does not reflect rapidly 
changing conditions in the tourism industry in Sonoma County and the 
impact it has on agricultural areas. 

First, I would like to set the tenor for the DEIR's inadequacy by quoting 
from a statement made by Greg Carr of PRMD to the Planning Commission 
at the February 27 meeting. You can hear this same comment if you listen 
as I did to the audio tape of the February 27 meeting. This comment by Mr. 
Carr came during the section of the meeting as PRMD staff were giving an 
overview of the general plan 2020 and DEIR processes to Planning 
Commission: 



" .... In many cases, the impacts identified in the EIR are driven largely by 
development that is occurring within the incorporated cities. Traffic is a 
really good example of a cumulative impact countywide that looks pretty 
bad when you look at overall traffic in this county, but the unincorporated 
area has a fairly small portion of development that drives that traffic 
impact." 

When I listened to this comment in the audio tape I was disturbed because it 
sounded like a simplistic examination of traffic issues in the county. While 
it is true that rural traffic is smalJ compared to Highway 101, the importance 
is to analyze the carrying capacity of the roads in relation the traffic volume. 
When I later examined the draft EIR, I found that it provided little or no 
analysis of traffic generated by tourism in agricultural areas of the county. 
That bothered me because all of the county residents I talk to comment that 
traffic on rural roads is getting significantly worse in recent years 
particularly because of special winery events which are increasing in number 
and because of casino traffic in agricultural areas. 

Public News Stories Run Counter to Draft EIR and PRMD Public 
Comments 

However, my skepticism of Mr. Carr's comments and concern that the draft 
EIR fails to assess traffic impacts in rural areas was intensified by reading a 
headline story in the Press Democrat's Business Section on Tuesday, March 
7, 2006 which was only a week after the February 27 commission meeting 
where Mr. Carr made the above statement. This news headline entitled: 
"Wineries 'Floored' by Crowds at Barrel Tasting" was about the 28th annual 
Russian River Wine Road which had a "2006 attendance of more than 
21,000". I would like to quote from the article regarding the stratospheric 
growth in attendance and traffic associated with this tourism event: 

"What was once an intimate affair between the Russian River, Dry Creek 
and Alexander Valley winemakers and small groups of their loyal fans has 
grown into something else entirely. Limousines full of revelers now 
crisscross crowded backroads, cars spill out of winery parking lots into 
muddy vineyards, and throngs of drinkers crowd tasting rooms for the first 
taste of how the 2005 vintages are aging." 

2 



The article later continues: "Last year, about 18,000 people paid $5 for a 
glass that was good for barre] samples at area wineries. This year, event 
coordinators ordered 21,000 glasses, and the number of participating 
wineries grew to 113 .... " 

"In previous years, the tastings were limited to Saturday and Sunday, but the
number of wineries now offering tastings on Friday has grown from a 
handful to more than 60 .... " 

The article later continues: "The crowds were so large Saturday at Davis 
Bynum winery on Westside Road that cars couldn't get into the parking lot. 
"Each year it gets bigger, especially for us," said owner David Coffaro." 

This event is representative of the growing tourism in agricultural areas that 
is generating traffic impacts combined with safety issues caused by the J
concentration of drivers who have been drinking. 

DEIR's analysis of the cumulative impact on rural traffic by 
Agricultural Tourism and Casino Tourism is inadequate 

My concern that the draft EIR fails to reflect the reality of traffic on rural 
roads was reinforced by this news story. However, the truly frightening 
aspect of how profoundly deficient the draft EIR is in evaluating the 
dynamic of tourism impacts on traffic and public safety came in another 
Press Democrat article that appeared the next day on Wednesday, March 8, 
2006. The article is entitled "Casino Liquor License Debated" and details 
how the River Rock Casino and its lawyers are applying for a liquor license 
and are meeting opposition from Alexander Valley residents. I quote from 
the article: 

"Attorneys for the Alexander Valley casino questioned opponents as to why 
they don't have similar objections ~o tasting rooms and weekend events 
organized around wine. " 

"Attorneys for the casino pointed out that an estimated 21,000 people 
attended Russian River Wine Road barrel tastings last weekend in northwest 
Sonoma County, including the Alexander Valley." 

"Yet, they said, there was no big outcry over the potential for inebriated 
drivers on winding country roads." 
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Unbridled and unregulated tourism is a double-edged sword as residents in 
agricultural areas are beginning to find out. Unfortunately if tourism in 
agricultural areas is allowed to come in under the radar screen of the General 
Plan 2020 these residents will only find their traffic and safety concerns 
increasing each year. This illustrates the danger of having a draft EIR that 
fails to examine broad areas of development impacts in agricultural areas 
that are non-food production related and fails to analyze the interrelationship 
between activities such as agricultural tourism, casinos, clogged rural roads, 
safety issues, and noise problems from agricultural tourism events. 

DEIR's analysis of the noise of agricultural tourism on rural traffic is 
inadequate 

Since the DEIR does not analyze traffic levels adequately in these rural areas 
it also means that noise levels associated with tourism in agricultural area 
have not been adequately analyzed. Lisa Carr of Knight's Valley provided 
outstanding public comments regarding the inadequacies of average noise 
measurements over twenty four hour periods and the questionable statistics 
that claim noise levels are declining in rural areas. I urge you to examine 
her comments at the February 27, 2006 Planning Commission hearing 
especially in light of the problem that the assessment of traffic volume 
related to tourism in agricultural areas has not been adequately assessed or 
mitigated in the draft EIR. 

Policy linked to Objective AR-6.3 in General Plan is Missing 

Objective AR-6.3 that is included in the draft General Plan 2020 does not 
have a supporting policy statement. This objective states: "Develop a 
comprehensive event coordination program that provides for monitoring and 
scheduling of special events so as to minimize the adverse cumulative 
impacts of such uses, particularly in areas of concentration." This an 
objective mixed up with a policy statement. The objective should be 
modified as follows: "Minimize the adverse cumulative impacts of special 
events particularly in areas of concentration." This objective requires a new 
policy that would include the current language: "Develop a comprehensive 
event coordination program that provides for monitoring and scheduling of 
special events." This appears to be missing from that policy section. I would 
also note that since it is missing from the policy section this probably means 

4 



that it has not been analyzed in the DEIR which would be required once that
policy was included. 

Conclusion 

The draft EIR fails to analyze the traffic impacts related to oversized 
processing facilities, tasting and shopping complexes, and large scale tourist 
events attended by thousands of people that, if allowed, will transform the 
face of Sonoma County's agricultural areas and render long-term food 
production financially impossible because land values would be driven 
higher by increased commercial and industrial activities on agricultural 
properties. There is no logical reason that a EIR should not include 
mitigation related to these types of development and tourist activities. The 
draft EIR must fully identify traffic issues on rural roads caused by tourism 
in agricultural areas. It must also provide full analysis and mitigation as 
required by CEQA. The failure to include this information in 4.2 
Transportation is unacceptable and legally impermissible under CEQA. 

OL 
Sincerely, 

sao~o-
Chris Stover 

lv'Iember of Save Our Sonoma County 

Attachments provided to the Commission: 
Press Democrat Article: "Wineries 'floored' by Crowds at Barrel Tasting", 
dated March 7, 2006 
Press Democrat Article: "Casino Liquor License Debated", March 8, 2006 
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SECTION E TUESDAY, MARCH 7, 2006 

THE PRESS DEtIOCR-\T 
SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 

ON THE AGENDA E2 
MICHELLE SINGLETARY E2 

MARKET MONITOR E3 

Wineries 'floored' by crowds at barrel tasting 
Russian River Wine Road event 

attracts record turnout, with most 
of 21,000 gla55es selling out quickly 

By KEVIN McCALLUM 

THE PRESS DEMOCRAT 

Record crowds of wine tasters braved 
heavy rains over the weekend for a barrel
tasting event that has grown so big some 
vintners wonder whether they're becollling 
victims of their own success. 

"I was floored, .. said Beth Costa, executive 
director of the Russian River Wine Road, a 
group that promotes wineries and lodgings 

in northwest Sonoma County. 
Despite fears the winter storm would keep 

people at home, she said "it seemed to have 
no bearing ,vhatsoever."' 

The event has grown dramatically in recent 
years, a result of the increasing prominence 
of the winemaking areas involwd and the or
ganization's beefed-up marketing efforis. 

\Vhat was once an intimate affair between 
the Russian River, Dry Creek and Alexander 
Valley winemak~rs and small groups of 
their loyal fans has grown into something 
else entirely. Limousines full of revelers now 
crisscross crowded backroads, cars spill out 
of winery parking lots into muddy vine
yards, and throngs of drinkers crowd tasting 
rooms for the first taste of how the 2005 vin-

tages are aging. 
"\Ve sold 195 glasses, and if I had twice 

that many, I would have ::;old them, too," said 
Betsy Nachbaur of tiny Acorn Winery in 
Healdsburg. 

Last year, about 18,000 people paid $5 for a 
glass that was good for barrel samples at 
area wineries. This year, event coordinators 
ordered 21,mm glasses, and the number of 
participating wineries grew to 113. Most, if 
not all, wineries sold out of their allotment of 
glasses quickly, Costa said. 

In previous years, the tastings were limit
ed to Saturday and Sunday, but the number 
of wineries now offering tastings on Friday 
has grown from a handful to more than 60. 

TURN TO WINE, P1\GE ES 

RUSSIAN RIVER 
WINE ROAD 

Years: 28th annual 
event 

Wineries: 113 
partidpating 
Regions: Alexander, Dry 
Creek and Russian River 
valleys 
2006 Attendance: 
More than 21,000 

Cost: $5 
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''To n1c,· it's sort of the first real sign of life in the new year ... ,, 
SCOTT ADAMS, Bella Winery owner 

WINE:Growing crowds change event dynan1ic 
'CONTINUED FROM PAGE E1 

Costa said. 
"Npw people are starting. to 

show up on Thursday," she 
said. 

While few wineries are com
plaining about the popularity 
of the event, the dynamic has 
changed as the crowds have 
grown,· Costa said~ 

"The· idea behind barrel tast
ing all day is to talk with peo
ple about your wines, but if
there are 400 people in your 
tasting room, it's hard to do 
that," she .said. 

The crowds were so large 
Saturday at Davis Bynum win
ery on Westside Road that cars 
couldn't get into the parking 
lot. "Each. year it gets bigger, 
especially for us," said owner 
David Coffaro. 

The winery is a particularly 

 

popular one for the barrel-tast
ing · eyent because· it sells a 
large ·percentage of its wine 
through futures. Wine futures 
work by customers purchasing 
the wine now and taking deliv-· 
ery of it after the winemaker 
says its aging !s complete, of
ten more than a year later. 

The event is so popular in 
part because the $5 fee for the 
wine glass is ·inexpensive com
pared .to other area . tasting 
events such as 'the Passport 
_weekend. 

Coffaro said he worries 
about people drinking and 
driving during such events 
and. thinks something - such 
as ·higher admission prices -
might be needed to control the 
crowds. 

. Bella Winery, at the north 
end of Dry Creek Road, has 
less of a parking problem than 

other wineries because of a 
large field near the winery, 
said owner Scott Adams. But 
the large crowds still pose a 
challenge for winery staff. 

"We'll get one or two cars 
stuck in· the mud, but that 
doesn't seem to slow this crowd 
down too much," he said. 

To avoid everyone bunching 
up in the tasting room, Bella's 
wines were spread out over 
the grounds to 
movmg," he said. 
· Despite the challenges, Ad
ams said the event is good for 
business and a good gauge 
the strength of the year ahead. 

"To me~ it's sort of the 
real sign oflne in the new 
in the wine business," he said. 

You can reach Staff Writer 
Kevin Mccallum at 521-5207 or 
kmccallum@pressdemocrat.com. 



Casino 
liquor 
license 

debated 
Attorneys for River Rock 

question opposition 
in Wine Country 
By CLARK MASON 

THE PRESS DEMOCRAT 

A tribal casino's right to 
serve alcohol in the heart of 
Wine Country was debated 
Tuesday on the opening· day of 
a hearing on River Rock Casi
no's liquor license application. 

Attorneys for. the Alexander 
Valley casino questioned oppo
nents as to why they don't have 
similar objections to tastmg 
rooms and weekend events or
ganized around wine. 

Attorneys for the casino 
pointed out that an estimated 
21,000 people attended Russian 
River' Wine Road barrel tast
ings last weekend in northwest 
Sonoma County," including the 
Alexander Valley. 

Yet, they said, there was no 
big outcry over the potential 
for inebriated drivers on wind
ing country roads. 

Candy Cadd, an Alexander 
Valley resident in the forefront 
of the fight against the casino li
quor license, said she assumes 
win~ries will obey the law and 
not serve intoxicated people. 

She acknowl~dged the casino 
probably would be law-abiding 
if it gets the liquor license 
sought by the Dry Creek. 
Rancheria Band of Pomo Indi
ans. 

But in her testimony at the 
hearing, a quasi-judicial pro
ceeding conducted in Geyser-

TURN TO CASINO, PAGE A9 
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CHRISTOPHER CHUNG /The Press Democrat 

Candy Cadd, president of the Alexander Valley Association, told attorneys representing 
applicants for the River Rock Casino alcohol license during a hearing Tuesday that there is a 
difference between serving wine during tastings and serving hard liquor at a casino . 

CASINO: Selling alcohol \vould still be at least a year a-vvay 
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ville by the state ·Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, Cadd made a distinction 
between the casino and tasting rooms. 

"The tasting room is for one half-dozen 
people. 'l'he casino is 2,000 to 3,000 patrons 

· at a time and hard alcohol," she said. 
In a tasting room, casino attorney Ralph 

Saltsman said, "there are three, four, six 
bottles you can taste from?" 

"Yes, but sips of wine, not the entire 
glass," Cadd responded. 

"Unless 1 ask for more. May I ash: for 
more?" Saltsman said. 

"No" came the response from some of 
the about 100 people in the audience, large
ly made up of property owners, grape grow
ers, tribal members and other residents of 
the valley. 

Alexander Valley residents, such as 
Karen Passalacqua, noted wineries typical· 
ly are open from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m., while the 
casino would be able to serve alcohol for 20 
hours a day, from 6 a.m. to 2 a.m. 

The hearing, which is expected to last 
through most of this week, is being held at 
the Alexander Valley Community Hall, 
where, casino attorneys noted, alcohol of· 
tP~ i.s served at weddings and other func· 

.. e hall is just a few miles from River 
Rock Casino, which has been without a li
quor license since it opened in September 
2002. . 

Last year, the state ruled the casino was 
entitled to a license because it had com· 
plied with building and fire safety require· 
men ts. 

But no license was issued, pending a re
view of objections raised by area residents, 
the county Board of Supervisors and the 
Sherill's Department 

Traffic accidents on Highway 128, fire 
danger, crime and poor access to the casi
no are problems that critics say would be 
exacerbated by alcohol use. 

Casino attorneys sought to establish that 
opponents have fought the casino every 
step of the way and said alcohol use is a 

red herring. 
"It's the casino, not alcohol. They object

to the casino," Saltsman said during a 
break in the proceedings. "How can any
one not accept another ABC license in
Wine Country?" 

Among those who testified against the li
quor license was a Healdsburg woman 
who was knocked off her bicycle last week 
by a casino tour bus on Alexander Valley 
Road. 

Katherine Widing, 50, said she fractured 
her pelvis, tore ligaments and cracked her 
helmet when the bus sideswiped her and 
knocked her off the bike. 

Her cycling accident took place at 10:30 
a.m. Thursday, when conditions were 
clear and dry. Widing said it would be 

 

 

worse if casino patrons consumed alcohol
and tried to drive in the dark or the rain. 

Administrative Law Judge Sonny Lo's
ruling on the license is not expected to be
issued for 30 days, or more, after the hear
ing concludes. 

Even if the tribe obtains a favorable ruJ.
ing, it probably would be at least a year be~
fore it could sell alcohol at the casino, said
ABC staff counsel Thomas Allen. 

Regardless of which side wins, Lo's deci
sion is likely to be challenged before an 
ABC appeals board, which can take a year 
or more to issue a decision. The matter 
could be appealed even further in court. 

You can reach Staff Writer Clark Mason 
at 521-5214 or cmason@pressdemocrat.com. 

 

 
 

 
 
 





April 12, 2006 

Planning Commissioners of Sonoma County 
PRrvlD of Sonoma County 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: Comments on Inadequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the Proposed Sonoma County General Plan 2020 in the 4.8 Agricultural and Timber 
Resources Element 

Dear Planning Commission members and PRMD staff, 

I am a member of Save Our Sonoma County a countywide network of citizens and 
neighborhood associations dedicated to keeping agricultural lands in food production and 
defending agricultural lands from the impact of unbridled tourism development. The 
draft environmental impact report (DEIR) in its current fonn is legally inadequate and 
does not sufficiently or accurately assess the impacts related to the draft General Plan 
2020 regarding agricultural processing and agricultural tourism. 

This letter focuses on deficiencies contained in Section 4.8 Agricultural and Timber 
Resources. The detailed comments below explicitly address the DEIR's internal 
inconsistencies, factual errors, faulty and incomplete reasoning, and various deficiencies 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The pervasiveness of the 
deficiencies is so great as to require extensive revision of the document and recirculation 
for public comment. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the level of Farmland Conversion that has 
occurred (4.8-3 & 4) 

DEIR Deficiency #1 
The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the level of farmland conversion in Sonoma 
County in Exhibit 4.8~2 Farmland Conversion. The DEIR states: "The loss of Grazing 
Land (21,258 acres between 1992 and 2002) was primarily due to a reclassification of 
lands that were developed in previous years." The DEIR fails to provide how much of 
the change in acreage is due to reclassification versus how many acres were actually 
converted. The tenn "primarily" is a grossly crude approximation that could mean 
anything from 50.1% to 99.9%. 

Requirement: The number of acres caused by reclassification must be provided separately 
from the specific conversion acreage. 

DEIR Deficiency #2: 
Exhibit 4.8-2 Farmland Conversion shows that there are Net Change 1992-2002 (acre) 
declines in Important Farmland Total, Grazing Land, and Agricultural Land Total. 
However, the DEIR in the paragraph prior to Exhibit 4.8-2 Farmland Conversion states: 
"As a result, it is likely that the data actually indicate a net increase in agricultural land." 
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The DEIR provides no hard data as to how it is able to make this conclusion. In addition, 
"it is likely" is not an adequately or convincingly supported conclusion. 

Requirement: The DEIR needs to give actual acreage figures to demonstrate its claim the 
"it is likely that these data actually indicate a net increase in agricultural lands". The 
general claim that reclassifications of lands caused the decline must be fully analyzed, 
including detailed acreage numbers contributing to the declines. 

DEIR Deficiency #3: 
Impact 4.8-1 Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses also includes 
insufficient examination of conversion information. This impact states on 4.8-18: 
"Urbanization and the increased mapping capability by the FMMP were the major causes 
of agricultural land conversion, a loss of 27 ,271 acres during this same period. As 
mentioned in the setting section, the primary reason for the relatively large decrease in 
acreage experienced by grazing and ranchland between 2000 and 2002 was the improved 
mapping of existing rural ranchettes and not the conversion of farmland to development." 
The DIER does not provide the amount of conversions caused by urbanization versus the 
amount due to the increased mapping capability. 

Requirement: As noted in DEIR Deficiency # 1, DEIR must provide the number of 
acreage that was converted due to urbanization and other development activities. It must 
then frame its analysis and comments regarding agricultural land coversion based on this 
more accurate assessment of actual land conversion. 

DEIR Deficiency #4 
Impact 4.8-1 Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses bases its 
analysis on problematic and incomplete information. This impact states on 4.8-18 that: 
"Problematic to this analysis is the fact that the FMMP data does not delineate between 
county and city lands, nor does it directly correlate with Sonoma County agricultural land 
designations. Furthennore, it does not quantify how much conversion is the result of 
development occurring within adopted urban growth boundaries." 

Requirement: These qualifications to the conversion data included in the DEIR indicate 
that the information is not accurate and may give an grossly incorrect assessment of the 
level of agricultural acreage conversion. The DEIR must present accurate infonnation 
regarding conversion of agricultural lands. 

DEIR 

 
Deficiency #5 

Impact 4.8 Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses does not 
adequately examine the impact of non-agricultural lands conversions such as housing and 
community services facilities. On 4.8-19 the DEIR states: "Data are not available to 
quantify the acreage that might be affected by these uses. However, these uses would not 
be expected to result in a substantial conversion of loss of agricultural land as they tend to 
be small and scattered throughout agricultural production areas. As such, they generally 
would not result in the conversion of all agricultural uses on every property. " 

Requirement: The DIER fails to analyze the impact of these conversions particularly in 
combination with the increased tourism development that the General Plan 2020 allows 
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in agricultural areas. It must provide analysis or trended data supporting its claim that 
these conversions would not be substantial. 

The DEIR fails to adequately describe and analyze Agricultural Processing 

DEIR Deficiency #6 
The DEIR states on 4.8-7 that "The relationship between production and processing has 
become increasingly important as consumer demands for fresher, more convenient, and 
specialized products have increased.'' The DEIR fails to analyze the more likely 
possibility that the relationship between production and processing has increased because 
it (the relationship) allows wineries to increase money-generating tourism activities that 
are loosely regulated by the county. It also fails to give any survey evidence that 
consmners are demanding that processing facilities are located in agricultural areas next 
to food production lands. 

Requirement: The DEIR fails to examine why there is an increased relationship between 
production and processing. The DEIR must examine why there is a rapidly increasing 
trend for wineries and associated tourism developments to be placed in agricultural areas. 

DEIR Deficiency #7 
The DEIR states on 4.8-7: "The County currently allows agricultural processing to be 
located on agricultural lands when related to the primary agricultural activity in the area." 
The DEIR does not specify what "in the area" means, nor does it point out that "in the 
area" is a vague term that would not be enforceable. 

Requirement: The DEIR must detem1ine what "in the area" means or note that the term 
is vague and cannot be enforced as policy language. 

DEIR Deficiency #8 
The DEIR on 4.8-7 states: ''According to an assessment by County staff, the importation 
of grapes for processing in Sonoma County is estimated to be about half of the existing 
production capacity of Sonoma county wineries." The DEIR does not provide any data 
or analysis of this "assessment by County staff' or whether the assessment is based on a 
specific written analysis or is merely a verbal guess. 

Requirement: The DIER must include the data that supports the "assessment by County 
staff'. 

DEIR Deficiency #9 
The DEIR fails to analyze Agricultural Processing by examining the level of activities for 
wine processing versus processing for other agricultural products. This failure does not 
allow the wine processing industry that is growing rapidly to be adequately examined in 
the DEIR in terms of employment, production levels in dollars, and other factors that help 
measure processing activities. By analyzing the agricultural processing industry as a 
whole, the DEIR does not adequately analyze the true factors behind the growth in this 
category. 
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Requirement: The DEIR needs to separately analyze wine processing activities versus 
other types of agricultural processing activities. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the growth of Agricultural Tourism 

DEIR Deficiency #10 
The DEIR on 4.8-8 notes that "there has been a marked increase in the number of 
wineries, family farms, and other producers who have added new activities to market and 
promote their agricultural products." The DEIR fails to analyze Agricultural Tourism by 
examining the level of tourism activities for wine processing versus tourism for other 
agricultural products. By analyzing the agricultural tourism industry as a whole, the 
DEIR does not adequately analyze the true factors behind the growth in this category. It 
may be found that there is an increase only in wineries and not in "family farms, and 
other producers". 

Requirement: The DEIR needs to adequately analyze agricultural tourism and examine 
how changes in levels of tourists, tourist development, tourism events, and associated 
traffic and noise impacts are affecting agricultural areas. 

DEIR Deficiency #11 
The DEIR on 4.8-9 states: "The escalating property values tend to force some rural 
property owners to seek to convert to or add these higher earning, tourist uses." The 
DEIR fails to analyze this important statement and how agricultural lands could be 
affected by allowing property values to escalate. It also fails to provide trend analysis on 
tourism-serving development activities to determine whether this trend is increasing and 
thus potentially contributing to the escalating property values. 

Requirement: The DEIR needs to examine the relationship between increasing tourism 
activities in agricultural areas, rising land costs, and the potential for agricultural lands to 
be vulnerable to conversion to other commercial or industrial uses. The potential that 
increasing tourism activities in agricultural areas may be contributing to conversion to 

'"' other non-agricultural activities must be thoroughly examined. 

DEIR Deficiency #12 
The DEIR in Impact 4.8-3 Agricultural Tourism does not analyze the total number of 
agricultural tourism events and the estimated traffic levels associated with these events. 
It also fails to project the growth in the number of these events based on policies in the 
General Plan 2020. As a result, it also does not evaluate the traffic impacts of the new 
wineries projected by 2020 and the cumulative impact of this traffic in combination with 
other traffic sources. It also fails to analyze the current noise levels associated with 
agricultural tourism events and projected noise levels associated with projected winery 
growth and increasing tourism-based activities. 

Requirement: The DEIR must analyze the existing level of special events in agricultural 
areas and provide projections of these events. It must then track and evaluate current and 
projected traffic levels generated by special tourism events. It must also track and 
evaluate current and projected noise levels generated by special tourism events. 
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The DEIR fails to adequately analyze Urban/Rural Conflicts ( 4.8-9) 

DEIR Deficiency #13 
The DEIR on 4.8-9 states that: "In Sonoma County, residents, trail users, and visitors 
most frequently complain about the use of pesticides, dust from cultivation, noise, and 
odors from agricultural operations.'' The DEIR fails to examine conflicts that will arise 
between agricultural tourism developments that create complaints regarding groundwater, 
noise related to outdoor tourism events, and traffic generated by tourism special events. 

Requirement: The DEIR must analyze these conflicts and whether these conflicts will 
intensify in the future if tourism activities are allowed to increase in agricultural areas in 
General Plan 2020. The DEIR must also evaluate the integrity and thoroughness of 
County staffs monitoring of complaints regarding noise, traffic, and safety complaints 
regarding agricultural tourism activities. Anecdotal commentary by County staff 
regarding these impacts does not provide sufficient analytical infonnation required by 
CEQA. 

The DEIR does not accurately analyze the amount of agricultural land displaced by 
processing and tourism developments. 

DEIR Deficiency #14 
The DEIR provides an incomplete and misleading analysis of land conversion related to 

processing and visitor-serving uses in Exhibit 4.8-4. This analysis assumes that the only 
land lost to agricultural processing and tourism activities is the actual building square 
footage. This fails to analyze the acreage conversion involved with parking lots, areas 
between buildings, sewage treatment ponds, paved plazas, and setbacks from the building 
complexes. These areas can account for an increase in the acreage loss by a factor of four 
times or greater. 

Examples demonstrating the gross inaccuracy of the DEIR' s measurement of land 
conversion caused by processing plants and agricultural tourism areas are highlighted by 
the following exhibits. Exhibit A shows the Chateau St. Jean winery located at 8555 
Sonoma Highway in Kenwood. Exhibit B shows the Landmark Vineyards winery 
located at 101 Adobe Canyon Road in Kenwood. The aerial photos of these wineries are 
from the GIS Sonoma County website. The photos clearly demonstrate that the 
processing/tourism development displaces a far greater amount of acreage that simply the 
square footage of the buildings. 

Requirement: The DEIR must provide an Exhibit that shows the true amount of 
agricultural lands removed from crop production by agricultural processing and tourism
based development. This exhibit must show the true winery complex acreage that 
includes buildings, parking lots, area between buildings, tourist and event plazas, and 
setbacks from crops. 
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Note the large parking lot and paved areas spread throughout the winery complex, the 
large size of the main road, the extensive spaces between the buildings, the tourism plaza 
(dominating the left side of the development) and the significant crop setbacks from the 
parking areas and the main entrance road. 

The total acreage size of the winery complex is roughly four to five times larger than the 
size of the complex buildings. 

Comments on DEIR for Sonoma County General Plan 2020 6 

Exhibit A: Chateau St. Jean Winery located at 8555 Sonoma Highway, Kenwood, CA 



Note the large parking lots that surround the winery complex, the large tourist plaza (with 
the T shape), the pond and surrounding tourist picnic areas, and the significant crop 
setbacks from the pond, the parking areas, and the main entrance road. 

The total acreage size of the winery complex is roughly eight times larger than the size of 
the complex buildings. 
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EXHIBIT B: Landmark Vineyard winery located at 101 Adobe Canyon Rd., Kenwood 
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The DEIR does not accurately analyze the number of wineries and expected winery 
growth. 

DEIR Deficiency #15 
Exhibit 4.8-4 should show more a more current baseline that "Existing 2000". Sonoma 
County experienced skyrocketing winery development between 2000 and 2004. By 
selecting 2000, the analysis is possibly understating the magnitude of anticipated growth 
through, 2020. For example, a baseline of 2004 could indicate that the number of 
wineries in that year is already much closer to the anticipated 23 9 wineries shown for the 
year 20~0 .. That would indicate that the current projections are flawed and understate the 
level of winery growth by 2020. 

Requirement: The DEIR must use a more recent year such as 2004 for baseline wineries. 
County staff should also evaluate whether winery and/or special event permit 
applications since the baseline indicate that the projected growth rate trend line is 
realistic. 

The DEIR fails to identify that language in Policy AR-5a is vague and 
unenforceable. 

DEIR Deficiency #16 
In describing Policy AR-Sa the PEIR simplylists th~ critezia a,nd does not evaluate 
whether the criteria are vague or enforceable: '"'Additional criteria conta~.iied iri this policy 
would require the processing operation be dependent upon a long-term commitment to 
purchasing Sonoma County products, that a demonstrated processing need exists, that 
size be proportional and minimal to accomplish processing, that future use of the facility 
would be limited to consistent uses in the event the agricultural product is no longer 
available, and that accessory space would be limited within such facilities." 

Requirement: The DEIR must analyze and evaluate each of these criteria. It must 
analyze 1) how a "demonstrated processing need" would be proven to exist, 2) how it 
would be shown that "size be proportional and minimal to accomplish processing", 3) 
how "future use of the facility would be limited to consistent uses", and how "accessory 
space would be limited". If it cannot do this, it must conclude that the policy statements 
are vague and unenforceable. 

The DEIR fails to identify that language in Policy AR-5b and AR-5c is vague and 
unenforceable. 

DEIR Deficiency #17 
The DEIR states: "Policies AR-Sb and AR-5c would reduce impacts by limiting the size 
and intensity of processing facilities to that which would actually be required to meet the 
demands of the growing operation." The DEIR fails to analyze that Policy AR-5b 
provides no specific standards other than "a reasonable limit on total impermeable 
surface coverage, as a percentage of total parcel area, that a processing facility ... may 
occupy." The DEIR fails to analyze whether this policy language would lead to an 
increase or decrease in impermeable surface coverage compared to that allowed under the 
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current General Plan. It gives no analytical basis for why it concludes that this policy 
will reduce impacts compared to the existing General Plan. 

Policy AR-5c also includes vague policy language: "Permit storage, bottling, canning, 
and packaging facilities for agricultural products either grown or processed on site 
provided that these facilities are sized. to accommodate, but not exceed, the needs of the 
growing or processing operation." The DEIR fails to analyze that AR-Sc provides no 
specific standards other than "sized to accommodate, but not exceed, the needs". The 
DEIR fails to analyze whether this policy language would lead to an increase or decrease 
in the growth of processing plants in agricultmal areas. It gives no analytical basis for 
whether this policy would reduce or increase impacts compared to the existing General 
Plan. 

Requirement: 
The DEIR needs to analyze the language and potential impacts of these two policies. 

The DEIR fails to identify that language in Policy AR-6a will make agricultural 
lands more vulnerable to non-compatible development. 

DEIR Deficiency #18 
Policy AR-6a allows various tourism-based development activities "which support and 
are secondary and incidental to local agricultural production.,, The DEIR claims on 4.8-
27 that "Policy AR-6a would reduce impacts from visitor-serving uses ... ". The DEIR 
fails to recognize that the policy does not require that the policy uses are compatible with 
agricultmal production. By only requiring that development activities "are secondary and 
incidental", this policy would allow a loophole for expansion of commercial and 
industrial activities in an agricultural area as long as the scale was limited in relation to 
the agricultural production. This is a major weakening in policy language that the DEIR 
failed to analyze. 

Requirement: The DEIR must analyze the type of commercial, industrial, and tourism
based developments that this policy would allow. It must also evaluate whether the 
policy would contribute to significant acreage conversions caused by these tourism-based 
development activities or contribute to cumulative impacts that would make agricultural 
areas more vulnerable to land conversion. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze and support its conclusions regarding 
Agricultural Tourism · 

DEIR Deficiency #19 
The DEIR in 4.8-28 concludes regarding Agricultural Tourism 4.8-3: "In the long-term, 
this economic viability would more effectively reduce conversion of fannland to non
agricultural use. Therefore, further limitations on visitor-serving uses through proposed 
mitigation measures may not be as effective in achieving project objectives and therefore 
may not be feasible." The DEIR fails to provide evidence why it concludes that allowing 
increased commercial, industrial, and tourism-based development in agricl!ltural areas in 
pursuit of "economic viability" will ensure that these activities do not become pervasive 
in the agricultural areas. It also fails to analyze the traffic, noise, sewer, and water 
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impacts caused by allowing these developments into agricultural areas. In effect, it 
completely neglects to analyze the risk that looser regulation of processing and tourism 
based activities in agricultural areas would make these areas ripe and vulnerable to 
suburbanization. 

Requirement: The DEIR must convincingly analyze the rapid growth in agricultmal 
tourism development in Sonoma County and whether the policies in General Plan 2020 
will tend to increase, moderate, or lower the level of development growth generated by 
tourism activities. 

In Summary: 
•The DEIR fails to provide an accurate assessment of agricultural land conversion. 
•The DEIR fails to adequately or accurately analyze agricultural processing. 
• The DEIR fails to adequately or accurately analyze agricultural tourism development 
and activities. 
•The DEIR fails to adequately or accurately analyze noise and traffic impacts generated 
by agricultural tourism development and activities. 
•Based on the major failmes listed above, the DIER fails to adequately analyze whether 
the General Plan 2020 will make agricultural lands more vulnerable to land conversion 
and development. 

Conclusion 

The draft EIR fails to analyze the impacts related to agricultural processing facilities, 
tasting and shopping complexes, and large scale tourist events attended by thousands of 
people that, if allowed, will transform the face of Sonoma County's agricultural areas. 
The draft EIR must provide an accurate assessment of agricultural land conversion. It 
fails to examine that long-term crop production in agricultural areas could become 
financially impossible if land values are driven higher by increased commercial and 
industrial activities on agricultural properties. There is no logical reason that a EIR 
should not include mitigation related to these types of development and tourist activities. 
The EIR must identify noise, traffic, sewer, and water issues caused by tourism in 
agricultural areas. It must also provide full analysis and mitigation as required by CEQA. 
The failure to include this information in 4.8 Agricultural and Timber Resources is 
unacceptable and legally impermissible under CEQA. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Stover 

s 

Member of Save Our Sonoma County 
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Paul D. Stutrud 

18 March 2006 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 
Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa CA 95403-2829 

Re: General Plan Draft EIR 

c?8 \ 

I have attended the latest meetings of the General Plan Update 2020 draft EIR hearings and I have 
yet to hear any mention of the proposed Graton Rancheria casino and hotel and the high-end 
shopping center (to be built inside the city limits of Rohnert Park but adjacent to the casino/hotel 
complex. Over the term of this General Plan update I have raised the question about the 
casino/hotel complex a couple of times but other than being acknowledged, it appears that there is 
not plans to include the casino/hotel complex. 

I am also aware of county-controlled property east of Snyder Lane, north of the Rohnert Park 
Expressway and extending northward to wrap around 'G' Section, the northeast section of Rohnert 
Park. According to official documentation this land is state designated ground water recharge 
land. Rohnert Park has been sued once regarding the topic of water. ground water and. over
drafting of the aquifer and the City of Rohnert Park is being sued again by the O.W.L. Foundation 
regarding issues of water and ground water and state laws that address development and water 
uses. 

It appears that Rohnert Park is moving as quickly as it possibly can through the processes to reach 
the annexation platform from which there will be 4,500 new homes and 5 million square feet of 
commercial space built on the above mentioned state designated ground l"JJater recharge land"i. 

On top of all this has been the flooding on New Year's \Neekend and the storms since then that 
have caused serious flooding. 

Along with the above mentioned proposal to build 4,500 more homes and 5 million square feet of 
commercial construction there is also a proposnl to build three earth filled dams that straddle a 

creek leaves only 50 feet on each side of the creek. These earth-filled dams are about one mile 
from the Rodgers Creek Fault and are intended to hold sewage waste water. 

There are many of us who live in Rohnert Park and pay taxes here that disagree with the Rohnert 
Park city council's attitude of encouragement to developers to make their plans for more housing 
·which in tum brings more people, more cards and more of a load on the water needs, sewerage 
treatment and traffic impacts. The streets \"·Von't hold the local traffic without impact just on 
Rohnert Park, let alone Penngrove and all the homes along Petaluma Hill Road from and including 
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the town of Penngrove all the way to south Santa Rosa. 
At least five surveys were taken regarding the issue of grmvth in Rohnert Park. All of the surveys 
expressed a majority NO GROWTH. The 1992 Grand Jury Report discusses this and other issues 
of planning and grmvth in Rohnert Park. Essentially, we have a city council that does not 
encourage the public to speak out against proposals in spite of the City of Rohnert Park having to 
pay an ongoing 151Y<) penalty for excessive over-use of its sewage treatment allotment, having an 
aquifer that has been drawn down more than 150 feet and has caused hundreds of wells in the land 
surrounding the city limits to go dry. 

In my opinion, the county should impose a moratorium on any future annexations beyond the 
current c~t)' l~m~ts until such time that Rohnert Park has taken care of the problems within the 
current c1t)1 limits. · 

As for the Graton Rancheria Indian Casino and Hotel and all of the problems that will be instigated 
by such a project, this matter should be given the highest of attention instead of being ignored. It is 
proposed for construction on lands that regularly flood. That contains at least five federally listed 
endangered species including the Tiger Salamander and C alifomia protected vernal pools. There is 
no water available for such a project and definitely no sewage treatment capacity. 

If all of the above items are not included in the County's Draft and Final E.I.R., I believe there will 
be litigation that may go even further into the details of the E.I.R. for the 2020 General Plan. 

Yours truly, 

via Fax 

Paul Stutrud 

[
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Paul D. Stutmd 

15 February 2006 

PRMD 
Scott Briggs, Project Manager and Public Participation Program 

2550 Ventura Avenue 

Santa Rosa, CA 9 5403 

Re: Response to the Draft EIR for the 2020 County General Plan 

Dear Mr. Briggs: 

I am responding to the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020. 

It is my opinion that the eA1:raordinary flooding on the New Year's weekend had enough impacts 
that changes should be made to this Draft EIR to reflect not only the actual effects of the flooding 
but to give consideration for future flooding episodes. 

I have lived in Sonoma County for twenty years and have witnessed some pretty good flooding 
episodes. I lived ten years in Marin County and experienced the drought and then a so-called 

"Hundred Year" flood. The first year after the drought, we had heavy rains and my home and all 
my neighbors homes were in the severe flooding in Novato and we were told by the City of 
Novato that "it was an act of God" and the flooding damages were our own expense to bear. 

However, the next year, we had two so-called "Hundred Year" floods, a week apart. Luckily, I 
was involved in litigation with the builder of my house and he was forced to buy my three-times 
flooded house back as though it was new in a current market. My neighbors were not so lucky. 

With the Sonoma County New Year 2006 flood we were told that a lot of silt came down off 
Sonoma Mountain during the New Year's rains. I have heard that this was not just ordinary 
siltation but may well have been an episode ofland mass subsidence - which I didn't notice being 
mentioned in the General Plan Draft EIR! Land Mass Subsidence caused by several years of 
serious overdrafting of the aquifer. The aquifer under Rohnert Park has been sucked down mor

than 150 feet because of Rohnert Park's unlimited water use for years. 

Rohnert Park has had between 30 and 44 wells in operation. They also buy water from the 
Sonoma Water Agency (SCWA) as well as another purchase from the City of Petaluma's 14% 
surplus of Petaluma's water allotment from the Sonoma County Water Agency. This additional 
water from Petaluma is, according to information from the Sonoma County Water Agency, gives 
Rohnert Park a 400% boo~t in their water allotment. 
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Response to the Draft EIR for the 2020 County General Plan 

All of this water-taking activity by Rohnert Park has caused hundreds of wells in properties outside 
the city limits to go dry, at least once. Some people are on their third well. 

Hundred of wells going dry certainly does not support the county's support for more growth in 
oth the county lands and in the incorporated areas. 

Furthermore, the litigation against the Sonoma County Water Agency by the Friends of the Eel 
River and the ''win" by the Friends of the Eel River that limits the amount of water the Water 
Agency can take from the Eel River surely must be included in the calculations for future growth in 
Sonoma County. 

And another lawsuit by the Friends of the Eel River may find decreases in the water taken from the 
Eel River. 

On top of that, we have the water that is piped to the North Marin Water District and the Marin 
Water District. I am predicting that within four years, Marin County is going to be cut off from the 

onoma County Water Agency's water because of the present growth in both counties. 

And what about the proposed Graton Rancheria Casino? Why wasn't any mention made of the 
plans to build a casino/hotel complex near the City of Rohnert Park. The casino proposes to dig at 
least two 1,000 foot deep wells and to build an independent sewage treatment plant. Neither of 
which the county has any capacity to support. And, of course, the footprint of the casino/hotel will 
only cause even more severed flooding upstream. More than is' currently being experienced. 

To reiterate: this Draft EIR f<?r the County's 2020 General Plan has left out some very serious 
issues that effect every planning decision in the county, as well as each city. 

Flooding, lack of potable water and the Graton Indian Casino and Hotel proposal. 

If these three issues are not in the EIR and not in the General Plan, the General Plan is worthless. 

Thank you, 

Paul D. Stutrud 
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Stephan C. Volker 
Joshua A.H. Harris 
Marnie E. Riddle 

VIA FAX AND U.S. MAIL 
Sonoma County Planning Commission 
Permit and Resource Management Depaiiment 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 
FAX (707) 565-8343 

(707)565-2624 

Law Offices of 
STEPHAN C. VOLKER 

April 16, 2006 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 7 2006 
PERMIT ANO RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Re: Comments of Westside Association to Save Agriculture, et al. on Draft 
Enviromnental Impact Rep01i for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 

Dear Commission: 

On behalf of the Westside Association to Save Agriculture, Russian Riverkeeper, North 
Coast Rivers Alliance, James T. Love, Peggy Love, Dennis Hill, Melinda Hill, L. Mmiin 
Griffin, Jr., M.D., Scott Adams, Lynn Adams, John R. Saracco, Sean Swift, Bishop's Ranch, 
and other concerned residents of the Westside Road and Foreman Lane neighborhoods ·near 
Healdsburg, we submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 ("DEIR"). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The DEIR, as written, falls far short of the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code§§ 21000, et seq. The DEIR fails to (1) disclose and discuss the 
true impacts of the "Buildout Alternative," (2) demonstrate why most of the General Plan's 
significant impacts are not mitigated to insignificm1ce, (3) provide essential information 
regarding the impacts of alternatives, (4) independently analyze the raw and incomplete data on 
which it relies, (5) evaluate impmiant growth-inducing impacts; (6) take the impacts of global 
wa1111ing into account; (7) fully evaluate hydrological impacts; (8) compare a reasonable range 
of alternatives; (9) adequately evaluate and protect biological resources; (10) evaluate and 
mitigate the impacts of increased traffic; and (11) address water quantity and quality issues that 
are required to be identified in the overdue 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. 

For these reasons, the DEIR frustrates the underlying purpose of an environmental 
impact report: infom1ed public participation and decisiom11aking. The California Legislature 
enacted CEQA to protect the environment of California, Pub. Res. Code§ 21 OOO(a), to protect 
the environmental health of Californians, Pub. Res. Code §§ 21 OOO(b ), 21000( d), 21 OOO(g), to 
prevent the extinction of plant and animal species due to human activity, Pub. Res. Code § 
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2100l(b), to create and maintain ecological and economic sustainability, Pub. Res. Code§ 
21001 ( e ), and to "take all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the 
enviromnental quality of the State." Pub. Res. Code§ 21001(a). The purpose of an 
enviromnental impact report (EIR), in meeting the objectives of CEQA, is "to identify the 
significant effects on the enviromnent of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to 
indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided." Pub. Res. 
Code§ 21002.l(a). The use of EIRs by each "public agency shall mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects on the enviromnent of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is 
feasible to do so." Pub. Res. Code§ 21002.l(b) (emphasis added). Moreover, the "purpose of 
an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the public in general with 
detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the 
environment." Pub. Res. Code§ 21061. 

As shown below, Sonoma County must substantially revise, and then recirculate, the 
BIR. Recirculation is required when the addition of new information to an BIR changes the BIR 
in "a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 
adverse enviromnental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect." Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California 
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1129-1130 ("Laurel Heights IF'); see also CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5. 
An EIR which does not address potentially substantial effects must be recirculated. Mountain 
Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Commission (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, 1050-51; Stevens v. 
City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986, 998-99; Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Board of 
Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 823. Due to its failure to include complete information 
and analysis about the effects of General Plan policies, the DEIR should be revised and 
recirculated. 

II. THE EIR EXAMINES CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ONLY THROUGH 
2020. 

The cumulative impacts section of the DEJR projects population growth only through 
2020. DEIR 6.0-3 - 6.0-4. This level of population growth then fonns the basis for evaluating 
the cumulative impacts of the General Plan on all other impact categories. DEIR 6.0. 
Cumulative impacts at any later date - including those from full build-out under the General 
Plan's proposed land use standards - are not considered. Id. The impacts of each alternative 
are only evaluated on the basis of projected growth through 2020 and not beyond. DEIR 5.0-3 
5.0-80. Traffic levels of service under each alternative are only projected through 2020 and not 
beyond. DEIR 5.0-19; 5.0-40; 5.0-62. Population growth for purposes of predicting air quality 
is only evaluated through 2020 for each alternative. DEIR 5.0-23; 5.0-45; 5.0-65. Impacts to 
hydrological, biological, visual, and other resources are only projected through 2020 for each 
proposed alternative. DEIR 5.0-3 5.0-80. 
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The Buildout Alternative purports to consider "a scenario in which each parcel in the 
unincorporated portion of Sonoma County would be developed to the maximum extent 
pem1itted by the parcel's land use designation." DEIR 5.0-38. Although there is no indication 
that this would occur by 2020, the impacts considered for the Buildout Alternative are based 
only on projected growth up tlu·ough 2020 and not beyond. DEIR 5.0-38 5.0-59. 
Consequently, the true impacts of the "Buildout Alternative" are never disclosed and addressed. 

An accurate projection of the impacts of each alternative would consider the 
consequences of extending each alternative's policies into the future as far as can be reasonably 
projected, without stopping at an arbitrary date such as 2020. The County has given no 
indication that it caimot forecast beyond a mere 14 years from now. Under CEQA, the County 
has a duty to disclose the reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed project and its 
alternatives so that the public and the decisiomnakers can make an informed decision about the 
proposed alternatives and their expected impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15144; Citizens to 
Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Ca1.App.3d 421, 430; Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass 'n 1~ Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396. This 
critical omission must be rectified. 

III. THE EIR FAILS TO EXPLAIN WHY IT FAILS TO MITIGATE MOST 
IMPACTS TO INSIGNIFICANCE. 

The DEIR identifies dozens of significant impacts which it claims cannot be mitigated to 
insignificance. DEIR at 2.0-5 -2.0-29. But CEQA's primary objective is to reduce 
enviromnental impacts to insignificance. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. "Public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant env1ronmental effects of such 
projects .... " Id. "Furthennore, the County has a duty to interpret [CEQA] in such a maimer 
as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the 
statutory language." CEQA Guidelines § 15003(f), citing Friends of Mammoth v. Board of 
Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259. Contrary to this duty, the DEIR fails to document its 
facile claims that it is not feasible to mitigate these many significant impacts to insignificance. 
DEIR at 2.0-4; 2.0-5 -2.0-29; 4.2-34 4.2-38; 6.0-6 6.0-25. This fundamental flaw must be 
rectified. 

IV. THE DEIR LACKS ESSENTIAL INFORMATION THAT IS REQUIRED 
BY CEQA FOR ADEQUATE PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW OF 
IMPACTS. 

The Summary of Findings (DEIR 2.0-5 - 2.0-29) does not evaluate the impacts of the 
three proposed alternatives to the Draft GP 2020 such that the significance before and after 
mitigation of each impact of each alternative could be examined in comparison to the status 
quo. Instead, all impacts are said to result from "[i]mplementation of the Draft GP 2020," 
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without reference to any of the contemplated alternatives. It is thus impossible for members of 
the public to quickly understand the relative merits of each alternative and the Draft GP 2020 
with regard to environmental impacts. This lack of information prevents adequate and weJl
infonned review by the public as required hy CEQA. 

V. THE DEIR UNCRITICALLY RELIES ON RAW DATA PROVIDED BY 
OUTSIDE AGENCIES, AND THE PRMD HAS FAILED TO PERFORM 
ITS OWN INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS OF THIS DATA. 

As the DEIR notes, the CEQA Guidelines require independent review of infonnation 
that assists in tbc preparation of the ElR DEIR 1.0-3. Although some of this information was 
provided by staff reports, most was provided by independent consultants. DEIR 1.0-3. These 
mdependent reports are listed in Appendix 7.3 of the DEIR, but there is no mdication that the 
information contained in them was independently reviewed by the PRMD as CEQA requires. 
DEIR 7.0-5 - 7.0-13. Instead, where they are cited, no apparent analysis of their conclusions 
has been performed. For instance, a report by Brown-Buntin Associates (DEIR 7.0-5) is cited 
throughout section 4.4 of the DEIR to support its conclusions about noise, but the data, findings, 
and methodology of that report were not apparently analyzed separately before being reproduced 
in the DEJR. DEIR 4.4. Similarly, a report by David Ballanti (DEIR- 7.0-2) provides a table of 
potential Transportation Control Measures to support air quality, but there is no indication that 
this information has been independently evaluated by the PRMD. DEIR 4.3-12 -- 4.3-14. The 
County must revise the DEIR to reflect its independent evaluation of these consultants' reports. 

VI. THE DEIR FAILS TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE GROWTH INDUCING 
IMPACTS OF SONOMA COUNTY'S INCREASING URBAN 
POPULATION. 

The County asserts that it has no control over the impacts resulting from urban growth 
because "[ e Jach city in Sonoma County exercises complete authority over land use and 
development within its city limits." DEIR 3.0-12. Apparently because of this erroneous 
premise, the DEIR fails to identify and mitigate impacts to the unincorporated areas that result 
from predicted changes to the incorporated areas of the county. DEIR 1.0-1; 1.0-4; 3.0-1. For 
instance, the DEIR's evaluation oflmpact 4.1-1, Growth and Concentration of Population, 
focuses on the impacts to unincorporated areas that are due to growth only of unincorporated 
areas, and concludes that because this growth is limited, the impact of population growth will 
not be significant. DEIR 4.1-35-36. But the unexamined impacts of urban growth within 
incorporated areas on unincorporated lands are potentially enormous. The County has a duty 

 
under CEQA to consider the cumulative impact of urban growth from both incorporated and 
unincorporated areas. 

Likewise, the DEIR fails to address the mitigable impacts of revisions in Urban Service 
Boundaries (USBs). Expansions of these boundaries will have unidentified negative 
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environmental impacts. DEIR 4.1-23-26. In most cases USBs are projected to expand, creating 
additional pressure on the county's available water supply and increasing potential traffic and 
noise locally by allowing populations and housing development within these USBs to increase. 
However, several potential impacts are deemed less-than-significant because the impacts 
considered are primarily to services and infrastructure rather than to available natural resources. 
DEIR 4.1-32 4.1-42. This flaw in the EIR must be con-ected. 

Finally, some impacts of growth are not evaluated at all. The DEIR purpo1is to consider 
land use conflicts between agricultural and industrial/commercial/residential/urban uses, but 
fails to fairly evaluate the potential adverse impact of continued gravel mining and urban growth 
on the County's agricultural land uses and natural environment, including its fish and wildlife, 
pa1iicularly in the Russian River Valley. DEIR 4.1-36-39. For example, "Impact 4.8-1," 
Conversion of Agricultural Lands to Non-Agricultural Uses, concludes that such conversions 
would result in a less-than-significant impact after the implementation of several toothless 
General Plan policies. DEIR 4.8-18. But many of these policies are either voluntary or 
designed simply to promote agriculture in general through "advertising and marketing 
assistance" and brand promotion, rather than to preserve and protect agricultural lands. DEIR 
4.8-20. The DEIR claims that such vague promotion policie's will "maintain the viability of 
Sonoma County fanns and reduce the likelihood of their conversion," but the DEIR provides no-
evidence supporting the efficacy of such an approach. Id. Another policy purports to limit 
agricultural conversion by "voluntary purchase of development rights" in the hope that this wiIL-
reduce residential encroachment. DEIR 4.8-21. Again, no facts showing that such a voluntary 
approach could succeed are provided. The DEIR also fails to consider the potential conflicts 
posed by converting natural habitat to new agricultural uses. DEIR 4.1-36-39. 

VII. THE DEIR FAILS TO ACKNOWLEDGE AND ASSESS THE IMPACTS 
OF GLOBAL WARMING ON THE ENVIRONMENT. 

The DEIR fails to disclose and assess the likely actual impacts of global warming. The 
DEIR never discusses in the appropriate sections whether global warming is expected to cause 
future changes in weather and climate, reservoir storage, river flows, groundwater levels, and 
patterns of urban and agricultural water use. 

These climatic changes have the potential to alter the projected impacts of policies 
described in the General Plan 2020 and its alternatives, and should be discussed rather than 
ignored. Global wanning is expected to increase the frequency and severity of floods and 
droughts in the Russian River Valley, magnifying the importance of the aquifer that could be 
ham1ed by changes under the Genera] Plan. As global wanning proceeds, rainfall events are 
expected to become increasingly en-atic and extreme, leading to longer droughts and more 
severe stonns and floods, generating serious implications for flood plain, surface water and 
groundwater management. The need for wider flood plains and greater groundwater storage 
capacity may increase as a result. 
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l 11 Ll Because global warming phenomena will have far-reaching effects on almost all areas of 
mpact that are evaluated by the General Plan, the DEIR should acknowledge and discuss the 
mpact of global warming on Sonoma County. 
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VIII. THE DEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE HYDROLOGICAL IMPACTS DUE TO 
INCREASED GROWTH. 

The DEIR fails to address the looming conflicts between continued urban growth as 
proposed in the draft General Plan and declining surface and groundwater supplies. Increased 
growth is likely to encourage greater diversions of water from the Russian River to serve an 
increasing population, but the DEIR does not disclose and evaluate the potential adverse 
impacts of such diversions on the river's fish and wildlife and of increased groundwater 
pumping on the quality and quantity of groundwater throughout the Russian River watershed. 

he BIR should acknowledge and assess the recent studies which indicate that continued 
diversions of water from the Eel River may hann Russian River salmon (as well as the Eel 
River salmonids). As disclosed in the Water Agency's Russian River Draft Biological 
Assessment dated January 16, 2004, prepared jointly with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
under the Endangered Species Act, the unnaturally high summer flows resulting from continued 
Eel River diversions may result "in velocities that are generally higher than optimal for juvenile 
salmonid rearing in most faster water sections of the upper Russian River ... i.e., riffle and run 
habfrat types)." Id. at 3-109. The Russian River's unnaturally "[a]ugmented summer flow [due 
to the Eel River diversions] results in the need for an artificial breaching program [at the mouth 
of the Russian River] that may ... affect [important habitat] components [including 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, salinity, the availability of aquatic invertebrates and shallow 
water habitat, and the concentration of nutrients and toxic runoff], and may allow adult Chinook 
salmon early access to the river when flows and temperature may be unsuitable." Id. at 3-110. 
Other impacts from the unnaturally high summer flows in the Russian River may include 
increased water temperatures due to the loss of thermal stratification in pools, directly harming 
salmon and creating favorable conditions for warm water fishes that prey on juvenile salmonids. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has designated the Russian River as sediment
and temperature-impaired under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act, necessitating more 
protective management measures to restore the Russian River's fish and wildlife. Both EPA 
and the State Water Resources Control Board have determined that the Russian River is 
sediment impaired, and listed this river as a water quality-impaired water body under Clean 
Water Act section 303(d) (33 U.S.C. § 1313(d)) due to deleterious impacts from sedimentation. 
The sources of this excessive pollutant include "erosion/siltation" from gravel mining and other 
resource development activity. See, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2002 
C. W.A. Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments, at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d lists.html. Both EPA and the State Water Board have also 
designated the Russian River as water quality-impaired under CWA section 303(d) due to high 
water temperatures as a result of altered summer flows and other factors. Id. This impairment 
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was not discussed in the DEIR, but should have been, in order to realistically evaluate the 
conditions under which threatened and endangered species are attempting to survive. 

Continued urban growth will only increase the demand for surface and groundwater 
from all sources in Sonoma County. The EIR should examine the continuing adverse impacts 
of EeJ River diversions and of increased urban demands for water on protection and restoration 
of the Russian River's endangered salmonids. The EIR should explain the primaiy reasons for 
the listing of these species (habitat degradation), including the deleterious impact of the 
increased sediment, excessive summer flows and loss of cold water pool habitat due to the Eel 
River diversions, as well as mitigation measures and alternatives that would help restore these 
salmonids to healthy populations in both the Eel and Russian Rivers. 

Some water quality protection measures promulgated in the DEIR are illusory. The 
impact of urban, industrial and agricultural runoff is detem1ined to be less than significant in the 
DEIR because "existing regulations and water quality policies and programs contained in the 
Draft GP 2020 would reduce this to a less-than-significant impact." DEIR 4.5-41. However, it 
is unclear whether conditions required for implementation of the listed polices will ever come 
to pass. For instance, "Policy WR-lj would require the County to seek opportunities for water 
quality restoration and remediation where water quality is a concern. This policy could 
potentially involve stream restoration and/or the construction of engineered wetlands." DEIR 
4.5-42. But such "opportunities" are unspecified and may be lost in the future if they are not 
specifically identified and pursued now. 

Saltwater intrusion in both the western and eastern reaches of the County due to global 
wa1ming and declining groundwater supplies may pose unanticipated problems. The Draft EIR 
concludes that saltwater intrusion will not be a problem in the future in part because "the 
Bodega Bay Public Utility District was able to develop wells in areas not affected by saltwater 
intrusion." DEIR 4.5-56. Yet just one page earlier, the EIR admits that "the Bodega Bay PUD 
is continuously battling saltwater intrusion in its wells." DEIR 4.5-55. There is no evidence 
provided in the DEIR to suggest that the Bodega Bay PUD will continue to win this battle in the 
face of increased future groundwater demands. The EIR should not so hastily conclude that 
saltwater intrusion will be a less-than-significant impact in the future simply because vulnerable 
PUDs have been successful in the past. 

Finally, potential impacts to water quality due to new residential, commercial, industrial 
and public uses are considered less-than-significant, with no mitigation measures required, 
because according to the DEIR, "the Draft GP 2020 policies would help to ensure that future 
urban-type development does not result in an increased violation of water quality standards." 
DEIR 4.5-41-43. However, the proposed policies are speculative and often rely on programs 
that do not yet exist and may never exist example, "Policy WR-lj would require the 
County to seek opp01iunities for water quality restoration and remediation where water quality 
is a concern." DEIR 4.5-43. Such opportunities may no longer be available by the time it is 
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clear they are needed. For instance, "construction of engineered wetlands," a proposed 
remediation measure, may not be economically or environmentally feasible if it follows, rather 

 · than precedes, urban development. Id. The BIR should include realistic mitigation measures 
that are presently feasible instead of relying on vague policies that may be unenforceable when 
they are needed. 

IX. THE COUNTY FAILED TO ANALYZE A REASONABLE RANGE OF 
ALTERNATIVES AND MITIGATION MEASURES. 

The DEIR fails to consider a reasonable range of alternatives and fails to compare them 
to existing conditions. The DEIR examines just three alternatives to the current proposed draft 
general plan, labeling them No Project, Buildout and Mitigated. DEIR 5.0-1. The No Project 
Alternative (NPA) assumes the continuation of the existing General Plan policies, rather than 
maintaining existing conditions. Id. The Buildout Alternative (BA) evaluates less restrictive 
environmental protection policies, and the Mitigated Alternative (MA) examines more 
restrictive policies. DEIR 5.0-2. The proposed plan makes many of the same population, 
employment and household number assumptions as the NPA. Id. 

The Mitigated Alternative fails to present a true alternative to growth. In 26 of 79 
impact areas, the Mitigated Alternative has the same impact.as the proposed project. DEIR 5.0-
12-16. Certain impacts, such as impacts to water supply services, are unmitigable under the 
Mitigated Alternative because the alternative presumes "additional urban land uses and 
development" that would create greater water demand than the Mitigated Alternative can 
provide. DEIR 6.0-12. Thus, all of the alternatives and their evaluation are skewed in favor of 
rapid urbanization, because current growth rates are assumed to continue as the "No Project 
Alternative" under the existing General Plan. 

Because the alternatives are so similar, their cumulative impacts show little difference. 
The DEIR's section titled "Impact Overview" (DEIR 6.0-1-19) reveals that in many impact 
areas, the cumulative impacts of each alternative are similar and significant (Land Use, Air 
Quality, Geology/Soils, Cultural Resources, Energy) or similar but not significant (Noise, 
Agricultural and Timber Resources). DEIR 6.0-5-18. This confirms that the alternatives are not 
substantially different in the long term, defeating CEQA's purpose of forcing agencies to 
expand their horizons by considering alternatives that make a real difference. 

,. The DEIR likewise fails to identify a reasonable range of mitigation measures, such as 
conservation programs, urban infilling, and the substitution of alternative building materials 
such as the use of recycled concrete, shale or imported gravel in place of terrace and river 
gravels. As noted above, the DEIR systematically fails to demonstrate why it is not feasible to 
mitigate significant environmental impacts to insignificance. 

X. THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE BIOLOGICAL 

'
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RESOURCES. 

The DEIR fails to adequately survey biological resources. It relies on the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) inventory to evaluate potential hazards to endangered, 
threatened, and special-status species. However, the County admits in the EJR that "the 
occmTence records of the CNDDB tend to focus on listed species or those with a high inventory
priority. OccmTence infomrntion for numerous special-status species which are known to occur 
in Sonoma County is either not monitored at all, or is recorded on only a sporadic basis by the 
CNDDB." DEIR 4.6-5. The only other source the County considers is the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's listing of endangered and tlu·eatened species. Id. Thus, other special-status 
species are largely ignored. Despite this infomrntion gap, the County has not perfom1ed any 
analysis of its own to determine how General Plan policies will affect special-status species. 

It appears that the County intends to postpone the necessary analysis until specific 
development plans are already in place, citing the "need for detailed assessments when proposed
development could affect sensitive habitat." DEIR 4.6-5. The County acknowledges, however, 
that such detailed assessments might never occur in many cases, as "land uses pennitted under 
the Draft GP 2020 which require only a ministerial pem1it application may receive little or no 
review by local, State or federal authorities." DEIR 4.6-27. Consequently, unless the DEIR 
examines the impacts of these uses, they will never be assessed. 

XI. THE EIR FAILS TO EVALUATE AND MITIGATE INCREASED 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS. 

The County finds that the increase in vehicle miles traveled will remain a significant 
unavoidable impact in part "because GP 2020 policies can only affect the unincorporated 
portions of the county." DEIR 4.3-16. Although the County lacks planning and zoning controls 
over incorporated areas, it nonetheless has a duty under CEQA to address the effects of traffic 
originating in incorporated po1iions of the county in its analysis and to construct mitigation 
policies that take such traffic into account. 

The impact of increased traffic, and consequently reduced levels of service, on the visual 
and aesthetic characteristics of State Scenic Highways such as Highways 12 and 116 and 
County scenic roads such as Westside Road are not considered, and thus impacts to this visual 
resource are considered less than significant with no mitigation required. DEIR 4.11-16. 
Although the impacts of the projected reduction in level of service are considered significant 
and unavoidable, they are not mitigated. DEJR 4.2-32. Yet Scenic Highways are key to the 
County's tourism industry and rural quality of life. The DEJR's failure to demonstrate why this 
impact caimot be mitigated must be rectified. 

Funding failures may create an unacknowledged significant impact due to increased 
traffic. Because many transit decisions are made by agencies other than the County, transit 
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7;;0; L service may not keep pace with demand. DEIR 4.2-48. Nevertheless, the increased projected 
demand for transit services is considered a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation is 
required in the Draft EIR. Id. The EIR should have contemplated the possibility that transit 
services will not keep pace with demand, and proposed mitigation measures accordingly. 

Finally, the DEIR asserts without factual support that it is impossible to determine how 
future land use and development will affect future roadway congestion without further study. 
DEIR 4.2-40. Until such study has been completed, the DEIR states that "it is not feasible for 
the County to mitigate traffic congestion within city limits." Id. It is not clear how traffic 
congestion outside city limits will be mitigated without such further study, as well. The DEIR 
improperly ducks the issue by simply labeling this impact significant and unavoidable. Id. 

XII. THE EIR MUST ADDRESS GROUND AND SURFACE 
WATER QUANTITY AND QUALITY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 
IN THE WATER AGENCY'S OVERDUE 2005 URBAN WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

The County should not certify an EIR for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 before 
the County's 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is finally adopted. As the courts have 
pointed out, "[i]n determining whether and where to permit development, a county must 
necessarily consider the availability of consumptive water supplies. If additional water supplies 
are available, growth and development are feasible. Conversely, if that water is not available, 
growth is necessarily limited." County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1988) 
76 Cal.App.4th 931, 950. Thus, adopting a final version of the EIR before the Urban Water 
Management Plan is finalized puts the development cart before the water supply horse. 

Similarly under the Urban Water Management Planning Act, the County through its 
Water Agency must assure that proposed ground and surface water supplies are uncontaminated 
and available for projected growth. Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1, 13-15. '"For any water source that may not be available at a 
consistent level of use, given specific legal, environmental, water quality or climatic factors, 
[the urban water management plan must] describe plans to replace that source with alternative 
sources or water demand management measures, to the extent practicable."' 123 Cal.App.4th at 
14, quoting from Water Code 
§ 10631, subd. (c). 

As the Court of Appeal pointed out in Friends of the Santa Clara River, where a water 
agency has impermissibly assumed that shortfalls in groundwater supply will be cured to meet 
projected urban growth, "[s]imply stating that ... a groundwater treatment plan is being 
developed without discussing when the plan may need to be implemented and the amount of 
time needed for its implementation leaves a temporal gap in the description of the liability of 
the water source. This gap renders the [urban water management plan] legally inadequate." 123 
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Cal.App.4th at 14. 

So too here, the County's assumption that adequate surface water supplies will become 
available in the future to support the urban growth projected by the General Plan without a full 
explication of when and how this additional water supply will be provided without harming 
environmental quality in the Eel and Russian Rivers, threatens to violate not only CEQA, but 
the Urban Water Management Plaiming Act as well. 

Finally, the EJR must discuss the emerging groundwater contamination and overdraft 
issues that threaten projected as well as existing land uses throughout Sonoma County. The EIR 
must, consistent with CEQA and the Urban Water Management Planning Act, address these 
emerging water contamination and overdraft problems, and realistically assess the likelihood 
that they can be solved in time to meet the County's projected increases in demand for water 
and building materials such as gravel to serve projected urban development. 

XIII. CONCLUSION 

Sonoma County's proposed General Plan 2020 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
ignores or overlooks significant adverse impacts posed by future development on Sonoma 
County's ground and surface water quality, fish and wildlife, agricultural resources, traffic, 
aesthetics, recreation, habitat, noise levels and air quality. Substantial revisions by the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors are clearly needed. 
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Victoria Wikle 

March 2, 2006 
MAR 0 3 2006 

Planning Commission 
Sonoma County Permit & Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

Re: Draft BIR for General Plan 2020 

Dear Planning Commission Members and County Planning Staff, 

Thank you for taking my comments on Sonoma County's Draft BIR for 
General Plan 2020. 

All areas of the county have been under immense development pressure and 
as a result a significant amount of land has been converted by human use 
with many negative impacts: 

• Increases in flooding, 
• Loss of ground water recharge, 
• Erosion, 
• Degraded water quality, 
• Habitat loss for indigenous wildlife, and 
• Infestations by weedy invasive plants (plant spam) 

The standard of cumulative impacts and cumulative habitat loss within 
Sonoma County should be included when evaluating the impact of land-use 
proposals in the county. "No net run off' policies should be in place for an)'l
new development regardless of the size. Ground water recharge should be 
part of every development permit. Erosion prevention measures must be 
required and stringently adhered to. Protections of water quality must be 

J i 
l 
. 



included during decision making processes. Loss thresholds for specific 
sensitive natural communities should be established including oak 
woodlands, vernal pools, redwood forests, mixed evergreen forests, riparian 
habitat, seasonal wetlands, freshwater marshes of the Santa Rosa Plain and 
Laguna de Santa Rosa, serpentine habitats, and coastal prairie. 

Sonoma County needs stronger tree protection policies and laws. Oaks and 
redwood that have reached sexual maturity should require a permit before 
removal, even on private property. Any trees removed should be mitigated 
with a strongly enforced replacement policy. The replacement trees should 
be monitored and replaced again with new trees until success is achieved 
when the replacement trees have reached sexual maturity and are capable of 
producing their own offspring. This protection policy should be enforced 
with significant fines imposed on those that violate the law. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 

website: http://www.peer.org 

March 6t 2006 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
Attn: Bob Gaiser 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

The following is a review by Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER) of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for implementing the proposed Sonoma County General Plan 
2020 as it pertains to the Public Safety Element Sections of the DEIR. Those sections are Protection 
from Geologic Hazards, encompassing Impacts and Mitigation Measures 4.7-1through4.4-7 and 
4.8-4; Protection from Flood Hazards, encompassing Impacts and Mitigation Measures 4.5-9 
through 4.5-12; Hazardous Materials, encompassing Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.13-1; and 
Protection from Fire Hazards, encompassing Impacts and Mitigation Measures 4.9-9 and 4.9-10. 

PEER expects that the comments, clarifications, and proposals in this communication will be taken 
jnto consideration to be sure that the DEIR correctly and thoroughly evaluates environmental 
impacts arising from the Draft General Plan policies. We expect substantive replies to our 
suggestions for changing policies for lowering the impacts of proposed County land-use policies. 

General Comments 
In many places the DEIR does not use modem geologic terminology to describe geologic processes 
and earth materials. Examples of non-standard terminology and concepts include: 
p. 4.7-10, where "soil creep" is related to the presence of expansive clays, even though the tenn 

describes general downslope movement of soil due to many factors, including clays--but also the 
degree of slope and of water saturation in soils that may lack expansive clays. The only expansive 
clay mentioned is "montmorillonite" --only one member of the large smectite group of expansive 
clay minerals (see American Geological Institute, Glossary of Geology Sh edition). And why is the 
non-expansive clay mineral "illite," included in a discussion on expansive clays? 

Some statements, such as "The geology . . . is continually evolving because of its location at an 
active plate margin," make no sense. Use of Richter, instead of moment, magnitudes in estimating 
earthquake probabilities (4.7-4) is long outmoded. The ]ow level of geologic competence displayed 
in the DEIR suggests a low level of professional input, and no reviews from professional Earth 
Scientists. The DEIR lists input on Geology and Soils from only one individual identified only as a 
professional geologist (PG-p. 7.0-2), with no degrees or other qualifications or state registration. 

On p. 4.7-20 ( Jmpact 4.7-1) and elsewhere, the DEIR refers to maps illustrating geologic hazards. 
The maps provided on costly PRivlD-provided printed DEIRs and CDs are illegible and cannot be 
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used to assess hazards or proposed mitigations. If maps of suitable scale and legibility are available 
for public review, why is their location not provided in the DEIR or in public notices? 

......:-
rotection from Geologic Hazards 

General 
General Plan section 2.3 is titled "Reduction of Potential Damage from Geologic Hazards," which 
builds the expectation that the related policies will tend to reduce the damage from geologic hazards. 
Unfortunately, the wording of the DEIR's Significance Criteria and of the General Plan's policies on 
geologic hazards, which must serve to mitigate the impacts of GP2020 land use policies, are weak 
and unlikely to have the desired effect. In particular, on p. 4.7-19, what criteria are used to establish 
"substantial" soil erosion and "substantial" risk (of expansive soils) to property? 

p. 4.7-21. The permissive wording of Policy PS-le "Consider amendments of the Element," does not 
mandate a fundamental--and hardly controversial--County duty to incorporate new data for the 
purpose of lessening potential impacts from geologic hazards. The DEIR incorrectly cites this 
permissive policy as a mitigation for Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-6, 4.7-7, 4.7-8. Inasmuch as the policy 
deals with information that can significantly change hazard assessment, and inasmuch as the impact 
of the new data could save people's lives and property, its permissive form contributes to a 
significant unmitigated impact of further development underthe General Plan. Why is it not 
mandatory? 

If the wording of Policy PS-le is changed to ''The County shall amend the Element to incorporate 
new data ... " this policy could become a valid mitigation for the cited impacts, and help reduce the 
significance of the cited impacts. 

p. 4.7-21. Policy PS-ld, as fundamental as PS-le and no more controversial, only "encourages" 
research on geologic hazards) probabilities, and effects in the County. In this form it contributes to 
the significant unmitigated rating oflmpacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, and 4.7-5. Unless the wording is changed 
to ''The County shall establish a program for supporting research on geologic hazards, their 
probabilities and effects within Sonoma County, with funding sources from developer or other 
appropriate fees, it cannot be cited as a mitigation. 

p. 4.7-22. Required studies under policy PS-lf may serve as a mitigation for Impacts 4.7-1, -2, -3, -4, 
-5, -6, and -7, if done properly. But the policy does not specify that geologic and engineering 
reports/certifications come from State-registered geologists and engineers. Is this policy legally 
defensible without requiring at least that level of professional qualification for the certifiers and 
reparers of such reports? 

Earthquake Hazards 
p. 4.7-22. Policy PS- lg. The DEIR elaboration of this policy is misleading. Because the time of last 
movement on many Sonoma County faults (the criterion for designation as active or not) has not 
been evaluated, the Policy would reduce impacts along faults that might be active as well as those 
that are known to be active. On what basis does the DEIR identify any fault not currently listed as 
active as an inactive fault, or one "extremely unlikely to reactivate"? 

...



p. 4.7-22. Why does the EIR list policy PS-lj as a mitigation for the impacts of seismic ground 
shaking (Impacts 4. 7-1 )? The policy only encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety 
design and construction standards for bridges, dams, powerplants, hospitals, and schools, 
contributing to the significant unmitigated rating for Impact 4.7-1). Since these standards 
demonstratedly save lives and protect property, why is this policy not mandatory? We strongly 
suggest that this policy require strong enforcement of state seismic safety design and construction 
standards, and that it expand to require the County to encourage similar strong enforcement 
countywide. 

p. 4.7-22. Policy PS-11 would allow construction of buildings for essential services, including 
buildings of high public occupancy, in high-risk seismic zones. It would further allow construction 
of those buildings to standards lower than possible, based on an unidentified standard of 
"feasibility," with no standard or criterion for the detennination of feasibility, and without naming 
the agency that must make the determination. Contrary to the DEIR's analysis (4.7-22) the 
"feasibility" standard means that this Policy cannot mitigate Impact 4.7-1!> does not support the 
stated goals of General Plan 2020, and actually contributes to the significant unmitigated rating for 
Impact 4. 7-1. Does it make any long-term economic or safety sense to locate essential service 
buildings in high risk areas if it is not feasible to meet the highest construction standards? PEER 
strongly urges the County to make mandatory the avoidance of Very Strong to Very Violent zones 
on the Modified Mercalli Intensity scale for such buildings (Policy PS-11 (1)) and to require that an
buildings located in such zones in the past be upgraded to the highest safety standard. Can the 
County not mandate these standards when people's lives depend on it? 

p. 4.7-23. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (revise policy PS-lo to require strengthening ofmulti-family
but not single-family, masonry buildings), but does not require that the strengthening meet State 
standards to reduce impacts. If there are State standards for reinforcing masonry buildings, why not
write this policy to specify that those standards be met to reduce impacts below the SU level? 

p. 4.7-24, Mitigation 4.7-2. Why is there no mitigation for seismic-related ground failure other tha
permissive Policies PS-le, 1 d, and lk allowing Impact 4. 7-2 to retain a rating of significant and 
umnitigated (SU), possibly contributing to loss of life? PEER has suggested re-wording of all these 
policies, which provide enough mitigation to lower the rating to less than significant. 

p. 4.7-25, What are the grounds for rating the post-mitigation significance of impacts from seismic 
-

ground failure as SU? A voiding development in areas at risk for seismic-related ground failure is 
sufficient to reduce potential impacts to acceptable levels. Why is this avoidance not integral to the 
proposed General Plan policies for promoting public safety ? 

Landsliding 
p. 4.7-22. Permissive ·policy PS-lk cannot be cited as a mitigation for Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3 (p. 4.7-
44.7-5), and 4.7-6 (p. 4.7-28) and actually contributes to the significant unmitigated rating of those 
impacts. Inasmuch as roads in steep terrain are known to be proximal causes of debris flows and 
landslides it would be beneficial to eliminate the hazards of temporary roads (e.g., established for 
logging and other purposes) after their intended use by requiring closure and restoration? (see, for 
example: RC. Sidle et al., Hillslope Stability and Land Use, American Geophysical Union, Water 
Resources Monograph Series J 1 (1985), 72-119~ F.J. Swanson and C. T. Dymess, Impact of Clear-
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Cutting and Road Construction on Soil Erosion by Landslides in the Western Cascade Range, 
Oregon, Geology 3 (1975): 393-396; D.N. Swanston and F.J. Swanson, Timber Harvesting, Mass 
Erosion, and Steepland Forest Geomorphology in the Pacific Northwest, in Geomorphology and 
Engineering, ed. D.R. Coates (Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania, Dowden, Hutchinson, and Ross, 1976), 
199-221). To bring the rating of the cited Impacts to less than significant, is it not only prudent but 
wise to re-write this policy to require measures that mitigate identified geologic hazards from 
County projects to acceptable levels, and to require the elimination or restoration of temporary 
logging roads on State and private lands within the County? 

p. 4.7-25, Mitigation 4.7-3. Landslides and debris flows are very different types of hillside mass
wasting, but the DEIR apparently considers them equivalent in tenns of impact and mitigation. 
Debris flows constitute a very common and damaging mode of ground failure under conditions of 
intense rainfall, which can be life-threatening, whereas landslides may destroy property, but rarely 
move fast enough to kill people. Debris flows should be accorded a separate policy for mitigation. 
As elsewhere, road cuts and logging clearcuts in Sonoma County commonly induce ground failures 
(see above references). Why does the DEIR not include this well-known fact? Landslides may occur 
in the absence of seismic shaking and abnormal rainfall, yet the DEIR attributes the post-mitigation 
significance (SU) only to extreme seismic or rainfall events. 

The list of policies that the DEIR alleges will mitigate landslides includes permissive PS-le, ld, and 
lk, which in fact contribute to the significant unmitigated rating of those impacts. If these policies 
are to qualify as mitigations, they must be mandatory. p. 4.7-26. Why does the DEIR focus on 
extreme seismic shaking and slope failure impacts to rate the post-mitigation impact significance, so 
that only complete elimination of extreme seismic and rainfall events can reach a less than 
significant impact? Even the impacts of non-extreme seismic and rainfall events cannot be 
completely eliminated, but they can be extensively mitigated, and even the impacts of extreme 
events can be substantially mitigated by policies that mandate avoiding development of the most 
hazardous areas. Why does the DEIR not apply a avoidance policies more prominently? 

Subsidence and Settlement 
p. 4.7-26, Impact 4.7-4. Why does the DEIR consider it is well known that ground subsidence can 
affect areas varying from large regions to single sites? (Devin Galloway, D.R. Jones, and S.E. 
Ingelbritsen (editors), Land Subsidence in the United States, U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1182 

 
(1999), 177 p.). Why does the DEIR limit subsidence impacts to be "site and project specific"? 

p. 4.7-27. Why does the DEIR focus on earthquakes and rainfall as causes of subsidence and 

-
settlement when they represent independent hazards? How does use of extreme seismic/rainfall 
events justify summary post-mitigation impact significance of SU for these independent hazards? 

Tsunamis and Seiches 
p. 4.7-27, Impact 4.7-5. The DEIR should specify how policies PS-la through lf, and lk and lm 
apply to tsunami and seiche impacts. The term seiche applies to ocean wave phenomena unrelated to 
seismic activity, so the DEIR discussion is irrelevant to seiche impacts. These issues need to be 
separately categorized and analyzed in the DEIR. Why does the DEIR not include a specific policy 
for avoiding road building and other development in currently undeveloped seiche zones, and in 
zones undergoing significant sea cliff retreat? Why does the DEIR not add a policy for moving 
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roads, residences, and businesses from those zones whenever feasible? Such mandatory policies 
would mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level. 

p. 4.7-28. A major tsunami event is likely to cause significant impact, but this can be significantly 
mitigated by avoiding development in vulnerable areas. Why does the DEIR not include a specific 
policy for avoiding development in currently undeveloped tsunami run-up zones, and in 
undeveloped zones undergoing significant sea cliff retreat? Why does the DEIR not add a policy for 
moving residences and business from those zones whenever feasible? Such mandatory policies 
would mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level. 

The DEIR does not address the potential impacts of waves caused by landslides into standing bodi;-
of water, such as reservoirs and stock ponds. Why is this problem omitted? _
Soil Erosion 
p. 4.7-28, Mitigation 4.7-6 (soil erosion). How do permissive Policies PS-le and lk qualify as 
mitigations? Rural roads are major contributors to stream pollution (see U.S. General Accounting 
Office, Oregon Watersheds, Many Activities Contribute to Increased Turbidity During Large 
Storms, U.S. General Accounting Office GAO/RCED-98-220 (1998), 69 p.), therefore, the impact of 
soil erosion can be lowered by modifying Policy PS-lk to require restoration of temporary roads and 
borrow pits after use. The policy also should set construction standards for long-term erosion 
reduction. 

p. 4.7-29. The impacts of even maximum rainfall events can be substantially reduced through 
appropriate erosion control practices. Why make complete elimination of an impact the standard, 
yielding a post-mitigation impact significance of SU? The focus should not be on complete 
elimination of an impact but rather on developing policies to reduce the impact. Why not set low soil 
erosion targets, particularly for unimproved roads, logging, and land conversion operations and 
formulate policies to meet the goals, supported by a substantial monitoring program funded out of 
road construction, and improvement, and other grading permit fees? 

p. 4.7-29, Impact 4.7-7 (expansive soils). The DElR should explain specifically how permissive 
policies Ps-lc and lk qualify as mitigations for the impacts of expansive soils? Why is there no 
County policy proposed for removing expansive soils from building sites, or any reference to state or 
federal standards for improving expansive soil sites? 

Protection from Flood Hazards 
p. 4.5-60, Impact 4.5-9 (increased flood risk from drainage system alteration). The DEIR cites Policy 
PS-2a, which advocates maintaining available information on flooding and flood hazards in 
appropriate county departments, as a means to avoid exacerbating flood hazards but does not explain 
how this policy would actually be used to reach the goal. The DElR must explain exactly how the 
information is to be used for flood mitigation. The DElR also lacks specific statements about how 
Policies PS-2f, 21, 2p, 2q, and 2u are to be applied, or else it fails to specify required actions. 

To the extent that many of the policies cited as reducing (or not changing) flood hazards are not 
mandatory, and their benefits accrue only if they are adopted and implemented, how can it be 
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concluded that no mitigation is required? Without substantial and mandatory policies, how can the 
post-mitigation impact significance be rated LTS? 

p. 4.5-63, Im pact 4.5-10, on continuing to allow housing and other structures in 100 year flood 
hazard areas. The DEIR must explain how the policies cited in General Plan Element section PS 3.3 
will be used to completely avoid exacerbating flooding impacts in 100-year flood zones, and the 
post-mitigation so that the impact significance is LTS. We see few policies that mandate actions to 
reduce flooding impacts--ones that could mitigate flooding, such as Policy PS .. 2d(2), 2d(3), and 
2d(6) are aimed at planning, not actions. Policies PS-2e (combined with Policy PS-2k), 2g, and 2r (if 
properly implemented) could help to limit flooding impacts, but the implementation language is 
either missing or weak. Policy PS-2j is similarly active but does not specify what regulations would 
be applied, or how. 

p. 4.5-64. The DEIR states that Policy PS-2h makes the FEMA 100-year flood event and 
corresponding flood elevations the threshold for measuring "acceptable" risk and protections in 
considering amendments to the land use map. But since the FEMA 100 year flood hazard zones are 
based on a 1950s crash program to map the entire country, isn't it likely that a thorough revision is 
necessary? The DEIR should add a proposed policy to require regular re-assessments of the accuracy 
of FEMA flood zones in Sonoma County. This policy also should require mapping of a 200 year 
flood hazard zone since there is a tangible possibility that floods with recurrence interval of 100 
years might, with global warming, become 50 year floods. 

p. 4.5-65, Impact 4.5-11 to impede or redirect flows in flood hazard areas. DEIR must explain how 
General Plan Element section PS 3.3 will be used to prevent any new development in the 100 year 
flood hazard zone from impeding or redirecting flows. 

Impacts 4.5-10 and 4.5-11 will similarly impact flood hazards, so the DEIR must explain how 4.5-10 
has a significance of LTS with little or no effective mitigation, whereas 4.5-11 is accorded a 
significance of SU. 

p. 4.5-66, Impact 4.5-12 (failure oflevee or dam). Permissive policy PS-2u does not constitute a 
mitigation unless it is revised to mandate timely completion and filing of inundation maps for dam 
failures. Since the possibility of dam failures due to landsliding into reservoirs is well known (see 
R.K. Mark and D.E. Stuart-Alexander; Disasters as a Necessary Part of Benefit-Cost Analysis: 
Water-Projects Should Include Events Such as Dam Failure; Science 197 (1977): 1160-1162), why is 
there no mention in the DEIR of this risk? The DEIR also must explain how the assessed post
mitigation impact significance of LTS is consistent with SU assessment for other hazards tied to 
extreme seismic or rainfall events. 

Protection from Fire Hazards 
Policies PS-3b, 3g, 3h, 3j, 3m, and 3n are too permissive to constitute mitigations. Since experience 
in the Oakland Hills and southern California fires has underscored the importance of emergency 
vehicle access to fires in and near remote developments, would a policy requiring specified 
minimum access standards that allow simultaneous rapid access and evacuation be in order? 

Protection from Hazardous Materials 



The problem of groundwater contamination from dump leakage is well known in Sonoma County. 
The DEIR should recommend a policy prohibiting siting of such facilities in areas of high risk to 
groundwater, requiring double liners, and adequate monitoring, paid for with dumping fees. 

Policy PS-411 is too permissjve to constitute a mitigation for excessive pesticide use. The DEIR 
should state that the County shall strongly promote the use of alternatives to toxic pesticides 
(whether synthetic or considered "organic"). Policy PS-4o can be strengthened by requiring use of 
non-toxic alternatives to all pesticides where they are available. 

The above comments on the Sonoma County General Plan Update DEIR are submitted in 
expectation of a substantive response to each distinct issue or question. Paraphrasing or 
summarizing submitted co1runents for the purpose of then responding to those abbreviated 
comments will not be appropriate and may result in those responses being inadequate under 
CEQA because they do not reflect the comments as submitted. 

Sincerely) 

~ 
/"J .6'/ ./I 
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- Howard Wilshire, PhD 
Chairman, Board of Directors 
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 
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Tom Yarish 

4/11/2006 
County of Sonoma 
PRMD 
2550 Ventura Blvd. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 Fax 707-565-8343 9 pages total. 

SERVICE BY MAIL AND FAX 
re: GP2020 Update DEIR Comments 

I am submitting the following comments on my own behalf as a property 
owner and taxpayer in both Marin and Sonoma Counties and as the co-chair 
of Friends of the Esteros, an environmental group representing interests in 
the watersheds of Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio (Stemple 
Creek watershed). 

My analysis of the GP 2020 update DEIR finds that the document is 
deficient in many regards, so much so that I doubt the process can be 
completed without substantial redrafting and recirculation as required by 
CEQA. In general, impacts discussed under "No Project," ''Alternatives" 
and "GP2020" as "Significant hnpacts" and "Significant Unavoidable 
Impacts" are not sufficiently addressed and are constrained by comparison to 
the existing and badly dated General Plan. 

In fact, many compelling issues of environmental, financial and social 
importance have overshadowed the framework and context of the existing 
plan, rendering comparisons to dated assumptions and planning 
methodologies somewhat moot and irrelevant in the light of Twenty-First 
Century conditions. Most compelling are the tragic declines in public and 
private funding for critical public services and environmental protections. 
This trend cannot be expected to in1prove in the foreseeable future. 

My own areas of concern are: 1) Ground water management and conflicts 
with land use planning; 2) Ineffective mitigations and ambiguous policies 
for enforcement and implementation; 3) Protection of agricultural zoning 
and uses; 4) Conflicts between water resources management and the policies 
and practices of the Sonoma County Water Agency; 5) The exportation of 
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. Sonoma County solid waste to Marin County; 6) The lack of cumulative 
impact analysis for existing populations and future development. 

GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT 

It is clear that several areas of Sonoma County are now suffering from 
documented declining ground water tables due to overdrafting. The Cmmty 
currently lacks a management plan that would protect the many ground 
water basins from further depletion under the terms of its existing General 
Plan or under the buildouts projected by the GP 2020 document or the 
individual city general plans collectively and cumulatively. Moreover, the 
Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) has predicated its future growth 
demands upon projects that may depend on future groundwater depletion in 
the Santa Rosa basin and other aquifers that serve as part of the potable 
water supply to its various contractors. 

The SCW A has even encouraged its contractors to expand their own local 
ground and surface supplies in face of supply delivery constraints in the 
foreseeable future, a policy which conflicts with the need to preserve or 
restore already degraded ground water resources in both incorporated and 
unincorporated area. In fact, ground water aquifers are not separated by local 
or regional agency jurisdictions and subject to mutual interference and 
degradation beyond quantifiable "safe yields." Moreover, language in the 
proposed Restructured Agreement between SCW A and its water contractors 
makes little or no provision for the protection of declining groundwater 
resources, particularly in times of scarcity or shortage due to impairments in 
source waters or delivery capacity. 

• Please explain how the GP 2020 will reconcile the conflicts between 
city and county growth projections, groundwater resources and the 
policies of the Sonoma County Water Agency without comprehensive 
and accurate inventories of groundwater demand and capacity? 

• Please describe the funding sources that will be committed to 
completing groundwater inventories and the implementation and 
enforcement of a comprehensive groundwater management plan. 

DEIR Comments TY-4-11-06.doc Page 2 of2 
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• How can the SCW A and the county implement policies for 
conservation and protection of groundwater resources without relying 
on greater demands on the Russian River and Dry Creek flows? 

• While the GP 2020 DEIR describes the increased use of treated 
wastewater for agricultural and landscape irrigation, does the plan 
account for potential long-term degradation of environmental and 
public health from contaminants known to be constituents of the 
recycled treated municipal wastewater from the Santa Rosa 
Subregional system or other municipal systems? 

• Does the plan contemplate the long-term liability and failure of 
agricultural and landscape projects from recycled wastewater 
projects? 

SONOMA COUNTY CENTRAL LANDFILL AND EXPORTATION OF 
SOLID AND BIOSOLID WASTES 

• The current county central landfill at Meacham Road is closed due to 
serious leachate contaminant problems in local ground waters that are 
within the Stemple Creek and Estero de San Antonio watersheds. 
What kinds of monitoring, enforcement and mitigation measures will 
insure that potable rural supplies and estuarine waters will not be 
subject to contamination from the landfill? Please include all 
documents and technical references. 

• If and when the landfill is permanently closed what measures will b
taken to insure that solid waste is not transported outside of Sonoma 
County? 

• The DEIR does not describe the toxic constituents in the solid and 
biosolid wastes that are currently exported from Sonoma County and 
that are also used as agricultural fertilizer. What are the constituents of
the diverted solid and biosolid waste streams that have the potential to 
adversely affect the health of human and natural ecosystems? 

• What levels of contaminants will be transported to the Redwood 
Sanitary Landfill in Marin County or other regional landfills from all 

·
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c~~ ·L 
10 [.

Sonoma County sources due to the growth buildout projections of the 
GP 2020? 

What levels of additional traffic burden will be added to Highway 101 
 by the transportation of additional loads of Sonoma County solid and 

biosolid waste streams into Marin? 

• What levels of air pollution will be generated by the additional traffic 
burden of out-of-county waste transport by highway or rail? 

L3 

15 

J l [ . 

INTEGRATION OF WATER RESOURCES AND LAND USE 
POLICIES. 

While policy WR-3s requires the integration of water and land use 
policies the language supporting these elements is ambiguous and lacks 
clear mandates, timelines for compliance, enforcement, funding, public 
access to and review of documents, and clear accountability. These are 
critical lapses in the existing General Plan either due to omission or the 
lack of enforcement. 

Similarly, most counties in California are suffering major budget deficits 
and continuously struggle to meet critical infrastructure demands and 
public services from insufficient tax rolls. Also, foreseeable 
circumstances like severe climate change and escalating energy costs 
raise questions about the impacts of future growth on public budgets. 

• To what degree will the impacts and demands of future population 
growth projected in GP 2020 improve or worsen public services 
such as education, water and sewage, police and fire protection? 
How will these impacts be funded or offset? 

• What are the cultural and social consequences of insufficient or 
under-funded public services and infrastructures associated with all 
alternatives from "no project" to "full buildoutT' 

• The SCW A is considering several water supply and distribution 
projects to augment or increase the delivery of potable water to its 
contractors to meet projected population growth figures. What are 
these costs and how will they be apportioned to existing ratepayers 
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and contractors in both incorporated and unincorporated service 
areas? 

• What are the anticipated costs of transportation improvements an
maintenance associated with the GP 2020 growth projections 
versus the other alternatives? -

• How will "affordable housing" be subsidized by public agencies or 
by private developers? What is the definition of "affordable 
housing" and how does that meet the needs of low and moderate 
income workers? 

• What measures or alternatives could stabilize or lower housing 
costs to achieve an equitable balance of housing for low and 
moderate income residents? Could the GP 2020 moderate the 
escalation in land values by limiting the square footage of single-
family homes. 

J 
dl 

l ~ 
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LAND USE, WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND 
AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY 

Policies that lead to the fragmentation and inappropriate development of 
rural and semi-rural agricultural land (Rohnert Park, in particular) are 
inconsistent with the desire to sustain and support desirable agricultural 
operations, including livestock operations, food and fiber, wine production 
and other operations that do not lead to net degradation or loss of soils, 
habitat and open space. 

• What mitigations or alternatives are available to prevent the 
fragmentation and conversion of agricultural properties in the face of 
constant pressure for housing and development, such as in the case of 
ag land conversion on properties adjacent to Sonoma State 

University? 

• How many Administrative Certificates of Compliance (ACC) exist on 
agricultural properties? Does the county have an estimate? -

• Does the county have a mapping of ACCs? Please submit a mapping 
of all parcels in the county with known or recorded ACCs. 

/ a 
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• Does the county have a definition of ACCs and permitted agricultural 
uses? Please submit a definition as part of the DEIR and GP 2020 
update. 

• What policies and alternatives would be required to protect 
agricultural zoning from urban sprawl and encroachment, such as in 
the case of the properties adjacent or near Sonoma State University? 

Policies that encourage or mandate the recycling of treated municipal 
wastewater may adversely impact all forms of agriculture by allowing 
agriculture to expand beyond the level sustainable by naturally available 
fresh water supplies. Many farmers are reluctant to accept recycled 
wastewater due to concerns over acknowledged toxic contaminants that 
remain in the water after treatment. 

Long-term consequences of agricultural use of recycled wastewater are not 
predictable without advanced site specific studies and some assurance of 
public acceptance. Known contaminants in treated wastewater do pose 
threats to humans and wildlife at all levels of the ecosystem. Apart from the 
direct biological consequences, the long-term failure of soils and the 
contamination of ground water aquifers poses an unacceptable risk from the 
widespread use of municipal wastewater in lieu of traditional surface and 
ground water resources. 

County policies that promote the agricultural use of recycled wastewater are 
inherently growth inducing because they expand the supply of potable water 
by displacing historical agricultural demand and entitlements. Hence, 
agricultural operations are put at additional long-term risk from the policies 
that allow or promote the transport and sale of local fresh water resources 
outside the county to SCW A contractors in Marin--and elsewhere outside 
the Russian River Basin--predicated upon the additional supplies of potable 
water realized from the displacement of agricultural demand with treated 

_JVastewater. 

Until the SCW A Urban Water Management Plan is completed this DEIR 
cannot move forward with land use and water policies because it is 
impossible to calculate the safe yields of local resources without a complete 
knowledge of local surface and groundwater supplies as suggested by 
AB3030. Moreover, importation of water from distant watersheds, notably 

...,.
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the Eel River, violates both the spirit and the letter of state law that 
ostensibly forbids the transport of water out of watersheds and state law 
which ostensibly forbids the degradation of fisheries, such as the Eel and 
Russian Rivers that host endangered salmonid species. 

• What are the cumulative impacts of recycled wastewater use with 
regard to: 

1) soil and aquifer contamination; 

2) growth inducing impacts of potable water supply expansion; 

3) exportation of Russian River potable water supplies outside the 
Russian River Basin via SCWA contracts (to Sonoma Valley and 
Marin); 

4) the sale and wheeling of treated wastewater outside its basin of 
origin (by SCW A or other contracrtors ); 

5) the further degradation of fish stocks within the Russian River 
Basin. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The DEIR lists many "Significant" and ''Significant Unavoidable" impacts, 
but provides a fragmented and marginally coherent analysis or summation of 
cumulative impacts. For example, as a resident of Marin County I am 
particularly concerned about the increased burdens of Sonoma County 
commuters on the Highway 101 corridor south of the Sonoma-Marin border. 

From a regional point of view, I think it is outrageous that Sonoma cannot ·
manage its solid wastes within its own borders. From a global point of view 
we are witnessing catastrophic changes in climate and massive challenges 
with the.management of pollution and the generation of energy. Ocean 
fisheries are being depleted partially because of our failure to manage land, 
water quality and habitats that are required to sustain the spawning 
salmonids and a balanced food chain. These conditions are the new context 
and setting of the GP2020, stated or not. 

3 0 
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• What are the net increases in Green House Gasses that will be 
generated as a result of the growth projections of the GP 2020? 

 • What will be the additional automobile and truck traffic impacts on 
Highway 101 and alternative commuter routes? 

• What will be the impact of increased point and non-point source water 
contamination attributed to population growth from cities and 
unincorporated areas? 

• What mitigation measures and alternatives are available to reduce or 
eliminate the additional sources of water contamination? 

• What will be the net increase in all solid waste and biowaste products 
exported to landfills in Marin and other areas from Sonoma County? 

• What will be the long-term impact of sewage sludge biowastes 
applied as fertilizer to Sonoma County farm lands? 

• Which of the contaminants will remain bound to the soil? 

• Which of the contaminants will bioaccumulate? (e.g. mercury 
conversion to methyl mercury.) 

• Which of the contaminants or reactive byproducts are likely to 
migrate into surface or ground water sources? 

• What gasses are anticipated from the reaction or decomposition of 
solid wastes and biowastes generated by the growth anticipated by the 
year 2020? 

• How will the additional demands for public infrastructure, 
transportation, public education, health and human services, police 
and fire protection be funded? 

• What additional measures will be required to insure adequate funding 
for all vital public services? 
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• Will the above stated public services be improved or degraded by the 
realization of the GP 2020 growth projections? 

ADDITIONAL NOTES 

Descriptions of the watersheds of Stemple Creek, Estero de San Antonio 
and Estero Americano are inaccurate or wrong. Section 4.5-16 of the DEIR 
needs correction. Sten1ple Creek is not part of the Arnericano watershed. 
Estero de San Antonio is not correctly identified as the destination of 
Stemple Creek. See the WRE at pp. 214-215. 

J if S 
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PRMD 
Attn Mr. Greg Carr 
25 50 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95403-2829 

Comments on the DEIR for Sonoma County's General Plan Update· 

Dear Mr. Carr 

'Frie2~dt: of the Peta1um~ River 

Cr/drmt.: and Comer'iit.' 

April 17) 2006 

Friends of the Petaluma River is a grassroots organization that works to celebrate and conserve 
the Petaluma watershed. We are commenting on Solid waste Mgt. Services Sect. 4~9 of the 
above document with the concem that it does not adeqMtely address the safe disposal of · 
Sonoma's solid waste. In fact the whole section is lacking a pl au for solid waste disposal due to 
uncertainties. Since the closing of Meacham Rd. landfill Sonoma Co. waste is being sent to 
unspecified private landfills outside the county. Where these Jandfills are aud what percentage of
waste they receive is not revealed. "Where is it going? 

I believe Redwood LandfiU in Novato is a major recipient of Sonoma's garbage. Since expansion 
CJf the Redwood facility has not yet been pern1itted and it poses a major threat.to S'ononi:a~s 
Petaluma Marsh> its wildlife and the entire estuary it is not safe or reasonable to count on using 
tbfa facility m· the general plan. For more infou.nation see wwvv.NoExpansion.org. . 

I strongly recommend that other solutions be found. One possibility that is not addressed is using 
the RR line to transport' so lid waste to Nevada, where the dry climate and lack of population pose 
less of an environmental impact. Focusing on reduction and zero waste are potentiallysuperior 
options th.at should be laid out and documented for the general plan and EIR. 

Please consider these options in the best interest of Sonoma Co. and its environment. 

sz~ 
David Yearsley~ Executive Director 
Friends of the Petaluma River 
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COUNTY OF SONOMA 

PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

Transcript of CAC meeting from February 16, 2006 

Roll Call 

CAC Members: 

Don Marquardt Dick Fogg Rick Savel Andy Rodgers Rand Dericco 
Tamara Boultbee Dick Osborn Steve Butler Craig Harrington Gayle Goldstone 
Vickie Mulas 

Staff 

Greg Carr Scott Briggs Amy Wingfield Susan Dahl 

Chair Marquart began the meeting at 6:05 p.m. 

r:hair Marquardt: "I would like to welcome you all here tonight. It's been a while since we have 
·en faces that we knew and new ones that are here tonight. The commissioners are mostly 

11ere, so I will ask staff to take roll call. I've forgotten how to run a meeting." 

Scott Briggs: 'Tve got that, Mr. Chairman, we've got the roll." 

Chair Marquardt: "Tonight we are looking at the environmental document that has been 
circulated along with the General Plan, which is part of this process, but is not going to be 
reviewed tonight as I understand it. We will be working on the Draft EIR. There are some policy 
directions that I think are new to some of us, but they are incorporated, so what we're hoping is 
that when we are through with this tonight at 9:00, there will be no need for this group to attend 
any more meetings. We have been here since 9/11/2001, so we started this meeting on a 
occasion that was tragic, but anyway, we've moved ahead and had a number of meetings over 
the four years. So with that, Dick, do you have any comments?" 

Dick Fogg: HNo, I'm fine." 

Chair Marquardt: "Staff, would you please give us directions as to what .... " 

Greg Carr: "Just a brief sort of description, Mr. Chairman. You said that the essence of 
tonight's meeting is the EIR, and I think that's important for the public to understand that this is 
really your CAC members opportunity to kind of tell us what you think about the EIR- to point 
--11t areas where you feel it needs work, or you like it or don't like it. That's a very important 
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function not only in your own view, you asked for this quite some time ago because you did your 
CAC recommendations without having an EIR to use as a tool to make those policy calls, so I 
would like to ask the public to try to help your committee focus this on giving you the time to 
make the comments that we can then take on to the Planning Commission and provide them 
with that input. You have the knowledge and the experience of having gone through all of the 
lengthly meetings and wrestling with the various policy issues. What I would like to do- there are 
a lot of familiar faces in the audience, and I think I am probably saying things that they don't 
need to hear, but in case there are folks here who are here for the first time, and are kind of 
wondering what the heck's going on, what I would offer those folks is that the staff, Scott and I, 
will stay after your meeting is over tonight for as long as it takes to help anyone that needs it 
understand what is going on and where the right time and place is to participate. I think we 
have been receiving a lot of calls in our office over the last couple of weeks from people who got 
public notice for the first time and are wondering what the heck this General Plan is doing to me, 
so we anticipate that there are some of those folks in the audience tonight. So again, we 1ll stay 
here and give some guidance. The real important step that is coming up next is the Planning 
Commission's review and consideration of what you are recommending to them; what's in that 
draft plan, and there will be many hearings on that draft plan, and a lot of policy wrestling again 
with what you have recommended, so I would really ask that at least as many people as we can 
Jet this meeting be for your chance to comment, and J also know that there are folks out there 
that probably want to make comments themselves on the Draft EIR. That's OK, we are not 
going to ... we'll take everything, we are not going to ignore any comments that come in from the 
;public tonight, but the public really needs to focus those comments to the Planning Commission, 
and that step is coming up on the 28th, so if folks want to talk about the EIR and make 
comments on it, where those comments will be most effective a week from Tuesday night, 
February 28th, same time as this, will be the Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR, so I 
think those comments are better brought right in front of the folks who are going to actually 
review and recommend on the EIR. Unless Scott has anything to add to that, I think we are 
ready to go with your agenda, Mr. Chairman." 

Chair Marquardt: "I think one of the things I want to find out is how many plan to speak on 
some portions of this document and determine whether we are going to need to put time limits 
or whether we are going to allow them to speak as they wifl without limitation. Comments from 
the committee? Does anyone have any feelings one way or another, because if you donl I am 
going to impose about a five minute time frame. That's what it is going to be then. How many 
people plan to speak? Ok, good. We'll be flexible about the five minutes, we are not going to 
cut anybody off or anything of that sort, so that people will get their time to comment. Is there 
any public comment on items not on the agenda from the public? You get a one-shot on this 
too. OK, would you come forward and give us your name and address please?" 

Paul Friedman. "My name is Paul Friedman, I live in Rohnert Park, and it is right behind the 
Agilent site it where I live. I have a picture of the Agilent site- the old Agilent site is no longer 
there of course. I am concerned about this project. Number one, I would like it to be part of the 
plan-I think the Agilent site was part of the plan before and of course they are no longer there. 
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But it's new now, Codding Enterprises has purchased this plot of land, I think it's 175 acres, and 
they are proposing a mixed use development. I am concerned about traffic, water, the impact 
on the environment, what they are going to be proposing ... l've written a lot of documents here, 
just very recently, about the impact on traffic, water, and maybe wetlands in the area, which f 
don't know enough about, but I have spent quite a bit of time on it, and I would like to have 
these documents considered when you add this project to the plan, I am hoping.Ji 

Chair Marquardt: "I think you realize that we are not dealing with any specific plans in this 
process, but let me just assure you and the rest of the people that are here, that our staff is 
taking notes, and they have been good at this over the years- well trained, and these will be 
made available as this document, will be added to the document and will work its way through 
the hearing process from this group, to the Planning Commission, to the Board of Supervisors. 
You can expect that those will be part of the body of information that will be sent over along with 
the document." 

Rick Savel: 11Mr. Chair, for clarification, because I had spoken with Paul briefly earlier, rather 
than the General Plan, I think what his concern is when we assemble the El R, the City of 
Rohnert Park's plan at that time was the use permit for the existing Agilent plant and the 
entitlements, and what Paul I think is suggesting is rather than in the General Plan that the EIR 
consider that that project has been changed altogether, that the impacts are going to be 

·gnificantly different than were evaluated in the EIR when it was first put together, so they 
. vVould be comments basically to be considered for the EIR. Is this correct?1' 

Paul Friedman: 'That's exactly right, I've kind of outlined all of our concerns. I've formed a 
committee of homeowners around our area, very small right now, but I've only had a couple of 
weeks to form it. I think it's going to get larger. ff you take a look at some of this stuff that I have 
written, it basically talks about the problems of traffic between Rohnert Park and Penngrove, 
and possibly ahead of Rohnert Park traffic going into Penngrove. And I have evidence of traffic, 
and l1m sure everybody else knows, that there is tremendously difficult traffic in that area 
without this proposed project, which is a 2,000 unit home project. 2,000 homes and mixed use 
of dozens of businesses. I've spent a lot of time to try to find out what kind of impact this is 
going to be, and I think it is going to be very large, and I don't think Penngrove is going to be 
able to handle this kind of traffic capacity, it's already at total capacity, and I also think that the 
impact on water is going to be high, and actually, what I am asking for in some of these things I 
have talked about is that I think it is simply too large, and I think it should be reduced." 

j_ 

Col)~· 

Chair Marquardt: "You'll submit the material to staff, and it will be incorporated." 

Paul Friedman: "Thank you." 

Chair Marquardt; "Does anyone else have any comments on items that are not on the 
;:igenda? Seeing no one come forward, we will move to the agenda, which is the# 2 item. lf I 

n skipping over something, staff, that were not covered on these, let me know, because I plan 
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to wiz through the agenda." 

Greg Carr: "Go for it, Mr. Chairman." 

Chair Marquardt: 11Do any of the commissioners have anything that they would like to share 
with us .... trips that they have taken ... No? Then we will move to the review of the GP2020 EIR. 
Staff ... ?" 

Scott Briggs: 'Thank you, Mr, Chairman. What we wanted to do, I am going to start with a just 
a couple of slides to just walk through the process for the benefit of everybody, and maybe we 
can knock the lights down, so that the slides are easier to read. I am just going to walk through 
and remind everybody in the audience what the key steps are as we go forward, and where 
tonight's session fits within all that, and then, I am going to turn it over to Amy Wingfield, a 
planner we have here working in Greg's group now, and she is going to walk through basically a 
summary of the EIR document before you get into discussion tonight. I did want to run through 
and point out the key steps." 

.. 
"Basically there are two things to talk about, the Draft General Plan EIR and the Draft General 
Plan, and, as you have heard from Greg, really the focus tonight is the Draft General Plan EIR, 
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and CEQA, the California Environmental Quality Act, has a procedure in place where the public 
,js afforded a comment period on a document. The normal requirement is a minimum of 45 
days; we've elected to go 60 days to give the public more time - ifs a big document, and there's 
a lot of information, obviously. So we are in the midst of the official public comment period, if 
you will, January 16th through March 171

h, so I just want to make sure you all understand that 
you have until March 17th, close of business-that's a Friday, and I think it is actually the 61st day, 
but we rounded it to the end of the week--to submit any additional comment in writing that you 
may have on the Draft EIR. We are just in the midst of that." 

'The second bullet there is reference to this evening's meeting. The February 15th meeting of 
the Citizen's Advisory Committee, as Greg said, our Board offered the CAC one last opportunity 
to come back as a group of people that were so familiar with the process they felt it was really 
valuable to get CAC member's opinions regarding the Draft EtR, so that's what our purpose is 
tonight." 

11And then, as Greg also mentioned, on February 28th will be the official hearing on the Draft EIR 
by the Planning Commission. That will be here in this same room, that's a Tuesday night, and 
we have all these meetings starting at 6:00. So that's the EIR portion and when we are done 
here, we will be getting back to the EIR for this evening. But then lets talk about the Draft 
General Plan itself, because I know a Jot of people, based on the calls that we got when these 
notices went out, have issues and concerns regarding the policies of the Draft General Plan that 
the CAC has prepared over the last three years or so, and a couple of things to point out there. 
On March 7, we are going to have a workshop in this room, with the Planning Commission, to 
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talk about the Draft General Plan. The purpose of that meeting, which will be rather informal, is 
to again review for everybody the steps as to how the Planning Commission is going to actually 
deal with the General Plan as it comes forward, and also to begin to summarize and to have 
staff do a summary of the key issues that came up during the deliberation process by the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee. So from that perspective, it's an opportunity to get the Planning 
Commission keyed in- they have all the documents in hand, but it's a chance for us to give them 
a summary of key issues and areas of concern that came up, areas where there was more 
controversy - many areas were kind of 15 votes in favor, there were other areas that weren't so 
unanimous. So it's our chance to set the stage for key policy issues." 

"March 21 8
\ however, is when the Planning Commission will first meet to actually start 

deliberation on the General Plan itself. What I have listed are the first four elements of the 
General Plan that we will be bringing forth to the Planning Commission for consideration- the 
Public Safety Element, The Noise Element, the Public Facilities and Services Element, and the 
Air Transportation Element. These four were chosen at the beginning, because (and there are 
exceptions to this, obviously) they tended to be elements where there were not a lot of issues of 
major concern, so it sounded like a good place to get the Planning Commission started, and 
hopefully, to get a process in place that is working well by the time we get to some of the 
elements that may have some tougher issues to grapple with. That is not to say that there are 
not important issues there, but they did not have as many that seemed to be as controversial. If 

:e could get through all four of those elements with the Planning Commission that night it would 
.Je great. I don't think any of us are assuming that this will happen, but nonetheless, if you want 
to get involved with any policy discussion related to any of those four elements, you should be 
prepared to show up on March 21st. Below that, I've listed the order in which the remaining 
elements will be brought forth to the Planning Commission--and they are, following those first 
four--Circulation and Transit, Agricultural Resources, Open Space and Resource Conservation, 
Water Resources, and Land Use." 

'There is no way of us knowing how many evening sessions the Planning Commission will 
devote to any one of those, and we can't at this point give you an absolute calendar that says 
on this date, we will be talking about Agricultural Resources, and that's why, if you look at the 
time line that is amongst the handouts that you have gotten, you see an idealized timeline that 
shows the order in which these elements will be discussed, but really is just a guess as to the 
general time frame in which they will happen. We will endeavor to get word out as best we can 
as we go forward with this process, so that you can call in, go to the website, whatever is easier 
for you, and find out, OK, next Tuesday - if they are meeting that Tuesday and are not taking a 
week off for a break-what are the items that are on the agenda for that evening. We can talk 
later on March 7th about the actual process of how those Planning Commission hearings will 
run, but I don't think that it is as important for tonight, but I did want you to understand that, if 
you really want to get into the policy issue, your day starts March 21st. You can certainly come 
on the 7th if you want to hear how it's going to go forward-that would be wonderful, but starting 
March 21 51 is really where it happens in terms of policy deliberation." 
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"With that, I will hand it over to Greg and Amy to kind of walk through this summary of the EIR, 
which is the topic of this evening's discussion." 

Greg Carr: "Real quickly, Mr. Chairman, I am going to cover mostly the points that are in your 
staff report for tonight, and am going to try to do it as briefly as possible so we can get right to 
your comments. This is a General Plan EJR, and as such, is really a different beast, a different 
type of an El R, and the project that it is actually analyzing is all of the future land uses and 
development that could occur under the Draft General Plan that is recommended by the CAC. 
And all of those land uses-in some cases, you are doing some forecasting-you are trying to 
anticipate what might occur, but it is the full range of issues, includes public projects, private 
projects, includes activities that are subject to ministerial permits, activities that are subject to 
discretionary permits such as use permits, but also activities that are not subject to any permits 
at all. So, what you are really doing is putting on your forecasters hat and saying 'what's likely 
to happen in this county for the next 20 years, and what will be significant and what maybe 
won't be. 11 

'The second point is-it's a program EIR, and a program EIR is almost by definition a very 
general EIR. It's typical for a plan, especially a plan covering a large territorial area like the 
entire county, and a program EIR is not going to look at individual projects. It won't look, for 
example, at the i\gHent project specifically; it won 1t look at Sutter Hospital or the Sonoma Valley 
Hospital or those types of projects. What it will do is look at a range of development that is 
likely throughout the county for that long range period. By definition, a plan EIR is a cumulative 

· impact analysis for the same reason-- that you are not looking at individual projects, you are 
trying to build a vision of the future, and then analyze what the impacts would be. It is by it's 
nature cumulative. You can think of any number of different projects, and --as the CAC heard a 
lot of during it's deliberation-alot of the projects are not county projects. They are not those that 
we are necessarily going to propose, or that private property owners in Sonoma County are 
going to propose to the County decision makers. You may have projects that are sponsored by 
cities, districts, sewer and water providers, the land fill folks. You can have a wide array of 
projects, and frankly, in many cases with some impacts, the impacts of the Draft General Plan 
2020 are more determined by the development that occurs within the cities, and oftentimes, by 
public projects, rather than development in the unincorporated area.)! 

"Mitigation measures are also a little bit different in a plan than they are in a project. If you have 
a development project your mitigation measures are often times to move the development over 
here, or reduce the development, or condition it in such as way as to reduce the impacts, and 
oftentimes, those mitigation measures are changes in the activity. In a General Plan, since you 
are not looking at specific projects, what you are really doing is using your goals, objectives, and 
policies as your mitigation measures. So you see, when you read this EIR, that as the analysis 
takes place in each of the impacts sections, there is a listing of the policies that are in the draft 
that help reduce impacts in particular areas. Also, important to note in this EIR, and is fairly 
common in general plan El Rs is that the EIR is charged with the responsibility of determining if 
there are any other mitigation measures that can be considered that might further reduce 
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impacts. Those mitigation measures -there are actually a set of some 30 or so, I am forgetting 
the number exactly-recommended mitigation measures in this EIR that go above and beyond 
what your CAC recommended. And they are coming from the EIR team as specific mitigation 
measures that would help again further reduce the impacts. Whether those mitigation 
measures are added to the General Plan as a policy is up to the Commission and Board as they 
go through the process. Part of that debate will be whether those mitigation measures are 
feasible for various reasons; so there is a feasibility test to these types of mitigation measures, 
but if you think about it, that's the real link between the EIR and the Plan. The real link is the 
mitigation and policies, and how you and your successors on the Commission and Board 
determine and make the policy decisions that go forward." 

'The other weird thing about general plan EIRs is the way the alternatives are structured. 
Fresno County recently did a general plan update, and the big decision that Fresno County had 
to make was should we put development over here, or should we put development over there, 
and they were able to compare where the development was located, and how much of that 
development was projected, as ways of determining what the choices were in terms of 
significance. So, if they had an impact that was much reduced by placing development over 
there, location A as opposed to B, they could take advantage of that if that was their goal. 

"In our case, the alternatives are quite a bit different, and the reason for that is that the land 
3es and maps are virtually unchanged in any of the scenarios or alternatives. If you recall, that 
.as by direction of the Board of Supervisors. What they said was the community told them that 

they did not want to see those maps changed, and so the Board placed very strict limits on how 
many changes could occur. To evaluate those changes in a broad EIR was almost impossible 
for us to make any distinction between any alternatives." 

"We were challenged with how to come up with alternatives that would make sense and that 
would allow impacts to be reduced through policy decisions if that is the desire, so our 
alternatives are policy alternatives. We have created three alternative scenarios, all based on 
the relative restrictiveness of policy choices. I guess a good example of that might be riparian 
corridors (a favorite topic). If you look at it, there is a recommendation from the CAC in the draft 
plan that says "these are the setbacks and these are the rules in riparian corridors." You could 
relax those rules, and make them less restrictive in terms of future development, and you would 
be in the Buildout Alternative. The Buildout Alternative is generally an alternative which has 
less restrictive policies than the Draft GP2020. You could make those policies in riparian 
corridors more restrictive, and that would typically make impacts less significant, and if you did 
that, you would be looking at the Mitigated Alternative ... in other words, policy choices that are 
more restrictive and would reduce some level of development potential. The No Project 
Alternative is simply what happens if you do not adopt any new general plan and you just stick 
with the current one. So you get a chance to compare in a gross way the different policy 
choices that you will have as you go through the process." 
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"So what did the EIR actually do? In fact, it looked at 78 different impacts, and determined that 
43 of those impacts were significant without those additional mitigation measures, and 
determined that 35 of those impacts were less than significant. You know, when you look at 
that, you say "you know, we didn't do a very good job, you know, couldn't we have reduced the 
impacts more?" ... but I think the best way that I can explain, in spite of what I think is a very 
ambitious general plan, you still have significant impacts, and one reason for that is it is a very 
conservative approach. If we were not fairly certain that we could identify mitigations that would 
really reduce impacts to less than significant on a county-wide scale, we said that we can't say it 
is less than significant. So it is very conservative in that sense. Frankly, the main reason why, in 
most cases, is because of the limited ability of the county to actually mitigate impacts from new 
development." 

"If you think about that, it is a combination of things. One is certainly the types of permits that 
are typically required that different types of development has to meet, but it also has a lot to do 
with decisions that are made in city governments and decisions that are made by districts that 
influence the significance of those impacts way beyond what the County can actually do. A 
couple of examples, of those 43 significant impacts, 12 of them are in public service impact 
areas, and if you think about these -criminal justice services, fire services, sewer and water 
services-the funding that is available to service providers to keep up with the growth and 
deveJopment that is occurring in the County is unlikely to be sufficient. it is a constant problem 
for all providers to keep up with the pace of development, even though the county's amount of 
development that we are talking about is fairly minimal. But if you were to inventory, as our EIR 
team did, all the different service providers, you would find a pretty uniform conclusion that you 
can't be sure that they are going to have capacity. In many cases, they probably will have 
capacity, but we can't be sure of that, and in those cases, we are saying there is a chance it 
may not be sufficient, it is a significant impact. Hydrology and water resources--and those of 
you that were involved in the issues around those subjects know well from our discussions -6 of 
the 12 impacts dealing with hydrology and water resources were significant. And a lot of that, 
frankly, has to do with a lack of really good information about what the impacts of what we are 
going to do those water and other resources. And then geology and soil, the same 
way-interestingly enough, even though we have requirements on development that require 
seismic issues be addressed fairly rigidly on most development, because we live right in the 
middle of a fault zone- the entire county is a seismically challenged zone -and a lot of our soils, 
as you saw during the latest storms, are susceptible to erosion and slippage-even though we 
have good mitigation, we can't really say for sure that we are not going to have some future 
impacts that could be significant. And finally, transportation, noise, and air quality I put together, 
because the impacts tend to interweave between these three areas. 9 of 19 impacts are 
significant in this general area, and based on the plan we have, there are going to be impacts 
where we are not going to be able to mitigate to less than significant." 

"Just very briefly, on the impacts of the alternatives, you will see that compared to the 43 
significant and 35 less than significant with the project, you have 46 -32 in the No-Project 50 
and 28 in the Buildout Alternative, and even under the Mitigated Alternative, which has 
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everything feasible that we can think of, you still have 41 significant impacts and 37 less than 
significant impacts. And finally, just a general conclusion about some of these alternatives: The 
No Project Alternative, if we didn't adopt this new general plan, the impacts would be worse 
than if we did. There is a margin of improvement in most of the impact areas, even though 
some are significant in both. There is a nice little table in the EIR that kind of tells you where it 
is better and where it is worse. In the Buildout Alternative, it also has greater impacts than the 
Draft GP2020, it also has greater impacts than the No Project Alternative; again, as an array of 
decisions as we go forward. The Mitigated Alternative, which is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative, would result in lesser impacts than Draft GP2020. I want 
to make one more point and then I'm done. On Mitigated Alternative and mitigation feasibility. 
We had a lot of situations in this analysis where we identified mitigation measures, and 
described those in the EIR discussion, and then chose not to include those as recommended 
mitigation measures, in spite of the fact that they would reduce impact, and the reason that we 
did that is that there are some feasibility issues around some of the impacts, and the analogy or 
example that I would use here is traffic: You remember that we had a "wish list" of traffic 
improvements, and it was basically everything that the experts could figure out that could be 
done to reduce congestion, and the list of road improvements was pretty long. A lot of those 
road improvements, although they are feasible and they could physically be built, suffered from 
problems or feasibility of another nature. One is simply the cost; it is not realistic to think that 
we could pay for all those improvements, especially given that we still can't pay for the 
'lprovements that we had in the 1989 General Plan. Secondly, it may be just as important as 

_, 1ere was not a lot of community support for some of those improvements. There was a lot of 
testimony and folks who came out against road improvements in particular areas, because of 
the effect it would have on that community. So there is a good example of some impacts which 
are feasible physically, but which we argue are not feasible from a standpoint of funding or 
community support or other environmental impacts. In all of our cases where we are looking at 
mitigation, we are also looking feasibility of mitigation when we lose or don't include something 
in there. Hopefully that helps as you go forward and think about his it helps you at least 
understand the approach that we took." 

"Lastly, in the staff report, we offered a couple of options for you tonight in terms of how you 
want to approach your comments and how you want your comments to go forward. In talking 
with the Chair team a couple of weeks ago when we were setting up the parameters for this, we 
do want to hear how you want to do this, but we are recommending that in order to streamline 
this process, and also in order to make sure your comments are given the weight that they 
deserve, is that you have some ability to provide us not only comments tonight, but also give us 
comments in writing by a time certain. We would package them together as CAC comments on 
·the Draft EIR, and deliver those to the Commission. If you can do that within the next week or 
so, we can actually deliver those to the Commission on the 28th. Thafs not critical in terms of 
being in the record, but I think the Commission has an interest and has expressed an interest in 
hearing what you have to say, so I would urge you, if it is at all possible, if not tonight then 
maybe by the middle of next week, give us some written comments and then we will actually get 

em to the Commission as soon as we can and give them a chance to review them as they are 
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considering other public comments. Do you have any questions?" 

Chair Marquardt: "When you talked about the four items that are on page 5 of the staff report, 
those are the ones you are talking about that we should look at and discuss and decide which 
ones do you recommend we follow .... " 

Greg Carr: "I think we are recommending #2 is basically what we are recommending that you 
do, but it is certainly within your, if you want to go a different way, there is no problem there. 

Chair Marquardt: "Or we can prioritize them, number 1, 2, 3, etc. I think what I would look 
forward to doing besides just asking the committee for their comments on what you have 
basically presented to us, but also that we look at these four items and establish the priorities 
for those items, so it's clear to staff what we are are doing and what we are expecting the 
committee members to provide to staff, if that's OK with the Committee. At any rate, are there 
any comments or questions on the draft?" 

Dick Fogg: 11Greg, you talked about in this write up that the DEIR recommends 23 new policies 
and 11 revised policies programs. Now, is the genesis of that PRMD, or are those the outside 
consultants-who came up with these?" 

Greg Carr: "It's a combination of the consultants and the PRMD team. Typically, they were 
generated by the consultant team, and then went through our review." 

Dick Fogg: "And they were all clearly indicated in the EIR?" 

Greg Carr: "Right, they are in the EIR, and you may have seen them in the Planning 
Commission staff report. There is a pull out that actually lists the various policies." 

Dick Fogg: "So the reader can understand whether they came from this Committee or from the 
professional staff.?" 

Greg Carr: "We did have a question or two on that. These are not coming from your 
committee. In fact, f suspect that there may be some that your committee maybe does not 
necessarily agree with. They are EIR recommendations to the commission, coming from the 
staff and consultant team that worked on the EIR." 

Dick Fogg: "OK, thank you." 

Chair Marquardt: "Does anyone else have any comments on the information that was provided 
us by staff?" 

Tamara Boultbee: "You are not asking for comments on the EIR?" 
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Chair Marquardt: "If anyone has any comments on the information that was provided to us by 
staff in the oral demonstration. To me, the main issue is providing the response to staff's 
suggestions as to the method of forwarding our comments, concerns, whatever and that those 
be established, I would think in my mind, prioritize them. 1 is preferred over 2, 2 over 3, and 
down the list, that would then be given to staff with our directions to carry that forward on the 
General Plan that hopefully we were delivering to the Planning Commission, what date was 
it ... March ... "? 

Dick Fogg: 'Two weeks." 

Chair Marquardt: "Does that help?" 

Tamara Boultbee: "I just want to know if right now you wanted us to talk about us prioritizing or 
that we are actually .... " 

Chair Marquardt: '1 
... Through the thing in the final item that will I hope we'll cover the final 

prioritizing of these items. We will discuss that and make a recommendation and place it on the 
table before us and let's .... 

Scott Briggs: 11 lf I could, through the chair, really all we are trying to give you folks is some 
·~as of how you might use your time tonight, let's put it that way. And there are four bullets 

... 1ere that are different ways you may choose to get your comments in the record. And what we 
are saying is that's a list of different things that you could choose, what we're suggesting is that I 
think you go around and let anyone here speak verbally what they want to say in terms of the 
General Plan. What we were really hoping for, so that rather than it just be a verbal discussion, 
that you amplify that by offering each of the CAC members an opportunity and by some time 
certain to submit in writing the issues and concerns that they have, if any, with the Draft EIR. 
So that was it. What we were saying is that the second item was our thought on an approach 
that you might do to provide comment to us, and if we can get it in writing, as Greg said, in a 
timely fashion, then we'll assemble that in a package and deliver it to the Planning Commission. 

Chair Marquardt: "It has been suggested that we review the draft items number 3 on the 
agenda. Any comments from the committee on that?" 

Tamara Boultbee: "Are we going to have everyone have the opportunity to say something that 
they want to on this? I mean, we could also have written comments." 

Chair Marquardt: "Yes, or what will happen is if someone says liGee wiz, I wanted a time frame 
that would provide for written comments that can be submitted for the CAC comment package 
to the Commission. That's something individually the commissioners or committee members 
will do that, plus any of the public. I want preferably them to understand that's their most direct 
means of getting their comments to the Planning Commission, although whatever they give us 

letter or handwritten form will become part of the report to the Commission, and that would 
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respond to what that condition would be. So, is that? ... go ahead." 

Tamara Boultbee: "I had quite a number of things that I had written down in my notes and 
whatnot, but in the interest of time, and to save the committee member's having to sit here and 
listen to all my concerns, I would like to submit those to the staff, but then I wanted to highlight a 
couple of things because I thought they were important and they give a flavor for my concerns. 
I had some concerns - I thought there were a lot of very good things in the EIR that perhaps we 
didn't think of. I do have some concerns about some of the others, and I'll give you a couple of 
examples." 

"Under water resources, the EIR talks about the need for a groundwater management plan and 
how important it is, and how other places have it, and the state wants us to have it and stuff like 
that, yet they never suggest that as the mitigation-that we require a groundwater management 
plan. That's a deficiency I felt. On the other hand, they go to extremes in changing some 
wordage by requiring under Public Safety under the area where is talks about wildland fires, 
they want to change our wording to require that sprinkler systems by required in all new 
construction, which would mean, even as far as I gather from that wordage, even if you were 
only adding on 100 square feet. That to me is too onerous for the public, because with the cost 
of housing and everything getting so expensive, a lot of people who have lived here for awhile, 
and new people vvho come here and buy sma!! in order to afford it- their only choice is to go 
ahead and add on, and by requiring these things, you would add on so much cost that you 
would make that an impossibility. And so I think that is a case of where the mitigation is maybe 
too severe." 

11Another area that f thought needed to have a little more thought for the local input was under 
Transportation where it talks about some changes and it talks about it being (and I don't have it 
written down here), that the improvements for Hwy 116 and 121 and Adobe Road and various 
other ones throughout the county and it talks about it meeting with the scenic or specific 
categories for the particular roadways, but there is never isn't anything in there that says that 
the people that Jive along those roads should have any input, and I think that is really critical. I 
think it is great to have all the statistics and what not, but the people that live in the area should 
have some say in whether a road is widened to four lanes, and turn lanes, and all those kinds of 
things, and so I would like to see something like that. So those are just a couple of examples of 
areas that I thought that either the EIR had gone to far in one direction or was insufficient. And I 
will make sure I get all the other comments to staff." 

Chair Marquardt: "Next, anybody else?" 

Steve Butler: 11Mr. Chairman, I just had a question for Greg and Scott. On the Mitigated 
Alternative, was consideration or analysis given to potential secondary impacts, and again, let's 
take the favorite example, which is the riparian example: If protection is given to ephemeral 
streams, I don't see in the Ag and Timber Resources section that the potential secondary 
impacts to agriculture are analyzed. Was there any effort to look at those mitigation measures 
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and determine what secondary impacts might flow from them?" 

Greg Carr: "Well, we included the loss of ag land to riparian, we made an estimate based on 
the Draft GP policy, but we didn't look at greater acreage, but I think it would go without saying 
that as you go one way o'r another down the center of the highway, as you veer off you will get 
into situations where you might have a significantly greater impact. We didn't provide a range of
numerical analysis." 

Chair Marquardt: "Anybody else?" 

Dick Fogg: "Just as a kind of a general observation, in the water thing, which is new and we 
initiated this, I think the sense of the commission was that this is a potentially an extremely 
serious issue that we should get into. I kind of think that we are not using a size 12 Florsheim 
where we should be using them in getting this thing through; for example, we talked about 
groundwater studies, and we just say it would be nice to have one, but then we only talk about 
the four major groundwater basins, and there are 11 or 12 groundwater basins in the county. 
So I think if we are going to do this, seeing the impending issue of some very serious water 
issues, the county has the secondmost wells of any county in the state, all drawing down the 
water, that we should go for the bigger picture rather than the smaller picture." 

~air Marquardt: "On the five #4 items, have you any thoughts on prioritizing those or 
ulrection?" 

Dick Fogg: 11Are you talking to me?" 

Chair Marquardt: "Oh, l'm sorry, yes." 

Dick Fogg: "Yeah, I would suggest we not ask staff to write up our own personal observations 
about this thing; that we are better off doing that. And I would also really urge the CAC 
members, particularly those who are members or active members of the subcommittees, cause 
you are going to have expert testimony that no one else is going to have, to show up to the 
Planning Commission and testify before the Planning Commission because a) you are going to 
have standing, b) you are going to have respect, and c) you are going to know what you are 
talking about. So I would really urge that, and I'll call on you first." 

Chair Marquardt: "On down the line ... ?" 

Rick Savel: "Like committee member Fogg, I wanted to point out something here that was a 
little troubling to me and seemed to stick out. It says when we are listing the basins and 
subbasins 1 and I might note on (this has to do with the impact-with the data that was used in the 
analysis and what my concern is) on Page 4.5.25 when we are describing the Santa Rosa Plain 
rtroundwater subbasin, the last half of the paragraph references urban growth in Rohnert Park 

t reaches conclusions about the state of the groundwater basin and references the water 

Jc~k 
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supply assessment conclusions within the cities, water supply assessment, when in fact the 
County has already produced its own two volume Canon Manor EIR project with the same 
groundwater basin. The San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Board sent letters to both the 
cities of Rohnert Park and the County of Sonoma related to their concerns as I described it in 
my notes that concluded that the traditional draft groundwater divide had shifted southward 
such that the groundwater is being captured from the Petaluma watershed and drawn north into 

•• Zone 1 a, and thirdly that the, ... and those were comments on both the water supply assessment 
and the County's Draft Canon Manor EIR, and thirdly, that the County of Sonoma reassured 
and came into agreement with the Water Quality Control Board that some sort of monitoring of 
Lihau Creek would be done related to summer base flows and their concerns. I don't see that, I 
guess what I am saying is I am seeing part the city's conclusions and their study, but not our 
own in-house analysis, and that a state agency had commented and the County had come into 
coordination with the state agency, is not even referenced here at all. So it's that lack of 
balance, and that was 4.5-27, and similarly on 4.5-25 and 4.5-28, it's my guess, because it lists 
groundwater areas concerns but only references the Kleinfelder Report. I would certainly think 
that the conclusions that came out of the Canon Manor West DEIR and the concerns expressed 
by the State Water Quality Control Board Sf Bay Region would certainly qualify to be in the 

category as a groundwater area of concern in my opinion, but those are the County's own in
house studies, and fresh, I might say, as fresh as the water supply assessment. Secondly, and 
thls would reference the ... ! think Greg, did you note that the staff report for the Planning 
Commission and you had pointed out that these are actually new policies that were directed at 
as provided as possible mitigations for impacts? What there were whofly new policies and one 
that was my particular concern on page 36 although it was a revision, that seems to work at 
cross purposes with the original policy and it is "utilize the County traffic model as a foundation 
to prepare a detailed operational analysis of roads and streets in the Penngrove community to 
identify specific traffic calming improvements within the community and route traffic to Highway 
and the rail corridor. As part of the study, consider expanding the area designated for traffic 
calming to include the remainder of Adobe Road from Sonoma Mountain Road to Freitas 
Road .... but the revision is the balded section which has been added now, "also consider 
improvements to the intersection of Adobe-Carena Roads and Adobe-Freitas Roads that would 
reduce congestion along Adobe Road,ll and my concern is usually that's code for signals, and 
that would seem to be working at cross purposes with traffic calming. And then I don't know 
whether it would be the Commission hearing, Greg, or tonight, it's my understanding that the 
administration may be taking a little different position on traffic calming, but I don't know if that's 
an EIR topic or a policy evening topicr 

Greg Carr: "Well, you're noting it for the record here, and so either way it goes, it will be in the 
record." 

Rick Savel: 'Tl! leave that up to you." 

Greg Carr: "But I actually to think that discussion is really better held at the Planning 
Commission on the Circulation Element." 

/J 
::> 

_

7 

Page 14 



General Plan 2020 DEIR 
CAC Meeting 
'ebruary 16, 2006 

Rick Savel: "OK, very good. It's up to you. Those are my comments, Mr. Chair." 

Chair Marquardt: "Thank you." 

Andy Rodgers: "Hello, CAC, it's been a long time. Let's see; it was quite an amazing thing to 
get the EIR and look through that, and you really have to wear, or at least I did, a whole different 
set of glasses, because my tendency was go right to the policies and things, but to read the 
settings and all those things is a very different experience. So I commend the effort l couldn't 
imagine trying to put something like that together. .. is the consultant team here?" 

Greg Carr: "They are not here tonight, no. We are trying to save some bucks." 

Andy Rodgers: "With that in mind, I would think that the notes from our verbal comments would 
be a good thing to ..... " 

Greg Carr: "Just so you're comfortable about it, there will be a transcript made of tonight's 
meeting, and along with the transcript from the 28th Planning Commission and all of the other 
written comments, it will all go to the consultant, and we'll be huddling with them on how they 
are going to be responded to, so they'll hear everything word for word." 

,ndy Rodgers: 11And I would certainly support the #2 here, putting written comments in a 
tJackage together, and if the notes from the meetings are done too, slip them in there. rt's great 
to see a number of planning commission members here. It's pretty good to see. Let's see; I 
guess I have a number of things I am going to bring up and kind of follow in Tamara's approach 
a little bit; I'm not going to go over all the things that .... I do have written comments that I am 
submitting tonight, but I will have more. I tried to keep to kind of the time allowed or time 
projected to say these things. But I have some general questions. I am concerned about the 
process 1 and again I had to ramp up a bit what how this is supposed to fall out, and what I have 
learned, and correct me if I am wrong, is this process is a self-mitigating EIR, and the way I 
understand that is that, ultimately, in the end 1 the mitigations adopted are put into the General 
Plan 1 so the General Plan itself becomes the document of mitigations. Is that correct?" 

Greg Carr: 'That's the approach.'1 

Andy Rodgers: " That sounds really great, but what I wonder is in the process I am concerned 
because I, like most of us, I am sure, feel some ownership on these things. I am concerned 
about how this is going to move through the process- the General Plan and stuff. The Planning 
Commission is going to start looking at and probably making enhancements to the General Plan 
itself. What then happens to what we are reviewing for the EIR process, particularly when (I am 
not sure of the dates) there is actually a Planning Commission meeting before the end of the 
EIR comment period? How does that happen when policies get changed and voted on .... " 

reg Carr: "I touched on this a little bit in the presentation 1 but I didn't go into much detail with 
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it...and basically, that's why the alternatives are structured the way they are. So there .... there 
are variations in policy assumed under these different alternatives, and what typically happens 
with a plan Ef R or any EIR that covers this magnitude of a project where you can have those 
changes, decision makers are naturally going to want to move one way or the other as they go 
along the way. What the alternatives do here is they allow a relative amount of movement, less 
or more restrictive, along certain policy avenues to occur and still be within the scope of the EIR, 
and that's where your alternatives come into play. So if you move more restrictive in one area or 
less restrictive in another, within some bounds, you have the ability to say, well in this one I'd 
like the mitigated alternative, and in this one I like the Buildout, or whatever. ... but there is a 
qualifier there, and the qualifier is if the decision is desired which goes too far outside those 
bounds, what it probably means is the EIR has to be changed in a significant way, and is 
subject to recirculation and a new round of comments, at least with respect to those particular 
areas where the EIR is changing. And ifs not uncommon to have that happen, where you have 
to recirculate. We're trying to do this process in a way that allows the Planning Commission and 
the Board to move a little bit, and to have some flexibility in decision making without having to 
recirculate, but it's an unknown, and one of the things our attorneys will be doing and we will be 
doing as we go along is watching to see what happens and being able to inform the decision 
makers if you go that way that's fine, it's a policy decision, but we might need to recirculate if it 
changes the impacts. It does kind of operate a little bit as a constraint on decision making and 
+h~::itf·'C? i115f f'\nO Qf fh.o risl<c 11 
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Andy Rodgers: "Well, my guess is just, as noted in my written comments, I just hope that the 
process is on solid enough ground so that all the deliberations are about crafting policy and 
appropriate mitigations rather than process conflicts and things like that. A couple of questions, 
and a lot of these questions are to hopefully calibrate comments to come by mid-next week or 
so, but do the cumulative impacts that you talk about with the Draft EIR take into account the 
1989 plan and maybe the programs that weren't implemented from that one, or. .. " 

Greg Carr: "In the No Project Alternative?" 

Andy Rodgers: "Certainly in the No Project Alternative." 

Greg Carr: "You know the No Project Alternative (end of tape) .. potential under that with a 
different set of policy guidance. 

Andy Rodgers: "So, probably not." 

Greg Carr: 'Tm just saying that it didn't get as specific as looking at whether programs were 
implemented or not." 

Andy Rodgers: "OK. It was in the Circulation Element, I believe the study included areas 
outside the County if I am not mistaken, impacts and things like that, so I was wondering, and 
this is a question to be brought up probably when these other elements come up at the Planning 

Page 16 



General Plan 2020 DEIR 
r:AC Meeting 

3bruary 16, 2006 q 
Commission, is should other elements, like the air quality discussions, the water element, also
include impacts and relationships with areas outside of the county as well? It seemed that. .. 11 

Greg Carr: "For some impacts, you need to look at impacts outside the county-traffic, and air 
quality and noise that generate from that traffic is one you do, and we look at.. .. " 

Andy Rodgers: "But do we? I don't remember seeing it in here." 

Greg Carr: Hin this EIR, if you look at the traffic model, you will see that all the various inputs 
you're looking at flow into and out of the county. It doesn't actually look at what the impacts are 
in Mendocino County, but it does look at what traffic flow crosses borders.!! 

Andy Rodgers: 11But what about water?" 

Greg Carr: 11Water, it has to, because you are talking about water coming from outside the 
county to serve and you are also talking about water to be exported." 

Andy Rodgers: "And especially, just in this last week, I have seen a lot of thoughtful letters and 
emails and stuff strongly suggesting that the DEIR specifically consider impacts on climate 
r.hange, and my question is, I guess, do we not yet have enough information to do that, or,,,?" 

~reg Carr: "Well, probably the easy bureaucratic answer is that climate change isn't one of the 
topics that CEQA includes in it's list. I think, arguably, you are looking at that in a number of 
different ways, whether you are talking about air quality, ozone emissions from automobiles, 
and the other, not maybe as a title or as comprehensively, but I mean I think that basically we 
followed the standard impact list from the CEQA." 

Andy Rodgers: 111 don't know if all of you have seen the Sonoma County Indicators Report for 
2006, Economic Development Board put together. ... it's kind of a nice overview of stuff. I printed 
out a couple pages. Of course, I looked at the water first. It says that (and this is a 2006 report) 
and I assume it's Water Agency with these numbers, citing that 38% of the water that we drink 
in this County is from non-Russian River sources ... and I can only assume then that 38% is 
groundwater made up by groundwater. And I would assume also that that doesn't include 
community wells, rural residential diversions, agriculture, and anybody not hooked up to the 
pipe. So specific to mitigation measure 4.55, my question is, could developing a 
comprehensive countywide groundwater management plan be an appropriate mitigation 
measure? 

Greg Carr: 11 Sure." 

Andy Rodgers: "Ok, I thought so. f was hoping you'd say that." 

,eg Carr: 1'You mean like the one that's in the water element? 
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Andy Rodgers: "That would be something, but maybe even a little bit better. ... let's see, going 
through some of the setting information, I believe it's called, there was a list of impaired water 
bodies or waterways, and the Laguna wasn't listed. It looked like there was a footnote that 
comes from a list in 1998. Wouldn't it be a good idea to use an updated list. Is there a cutoff on 
reference information?" 

Greg Carr: "No, we can update that if there .. this is what the consultant used, but it could be 
updated if there is more current information." 

Andy Rodgers: "I think that would be a good one to add. Related to flooding, fresh on 
everybody's minds, FEMA maps do not appear exactly useful anymore, so it made me think 
about how many things we have tied to the 100 year line as a delineator, between some 
planning procedures and some not, or some mitigations and some not. And I am not sure how 
that can be addressed, but it seems like we should come up with a better delineator than that, 
and maybe there is none. I bring it to the attention, and can watershed assessment in 
conjunction with the newest flood control planning, be a viable mitigation measure to maybe 
redraw some things for drainage impacts. There were 3 of 4 flood related drainage mitigations. 
I thought that was interesting. I thought it was very interesting that saltwater intrusion was a 
less than significant impact. I'll leave it at that." 

)3 

The EIR didn't mention though the General Plan did mention the manmade contaminant 
issues, and their impact on water quality development, etc., and perhaps even more 
overwhelming could be the naturally occurring contaminants areas; arsenic in groundwater and 
things that is a huge concern for rural development. I think that they should be mentioned and 
addressed. Maybe the central core of my comments and reviewing this is when we finished up 
our elements and were very tired at that point, we never really got a chance to come back and 
review (and you've heard me say this years ago) the General Plan as a sum of its parts. As we 
wrap up this thing and give it to the Planning Commission with a little card on it that says "good 
luck," I want to really encourage the Planning Commission and staff to facilitate this, that after 
the Planning Commission goes through the elements, that it get reviewed in its entirety, 
because I think there probably are brand new policies that can be developed or others modified 
to tie them together better, maybe even simplified. The water stuff is in at least four elements, 
there is probably some policies that can be developed that can tie that together, and I hope the 
Planning Commission does that before it goes to the Board of Supervisors, to make it not just 
an internally consistent document, I think it will be a much better document, and I think the 
public would have a lot of good ideas on how it works and how it flows as a user. We need to 
have users giving input on this. So that's kind of my overview, and f do have this in writing, and 
I will submit it tonight." 

Chair Marquardt: "You'll submit that to staff? You said that you preferred #2 in the choices?" 

Andy Rodgers: "I will certainly be doing that and putting a time table does force us to get to the 
keyboards, but I think also, like I said earlier, that tonight's notes would be great to go along with 
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it, and #3, I think is going to happen anyway, so ... " 

Chair Marquardt: "I think, without saying, that will happen with several of these, and #2 is to m
the one that says, if you really believe it, you write it up and put it in, so it takes some effort on 
the part of the committee members to respond to #2 more so than if we just pick one of the 
others, so at least we will put that forward when we decide which way to submit it. Any other 
questions at this time, cause I will open the public portion of the hearing? Ok, is there a number
of people that wish to speak on this item? Ok, let's start right up here in the front row. Give us 
your name and address please for the records, and I have got a five minute time frame, but we'l
play with it." 

Brenda Adelman, Guerneville. "I had a number of concerns. Basically, at this point in time, I 
have just examined the surface water section of the Water Resources Element and also that 
section that is connected to the EIR also, and (I just lost my notes). But I had quite a few 
concerns. I am very concerned about the potential for having changes for either or both of 
these documents after you have closed the public comment process. That's a great concern to 
me. This is an extremely complicated document, the EIR, and J think you were all struggling 
with it, and I think public comment, to be more liberal with that is exceedingly important. 
Anyway, I had quite a few concerns, and I felt that the setting portion, the way the data was 
presented, had a lot of serious problems with it in terms of the water quality section. There was 

lot of misinformation, incorrect information, missing information, and I really question the 
,,alidity of much of it because of that. I'll give you some examples of what I am talking about. 
the section 11Water Supply, 11 they looked at annual averages, rather than looking at summer flow 

'
shortages, and, from what I could find, didn't really indicate a problem that there was a shortage
of water during the summertime. That's a serious problem. They didn't look at the seasonality 
of water flows in the river." 

'They used old data that Andy mentioned already - the 3030 list. T,hat is a very important 
process that there was it was done the last one that was completed was in 2002. There's been 
a whole recent controversy around the 204 listing which is the process isn 1t complete. But the 
2002 listing was complete, and the Laguna was listed for six constituents. You don't know any 
of this by looking at this EIR, and that's a great concern to me.' 

__
"Another example is they gave very old data on dry weather flow for the Russian River County 
Sanitation District. That's the one I am familiar with, for all I know they did it for other entities 
also, and didn't talk about the problems with the system, so they were claiming that there was 
adequate capacity when in fact, #1, the dry weather flow was actually much higher, and #2, they
didn't address the issue of converting summer residences to full time use, and also they didn't 
talk about the shortage of irrigation area in the summertime, so they can't..., the system, while it 
supposedly is a 3/4 of a million gallons per day capacity, it can't really process that much in the 
summer, because there is a shortage of irrigation area. In the winter we have problems with 
floods, and the water inundates the system and the system has been in violation of its NPDES 
~rmit for the last ten years or so, I think almost every year of the last ten years it's been in 
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.~} .. I violation. There are serious problems with the system - serious limits to that, and yet, this isn't 
Jgentified in the EIR. " 

1The Urban Water Management Plan was legally required to be completed by December 31 of 
2005. The Water Agency is holding that document up, even though they have all the 
information, and they are holding it up, last time I heard, for about six months. Because they are 
holding it up, the various contractors can't apply for grant funding, and it's very important 
information. Obviously, it's not in this document or not considered because the Water Agency 
has not made it available." 

l.

'The EIR states that the treatment plants are operated under WDR's (Waste Discharge 
Requirements)-they're not. They are under NPDES permits. The NPDES permit described in 
the EIR was really the stormwater permit, and they don't mention or they don't describe the 
NPDES for wastewater treatment plants. When they talk about NPDES stormwater, they 
mention it's under CTR (California Toxics Rule), which is untrue. California Toxics Rule applies 
only to point discharges- wastewater treatment systems that discharge directly into a water 
body. It doesn't apply to stormwater, that's a very controversial thing - some people want it to 
apply to stormwater, but as yet it doesn't.' 

.._-...; £

"There is nothing about unregulated toxins, the EJR assumes that if all of the treatment plants 
follow all the regulations then everything is hunky-dory and there are no problems. I don't think 
it anywhere mentioned unregulated toxins such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products, 
which, I understand EPA is in the process of promulgating some standards for that, but it hasn 1t 
happened, but it should be at least talked about. I have enormous piles of information about all 
the serious problems from various chemicals. 11 

t 
_didn't 

talked hardly at all about waste water, but it talked a lot about all the failing septics, but it 
provide any evidence of any failing septics, it just assumed they were there." 

~I ~
L

r,1-thought that the goals, policies, and objectives very often were very non-specific, non
committal, unclear, fail to demonstrate how compliance will be measured, and I just don't feel 
they did the job. The Endangered Species Act in the listing of three species, I don 1t even know if 
it's in there, and if it's in there, it is barely talked about at all. And that's just a taste of what I am 
getting into, and I just started this, and I hope I am going to get as much done as I can by March 
171

h. I think there is a lot of problems with this, and I feel badly. I wasn't expecting quite these 
many serious problems, but I mean, some of these, if they are not changed, could be show 
stoppers for alot of people, and something needs to be done with that. Thank you." 

Chair Marquardt: "Thank you Brenda. Next person in the second row." 

Jane Nielson: "My name is Jane Nielson, and r live in Sebastopol in the rural area, and I 
represent the Sebastopol Water Information Group. I think my comments really sort of dovetail 
with Brenda's because you know, it looks to me like there's so much misinformation in this EIR. 
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To straighten that out, it's really going to have to be recirculated. I have a short list of the kind
of things that are incorrect in the description of the groundwater situation. It says there is a 
relatively small amount of information on groundwater-there is a huge amount of information o
the county's groundwater-much more than is implied in the EIR. The Water Agency has in its 
files-- public records--long standing well before the NOP for the EJR was issued-- many 
groundwater studies. Just one is a report by Parsons Engineering, that was done in the 1990's, 
showing, for one thing, huge groundwater draw down in the Rohnert Park area, and predicting 
extensive impacts on groundwater in the Laguna de Santa Rosa, should the Water Agency go 
ahead with the plan, which may have been a fantasy, to drill six additional water production 
wells in the Laguna. The Water Agency has reports that is attained from consultants that are 25
years old 1 back when the wells were first put in as emergency wells, which they are no longer -
they are no longer emergency wells, and that should have been described, but they have tests 
that show that those wells, at that time, had impacts on nearby householder wells close to their 
sites in the Laguna. They have extensive monitoring - automatic monitoring wells - surrounding 
their wells, and in analysis of those data, obtained by SWIG and analyzed by Steve Carle of the 
Owl Foundation, show that they interfere with each other; they affect the groundwater at depths 
over four miles. There is a lot of information out there folks, and that needs to be in the EIR." 

"Just one more sort of an indication of how ... there's rumors in this EIR. That well head 
protection program. One in the county, it says. Sebastopol has a well head protection program. 
-hat's not true. The Department of Health Services did a pilot project for a well head protection 
~rogram in Sebastopol, but it's never been implemented; I mean, it's there, it's in the books, it 
was handed to them on a silver platter, and they haven't implemented it. So there isn't one, 
even one in the county. So I am sorry to say that there is a lot of misinformation on water in this 
EIR, and Brenda mentioned others, and Mr. Savel mentioned others, other pieces, and in order 
to really know what's going on, and understand especially how critical the water situation is, 
these things need to be corrected. And one last comment I'd have, and that is that this little 
table really does help with where the issues are - the pages and so forth in the General Plan 
itself, but 1 in order to even review the EIR, I had to make myself a concordance between the 
way the subject matter is organized in the EIR and how it applied-where the policies were that 
were being discussed under hydrology - they were all over the place; they were in many 
different elements. And, subject matter, you know, it was all kind of scrambled the way the 
General Plan policies were addressed. So, it would be really nice if, maybe, you would join with 
me in kind of suggesting that the public needs to have something like that concordance handed 
to them because it takes a week to construct it. Thank you very much. 11 

Chair Marquardt: HNext person in the second row, anyone else in the second row? Move to 
the third row? Yes, we're in the second row-I thought you had something ... " 

Ann Hancock: "Ann Hancock, I'm from the Climate Protection Campaign, and we will provide 
written comment. I want to thank the members of the CAC for your public service- it's been 
generous and long, and I really really appreciate that you have done this. Thank you very 
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11
1 want to remind you that the County and all nine of the cities have achieved six national 

climate protection precedents, including, in 2005- actually in this very room - recommendations 
were made by a citizens committee and all adopted the bold community greenhouse gas target. 
It's the boldest one in the United States-- 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. And out of about 50 
votes on our nine city councils and the Board of Supervisors, there were only two no votes 
against this very bold target, and ifs been endorsed by over 50 businesses and institutions, and 
over 1,000 citizens in Sonoma County. Using Commissioner Fogg's admonition to "go for the 
bigger picture," I would like to underscore the importance of addressing climate change in the 
Draft EJR. Scientists assert that this is the biggest environmental impact that we all face, and it 
needs to be addressed in each of the sections; for example, water, agricultural, and air quality 
all are going to be impacted by climate change-are being impacted right now by climate 
change. Scientists say that this is the biggest environmental problem that we face; so, given the 
county's and the city's and the public's commitments, and, given the science about global 
climate change, I am surprised at how scant the references are in the Draft EIR. I understand, I 
heard Greg, that you said you had followed the CEQA standards, but I do feel that the County 
has taken leadership in this, and I think the science is there, and even if CEQA only requires a 
certain level, I think that we need to go beyond that. We in the Climate Protection Campaign, 
and I know others throughout the county are happy to work with you on this, and I urge 
members of the CAC and members of the public to express their support for aligning the Draft 
E!R, the County's Genera! Plan, and the targets that the cities and the County have alf set 1 so 
that we can have a document that reflects how we are going to move forward into the future. 
Thank you. 11 

Chair Marquardt: "Thank you. Scott, did you get her name and address?" 

Scott Briggs: "Yes." 

Chair Marquardt: "Next one in the second row? OK." 

Veronica Jacobi: "Good evening, my name is Veronica Jacobi. I am a resident of Santa Rosa. 
Thank you to the CAC members and staff for your extensive efforts. I am speaking on behalf of 
the Sierra Club. Sierra Club echos the comments made for the Climate Protection Campaign by 
Ann Hancock on the inadequacy of the Draft EIR in addressing climate protection and energy. 
We appreciate that the Board of Supervisors is a leader in setting of goals for climate 
protection. That Draft EIR and General Plan 2020 should thoroughly address climate protection. 
We encourage further additions, or a complete climate protection and energy element, be 
adopted modeled on the draft plans of Humboldt County and Marin County, to thoroughly 
address climate protection, air quality, and energy. Climate protection is even more urgent than 
scientists had previously thought. Sierra Club has adjusted its priorities to acknowledge this. We 
encourage the GP2020 process to guide us to the year 2020 and preserve our Sonoma County 
environment for future generations. Since CEQA was adopted, climate protection concerns 
have grown. Air quality, energy, and greenhouse gas emissions are all interlinked. The asthma 
rate continues to increase, and climate protection and lack thereof has very significant impact 
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on water supplies, also. Thank you." 

Chair Marquardt: "Thank you. Next person in the second row? Move to the third row, anybody 
in the third row? Come up" 

Leonard Holt: "My name is Leonard Holt, and I live at ... _ ., . a, and a
speaking on behalf of myself. I understand the Draft EIR makes attempts at addressing issues, 
but what I see in there is that many resources and the impacts and the amelioration of these 
impacts are suggestive, they are not required. Specifically, the information says that there is 
insufficient information on surface and groundwater supplies, and those resources should not 
be a limiting factor towards finding mitigation to that problem. I believe that the County region 
and all of the cities should together require a listing of all permitted and unpermitted users by a 
certain date, a very specific date, and this should not be deferred into the future forever. They 
should establish, I suggest five years after the date the General Plan is adopted, that everybody 
that is using water be listed, their water use by listed, and that following that, and during that 
period, new water users coming on line should not be permitted unless they agree to be a third 
tier user behind those currently using water, and agree that they could have to forego their 
additional water use. I don't see this as a limiting factor on growth, but I see that the people that 
have been using water, many people do have permits, they should have priority, and those who 
do not have permits should get them and at least be listed. Following all this information, the 
-:aunty should make an allocation of water use to the users based on demonstration of need, 

..(nd also on the actual needed use, and they should completion of all feasible methods for 
conserving water. I also believe that when we come to date certains, if it is not possible to get 
any program into the General Plan including climate protection, that the General Plan require 
that such a measure be adopted by a very date certain, and that they comply with that and meet 
that deadline. Thank you." 

Chair Marquardt: "Thank you. Next person?'' 

H.R. Downs, OWL Foundation: "I will try to keep my comments short. First of all, thank you, 
everybody, for putting in your time. This is a lot of work, and it was a huge effort to get this out, , 
and it's out, and we all thank you for it. I agree with Dr. Nielson and Ms. Adelman about the 
serious problems in the water section. There are scientific inaccuracies, there are policy options 
that were not taken that could be taken, that have proved successful in other parts of the state 
that are not impossible to do. I think a lot of that has got to be put into place. We will submit our 
written comments later; we've got scientists, and urban planners, and attorneys that are working 
on this right now, going through the entire document and to help fix the problem. This is not 
something that is terrible so we just threw up our hands. Many of the issues that have been 
listed in the DEIR we can fix, and there are ways to do this, and we will provide some suggested 
policy language on how that might happen and compare it with other parts of the state where 
that has helped. Another thing, too, that I have to also echo Ms. Jacobi's and Ms. Hamilton's 
comments about global warming. This now really is a huge problem, and it has an enormous 
lect on our water supply, because California stores a significant fraction of its water resources 
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in the Sierra snowpack. That isn't going to be there. We are going to lose an enormous source 
of water that feeds these rivers, and we're living off two rivers - the Eel and the Russian 1 and 
those simply aren't going to be in the quantities that we have been used to. That's going to start 
to become much lower. If you read British newspapers, last week the Independent had a ... (gap 

··in tape) .. and we are going to see a two degree rise around the world that means we're going to 
lose snowcaps, it's going to flood the oceans with fresh water, which will change the salinity of 
that you know the gulf stream, I mean this is a big, big, deal, and nobody is planning for this. 
We have to start looking ahead of having a very a much smaller amount of water to live in, and 
right now, most of the plans are that .... the analogy that use is that the water system here is 
they are trying to take a size 14 foot and fit it in a size 6 shoe, and they swear up and down this 
is 

 
going to work. Well, it's not going to work. We've got-there are mountains of studies and 

data and measurements of the water resources in Sonoma County, and to say that there is not 
enough information ~s not true. There is plenty of information. These are studies, some of them 
that the County itself had commissioned. There, anyway, we'll put this all together, but I think 
that one last thing r might mention about information that is available- a lot of the information 
was made available after the CAC stopped meeting. Things that had come out that you did not 
have the benefit of this information, and it's available, it's still there, and I think we've got to 
really look at this carefully. This document is to the County what the Constitution is to the 
Country, and we've really got to make sure that we get this right. And so, I will be at your 
disposal for helping whatever l can do, but anyv11ay, thank you again for all that you've had to 
do."  

Chair Marquardt: 'Thank you, next one in the third row ... " 

Stephen Fuller-Rowell: "I live in the west county between Sebastopol and Occidental. I'm 
speaking this evening on behalf of the Sonoma County Water Coalition. This organization came 
into existence after you completed your discussions of water is the General Plan update. First of 
all, I would like to thank you for, as a resident and taxpayer in the county, for your gift of 4 Y2 
years of your life to this process. Thank you." 

'The Sonoma County Water Coalition has been in existence for about two years now, and it has 
32 member organizations, and if you total the membership and supporters of all those 
organizations, you get over 27,000 people. So there's a lot of people who are looking at water 
and looking at what our policies should be on water. We, as the Sonoma County Water 
Coalition, will be submitting comments before March 17th on the Draft EIR, so I won't go into a 
lot of detail about what those comments will be. We have been meeting over the two year 
period for at least twice every month, and several months we met three times during the month, 
and I have a request this evening. Three members of your committee submitted comments in 
October and November of 2004, with concerns about the information that has come to light after 
you completed your discussions on water. H.R. Downs eluded to this in his comments. My 
request is that other members of the Committee go on record with concerns about the 
information about water that came up after you had finished your work, particularly ... there are 
many, Mr. Savel has listed these and more concerns in his comments back in October 2004. 
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The four big ones that I'd like to just touch on before I complete my comments, the first was the 
letter from the Chief Engineer of the Water Agency to the contractors, the cities and the water 
districts, back in August 2003, so this was almost four months after you finished your 
discussions on water. ... his letter to the contractors conveyed the message to them that the 
water supply from the Russian River wasn't secured, and shouldn't be taken into consideration 
to support the growth plans of the cities. That was new information that came out after you 
finished your discussions. The Kleinfelder Report came out in September of 2003, also five 
months after your finished your discussions, that pointed to clear evidence of significant 
groundwater overdraft in each of the three areas that were looked at. The third piece of late 
information that came out was the draft new water supply agreement being negotiated between 
the Water Agency and the contractors. In May 2004- the version that came out then, and I 
think the current version still has this- the Water Agency is telling the contractors that they 
should be looking for groundwater to other sources for up to 40% of their peak demand. Other 
sources being conservation, storage, reuse, and groundwater. Now of course, groundwater is 
going to be the lion's share of that, so up to 40% of the peak demand of the contractors is going 
to come from groundwater. So that's another big impact on groundwater that came out after 
you finished your discussions, and finally, in June 2004, the Sonoma County Grand Jury called, 
amongst other things, for groundwater management and water management planning in the 
County, and that call was rejected by the County and by at least one or two of the cities. So we 
will be submitting our comments in writing before the comment period, and many of our 
omments will be based on the comments that we submitted to you in October 2004, after you 

.;ompleted your discussions. We are looking forward to participating in the process at the 
Planning Commission and at the Board of Supervisors. 

Thank you so much. Thank you for 4 % years." 

Chair Marquardt: 'Thank you. Anyone else in the third row? Move to the fourth row ... " 

Steve Perry, Glen Ellen resident: 11 First a question that hopefully can be answered. l thought 
at the beginning of this, Chairman Marquardt made some comment about the CAC making a 
packet of comments, and I thought he referenced that there were .. that public comments go into 
that. Maybe I misheard that. If r didn't, please expand upon how we do that, otherwise, I'll go 
on down the road." 

Chair Marquardt: 11We'll get staff to copy them down." 

Steve Perry: "OK. My specific comments on the EIR are going to be limited at this point to the 
Circulation and Transit Element. I'd like to support the concerns the concerns that 
Commissioners Boultbee and Savel had on those particular policies and policy revisions, and 
would like to raise one additional. The new policy CT3-m is kind of an overarching authority for 
improvements, and it discusses improvements at key intersections. My concern on that is key 
intersections are in the eyes of the beholder, so can we add some definition as to how you 
·ould become a key intersection if you are not one now, and just clarify it a little bit And finally, 
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thank you all each and every one for all the work that you have done on this. It's helped us get 
a long way through this process, and, unfortunately, there is still a long way to go. Thank you." 

Chair Marquardt: 'Thank you. Next in the fourth row?" 

Jamie Zukowski, Agricultural Resource and Conservation District of Knight's Valley: 
'The Planning Commission hearing appears to have been scheduled for the DEIR for ease of 
processing, and it seems to be premature. Committee members have pointed out some 
deficiencies and conflicts in the Draft EIR, and citizens are finding those as well. As the 
advisory committee to the Board of Supervisors, I would like to ask if the Committee would 
recommend that the Board schedule the Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR after 
the public comment period is expired. It is not sufficient time for all that needs to be addressed. 
Thank you very much for the years of your life you have put into planning for Sonoma County." 

Chair Marquardt: 'Thank you. Next person in the fifth row, fourth row? Nobody else? OK, we 
will close the public hearing on this item and bring it back to the committee. Comments? ff 
there is none ... staff, any comments" 

Greg Carr: "Maybe I heard consensus earlier that you were headed toward #2, but I'm not so 
'"'" .. .-. ...J .- ' c .... uu yuu I....., It U ''"" ...,.j. "'"" ....... I .f.I"\ ...JI"'\ .f.h r\.f.")!I 
;:JUI VVCll ·~ LV LI y LV UV LI 1g1.: 

Chair Marquardt: "As I read through, I prefer #2, but that doesn't include that the other two 
items- three items are not valid, because they are automatic ... " 

Greg Carr: "It's really just, how do you want us to present your comments to the Commission, 
if.. .obviously, any members of the CAC can appear at any point in time and participate in the 
process. I thought there might be some value for your committee in having a thing labeled as a 
CAC comment package, and give it the weight that it deserves. So, if you want us to do that, 
we are willing and happy to do that, but if you want to do it in one of the other ways, that's fine. 
Or, if you want to do it in all three or four ways ... " 

Chair Marquardt: "I have not heard any strong objections to #2. It's going to be my directive, 
based on the comments that I can perceive, that #2 be the selected approach." 

Greg Carr: ''OK. Do you want to settle on a date for written comments?" 

Chair Marquardt: "Yes, that would be my next comment.. let me get the ... go ahead." 

Rick Savel: "(unintelligible) ... help us are we reinventing the wheel or ... " 

Chair Marquardt: "Requestthat from staff, wants a copy of the minutes ... " 
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Scott Briggs: "Frankly, I am not sure we'll have time to give you the minutes of this meeting, 
and then get your comments and still get to the Planning Commission on the 2sth. 11 

Rick Savel: "fs that what you were asking for, Andy, were the minutesr 

Andy Rodgers: "I wasn't, but that's not a bad idea, but I am not sure it's feasible. What I was 
saying is that the minutes would go with the packet to the Planning Commission.' 

Scott Briggs: "And that we would do.'' 

Chair Marquardt: 'That's the same thing, it's just not broken down." 

Tamara Boultbee: "Can f just ask you a question, because the last speaker did bring this up, 
and I was wondering about it when I was watching the slide show. Why is it that the Planning 
Commission hearing on the Draft EIR is actually before the end of the public comment period 
on the Draft EIR?" 

Greg Carr: 11We sort of developed that process over time. We use it for all public projects, and 
the main reason that it seems to work best that way, is oftentimes people come to the public 
hearing on the EIR and walk away from that hearing wanting to make comments that they didn't 

1ink about beforehand. It's basically, we try to do it about 30 days out, so there's time for folks 
.o review it if they want to present, but then also give people some more time afterwards if they 
hear something at the meeting maybe they didn't think about it or they want to support someone 
else's comment, or whatever, and do it. So that's kind of why it is that way." 

Chair Marquardt: "Do you have a time frame?" 

Greg Carr: "We can deliver it to the meeting. If we get it by the 24th or 25th of February, we'll be 
able to turn it around and get it to the Commission by the 28th. We'll hand it to them that night." 

Chair Marquardt: "Well, are we talking about now the written comments?' 

Greg Carr: "Your written comments. In other words, today is the 15th, so if you give us a week
maybe you can stretch it to eight days or something, get it to us by Friday the 241

h, we can get it 
to the Commission. 11 

Chair Marquardt: "Any comments on the timeframe? All right, pick that time.'' 

Greg Carr: "Want to do that, say 5:00 on Friday the 241
h?" 

Chair Marquardt: "Anything after that.. ... (unintelligible) 
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Greg Carr: "And yeah, I don't think there's any reason why you folks aren't going to be listened 
to all through this process, and you might as well take advantage of that, and, by the way, 
committee member Fogg, soon to be Commissioner Fogg, mentioned earlier that the letter that 
we drafted with the Chair team to send to the Commission expressing some of your concerns, 
has in it a specific recommendation that subcommittee chairs be offered the opportunity to 
present on their issue to the Commission when those particular issues come up. So I think that 
thinking process is already engendered into the Commission's thinking, and 1 think they are 
going to want to hear those, to the extent you are willing to do it. So, you know, on those big 
issues, I think the commissioners are looking for your input." 

Chair Marquardt: "All right, what type of motion or action are you now seeking from this group? 
We've got the time frame. 11 

Greg Carr: "We don't need anything more other than your agreement, and it sounds like we 
have it." 

Chair Marquardt: "Do we just walk up and handshake, can we ... " 

Greg Carr: 11Well, we'd like a make a couple comments before you get up and leave, but not on 
business." 

Chair Marquardt: "Go ahead, make the comments." 

Greg Carr: "Well, no, we've been kind of waiting for the last CAC meeting, so we can basically 
tell you that we do want to have a get together not to deal with General Plan policies or El Rs, 
sort of a 'thank you" reception, and the bosses and all that have given us a little dough set aside 
to do a reception some afternoon. We don't have a date for it, but we do want to find a date 
that works for all of you and set it up, and have a dog and pony show. 

Chair Marquardt: 'The Board will be there?" 

Greg Carr: "I certainly anticipate that at least representatives, maybe not all five . .we don't want 
to make it a Brown Act meeting, you know. With my guess, just to be straightforward about it, I 
mean- to have the subcommittee, the Ad Hoc committee that worked on this at the Board level, 
and a couple of commissioners that worked on that level as your Ad Hoc membership, and you 
all, and some staff. It would probably be in the afternoon. I don't think it will be anything in the 
evening. I know that the Chair really wanted an evening thing really bad .... " 

Chair Marquardt: ''As long as we have it." 

Greg Carr: HWe'll put together a package for you in appreciation. I know a lot of people in the 
audience said it, but I know how hard you guys worked and how much beyond what you 
expected you worked. 
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Chair Marquardt: "Hopefully, if they feel left out, we won't invite them to come, but they are 
certainly acknowledged that they can walk through the process. As we've always said, we are 
in conformance with the Brown Act. It's been difficult at time, but it's worked for us, and I think 
where we have gotten together in some group that may have exceeded it...(unintelligible), so at 
any rate .... AndyT 

Andy Rodgers: "I have a question, a.nd I hate to be a real drag, 'cause those are kind of like 
completing comments, and I have kind of more ... l'm not there yet. Just clarification, for March 
17th, who would actually make that decision if that date were to change, and can it changeT 

Greg Carr: "Planning Commission." 

Andy Rodgers: 11Planning Commission. So if we had suggestions along those lines, we would 
include them our written comments, and I will do that from the perspective of that, this is a huge 
thing, and I think in addition to the Planning Commission hearing on the EIR, the workshop on 
the General Plan is going to be very helpful I think to people to formulate an understanding of it 
and perhaps they will be able to comment. So I am going to suggest that that period be 
extended. (Applause) 

Chair Marquardt: "Pass that on." 

ndy Rodgers: "Didn't expect that." 

Chair Marquardt: "OK. In winding this thing down, it's been a long process, as many of you 
know. Remember back from the night, as I mentioned earlier, 9/11/01, a lot of things have 
happened. Alot of things have changed. I will say one thing that has not changed is our ability -
this Committee's ability~ to sit down and work together in an atmosphere of congeniality, and 
get along and come up - whether you like the document in its entirety, or not at all, or 
whatever-at least we put something together that I think all of us can walk forward with in our 
hand and not be ashamed to give it to the Planning Commission. What they do with it at this 
point is going to be theirs. We've done it, it hasn't been all fun and games, but it's been nice 
serving with you. One of the things I missed in a way over this last year was coming Thursday 
night to a meeting. You get in the habit. Some of you people that have followed us diligently
and thank you for doing that because we need your support-have had that opportunity to sit in 
and join us in the long deliberations and meetings that we've had for this, so it's with some joy I 
get to go home and see my wife and grandchildren, what was it-a couple of weeks ago or 
something, I was going someplace and my grandson, who is nine years old, at least knew 
where I was normally going on Thursday nights, and mentioned it. So he gets the flavor of the 
fact that I'm involved in the community. I've seen my children grow and change. When we were 
going to college in San Francisco, my again children asked "when do we get to go?" They had 
been sitting there watching us go. I'd stay home and my wife would go, and then we would 
reverse it.. .so. At any rate, it's an experience that I would recommend to a lot of people. It's 

ti, and you meet some very nice people, and all of you are that. So best of wishes, and thank 
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you all for supporting this over the years (Applause), and if anybody else would like to say 
anything, be my guest. Dick? ... " 
Dick Fogg: "I'm saving my energy." 

Chair Marquardt: "He's cleaning his office out already!" 

Andy Rodgers: "You run a nice meeting, Don." 

Chair Marquardt: "Oh, thank you! Ifs been a pleasure, you guys have made me. See you in 
Penngrove." 

Rick Savel: "(unintelligible) ... thanking us for three and four years, what they missed was "would 
you have done this, had they told you it was going to be three or four years .. (Laughter)." 

Meeting ended at 8:40 p.m. 
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Sonoma County Planning Commission 
MINUTES 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

ROLL CALL 

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

Date: February 28, 2006 
Meeting No.: 06-005 

Item No. 1 Time: 6:00 p.m. File: GP2020 
Applicant: County of Sonoma - PRMD Staff: B. Gaiser/S. Briggs/G. Carr 

Owner: N/A 
Env. Doc.: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Proposal: Request to amend the Sonoma County General Plan; to amend the Windsor Specific 

Plan, Larkfield-Wikiup, Bennett Valley! West Petaluma, Penngrove, South Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma Mountain, Franz Valley, and Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plans to conform to the 
amended General Plan; to rezone certain properties to implement the amended 
General Plan. 
The purpose of this meeting is to hold a public hearing on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report. 
Location: Countywide 

APN: Various Sup. Dist: All 
Board of Supervisors Hearing to be determined. 

Action: Continued until March 15, 2004 at 4:00 pm at the Board of Supervisors meeting 
room 

Resolution No: 

Transcript of meeting on Draft EIR. Hearing was p.m. 

Chairman Fogg: "I'd like to call the Sonoma County Planning Commission meeting 06-005, please. For 
those of you in the room, if you have cell phones or pagers, I would appreciate it if you would turn them off 
or disable them. That goes for people up here too, please. " 

"As you may know, this is a public hearing- the first public hearing, and the purpose is to review the draft 
environmental impact report on the proposed 2020 General Plan. We're going to devote three hours 
1night, so we will close at 9:00, or a minute or two after, although staff- Greg and Scott, have offered to 
..tay late if there are any specific questions, or they can help you with anything. So please utilize their 
talents." 

11
1 am assuming, because there are so many people here tonight- I understand they are all the way out to 
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the sidewalk- that we will not finish tonight. We will not finish. So, in deference to those who are outside- I 
don't know if they can hear me or not- (11 no's from audience) .... " 

Commissioner Furch: "The speakers aren't on .... Sue, did you check the speakers?" 

Chairman Fogg: "We'll see what we can do. Again, let me repeat: The purpose of this meeting tonight is 
to review the draft environmental impact report, and only the draft environmental report. Because there 
are so many people here tonight, I am assuming we will not finish, and I would rather give you an 
opportunity to speak than cut you off at an arbitrary time limit that is probably not enough time so that you 
can get your point across." 

"Therefore, my plan is to continue this meeting after three hours tonight, to March 15th_ that's a 
Wednesday. Given that the ... can the rest of us make it? At least four of us? OK. So we'll do it on March 
151

h, and we are going to try to schedule it at 1 :00 pm in the Board of Supervisors chambers, which holds a 
great deal more people than this room .... " 

Chairman Fogg: "Madam, we will call on you ... Part of the schedule tonight, is that I want people who 
can't make that meeting- that can only make a night meeting - to speak, out of deference to those who 
work and can't come during the daytime. Hopefully, that will work. I urge your use of the speaker cards, 
which someone is sitting on over here, because these meetings are taped, and very often, your name does 
not come across with clarity enough so that the secretarial help gets it correct. Those are my introductory 
comments." 

"Are there any reports from the Planning Agency or correspondence?" 

Deputy Director Barrett: "Mr. Chairman, you have a number of letters and correspondence regarding the 
hearing tonight, but we have no other correspondence." 

Unidentified persons in audience: Asked that the Deputy Director turn up her microphone. 

Deputy Director Barrett: 11Mr. Chairman, you do have a number of letters and correspondence regarding 
the item on the agenda tonight, but other than that, we have no other correspondence. Did you want to 
look at dates now or not?" 

Chairman Fogg: "Why don't we look at dates." 

Deputy Director Barrett: 'The next meeting of the Planning Commission is on Thursday, March 2, which 
there are no items, so that is a date that is open, if assigned. Ifs a Thursday. 

Unidentified persons in audience: "We can't hear you ... " 

Deputy Director Barrett: "March 9, there is no meeting of the BZA, March 16th is a Planning Commission 
open agenda date. There is no meeting scheduled right now, but it is available for the Planning 
Commission. March 23rd is a BZA meeting date, and we have a Planning Agency meeting scheduled for 
March 301

h. I should also mention that we do have a Planning Commission meeting on March ?1h, Tuesday 
evening, at 6:00 p.m., which is scheduled now as a workshop for the General Plan. So that's also a 
meeting date for this topic." 

Chairman Fogg: "OK. Would it be worthwhile for someone to go outside and tell the folks that in fact, we 
are going to hold a second session with a bigger room, and that those who cannot make that meeting are 
encouraged to stay-we will try to get to them, and those who can make that meeting, tentatively scheduled 
for 1 :00 in the afternoon ..... " 
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':;reg Carr: "Mr. Chairman 1 we will go out and say that, and let me also say that I have been out there for 
4bout the last ten minutes, and by far, the majority of the people are here just to find out whaf s going on. 

There are not very many people asking for speaker cards. I think it would be good, as you say, to go out 
there and inform people that there will be another hearing, if they do want to speak. I feel fairly good that, 
given a little bit of time, and folks can talk to the staff out in the vestibule and learn what's going on, it won't 
be nearly as crowded as it is looking right now." 

Chairman Fogg: "For planning purposes, how many people would like to speak tonight? OK, all right. 
Any other comments from the commission?" 

Counsel Hurst: "Mr. Chairman, I would also point out that if you do get through your testimony tonight1 

then you would be able to close the public hearing, so you might..." 

Chairman Fogg: 'That's correct, I know that." 

Commissioner Furch: "Can I make one comment?" 

Chairman Fogg: "Sure, go ahead." 

Commissioner Furch: "I would just say that if a number of people are unable, if we somehow learn that 
there are a number of people who are unable to come at 1 :00, I would be willing to come in the evening in 
order to accommodate people 1s working schedules." 

Commissioner Murphy: "I merely had a message about the March 7th informational meeting that we are 
,aving. We talked about a conflict that day ... " 

Deputy Director Barrett: "Mr. Chairman, you do have a scheduled Planning Commission meeting date 
on the General Plan for March 7th. It's currently scheduled to be a workshop to review how we are going to 
work through the General Plan, but if the Commission desires! you could use that evening meeting date- it 
is scheduled in this room, so we might want to change the venue, but... that is an option if you want to 
choose an evening meeting date as opposed to the 15th." 

Commissioner Murphy: "Well, l was trying to find out if we have conflicts with some of the 
commissioners. If it is just informational, we wouldn 1t be taking public testimony. 

Deputy Director Barrett: "No. It wasn't intended to be a hearing! it was just a workshop on the General 
Plan-sort of an overview of what we are doing with the General Plan, and how the schedule would unfold, 
and .... " 

Commissioner Murphy: uBring us up to speed." 

Deputy Director Barrett: "Yes. The staff was going to cover that in their staff report tonight." 

Chairman Fogg: "Nadin?" 

Commissioner Sponamore: "What is our notification requirement for public hearings on the General 
Plan, and/or the EIR?" 

'eputy Director Barrett: (to Counsel Hurst) "Do you want to answer that, or do you want me to. The 
--1uestion was, what are the notice requirements for the General Plan EIR? We noticed the availability of 
the General Plan. The minimum requirement is 45 days for public review, and we noticed a 60 day public 
review period, which would close on March 17th. The best way to submit testimony is, of course, in writing. 
That way we can make sure we address your comments when we prepare a final El R document, which 
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would respond to those comments. The notice was mailed to 40,000 addresses, as well as published in 
the newspaper and posted in the vestibule, so I think we have more than met the minimum for that. If we 
do schedule another public hearing, there is no real requirement that we notice that meeting, but we do 
want to make sure people know about it, so you can continue to a date certain and time, but we would post 
it on the website, we could post it here. ft might be a little difficult to do a mailing with such a short time 
period to all the people that received the original notice. 

Don Bennett: "I have a question. The first actual General Plan hearing is scheduled for March 20. Is that 
correct?" 

Deputy Director Barrett: "March 21st." 

Don Bennett: "March 21st will be the first hearing on the General Plan. Ok, thank you. 

Counsel Hurst: "I would simply point out, Mr. Chairman, that you have met the noticing requirements for 
this hearing, and what you would do is ... if, in the event that you do wish to continue the hearing, then you 
would continue it to a time and date certain. I think that by the show of hands, Mr. Chairman, if you 
proceed expeditiously, you may well be able to get through your testimony this evening, in which 
case ..... my only concern is that you are building an expectation that there will be a second hearing, and 
that may not be necessary." 

Chairman Fogg: "Yes. Are there any other comments?" 

"This is the section of the hearing where we open it to the public who would like to address the 
Commission on any other subject than the draft EIR. Any other subject that the draft EIR or General Plan. 

Unidentified person in audience: "Does that include comment about. .. (unintelligble)" 

Chairman Fogg: "Sure!" 

Unidentified person in audience: "Where do I go?" 

Chairman Fogg: "Right here (speaker table). Would you please give your name and address?" 

Mark La Mantia: "I am Mark La Mantia, from Windsor, and my address is 609 Leafhaven. I understand 
this man said that the requirement of the notices were (unintelligble) inadequate ... 

Unidentified person in audience: "We can't hear you. 

Deputy Director Barrett: "You have to turn on the button. 1
' 

Mark La Mantia: "It's pretty inadequate ... the facility that you guys have provided, when you sent out 
40,000 notices. This is ridiculous! There 1s many people here who want to be involved in this, where they 
can hear you out there or do testimony out there. This is unacceptable, really unacceptable (applause 
from audience) ... I don't know what you are thinking. I don't know what you are thinking, you know, this is a 
sham. This is a EIR draft, and people are involved, and you're putting them out there. They are probably 
walking away going "this line's too long. You know, this isn't right, and I want to go on record, and I think 
we should stop this meeting and make it in a facility that accommodates everybody." 

Chairman Fogg: "Anyone else like to speak? Miss?" 

Lisa Carr, Knight's Valley: 'l too, wish to accommodate on this notice that was sent out. There was a 
number provided to call to find out why am I being notified. Knight's Valley, by the way- for those of you 
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hat don't know-it's in the Franz Valley area, kind of the northeast section of Sonoma County. In any case, 
tried multiple times by phone- never got an answer - always busy, and also by email. The answer I got is 

the gentlemen I was supposed to reach was on vacation, would be home a week before this meeting. So I 
can just second what the gentlemen said before me, that the notification and the information provided- and 
the time allowed, has been totally inadequate. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you. Sir?" 

Charles Sackett: I live at . _ --· . , ii, and I would actually like to applaud this 
commission for its effort to attain community input, although you did blow it on where you had it. Your 
decisions will be far reaching, and affect many families and generations. I would encourage you fine 
people to be open minded enough to realize that each property has a unique character and impacts. 
Because of that, I would suggest that this Commission not take a "one size fits all" approach to your 
regulations, but rather, a willingness to look at variances. For instance, my own property is an island in the 
county surrounded by the city. I was invited here this evening because of a potential biotic habitat impact, 
yet my concern relates to an affordable housing impact. I am .17 acres short of land necessary to add a 
granny unit. The property is surrounded by city, and if I annexed into the city, I could put up 25 or so units, 
and my neighbors would hate me. My main concern providing affordable housing for my disabled mother 
in law, so that she doesn't have to live under the same roof with my wife. I don't want to be forced to 
develop a high density project to house my mother in law. There are many unique cases in the audience 
this evening, and I plead with this Commission to encourage your staff to allow variances. Thank you." 

Commissioner Sponamore: "Mr. Chairman, could we have a little bit more decorum, and a little bit less 
clapping ... .it just really reduces the seriousness of it.. .. " 

;ommissioner Bennett: uMr. Chairman, I will rephrase it for her. The crowd is being rude, it is not 
pleasant up here to listen to the clapping and applauding and so forth. We're here trying to have a 
hearing. We are also here at this point to have input on items not related to the General Plan and that's 
basically what we are discussing. I think what we need to do is get back on track, so we can open the 
hearing on the environmental impact report. This is not what we are supposed to be doing at this point, 
and we are is being overwhelmed with applause and clapping and we are losing our way here. 11 

Chairman Fogg: "Miss?" 

Jamie Zukowski: 111 live at "1 ____ .... r . • _..,, . ""::r' ___ . -,, . l want to comment on the notice of 
public hearing for comment on the draft environmental impact report. To hold a public hearing before the 
comment period has ended is a disenfranchisement of the public. It is inappropriate to hold this hearing 
before that period closes. You must schedule another hearing that is at the same time that you can 
accommodate the numbers of people you have this evening, and it should take place after the public 
comment period is sufficient. You have reached a minimum required by law for a project and for public 
input on an EIR. This is a General Plan update, planning the next 20-25 years of Sonoma County. It 
cannot be treated as an individual development project. Please leave the public access as you are 
required to. Thank you very much (Applause)" 

Chairman Fogg: "Please - we don't need applause. It just is going to extend .... 11 

Unidentified person in audience: "It's a free country! 

lnidentified person in audience: "Yeah!" 

Chairman Fogg: ... "lt's going to extend the amount of time and it is going to deny people the opportunity to 
speak tonight. Thank you." 
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Brenda Adelman: "I just briefly want to allude to- I believe Ms. Barrett mentioned-there was some 
correspondence but it wasn't really described, and I know that our group sent out a number of form letters 
to our supporters. There were 1, 100 sent out. Some of the people have Bay Area addresses, but they 
own property in Sonoma County, and I have about approximately 57 letters here, and I would very much 
like to know how many letters were sent in, if not tonight, then sometime in the near future. I would like to 
know who to leave these with." 

Chairman Fogg: "Leave them with staff. Anyone else like to speak? OK. May we have a staff report, 
please?" 

Scott Briggs: "Thank you, Mr. Chairman. What I'd like to do for the Commission's benefit, and the public 
at large, is very briefly (and can we knock the lights down a little bit?) just to briefly review where we are in 
the process, and I just have two slides with some key dates. Then I will pass it on to my colleague, Greg, 
who will present a summary of key aspects of the environmental impact report. 11 

"As you have all heard tonight, the purpose of this meeting is to focus on the draft General Plan EIR, so 
that's what this first slide is about. We issued the notices back on January 15th, beginning a 61 day -
actually I think it is 61- we rounded it off to the Friday, March 17th-60 day comment period. This is within 
that, which is our standard approach on any EIRs that we do at the County. The Planning Commission 
meets a minimum of 30 days into the public comment period. On February 15th, we held a meeting to 
review the draft EIR with the Citizen's Advisory Committee. As a reminder, most know this, but we started 
back in early 2002, actually in 2001, but in detail with policy considerations in early 2002 with a Citizen's 
Advisory Committee - 15 members of the public that dedicated immeasurable numbers of hours to this 
process, and they had requested one last opportunity to come forward after we had a draft El R to 
comment on it, and we did so back on February 15th. Hopefully, a number of members of the public were 
able to be here for that. It's a little hard to read at the bottom (referring to the slide)-the one in red (which 
is supposed to be the most visible, but is the least visible) that's simply tonight's meeting. That's the 
February 28111 meeting, which is the meeting we are at here today before your Commission, which is the 
starting point for the Commission's consideration in this entire General Plan update process." 

"Just to set the stage for the future: When your Commission has completed its work in terms of taking 
comment on the draft EIR, we will then move on to the work at hand in terms of considering the General 
Plan itself, and the policy deliberations policy recommendations that have been presented to you as a 
result of the work by the Citizen's Advisory Committee, so I wanted to throw again, some key dates here
some of which Jennifer already listed for you earlier. On March 7th, at 6:00 p.m., tentatively, in this same 
room, we have a Planning Commission workshop scheduled. Our intent here is to review -mainly for the 
public's input, the process~ the details of how we plan to work with the Commission to bring the General 
Plan and the various elements of the General Plan and the various policy issues forward to the General 
Plan. So we will summarize that." 

11
1 might note that we are doing a lot of work on our website right now to try to help make it much easier, as 

the public gets ready to join with you in this effort to look at the General Plan. We are working to make all 
of the work that's been done during the time we worked with the Citizen 1s Advisory Committee much more 
easy to trace, track downr get copies of- and so on, through our website." 

"You will see the elements, the order in which we bring them forward to the Commission, who the staff 
person is most familiar with it, what the staff reports were, where the issue summaries are. We're working 
on that now1 and hope to have that up and running in the next couple of days." 

'The second part of the meeting on the 7th_the intent there is really for staff to begin to review key issues 
that the CAC wrestled with, quite frankly. We'll run through the list of the issues, the topics that were on 
the scope of this update, as directed by our Board of Supervisors. It will be staff's attempt to get the 
Commission focused in on some of those tougher issues; some of the more controversial issues that were 
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Nrestled with, and maybe what some of the key policy recommendations that might represent changes 
·rom the existing policy might look to be. And again, we'll do that in an order of issues that reflects the 
order in which your Commission will eventually look at these elements.' 

"After that workshop on March 21st, as Commissioner Bennett referenced earlier, that will be the first 
meeting of the Commission to formally focus on the General Plan update itself, and that hearing, of 
course, will be continued by this Commission as long as it takes to do its deliberations and take public 
comments on all the elements of the General Plan. The intent is to have the elements come forward to 
you in a particular order. On March 21st, you will see four elements listed there: Public Safety, Noise, 
Public Facilities and Services, and the Air Transportation Element. Those are the four elements that we 
have begun to package materials- in fact, I think we have submitted all the materials to you as background 
for those elements, and that's what- if the public is interested in any particular issue area, or policy issue, 
in any of those four elements-I would be here on March 21s1

." 

11When you are done with those four elements, we will move on to remaining elements of the General Plan, 
and below, you see the order in which we plan to bring those forward. The Circulation and Transit 
Element, followed by the Agricultural Resources Element, then the Open Space and Resource 
Conservation Element, the Water Resources Element, and then, lastly, the Land Use Element. These are 
attempts to order these things in some respects that goes from a little bit easier, or less controversial, to 
some of the tougher ones; I mean, the Open Space and Resource Conservation and Water Resources, 
obviously, where there is a lot of long, hard fought deliberation on some of those -it seemed good to kind 
of get the Commission up to speed on some of the other elements first before we get into those." 

"There is also an order in terms of how they play out; Circulation comes before Open Space and Resource 
Conservation; when you look at air quality and noise and things like that, it's good to have considered 
~irculation first. So, nonetheless, that's the order that we would propose to bring these forward, and we 

will be working hard to make the public aware as best we can through posting notices, through our 
website, through them calling us to get information as we go, as to where you are in that process, so that 
people will know in advance when a particular element is coming before you, so that they can be here that 
night to participate in that discussion." 

"That's all I had to say, unless there are any questions on where we are, and with that, I will turn it over to 
Greg." 

Commissioner Furch: "I had one question. Maybe I should ask this at the workshop, but I am curious as 
to why land use last, since it drives so much of everything else?" 

Greg Carr: "Through the Chair, a couple of reasons. One is that the Land Use Element is the synthesis, if 
you will, of all of the other elements, so you have all the policies that are set forth in Open Space and Air 
Transportation and all the others come together in the Land Use Element. That's where you are looking at 
everything else that you have done, and apply that in the Land Use Element. The other reason why that's 
the case in this General Plan, is that the Land Use Element is not really one of those issues that is being 
changed. From the beginning, the Board of Supervisors said "we aren't interested in major changes to the 
land use itself. So we are actually operating in a number of policy arenas, without really having a major 
effect on the zoning and land use of property at this point. It's kind of a couple reasons, it's really because 
when you are looking at land use requests, and the individuals that have come forward, and very specific 
proposals, it's helpful to have the policy background that you have considered and evaluated when you do 
that." 

;ommissioner Furch: "I wasn't thinking so much about zone changes .... " 

Greg Carr: ... "Just the general land use .... " 
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Chairman Fogg: "Go ahead, please, Greg." 

Greg Carr: 111 thought, before I go on to the EIR, I would add a couple more comments and maybe .... in 
talking to some of the folks almost in the rain out there .... a lot of the people are here because they got the 
notice that was sent to a large number of properties that are affected by riparian corridor and biotic habitat. 
All those people will find this out as they come in and spend some time with the staff. What I wanted to do 
was point the people who are interested in those issues-the time to come is when we get to Open Space 
and Resource Conservation. At this point,. that time frame is June or July of this summer, so what I want 
to emphasize for those folks that are interested in that issue, is there is plenty of time to get acquainted 
and become familiar with that issue, even if you didn't get a call back during the last two or three weeks. 
Our staff is committed to returning all the calls we get. You leave a message with us - I apologize, 
sometimes it takes a few call backs, but we will get you the information that you need, we'll keep you 
plugged in to when the critical times to comment are, and help facilitate your involvement in this process so 
you know what's going on. We're not trying to speed this up to get something through without you having 
the chance to look at it. 11 

1The other big issue that got a lot of notices out there are the affordable housing sites. I don't remember 
exactly how many there are, but all of the people who are within 300 feet of potential affordable housing 
sites were provided a notice, and we got a lot of calls on this. I wanted to point people to the land Use· 
Element, which is the last element of this process, where the Commission will be considering comments 
and hearings on that particular issue. So, if you are here for and your notice has that little "AH" on the 
front, and you're here for affordable housing, you probably have until July or August at the earliest before 
that issue comes up. Hopefully, with some of that information that can be obtained out there, maybe folks 
don't feel like they have to stay for the whole night if this isn't what you want to do." 

"As Scott said, tonight is on the draft EIR, and it is at least the start of the public hearing on that process. 
I'm going to even try to be shorter than I was at the CAC meeting, and I apologize, Mr. Chairman. This is 
probably the second time you have heard this. A General Plan ElR is, by it's nature, an EIR which looks at 
not specific projects, not specific development proposals on a particular parcel of land, but looks at the 
whole of land uses and development that could occur in the county for the period of the General Plan. In 
this case, it's what we are projecting to occur for year 2020. So it's very broad in scope, and it's a program 
EIR. By it's very nature, it's looking at a general view -maybe you're flying 50,000 feet over the County- of 
what could happen. It's by definition a cumulative impact analysis, it's not attempting to look at site-by-site 
details, but rather is focused on the bigger picture.'' 

"Another aspect of this EIR that is of note is the fact that it really includes the type of projects that might be 
proposed by cities or special districts. In Sonoma County, special districts operate virtually all of the sewer 
and water services that are provided to urban communities, such as Forestville or Sonoma Valley. All of 
the various projects that they might consider development of in the course of their providing service to their 
constituents would be included in this as well, and in fact, in many cases, the impacts that are identified in 
this EIR are driven largely by development that's occurring in the incorporated cities. Traffic is a really 
good example of a cumulative impact countywide that look's pretty bad when you look at the overall traffic 
in this county, but the unincorporated area has a pretty small portion of development that drives that traffic 
impact.' 

"I want to talk a little bit about mitigation measures. Again, because this isn't a project EIR, it's sort of a 
global picture EIR- it's a program EIR- the mitigation measures are the goals, objectives, and policies that 
go into the plan. This is even more of the fact in the case of this update, because we aren't changing the 
land use maps very much at all, and we don't have a lot of different impacts that occur based on land use 
changes.'' 

"As the EIR team went through this analysis and prepared this EIR, the team also looked at the potential 
that there might be additional mitigation measures that could be included in the EIR and included in the 
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General Plan, that might further reduce impacts beyond what the draft General Plan 2020 currently 
:ncludes. In fact, as this EIR unfolded, there are 23 new policies that are recommended by the EIR for 
your consideration when you go through the policy review aspects of this plan, and there are 11 revised 
policies and/or programs that are also recommended. All of those additional recommended mitigation 
measures are added, recommendations of the EIR, but have been viewed in the EIR through a feasibility 
screen. What I mean by that is, that we tried to look at all the potential mitigation measures that were 
feasible for the County to do. By feasible, we not only mean they are physically possible. We also mean 
they are within the jurisdiction of Sonoma County, as opposed to cities and districts; and do they meet 
community needs and social and economic desires. So we are really looking at feasibility from a wide 
range of perspectives. That's why these 23 mitigation measures - 23 new policies and 11 revised 
ones-are proposed. They passed through that feasibility screen." 

"Another odd thing about a General Plan EIR, compared to a project EIR, are the way the alternatives are 
addressed. In this particular General Plan update, as I mentioned, the land use changes are not very 
widespread. As a result, it's difficult to compare, and frankly, rather useless to compare land use 
scenarios under each of the alternatives. What you end up with is virtually the same impact from all the 
alternatives. The purpose of an alternatives analysis in CEQA is to look at different scenarios that actually 
help mitigate and reduce environmental impacts. In our alternatives analysis for this EIR, the team came 
up with three alternatives that are based not on different development scenarios, but they are based on 
policy differences. If you will, as you go down this -I like to use the analogy of a highway- a draft general 
plan is a series of policy decisions that go down the center line of that highway, you have alternatives 
where you may choose a policy that's less restrictive than what's in the draft general plan, or you may 
choose a policy that's more restrictive, and of course, there are gray areas in between. Generally, the 
alternatives serve as a way to compare what the impacts would be under those lesser or greater 
restrictions, depending on what your Commission decides it wants to go forward with. It provides a bracket, 
f you will, within which you can operate and make decisions. A good example of this might be the riparian 

corridor issue, where the CAC recommended general plan has riparian setbacks with provisions about 
what land uses can occur within those setbacks. With the Buildout Alternative, which is generally speaking 
the less restrictive policy alternative, you might be looking at a lesser setback, so if you decide you think a 
50 foot setback is more appropriate than a 100 foot setback, your impacts are going to be analyzed under 
the Buildout Alternative. In the Mitigated Alternative, it's the opposite. The Mitigated Alternative assumes 
greater restrictions in various areas. So under riparian corridors 1 you may have larger setbacks, and more 
restrictive land use policies that can occur within those riparian setbacks. The third alternative is the No 
Project Alternative, and that is simply what would happen if we did not adopt an updated general plan; we 
would go forward under the current general plan for the time frame of this 2020. I) 

"So, taking that approach, what did we determine? What did we find when we did this EIR? I think I want 
to first say that this EIR takes a very conservative approach toward whether impacts are significant or not. 
We felt that there are so many land uses and development that could occur in the future that are not within 
either our jurisdiction or power to affect, or that would occur "under the radar" in terms of our permitting 
systems, and if we were not able as a team to decide that we could clearly reduce those impacts through 
mitigation measures and through policies, that we would conclude that those impacts were significant and 
unavoidable. For the most part, for many of the impacts in this EIR we were not able to determine that we 
could fully mitigate those impacts. In fact, in this EIR, we looked at 78 different impacts. For 43 of those 
we determined that they would be significant and unavoidable, in spite of the policies in draft GP 2020, and 
35 we did find could be reduced to less than significant. The four biggest areas where that's the case are 
in public services, hydrology and water resources, geology and soils, transportation, noise, and air quality. 
In each of those areas, there were a number of impacts identified, and most of them were determined to 
be significant. It probably comes as no surprise in many cases, to those who try to drive on the roadways 
r try to call the fire department to come and put out a fire. In public services alone, 12 of the 13 impacts 

are significant. If you thing about that, it's pretty understandable why. Almost all of the public service 
agencies- whether you are the landfill, fire department, or water or sewer providers-struggle with the ability 
to keep up with the demands of people that need that service, and usually, it's because of a lack of enough 
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funding to carry out those services. In hydrology and water, about 6 of the 12 impacts were determined to 
be significant. In this area, probably more than anything else, a lot of land use activities occur without 
being subject to any jurisdiction by the County. In the case of geology and soils, anybody that's lived 
through an earthquake - ifs been awhile since we've had a big one - but, in Sonoma County, about 6 of 
the 9 geologic impacts we thought to be significant. That's in spite of the fact that the general plan and 
EIR assume a fairly rigorous review of projects. In this county, we have some pretty high standards for 
geologic requirements and analysis of buildings, because we live in a very seismically active zone. But 
even with that, it wouldn't take much more than a couple of good earthquakes to cause a lot of damage 
and impact a lot of people. And finally, in transportation, it's kind of getting old hat to say that the traffic 
impacts in the county are going to get worse. Again, I eluded earlier to this, not just as a result of county 
development - it has a lot to do with what's happening in the cities and driving habits - a lot of things that 
we can't seem to keep up with. Noise and air quality are tied closely to transportation, so that's why they 
are grouped together. 9 of 19 impacts in that particular section were determined to be significant and 
unavoidable." 

"Just a couple of slides here on comparing the alternatives: There's a table in the EIR that allows you to 
compare impact-by-impact the three alternatives and the project. It is sort of a subjective comparison of 
the level of impact, but you do have some variation. The number of significant impacts differs as you look 
at each alternative, and so does, obviously, the number of less than significant. The No Project alternative 
has a slightly greater impact than draft GP 2020, so if you adopt draft GP2020 as it is today, you will, 
effectively over time, have less impact than if you didn't adopt it. The Buildout Alternative. which enables, 
again, those slightly less restrictive land use policies, would have a greater impact than draft Gp2020, and 
would also be slightly greater than the No Project alternative. Finally, the Mitigated Alternative, again, 
which is typically the more restrictive policies- would result in a lesser impact than draft GP2020 and in 
fact, all of the other alternatives. So it is the environmentally superior alternative identified." 

"That's all.. .just a couple of points to finish up, Mr. Chairman, and then, obviously, if the Commissioners 
have any questions we'll try to answer them and hopefully get to the public comment. At the CAC meeting 
a couple weeks ago, there was alot of concern expressed about the relationship between the draft EIR 
and the draft general plan. I think that stems from this notion that the general plan is mitigated by it's own 
policies- it's called self-mitigating. That leaves a little bit of-I think it leaves people wondering, "If I 
comment on the EIR, or if I don't get my comments on the EIR, have I then lost the opportunity to further 
mitigate under the plan?" I think it would be best to explain it this way: If you are of the view that the EIR 
doesn't do enough mitigation, because there are so many significant impacts, and you feel like you have 
suggestions to offer the Commission, or you as Commissioners have suggestions to offer them that would 
effectively reduce impacts, that could be done through the general plan review process. That does not 
need to come out during the review of the draft EIR. The purpose of the review of the draft EIR is to make 
sure that the EIR has a sufficient, adequate enough information for you, as decision makers, to make your 
decision on General Plan 2020. Those two will, of necessity, come together at the end of your deliberation, 
but if you are able to further mitigate impacts beyond what they are currently stated in the EIR, that's not 
harmful to the EIR at all, and the staff and counsel can work together to make sure that that matches up 
with your decision. Where it gets a little dicier is when you want to do something that would create greater 
impacts than were identified in the EIR 1 and in those cases, we may run into situations where and EIR may 
have to be recirculated, based upon what your decision and recommendation may be. Counsel, staff, and 
PRMD staff the whole way through- as you are debating the policies, will be ready to pounce, if you will, or 
at least to let you know when there are situations arising where that might be - you might be getting into 
that arena. Quite often it does happen. It would not be unforeseen to see that occur. From the perspective 
of adding mitigation and being able to suggest ways to mitigate impact, it's not a concern - as much of a 
concern. We obviously still want to be watching the EIR for that process, but it's a little bit easier to deal 
with, and, although there is a number of people who have asked for more time to review the EIR we don't 
think that is necessary, if, in fact, the interest is to change the policies in the general plan and make those 
policies better reflect the desires of the person who is testifying. any Questions, Mr. Chairman?" 
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:hairman Fogg: "Any questions for the staff? Nadin?" 

Commissioner Sponamore: 11Would it be fair to say that the analysis in the EIR addresses, under the No 
Project alternative, the maximum amount of impact that would occur if we were not going to change i 
policies to being regressive of the existing general plan? So, in other words, we do almost have our worst 
case scenario ... ,, 

Greg Carr: "We're not sure we understand the question." 
-

Commissioner Sponamore: 11 Jt's probably a hypothetical one, anyway, but we can get to it later ... " 

Greg Carr: 11Are you talking about the Buildout alternative?" 

Commissioner Sponamore: 11Well, the No Project alternative is the general plan as it exists today, so, 
ideally, if you are doing an update, you are approving the scenario, whatever the scenario is. So, if we did 
nothing, our worse case scenario is our existing general plan, because we can't do anything that would 
have more impact in policies than our existing general plan. The only place where I can where we might 
have issues in the future is if you are doing substitute mitigation that is equal to or better than- which is 
what I think you are talking about-than not having identified the indirect impacts so we can cut those 
mitigations." 

Bob Berman, Nichols Berman: "For the record, if there is going to be substitute mitigation, there at least 
have to be some form of review to insure that the mitigation doesn't result in a worse impact than 
discussed in the EIR, or an impact that's not discussed at all in this EIR. There would certainly have to be 
that type of initial review." 

Commissioner Murphy: "I believe the graphics showing the No Project, the Mitigated 2020, and the 
Buildout alternative .... the Buildout alternative had 50 significant impacts. The No Project had 46, and the 
Mitigated 2020 had 41. And of course, you said that the 41 was the environmentally superior alternative. 
But it looks like you've actually added a more worse case scenario than the current general plan, as well. .. " 

Staff: (agreement) 

Commissioner Murphy: ... '1and that is one of the alternatives - or some of the alternatives - that we will 
consider. Not necessarily all 50, but we may choose partial-some of the maximum Buildout, some of the 
No Project, and some of the Mitigated 2020, so the most we will get to is 50, and the least we will get to, in 
this plan, is 41, and possibly better than that: 

Bob Berman, Nichols Berman: "I think that it's always difficult to say what is worst case, but, I think the 
Buildout alternative assumes less restrictive policies than the existing plan. It also assumes maximum 
buildout on all the parcels in the unincorporated area, so, in a sense, that does become your worst case in 
terms of the combination of both least restrictive policies and the most amount of development. 

Greg Carr: 'Through the Chair, just to add to that Commissioner Murphy, it is possible that you could 
decide that you want to do something beyond what the Build out or Mitigated alternatives are ... those are 
much more likely to result in us probably raising our hand and saying this could be a recirculation issue, so 
that's a better way to say it. The other thing that is important to remember about that too, is that it 
depends on which impact and which policres you change, because the EIR was built on a series of 
1ssumptions about certain policy differences, and you may decide to go down a path in one of those that 
Ne didn't assume. It isn't quite a 50-28; it really depends on what you decide you want to do." 

Counsel Hurst: "I would simply note that you would not be precluded from doing that, as Greg said. It 
would raise the issue of whether by doing it you would then trigger the need to recirculate the EIR. But you 
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are not precluded simply because it is not covered in the EIR. 

Chairman Fogg: "Any other comments,.,,yes ... " 

Commissioner Furch: "I just have a final clarification. You just said that the worst case scenario was 
buildout on all the parcels, and I thought that I read in the document that you really haven't said that every 
single parcel that currently exists will be built on." 

Greg Carr: 'The buildout isn't every single parcel. There are a lot of parcels where it is clearly obvious 
that it is infeasible to build on. If you have a parcel that is in the center of the Russian River, for example. 
There is a little bit of analysis that goes behind that buildout scenario, and it will never be in the county that 
all parcels will build out. It is a theoretical sort of buildout, and there are some numbers behind what is in 
there, but it isn't every single parcel gets every single ..... " 

Commissioner Furch: ... "! just wanted to clarify that, because people might think that there was some 
assumption or description of a reality where, between now and 2020, every single parcel in all of Sonoma 
County had something on it." 

Chairman Fogg: "More questions for staff? Before we open the public hearing, would you or someone on 
staff, define what a draft EIR comment is, as opposed to a general plan comment, so that both the 
audience and your Chairman knows what's going on?" 

Greg Carr: "Mr. Chairman, if only that was completely possible .... actually, because they are so 
interrelated, oftentimes when you get a comment, it does have aspects of both policy and EJR, but an EIR 
comment is: Does this particular document that Bob has in front of him adequately provide the 
environmental information that is necessary for your decision making. It is closely tied to policy, so a 
general plan comment is "I don't like that policy; I'd rather you did this/' or, "I think you 1re being too 
restrictive," etc .... it's really a comment on what does the policy actually say, whereas the EIR is what are 
the impacts of that policy decision. So I think that's probably the best way I can do it. It is almost every 
case, I think it's better for the public to not worry too much about that distinction. As we go through and 
tabulate all the comments for you that we receive tonight, and that we receive in our mail, we will make 
sure that everything that even remotely sounds like an El R comment will get packaged and organized as 
an EIR comment and you will see all those labeled for you at the end of the review period, and you'll get a 
chance to see all those. I am sorry to make this a longer answer than you were probably looking for. The 
general plan comments- sometimes even in the same letter or comment - we'll pull those out and when 
those policy issues come before you down the road as months go on, you'll have those in front of you for 
your review when you are doing the policy section that's related, so that will help. 

Chairman Fogg: "And I would remind the audience of two things. I think we've raised both these points 
before. It's immensely helpful if you put these comments in writing, because then we can respond to 
specifically to the comment. If it's in writing, we understand your comment. Secondly, as detailed earlier, 
when these policy areas come up-if your cause is traffic, or water, or riparian corridors, or whatever-please 
come to those specific meetings and talk to those specific issues, because, again, it's immensely helpful to 
us to hear your comments as we are discussing that specific policy. There are literally hundreds of policies 
in here, so with that admonition, I would open the public hearing. I would ask that we start with a three 
minute limit please on your comments. If you need more time, raise you hand, and we'll see how it is 
going. So, if you would like to comment, will the first person come up please? Folks against the wall, there 

. are open seats if you would like to come in. May we have our first speaker pleaser 

Larry Hanson: 111 live at 1 V'"'t..,.V \J\JCl Ill.- L.11 IVC 111 I UI vOLVlln..-. J '""' submitting comments on behalf of sos -
Save our Sonoma County, a newly formed group. It's a coalition of rural neighborhood and regional groups 
from all over Sonoma County that are negatively impacted by misplaced industrial and commercial 
enterprises, especially large wineries. The comments submitted will pertain to inappropriate zoning, 

Page: 12 
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.1egative impacts of agricultural tourism, traffic, and noise associated with the above, and the concern with 

.1egative impacts of water associated with industrial and commercial uses in rural areas. I did try to fax this 
in, but I don't think the whole thing got in, so here it is, intact. Thank you for your consideration.,, 

Chairman Fogg: "Would you please give it to staff and they will give it to us. Thank you, Mr. Hanson. who 
would like to speak next, please?" 

Tito Sasaki: "Good evening, Chairman and the Commission. My name is Tito Sasaki. The EIR is legally 
sufficient, but inadequate for your decision making in the proper sense. Let me take an example of the 
EIR treatment of the riparian corridor or biotic habitat in the Open Space and Resource Conservation 
Element. The staff has emphasized that this is a program EIR, and it is probably true for the most part, 
and certainly, the EIR treated as a program EIR, and the newly proposed riparian corridor setbacks and 
the habitat reservations, do not effect the environment because they are created more of a safety zone, so :L 
no significant impact. However, riparian corridor, for example, is not just a policy- it's more of a program, 
or an ordinance - a very specific ordinance; so many feet from the streams of certain types, etc ... it's really 
a project. It should be treated more like a project EIR. Also, certain aspects of the impacts do not seem toJ 
be addressed right or addressed at all. Riparian corridors, if adopted, will become a kind of no-man1s land, 3 
and property owners will be deprived of any economic use of it, therefore, it will be neglected. And so it will 
be abandoned land, so it has some environmental impact, and can create more fire hazard, more inducive 
to the undesirable kind of wildlife habitat, etc. Of course, the cumulative impact would be humongous 
here, because we are talking about taking over 70,000 acres of land out of economic production, and that 
means probably several hundred million dollars, or even reaching a billion dollar economic impact Of L.{ 
course, it is not required by CEQA to address the economic impact, but, nevertheless, it is not prohibited • 
either. So, when the economic impact is so huge, I think it should be looked at, and this is not the EIR 
mandate, perhaps, that the Planning Commission should consider, over sponsoring a separate study as to 
.he economic impact as to the proposed regulations. Lastly, I certainly commend the staff for mailing those 
thousands of letters of notification, but what I regret is that the notification does not really tell the notified 
as to what is really going to happen to their land. Your parcel might be affected by affordable housing, but 
where is the proposal about affordable housing zones? It's not shown, and the same old thing as the 
riparian corridors. It would be good if the staff made sectional maps for one square mile area, certain 
maps and so people know how they are affected. Thank you very much." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Sasaki. Next speaker, please?" 

Mac Marshall, California Native Plant Society: "My name is Mac Marshall, 1 _ ... ·----··· ... -·, --· ·--
L .. and I want to thank the Commission members and staff for all the hard work that's gone into the 

draft EIR and allowing us the opportunity to comment on it this evening. Bob Haas, back here, and I, are 
here representing the concerns of the Sonoma County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society, and 
we've already sent in written comments, so our comments this evening will concentrate on specific aspects 
of the biological resources section. Given the organization that we represent, we will try to uplant some 
seedling" ideas with you that we hope may grow and eventually become part of the final EIR and the new 
county GP. Since time is limited, we'll just highlight the issues with which we are concerned, and offer brief 
thoughts on each one." 

"Our five major issues are cumulative habitat loss, more comprehensive mapping data on plant 
communities, land corridors and habitat connectivity, vernal pools, and oak woodlands. First is the matter 
of cumulative habitat loss as a consequence of population growth- the spread of cities and suburbs, the 
expansion of vineyards, the destruction of or damage to wetlands of all kinds, and the introduction of 5 
nvasive, non-native plants. The DEIR acknowledges some of these reasons for the great alteration of our 
..;ounty's landscape, and Policies OSRC 7(a & b) offer positive steps toward protecting our county's diverse 
natural habitats. We endorse these policies, but we urge that they be strengthened; first, by using the 
additional standard of cumulative habitat loss when evaluating the impact of land use proposals on county 
biological resources; and second, by establishing loss thresholds for specific sensitive natural communities 
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~ f1tlthat will be adequate to protect these important remaining habita. t types in perpetuity. We urge that· such 
baseline thresholds as discussed on Policy OSRC ?(f) be set NOW and not five years from now, following 
a further decline in our remaining sensitive habitat communities." 

"Our second major issue is the urgent need for more comprehensive mapping data on plant communities. 
The DEIR notes that no comprehensive mapping of sensitive natural community types in the county has 
been done. If cumulative habitat loss is to be reversed in Sonoma County, especially for threatened 
natural communities, thorough data collection and mapping must be a high priority, and county officials 
must secure funds for this purpose. Without firm data to underpin decision making, planners are left in the 
dark, and irreplaceable biological resources may be destroyed; therefore, we strongly support Policy 
OSRC ?U) to conduct a comprehensive habitat identification and mapping program for use in future policy 
considerations, and we recommend using the rapid assessment protocols in this effort. We urge that the 

-
county immediately initiate funding applications, once the draft GP has been adopted." 

"Our third major issue is land corridors and habitat connectivity. We strongly support the county's stated 
efforts to maintain and expand habitat connectivity. Such connectivity is absolutely essential to slowing and 
reversing cumulative habitat loss, and habitat connectivity depends on good quality current comprehensive 
mapping data. We suggest that the county be more proactive in working with such groups as the Open 
Space District and the Sonoma Land Trust to expand habitat connectivity by including it as a criterion in 

"'~Land conservation decisions, and by adopting a regional approach to park and open space acquisition." 

"Our fourth major issue is vernal pools. Vernal pools are the most threatened natural community type in 
Sonoma County, and they contain a host of endangered and threatened species. The DEIR states that a 
full 90% of the county's original vernal pool ecosystem already has been lost. Therefore, we believe that 
the time is long past to finally implement the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan. 

-
The remaining 10% of Sonoma County's vernal pool habitat simply must be protected and preserved 
without further delay I or it too will be lost forever. U 

"Our final major issue, the fifth one, is the matter of oak woodlands. Dare I say that we have the gaul to 
make comments on this? Oak woodlands are the key to California's biodiversity. Just for example, a small 
oak woodland can provide habitat for over 4,000 species of insects, plants, birds, and animals. 28% of our 
county is composed of oak woodlands, and another 13% is made up of forest oaks, hence, over 40% of 
Sonoma County is oak habitat. Yet, according to scientists at the California Oak Foundation, an alarming 
23% of our oak woodlands already have been developed. This is the second highest percentage of any of 
the state's 58 counties. Another 9% are at risk of development, and less than 7% are considered safe. 
We endorse Policy OSRC 7(m) to identify and provide greater protection to oak woodlands, and beyond 
this, we strongly recommend that Sonoma County adopt Placer County's model native tree mitigation 
policy, details of which are mentioned in the written comments we have submitted to you. Since 95% of 
oak woodlands in our county occur on private lands, we fully support OSRC Policy 7(o) to encourage land 
owners to voluntarily protect oaks on their property, but we suggest that the county also implement a 
number of other non-regulatory options, which we spell out in our written remarks to you. We further 
recommend the creation and adoption of an oak woodland habitat ordinance, that places heavy fines on 
any party that removes over one acre of oak woodland without first securing permission to do so from the 
PRMD. Finally, our society advocates that any species and habitat policies and objectives already 
established in existing area and specific plans within Sonoma County that will be changed or repealed as a 
result of the GP2020, should be recognized in the GP and superceded only when greater protection is 
offered by the General Plan update. Thank you very much." 

--
Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Marshall. Scott, could someone over there - one of you folks - raise 
your arm when three minutes are up, so the speaker knows that it is time to begin to sum up ... thank you. 
Next speaker, please?" 

Steven Volker: "Good evening, honorable Chairman and members of the Planning Commission, my name 

7 

-

;.
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3 Steven Volker, I'm a lawyer, I grew up in Santa Rosa, and I currently have an office in Oakland. I 
epresent tonight the West Side Association to Save Agriculture, the Russian River Keeper, the North 

Coast Rivers Alliance, Bishop's Ranch, and a number of families that live in the west side area. I will be 
submitting detailed comments later in writing, and I will enumerate all the folks who I am privileged to 
represent tonight at that time, so as not to waste your time." 

"This evening, I'll limit my comments as best I can to three minutes. We have seven key points that we 
would like to make. #1, we believe that the draft EIR does not provide an adequate assessment of the 
impacts of Russian River gravel mining; it does not address the need to restore the Russian River and its 
adjacent stream banks and terraces to their historic ecological health and agricultural productivity. 
Although it mentions that the Russian River is impaired due to sedimentation and siltation, it fails to 
mention the significant role that gravel mining- both within the river and along its banks on terraces- has 
had in causing this degradation. I would refer you to Pages 4.5-9 and 4.5-17 and Exhibit 4.5-2." 

"My second point is much broader. We don't believe that the draft EIR provides the public with a 
reasonably broad range of alternatives. As your staff has explained, it has three alternatives. The plan 
itself which is currently in effect is the No Project alternative. You are then provided with a Buildout 
alternative and a Mitigated alternative. Review of those indicates that, in many respects! they are quite 
similar. For example, in 26 out of 78 impact areas, the Mitigated alternative has the same impact as the 
proposed project would. This suggests to us that the County needs to work a little bit harder to identify a 
true low growth or low impact alternative, so as to maximize environmental protection. Additionally, the 
alternatives examined are not compared with existing conditions, except the proposed project, because th
EIR does not explain to the public the difference between existing conditions in the county and the 
conditions that would obtain under the alternatives -ifs difficult for the public to ascertain the true impact 
~he alternatives, so we would encourage you to work on that." 

HThat brings me to my next point If you examine the cumulative impacts assessed in the draft EIR, you 
find that they are frequently very similar for all of the different scenarios; the three alternatives that are 
explored. We think this, again, highlights the lack of true diversity, a truly reasonable range of alternatives
which is necessary for an informed decision by the public, comparing alternatives that are available to the 
County.' 

"The next point, we believe that the draft EIR does not provide an adequate inventory of biological 
resources. It relies heavily on the California Natural Diversity database inventory, but also acknowledges 
number of omissions and inadequacies in that inventory. It relies, to a certain degree, on project-specific 
environmental reviews to take place in the future; however, in many cases, those reviews would not 
unearth the threshold information that are necessary to decide whether the County should adopt a high 
growth, a middle growth, or a low growth alternative. So we encourage the County to mass a greater 
database identifying biological resources, and to that extent, we concur in the comments by the California 
Native Plant Society representative, Mr. Marshall." 

"If I might sum up, we have three other quick notes. First, we would encourage you to engage in a more
extensive review of the potential impacts of global warming. There is rich literature out there which tells us
that there are very significant effects that should be considered by the planning community." 

"The sixth point is that the EIR does not provide sufficient information on the number of scenic highways in 
the county, with regard to existing and future levels of service. We encourage you to do that, particularly 
for Westside Road, Hwys 116 and 12." 

=inally, we don1t believe that the EIR provides an adequate assessment of ground and surface water 
supplies. As you probably are aware, there is a law in this state - the Urban Water Management Planning 
Act - which requires each county to adopt an urban water management plan. Yours was due in December,
2005, and the County apparently is remiss in not adopting that. That plan should be included in your 
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appendices to the draft EIR so the public understands the water supply and demand scenarios likely to 
unfold for this county. Obviously, that places the cart before the horse, if you are planning without knowing 
whether or not you have the water resources to conduct, or rather, buildout to the levels that are proposed. 
Thank you very much for considering our comments." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Volker. Next speaker, please?" 

Mark La Mantia: 'Tm Mark La Mantia_ 1r. I'm here representing the Good 
Neighbors Group of Sonoma County. We're addressing pretty much the Airport Transporation Element. 
Last November, we met with Thompson's representative, Woolsey's representative, the Town of Windsor, 
and the Airport. One of the key issues- well, two key issues - were noise and safety, and I feel that - we 
feel that - the EIR does not address, you know, the Airport Transporation Element very well at all. One of 
the things they told us would be done was a Part 150 Noise Study, which has not been completed, and I 
don't see how you can complete an EIR without this study. And we would love to see this study done, and 
they told us it would be done, I think it needs .... it's unacceptable to not have it in this EIR. We would also 
like to have one of our members as a ... on the study to see that the beacons are placed in certain places 
and things of that sort. Pretty much, we'll be submitting our written comments to you before the 17th_is the 
17th the last day? ... and I'm sure we'll have more than that, but I just wanted to .... this study was promised to 
us back in November, it hasn't happened, and we need it, and there is a noise problem, and a safety 
problem. Planes have been going down left and right throughout the state, so we need to address this 
issue. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Mr. La Mantia, would you answer one question please?" 

Commissioner Furch: "I just wondered if you have the name of the study?" 

Mark La Mantia: "Ifs a Part 150." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you. Next speaker, please?" 

Lisa Carr: . _ I'm here to talk about the draft EIR- two elements in 
particular that deal with noise. I believe it's quite pertinent to the gentleman before me, those would be 
Section 4.4 and the Appendix 7.7, to be explicit. Now, in reviewing these documents from the EIR, I 
noticed time and again, and I would urge ladies and gentlemen here today to look at the standard that's 
adopted here. Consistently, this noise impact report talks of 60 decibel Ldn ... that's an averaged value
night and day. And it's applied to many rural areas. In particular, I was interested in my neck of the woods; 
that's the 128 corridor. 60 decibels night and day, is actually a policy that has been evolved for urban 
areas with airport traffic, and you 1re applying this to urban areas. So essentially, you are asking the urban 
areas of Sonoma to accept airport traffic noise of a highly urban density. Is this what you really want in 
Sonoma County is my question, by adopting these average noise values. Average means you can have 
excruciating noise throughout the day, a couple of quiet hours during the night will negate that completely. 
OK? So just remember that.' 

"Secondly, measurements are offered in both these reports I mentioned-1970 measurements and 2002 
measurements, taken also on rural roads. Notably, in the 1970 measurements, most of these average 
measures again are over 60. The ones mentioned in 2002 are all miraculously under 60 decibels. This 
seems, to be the magic standard that I urge you to review critically for rural areas. And how can that be? 
It's gotten quieter? I mean, all my neighbors will tell me it is certainly is not. .. traffic noise-big trucks-in 
rural areas are one of the major complaints you 1ll here. So just by pure logic, comparing these 1970 
values to the 2002 values, I would say some people have to get out there and do proper measurements. It 
doesn't add up-the noise has gotten less ... and the projections, of course, now are it's going to even get 
less ... well, humph, it just doesn't stand to logic." 
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'Secondly, I was noticing as I was going through here ... what are the mitigation measures here? Again, 
rural areas. Well, the plan here that the EIR proposes is well, perhaps open space may mitigate all the 
increased noise-suddenly the word "increased noise" again. Where I happen to have my little house-I'm 
grape grower- on such an open space ... .it echos greatly in our area. But if you wish to mitigate with my 
property, is that funded? Question mark." 

"Finally, I have two more points to make. Cumulative noise: Traffic is talked about here, and indeed that 
is a major element. I must note, there's been increased noise by helicopters. Wineries operate with all 
their events. I live at the Napa County border. The winery that's going up there directly at the border 
makes a huge amount of noise and fight pollution. We hear from Calistoga the race tracks ... rural 
area ... that's not in the cumulative impact. The vineyard operations are also night and day operations. 
Nightime picking, the wind machines that go on are automatically-seems to be a lot of absentee landlor 
that have their wind machines on automatic, so they're not affected by it-and then finally, the Casino! The 
beautiful building structure that so fits into the landscape up in there in Alexander Valley ... that were getting 
night traffic. And then finally, the gentleman here was talking about if I compared the noise impacts that 
were discussed in the EIR vs. airport noise, vs. maybe a railroad - like a BART up here. I urge you to 
examine the logic of the findings of the EIR. They're saying that something to the magnitude of 15,000 
commercial flights - there are no commercial flights in Sonoma County right now - plus an additional 30 I 
guess private planes as to what's there now ... but this impact in terms of noise is not significant. And why? 
Well, technology is going to take care of that, because everything is going to get quieter, OK ..... let's accept 
that logic. 11 

"Now go on to the proposed SMART system. Well, that's going to be significant, so, I guess, maybe the 
mitigation here is to dump SMART and allow all these additional planes in. I ask you really, is that smart )
planning? So, I thank you for your time." 

David Keller: "Good evening, David Keller, speaking as Friends of the Petaluma River Council, and I will 
also be supplying written comments for Friends of the Eel River. First of all, I would like to ask that the 
comment period be extended an additional 30 days. This is a huge, complex document that will be in play 
for 20 years, and I think it's very important that the richness of intelligence and experience from the 
residents and businesses in Sonoma County be able to be incorporated effectively into this document, 
which will guide Sonoma County for 20 years, and I think an additional 30 days-in time to do that - is 
nothing in terms of the length of time this document will be in force. So I urge you to really consider that 
very carefully, and please extend the time." 

"I'm concerned about a number of things. I am going to focus on a number of things here. In LU-4(c), 
it says "assure that new development occurs only when it conforms to Policy CT-5(e) of the Circulation and .
Transit Element1 so that attempting to constrict or constrain development in rural areas, depending on d

infrastructure. And yet it says in CT-5(e), "review and condition discretionary development projects in the 
unincorporated areas to assure level of service objectives of Policy CT-3(a) are being met. And here's the 
problem statement: If the proposed project would result in levels worse than these objectives consider 
denial of the project, unless one or more of the following circumstances is met." .... "Consider" is language 
that is ineffectual. It should be "deny the project unless none of the three circumstances that are laid out 
clearly in the document are met." 

"Because there are a lot of cumulative impacts here that are not really addressed, and it's really unclear 
how the county intends to coordinate those impacts on infrastructure, such as 101. One mitigated negative 
consequence that's here is 101 capacity. And there is really no comprehensive approach to do that ;;u
When I sat on SCTA, that wasn't part of our mission. The cities each worked individually, and there was no 
3rger guiding hand. This is your opportunity to be that guiding hand that says j!Cities, if you want to use 

up capacity on 101, you are going to have to figure out where it's coming from, because it1s coming from 
some other city, or the county's ability to use that freeway- that circulation system- to deliver goods and 
people. There is no approach in this document to handle that. I'll finish up very quickly." 
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11 ln the Petaluma River watershed, it's water quality limited segment is the worse quality inflows into San 
Francisco Bay ... there's really no comprehensive program here that mandates cleaning that up. It's left to 
the RCD, it's left to the state board. The county should have a very active hand in this. There should be 
flood plain maps incorporated by reference into this that are actually up to date. Virtually every FEMA 
floodplain map in the country is at least 10 years out of date. The county's for the Petaluma River 
watershed are 1989, and some since then. By definition, not only are they out of date, but the base flood 
elevations are all too low. And they are too low in Petaluma by 1 to 4 Yi feet. The critical protection for the 
storage in Denman Flats, which is a critical piece of the flood protection for Petaluma, is not even touched 
by the County. There is currently a zero-net fill policy for portions of the Laguna, and that should be in 
place in every part of the county where there is downstream flood plain construction that is in jeopardy, 
particularly in the County jurisdictions in the Petaluma River basin. Not only zero net fill in the 100 year 
flood plan, but also zero increment in stormwater runoff, so that new construction in the County jurisdiction 
does not contribute to the flooding downstream that has serious impacts in the Petaluma 
watershed .... again, this is your opportunity to take advantage of that and put it in place in the general 

Ian." 

11There is no discussion of impacts of hauling the county's solid waste to the Novato dump, which, as you 
probably know, is undergoing an EfR in Marin. There are serious development project problems there
serious environmental impacts that have not been resolved, and yet, that is a target for solid waste from 
this county. That has serious impacts on the Petaluma Marsh water quality! wildlife habitat, and so forth." 

"Finally 1 I will leave you with this one. There needs to be an inclusion in here of the degradation of the 
Russian River's water supply to the point where the county has commissioned the preliminary engineering 
for what is now a billion and a half dollar water filtration plant, to be built in one of four locations at Dry 
Creek in the Russian River, to compensate for water quality losses or water access from Warm Springs. 
That- the impacts of what happens when you build a treatment plant -to taking care of the upstream 
watershed, no less the cost of operation and the cost of expansion than the cumulative impacts and growth 
inducing impacts of that need to be incorporated within this document. Royal Engineering documentation is 
all in the County's hands. Thank you very much." 

Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you, Mr. Keller." 

James Bouler: "I live at .... .., .... ~v•, vuun, in LarKne1a. My comments are centered mostly about the 
impacts on infrastructure in Larkfield, but I believe for the most part, my comments will have implications 
Countywide. The infrastructure in Larkfield is already stressed. Traffic on the Old Redwood Highway, 
River Road, and Airport Blvd. are at or near capacity during the morning and evening commute hours. The 
sewer system is nearing capacity. The water system is already beyond its capacity during peak days 1 yet 
plans are on the way to locate Sutter Hospital into Luther Burbank Center in Larkfield, which will greatly 
exacerbate the problems with all of the infrastructures. And Sutter is only the beg inning. It is certain that 
all of those medical offices and auxiliary facilities in the Chanate Road area will want to follow Sutter to 
Larkfield, and the general plan is proposing zoning changes to add an affordable housing combining 
zoning district, which will allow residential densities of 20-24 dwelling units per acre. That, again, will have 
a great impact on an already stressed infrastructure in Larkfield) and will not contribute to the tax base 
sufficiently to pay for the cost of providing the additional services and facilities needed. In the case of 
schools, sewer1 and water- the cost of expansion of those facilities to accommodate the added growth will 
fall as a direct burden on the residents of Larkfield. The cost should be shared equally by all the residents 
of the county, and not just the residents of Larkfield." 

"Affordable housing typically brings young families with school age children, necessitating hiring new 
teachers and expanding facilities to accommodate them. Yet no consideration has been giving to providing 
funding to the Mark West School District to pay for those added costs. That burden should not fall solely 
on taxpayers in the Mark West School District." 
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"Larkfield's sewer system is nearing its capacity. There are many houses in the old Larkfield area that ar:-
not connected to that sewer. Those houses should be connected before any consideration is given to _
adding new facilities, new development." 

"Water has become a major issue in Larkfield. We already pay twice what our neighboring communities 
pay for water. We're served by an investor owned water company. That water company requested 
permission to drill a new well in their rate case file in 2004. Our committee, the Larkfield-Wikiup Advisory 
Committee, was successful in getting the cost of the well removed from the rate base, but it will be back in 
the next rate case in 2007." 

"In January, Cal-Am issued a Will-Serve letter to Sutter Hospital, indicating that they would serve water to 
the hospital. They have since withdrawn that letter, and told Sutter Hospital that they do not have water to 
serve Sutter. Sutter will need to bring their own source of water. Cal-Am has issued three additional 
conditional Will-Serve letters, conditioned upon additional sources of water being found, or conditioned 
upon the developer providing wells on their own property." 

"So an assessment needs to be made as to how water is to be supplied to these affordable housing units, 
and who is going to pay the cost. As it stands right now, the cost would be paid for by the existing rate · 
payers in Larkfield. We do not want to pay that cost. Those costs, again, should be shared by the county 
at large." 

11 ln addition to that, the California Public Utilities Commission has ordered regulated water companies in 
California to implement a low income subsidy for rate payers. Cal-Am has applied to the Commission for 
permission to implement such a program. As it is currently planned, rate payers meeting the low income 
guideline would have the service charge reduced by $5.00 a month. The cost of that would fall on the other 
rate payers. As the county is bringing more affordable housing and, with it, low income families to 
Larkfield, they are also increasing the burden on Larkfield rate payers." 

Chairman Fogg: "Can you begin to sum up, sir, please?" 

James Bouler: "Those costs should be shared by all residents of the county. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "That was a very quick summation. Thank you. Next speaker, please?" 

Barbara Green, Rohnert Park and Cotati Creek Council: "I want to commend all you for your stamina. 
I worked on the general plan 20 years ago, and it's a killer. I would like to second David Keller's 
comments. We do need 30 days, particularly we're all absorbing the results of the flood, which were 
substantial in Rohnert Park, Cotati, and Petaluma. And finding out the myth of a FEMA 100 year flood 
plain is indeed a myth. It may be true in New Orleans, but it's not true here. So that information should o 
into the general plan, because it has profound implications." 

"Secondly, there's concurrently-SCWA- the Water Agency, is going through an EIR for channel 
maintenance, and my understanding- this is really a question for County Counsel - is that both the EIRs 
done by the County and both the planning have to be consistent. So I talked with SCWA staff about that 
They accepted our recommendation that we follow Santa Clara's EJR, which includes a groundwater 
element, because their rapid urbanization drew down their water table so far that their trees died and the 
creeks dried up. So we are hoping to learn from their bad example. It's not the issue of is-there or is-
there-not enough water, but they used GPS tracking to find out, if the ground is sinking, we're probably 
drawing too much water out, and we'd better stop so we'll recharge. It's very simple, and I believe that 
3CWA is going to follow that in the EIR. So the question is whether these two processes are tracking.' 

"Lastly, to be brief, we are videotaping this, so we'll try to get it on Santa Rosa pubHc access TV for those 
who could not attend this meeting. Thank you." 
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Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much." 

Greg Carr: "Mr. Chairman, while the next speaker is coming up - ifs not true that Barbara worked on this 
very general plan update." 

Daisy Pistey-Lyhne, Greenbelt Alliance: "I live at. ·- ___ -· -·· _ --, --···-. ___ 3, I'm here tonight 
representing Greenbelt Alliance, as the Sonoma-Marin field representative for the organization. Greenbelt 
Alliance is the Bay Area's land conservation and urban planning non-profit. I want to thank you all for the 
opportunity to speak to you tonight, and for you hard work, and the many long hours you will be putting into 
this process." 

"With the release of this DEIR, we looked forward to assessing the full impacts of the policies of draft 
General Plan 2020, and the impacts that it will have on the environment. However, the DEIR in its current 
form does not sufficiently evaluate the potential impact of development and growth that these policies 
would allow. First of all, the DEIR finds a huge number- at a minimum, 38- significant, unmitigated 
environmental impact after mitigation measures. CEQA, the California Environmental Quality Act, requires 
that the county make every attempt to mitigate these impacts to the fullest extent possible under law. The 
County needs to come up with more policies, programs, and mitigation measures that will act to preserve 
the special quality of life that we have here in Sonoma County from further environmental degradation." 

"Fortunately, many other counties have policies that have successfully worked to combat many of the 
impacts that we have in our own general plan, and these policies can be analyzed and potentially included. 
I look.forward to bringing these to you during this process." 

Secondly, and more importantly, the DEi R has utterly failed to provide the full scope of development that 
could be allowed under draft General Plan 2020. As pointed out by Commissioner Furch, there is no full 
buildout analysis that actually looks at all allowable development under the general plan. Because of this, it 
fails to disclose the full range and severity of the project's environmental impacts. The DEIR does not 
analyze the General Plan's full potential for growth, and thus, total impact on open space and habitat land. 
The DEJR's discussion of the potential impacts of growth are based on projections for the County only 
through the year 2020; however, there are no controls in place in the General Plan that would limit growth 
to these levels. CEQA requires that the project description be whole, and that both the proposed policies 
and all physical development that would be allowed under it that could possibly occur under the draft 
General Plan, be allowed. Such a description is feasible and legally required. What is the full potential for 
residential and non-residential development in uncorporated areas as allowed by draft General Plan? 
We would like the County to provide a full analysis of this. The County legally must analyze the full impact 
of its overall policy decision to improve the level and type of development allowed under the draft General 
Plan.' 

"When it's adopted, the draft General Plan will constitute a present commitment to future development in 
unincorporated counties, whether or not the construction that is allowed of particular projects is imminent. 
A county may not properly claim that it's Land Use Element is adequate as a planning document to inform 
the public and decision makers, while at the same time claiming that the allowed level of development is 
not realistic or will not occur during the time horizon for the plan, and is, therefore, is unnecessary for 
environmental review. Therefore, full allowable development legally must be analyzed in the DEIR. The 
failure of the DEIR to provide full legally required analysis of the draft General Plan's project is a liability to 
the County, as it leaves the document open to potential legal challenge and time delays. As we all move 
forward with this project, in the hope of keeping this moving at a reasonable pace, we encourage the 
County to address this issue completely before certifying the EIR, in order to meet all the legal 
requirements of CEQA. While the logical means of remedying the DEIR main deficiencies would be to 
review and recirculate the DEIR, we believe that many of its defects can be addressed by full analysis of 
the development and the inclusion of new and creative mitigation measures in the form of land use 
policies, programs, and changes. We look forward to working with you, the Commissioners, the Board and 
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~aunty staff to find innovative solutions to the problems of unmitigated impacts created by the draft 
General Plan 2020. As well, I would like to echo the concerns of several other people tonight in asking fo 
an extension of 30 days for the public comment period, as this is a massive document, and it's very ~
complex, and the public really serves as the watchdog for this public process. As people have jobs and 
many personal commitments, the time that it takes to go through this huge document - both the DEIR and 
the General Plan-is significant, and we hope that we can get more time to come up with creative solutions 
that really work constructively to criticize this." 

"In closing, we'd like to say the number of unmitigated significant impacts are unreasonably high, and we 
hope to find ways to mitigate them, and we'd like a full analysis of allowable growth and development. 
Thank you very much for your time. !l 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much. Next speaker, please?" · 

Brenda Adelman: HBrenda Adelman, I've been going to so many meetings lately I 
haven't had time to do justice to these two massive documents. When I got up earlier, I forgot to mention 
the most important thing about those letters I turned in and others you received asking for an extension of 
time to ... you know, there's just 2 Yi weeks left before the deadline, and there's simply no way .... it's so 
complex and so difficult to wade through all of these .... you know, someone seriously wants to spend time 
doing a very in depth analysis. The amount of time we have had just simply is inadequate, and I appeal to 
you to give us some kind of extension on that. 30 days would be fine - anything would be fine." 

'There's a lot to say, and almost no time to say it in. I made very many comments at the CAC meeting 
,bout alot of the inadequate and misleading information in both the plan and the EIR, and I enumerated a 
1umber of things. I would like those comments incorporated into this hearing as well, because I don't have 

time to repeat them all." 

11
1 had a lot of concerns about water supply, but I'm going to leave those for another time. I am going to 

submit written comments. There's simply a lot of misleading information, and I have a map here - I 
apologize that it got a little bit funky. I'm not sure your planning department has ever seen it. I started 
coloring the river and flood plain, but didn't get to finish that, so just kind of ignore that part. This is a map 
showing all the parcels in the Russian River County Sanitation District by the Sonoma County Water 
Agency, including 750 parcels they intended, at one point- whether they still do or not I don't know- to add 
on to the Russian River County Sanitation District. I'm going to submit this as part of the record. At this 
time, there's a strong push to ... weJI, there's a lot of talk in the EIR about failing septics, but to my 
knowledge, I didn't see any evidence talking about what strong evidence there is that this is indeed 
happening. I know there are septics that are out of compliance in the lower river, but I've never seen any 
strong data to indicate that the extent of the problem, and whether or not they are actually polluting the 
waterways. n 

"The Russian River County Sanitation District has serious problems. We've been tracking that for 25 years 
now. I could spend hours telling you many details about the history, of course, I can't do that, buL.and 
you'd probably be bored, but, at any rate, there are serious problems with that system 1 and the information 
in the EIR is very misleading. I'll give you a few examples. It said the dry weather flow is around 250. Well, 
that's an old number. Lately, it's closer to 400,000 out of a possible 700,000. There's been a lot of 
conversion ... while there hasn't been a lot of growth in the river, there's been a lot of conversion of summer 
cabins to full time use, and that's had a significant impact. I'm not sure if that was addressed or not, but, at 
.,ny rate, a friend of mine saw this sign on a property that had about 70% slope, completely wooded, not in 
.1e sewer district- but right next to the sewer district.. .. says "could be opened up to get pleasant view (now 

all you get is the trees). I'll leave this as part of the record too. Then it talks about how it's next to the 
sewer system but would have to be annexed." -

"Now, we have serious problems with mudslides. I just went home the other night on River Road, and ther, 
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was a huge mudslide on River Bend covering half of the road. If someone had been driving by when that 
happened, they could have been killed. This is happening more and more in the Russian River area, where 
people are disturbing the ecosystem, and we are having more slides. I haven't had enough chance to 
study the policies to see how this situation is dealt with, but, as I recall when I was working at the 
subcommittee level, it was very inadequate and that was one of the concerns I was expressing." 

~I know, probably my time is up, and I just want to mention a couple of real quick statements here. Policy 
l..mitigations are weak and no means provided to measure compliance. And reliances on unfunded projects 

o mitigate growth, and the EIR should correlate parcelization to proof of adequate water. Again, ifs just 
these projects- these paper water promises - that have no meaning in real life. And just one quick 
statement about the water situation .... the EIR talks about annual use, and it doesn't look at seasonal use 
and the problems we have with adequate water supply in the summertime, so if you give the average 
numbers and the annual numbers - those things don't give you the true meaning and the extent of the 
problem. Maybe as I read more of the document, I'll find it's addressed somewhere. But those are the 
t ings that I am going to be looking at, and I'd like those entered into the record. 11 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you Brenda, and we will incorporate your comments to the CAC." 

Greg Carr: "Brenda, could you leave the map with us? Thank you so much." 

Chairman Fogg: "We1ve been asked to have a five minute break, so we will be back in five minutes." 

Break 

Chairman Fogg: "Can we resume the hearing, please? Please take your seats!" 

H. R. Downs: "I am president of the OWL Foundation, which is open space, water resource protection, 
and land use, and, first of all, I would like to thank all of the Commissioners and staff for putting a great 
deal of time and effort into what is really an enormously complicated document and effort. It's really 
something, and I know you all get the big bucks for it...so anyway, this is very good. We will be submitting 
some written comments for you that will be specific, and somewhat voluminous. Right now, I just have a 
couple of very short things to say. First of all, I would strongly urge you to consider tacking on at least an 
extra 30 days for comment period. This is a very complicated set of documents. A lot of people have day 
jobs and can't go through it all, it takes a lot of considered time and effort to think about these things to 
produce quality comments, and I just think you get a much higher quality response from the public if you 
re able to do that." 

"Another thing that kind of shows how difficult this is, and Mr. Volker had referred to this earlier - the 
Urban Water Management Plan, which is mandated by state statute - is late, and this is the water figures 
for everybody. The Water Agency, all of the contractors, and the public, is being denied these figures. To 
be able to comment on the Water Resources Element, for example, is nearly impossible if we don't have 
these figures. The statute states that the Urban Water Management Plan has got to be out by cities, and, 
in this case, SCWA is being the contractor for it, every five years ending in 05. So, December was the 
date, and they are not going to have it. According to the general manager of the Agency, he's ... (END OF 

APE) .... we'd be flying blind, but remember- the contractors know what those figures are, and the Water 
gency knows what those figures are. We would be denied those figures. That's a very crucial thing, I 

think. And it underscores just what is going on here in the 21st century, water is not like it was in the old 
days. It's not like it was in '89 when this current general plan was put together! We're going to be looking 
at water issues a lot more in the future. This isn't some choice; either we do it now and we get our act 
together, or it's going to be forced upon us later on. There are many ways to solve these problems, and 
they are not difficult. There are 167 localities already in California that already have groundwater 
management plans, just like the AB3030 style plans, and I think that's what we are going to be seeing a lot 
more of. When we talk about development or growth, in the old days, it used to be development and 
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growth. Today, you have to think of this as water demand. Can we supply the demand? We're going 
have to start looking at it in that type of an equation. Thank you very much for your time, appreciate it. ":...J
Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you, Mr. Downs." 

Jane Nielson: "I live on Burnside Road, near Sebastopol. I'm here to represent Public Employees for 
Environmental Responsibility and the Sebastopol Water Information Group. both PEIR and SWIG will 
submit written comments on the draft EIR. I have a PhD in Geology from Stanford University, and for 25 
years I worked as a research geologist for the U.S. Geological Survey. I have already sent 
correspondence to the Planning Commission asking for extension of the comment time. It's a very 
complex document, it's very difficult to relate the parts of the EIR to the Elements, and I believe that the 
public and I, myself, need more time to look at this document and to comment on it." 

"I will just start by stating that the basic EIR information has to be correct before impacts can be correctly 
addressed. Unfortunately, this EIR, although it's quite an improvement - it talks about a project and a 
general plan that is far superior, I believe, to the old one- contains many incorrect or insufficient stateme~
or assertions and has significant missing information in many areas. Global warming impacts, of course, is 
a huge one, and it's not there at all. The water use estimates have been mentioned. There are also 
incorrect statements about groundwater data. There are many groundwater data that are available. Jn the 
files of public agencies, SWIG and OWL and other groups have obtained many of these documents. 
There is actually quite a lot of information about groundwater that is out. The County is now having 
groundwater studies done by USGS Water Resources Division, but only the first ones are done, and the 
big one for the Santa Rosa Plain will not be done until probably 2009, at the earliest. I'm in touch with Eric 
Reiford, who is managing that project, and as far as I know, the USGS part hasn't actually gotten 
underway yet. We cannot base future plans on something that's not coming down the road until 2009." 

"The data on impairments - the 3030 D Impairment by nutrients of the Laguna de Santa Rosa, is missing~c:
from this EIR, because the data that are used are too old. There are recent listings of impairment, and we :
believe that's going to be continued.>' 

"On geologic hazards there are many problems also, and I'm just going to list a few of them. Soil failure~ 
are linked only to expansive clays, but there are many other factors, including slope steepness and water 
saturation, that cause soil failures. Roads cause soil failures, and road mitigations can bring those kinds of 
failures way down to lower impacts than are listed. Many issues on geologic hazards required are lumpe 
together requiring different policies that need to be separated. For example, the DEIR assumes that 
earthquake and flooding impacts cannot be effectively mitigated unless the impacts from the most extreme 
events can be eliminated, and this is simply not true. That's not a conservative way of looking at it. The 
more conservative approach would be to establish required policies that significantly reduce the future 
impacts on future construction for the higher probability, low impact events, and support upgrades to lower 
impacts on older constructions, avoiding flood zones and major earthquake zones." --... 

11 0n the other side, the EIR states that there should be no construction within 50 feet of any fault, whether 
it has moved in the past 1, 2, 5 million, 30 million .... years or older, which doesn't make much sense. That's 
far too restrictive. So this EIR shows me that there is not very much professional geologic input, and that 
certainly is required under CEQA There should at least be professional geologic review to separate out 
and separately classify the kinds of geologic impacts. That way, many more can be mitigated. Thilnk you 
very much." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much, Ms. Nielson. Is there a next speaker, please" 

Stephen Fuller-Rowell: "I live at . ~I. I am speaking 
this evening for the Sonoma County Water Coalition. This is an organization that came into existence after 
the Citizen's Advisory Committee completed their work on the Water Element of the General Plan update. 
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We came into existence in March 2004, and we now have 32 organizations, with a combined membership 

rn
of over 27,000 concerned citizens. We will be submitting our comments on the DEIR in writing before . 

ch 171
h; however, we do feel that an additional 30 days is needed for the comment period. The 

 paration of the DEIR itself was promised to us on many occasions, and that date- that promised date-
 s pushed back for many, many months. So the preparation of the document itself was given many 

ens ions. We should be given an extension in the time that we have to respond to it." . 

"There are many defects in the EIR, and some of these defects may be so serious that it needs to be 
resubmitted. The DEIR is commenting on policies that were developed by the Citizen's Advisory 
Committee, in the absence of key information, particularly about water. On water supply, both the General 
Plan update and the DEIR assume that additional supplies of water will be available in the future from the 
Russian River. The general manager or chief engineer of Sonoma County Water Agency wrote to the 
contractors - the people that the agency supplies water to-in August of 2003 telling them that they should 
not depend on that water, and that additional water was insecure. Additionally, in May 2004, the draft 
supply agreement between the Water Agency and the contractors suggested that contractors should 
depend for up to 40% of their peak water demand from other sources; conservation, reuse, storage ... but 
most particularly, groundwater. This is going to affect groundwater. This is the second document that 
came out after the CAC completed their work. The third document - a very important document - was the 
Kleinfelder Report, which came out in September 2003, several months after the CAC completed their 
work on water. The Kleinfelder Report, for those that are not familiar with it, looked at three unincorporated 
areas of the County: The Joy Road area, Bennett Valley area, and the Mark West area. They found clear 
evidence in all those areas that there was significant declines in groundwater levels. So, while for our water 
supply, we are going to be more dependent on groundwater ... groundwater is shown to be in decline in 
many parts of the county." 

"Fourthly, the Grand Jury, in May 2004, recommended much more upgraded water planning in the county, 
and these recommendations were rejected. The area of water exports was not addressed in the DEIR. 
Water exports were mentioned in the General Plan update, but the environmental impact report does not 
look at this. We believe that the policies recommended or developed by the CAC do not adequately 
address the potential environmental impacts of additional water exports. If Mr. Davidge comes here again 
looking to export more water to San Diego or somewhere else, we don't believe that language effectively 
addresses that potential mitigation." 

"Many of the mitigations that were rejected by the CAC were considered unfeasible. The Department of 
Water Resources have provided contradictory information there. We will be submitting our language to you 

L-2!h· 
when you address the Water Resource Element, and we will submit our comments on the DEIR by March 

Thank you so much for letting me speak to you this evening, and have fun with the process." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Next speaker please?" 

Caitlin Cornwall, Sonoma Ecology Center: "Two points: We would add to the list of people asking for a 
30 day extension- considering the amount of time that it took to see the El R, we could use some more time 
to go through it. Second point: We were very much involved in the prior CAC process with riparian policy · 
with riparian setbacks and all that, shaping up to continue to be an extremely hot topic. It would really help 
the process if there were accurate numbers in the EIR that state how many acres are actually going to be 
affected by the draft policy. The acreage figure should reflect two factors. One is that the draft policy only 
affects new construction and new agriculture, and does not affect existing uses, and fact #2, that there are 
many parcels in the county that are not developable, not buildable, and will never have a vineyard on 
them .... we've had huge acreage numbers being thrown around in sort of a war of words, and that will 
continue unless there is a credible number that is associated with this EIR, so I ask for that." 

Chairman Fogg: ''Thank you, Caitlin. Are there any other speakers please?" 
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Brock Dolman, Occidental Arts and Ecology Center: "on Coleman Valley Rd. I wasn't planning to 
speak, but couldn't help myself with all this juicy stuff tonight. And Brenda brought up a point that I would 
love to ask staff, on behalf of my desire to save trees. In the CAC process, I submitted some volumes of 
paper - I don't know where the stack ends - if we are allowed to request it, those documents are made part 
of the EIR process - I would love to do that, that would be great. I would have to go find them again." 

"A couple things, I guess I resonate with the comments on water, so I don't need to repeat them. 
Considering, from what I gather, that this is a self-mitigating document, and the EIR supports the goals 
and policies and such to do that, there's a number of instances in my written comments I'll submit hopeful! 
by the 30 day extended comment period, that detail these out. Places where the EIR supports a certain 
policy that says "this mitigates this impact," and then, when you get into that detail back in the draft 
General Plan, there is language that says we'll "promote" something, or we'll "encourage" such and such, 
or we'll "support" that...and it strikes me that the language "Promote, support, and encourage" vs. "it shall 
be done," or 11 it will be done" is a little wiggly, and I am not sure that it can be justified as -that language 
can be useful as a mitigation, unless you are going to strengthen that language, so I would support a 
thorough evaluation of that relationship between the two documents." 

"Say, for instance, in one area that I was tracking that has been mentioned tonight - I think it was Water 
-

Resource Element 4.5.4 in the EIR- talks about runoff rates regarding agricultural land and such relating to 
siltation and sedimentation section ... proposes that basically, on slopes above 35%, there would be runoff 
types of mitigations, and that it is listed as a significant unavoidable impact. This strikes me, based on the 
significance criteria that are fisted in the Water Resources Element~ one of those has to do with Land Uses 
must basically mitigate their peak runoff impacts, and that's all land use, not just agriculture land uses. So 
why we would put a limit on runoff mitigations for slopes above 35% and not below-in fact on any 
slope-I'm not sure why there is a percentage thing in there- I mean, I can understand it maybe in other 
sectors, but from a policy perspective, and as someone who does slope stabilization, erosion control, 
groundwater recharge type of work - it's a lot easier to mitigate runoff on a less steep slope than on a 
steeper slope, for many of the reasons that Jane Nielson just brought up earlier, and, ironically, I think 
some of the unavoidability that's perceived there, if slopes were managed in such a way where that 
surface water was spread out, slowed down, and sunk into the land in appropriate ways to augment 
groundwater recharge, retain sediment in situ, we can improve water quality. We can decrease flooding 
downstream because we are taking the peak runoff off of the runoff .... it seems to me that we get a bunch 
of creative win-win benefits that Daisy was mentioning, and could get at mitigating some of this impact. 
Every watershed in the county as far as I can tell, except for maybe Salmon Creek, is 303D listed for 
sediment impairments and salmonid issues, and we've had salmonid listings subsequent to the 
development of this document that further requires us to look more closely at these kinds of things, so 
that's just one case study, and I know that the VESCO process is there to mitigate those things, but I don't 
think it adequately does that." 

Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you Mr. Dolman, next speaker, please?" 

Scott Stegman: " .., . , :>I. I wanted to start by commenting on one of the 
implications of a self-mitigating general plan, and that is: A general plan is not a discreet project, and when 
you do a self-mitigating EIR, it creates a loop that reaches back into the policies. My concern is, you're 
both the closing of the public comment period, and the first staff recommendation on Page 11, is that you 
complete the DEIR hearing, close the DEIR review period, and ship it off to the consultant to begin working 
on the FEIR. My comment is, if you are going to be spending months going through the actual elements 
themselves one by one and adjusting the policies, you are concurrently or simultaneously adjusting dozens 
Jf the mitigations in the EIR. So, however you want to handle the comment period, it makes no sense to 
me to initiate final preparation of the El R when the basic project and document will remain in motion for 
months to come. You could have a final EIR, and by the time it's in print, it's already out of date because 
of policies that were changed in the General Plan, which were presumed as mitigations in the EIR. So I 
think there needs to be - however you want to handle the comment period itself - I think you need to step 
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I hack and logistically decide how you want to make this process work in some way that will be effective for 
l__ibe public and for you." 

"Secondly, I have some concerns that in a number of places there are policies, as a previous speaker 
noted, that are not binding. A general plan policy can be optimistic, it can be well intentioned, a mitigation 
for a declared unmitigated or significant impact has to be enforceable, and has to address the problem. 
You cannot mitigate an impact by saying "someone should consider doing something." It is not a mitigation
under law- it won't stand. With that in mind, there are a number of those in the Water Resources Element, 
which is the first one I've started going through. In addition, there are areas in the Water Resources 
Element where they offer mitigations, and then say there is a significant and unavoidable impact. ... and 
that's allowed, but before you get there, you have to prove that not only is there a significant impact, but it 
is infeasible to mitigate it. Not that it's awkward, not that it's painful. .. not that there is going to be grinding 
of teeth .... but infeasible doesn't simply mean inconvenient - it means infeasible-that is, financially 
infeasible, structurally infeasible, legally infeasible .... there are a number of cases where the EIR did a good
job of assessing impacts and concluding that there were problems, and then balked at taking that final 
step, which is saying "You're going to have to bite the bullet. You're going to have to impose stronger 
policies than already expressed in the EIR," and unless you can demonstrate that those policies are 

. 
impossible to do - are infeasible - you need to go there. In most cases, the document does not 
demonstrate or explain why further mitigation is infeasible. It just says it is; we can go this far, no 

L
more-live with it. And again, that is not adequate under CEQA. If it is infeasible, so be it. .. you can make 
that policy choice. But first, you have to establish that." 

"Lastly, there are errors that f think fell between the cracks, and this will be my last comment- I saw that 
look, and I knew what was coming--and that is, as the EIR was done in sections, some issues tended to 
fall between the cracks, and there was an assumption, because different staff people and different 
consultants were doing things. And one example, which is both a water quality issue and a hazardous 
materials issue, is the question of contaminated sites underground, leaking underground storage sites, 
superfund sites, brown fuel sites, and so on. They are not addressed in the Water Resources Element in 
any way, the Hazardous Materials acknowledges, them, but, ironically, does not discuss any impacts 
associated with that. The specific thing I am concerned about is, the combination of well drilling and 
alterating the pathways of existing contaminated plumes. This is a source of high concern with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board in a number of areas of the county. It is not on the radar in this EIR, 
and I think, either in the Hazardous Materials Element, or, preferably, in the Water Quality Element, you 
need to address how well drilling, even in a Class 1 area of sufficient volume1 can not only redirect the 
movement of a plume, but can end up contaminating a well that appears to be very good - very strong, 
very sustainable ... and yet, within a matter of weeks, may be permanently fouled because it relocated a 
plume. I'll submit other specific comments, but, as I say, I think by and large, with some specific 
exceptions, the analysis is very good. I am concerned about how some of the mitigations were designed or 
not provided for." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much. Next speaker, please?" 

Jamie Zukowski: .. "Board member of the Knights Valley - Franz Valley Residents Association, which has 
been an agricultural and resource conservation district with zoning regulations that property owners have 
depended on since 1978 in our Franz Valley Area Plan. This agenda this evening is the first notice that 
our association and residents have received that there would be changes inherent in the General Plan 
update to the Franz Valley Area Plan. We ask that the specific changes that will take place, inherent in this 
General Plan update, be provided to us in writing, so the property owners are aware. I know that this 

eeting is for the draft environmental impact report, but certainly, any changes to the Franz Valley Area 
Plan will have environmental consequences, and we need to be informed. Because three times the 
number of people that have attended this hearing have had to leave and have not been able to participate, 
I reiterate the requests of others, that another public hearing be scheduled, so the public is fully involved. 
Thank you." 
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Yael Bernier, Dry C.reek Valley Association: "I live in Geyserville, and I just want to further reiterate an
reinforce the need for at least an extra 30 days in order to really be able to review this correctly, and do a J
good job. I do feel that all the delays make it so it really should be granted. Thank you." 

Veronica Jacobi: "I am speaking on behalf of the Sierra Club. We are submitting these comments for the 
record on the DEIR and General Plan 2020. The Sierra Club finds the draft EIR inadequate in addressing 
climate protection and energy. We appreciate that the Board of Supervisors is a leader in setting goals for 
climate protection. How will the EIR thoroughly address a plan for reaching adoptive climate protection 
goals? We encourage futher additions, or complete climate protection and energy element be adopted, 
modeled on the draft plans Marin County and Humboldt County, to thoroughly address climate protection, 
air quality, and energy. Climate protection is even more urgent that scientists had previously thought. 
Sierra Club has adjusted its priorities to acknowledge this. We encourage the EIR and General Plan 2020 
process to guide us to the year 2020 and beyond, and preserve our Sonoma County environment for 
future generations. Since CEQA was adopted, climate protections concerns have grown significantly, and 
global warming has huge impacts on environmental quality. Air quality, energy, and greenhouse gas 
emissions are all interlinked. The childhood asthma rate continues to increase, and climate protection and 
lack thereof has very significant impacts on air quality and and water supplies. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you, Ms. Jacobi. Next speaker, please?" 

Al Wood: "I Hve at . ----, I am going to be a refreshing heretic. There is 
an urgency in the General Plan update process. The existing plan, with all it's quirks, was better than none, 
but must be improved. If the draft EIR expense is to be justified to our taxpayers, and I believe it is, it is 
recommendations of mitigation alternative measures and policy additions should be adopted. CEQA 
compliance requirements would confirm this decision. It is unfortunate that the draft General Plan 2020 
includes 47 significant environmental impacts, and 38 remain after mitigation. Also distressing are the 
significant unavoidable impacts that would deserve further examination. In spite of these deficiencies, any 
revisit to the General Plan 2020, as our environment declines, is not warranted. I believe this DEIR is 
obviously thorough and reasonable, and should receive your endorsement without alteration or delay. 
reserve further comments for the General Plan." --

Chairman Fogg: "You are a refreshing heretic, sir. Any more speakers?" 

Kathleen Solaris: 'Tm a resident of Oakland and Sonoma County. I simply wanted to remind everyone 
that we just had an international bike race that went through Marin County, Sonoma County ... all the 
remarks that kept coming up from the cyclists- we had four international, the very best cyclists - and they 
all said it was one of the most beautiful places that they have ever ridden. We are really lucky to live in this 
precious, beautiful place on this earth. It is truly one of the most beautiful of all. And I feel 20 years is a 
long time before we come up with the next set of ideas. Therefore, I think with the documentation that has 
been done, with all the work that you have done, and with the work of all these folks and many others that 
we don't even see, but have spoken through their letters - I really ask you to consider giving us an 
additional 30 days to continue to make comments. 30 days is a terribly short time, but I think it is a 
reasonable request, considering the amount and the voluminous number of pages one has to go through. 
Thank you all for your help, it's very appreciated." 

Don Howland: ,,_ ., , . I want to address the issue of water again. I know it's 
been addressed several times. How many of you like good neighbors? We have some neighbors up 
1orth - Mendocino County .... Lake Mendocino, as I understand, Sonoma County owns 90% of the water in 
i...ake Mendocino, is that correct? Does anybody know that? That's how I understood it, since they funded 
the majority of the construction of rt. At this time, I believe the Eel River system is undergoing some kind 
of studies on the salmonids, and so, we will not be getting, at some point, the same amounts of water from 
Lake Pillsbury. Obviously, our water is a big issue. I don't know how many of you like to talk to older 
people that have lived around here for a long time. I know a man who came out to Redwood Valley in the 
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20's. He said when he came there, they had a 12' deep well on the back of the property, and in the 
summer time, the water was 61 from the top. When my parents bought the property in the middle SO's, I 
remember going down and looking into the well, and at that time is was 36' deep. In the summertime, we 
would go down with a flashlight and look to see if there was enough water just to do a load of laundry. The
water tables are dropping. This same man also told me that some of the individuals in the area could not 
get into their vineyards to do any ground work until June or July. That's how wet the soils used to be. So 
with all these houses going in, I think it's really an issue to look at affordable housing. I know the state 
mandates that a certain amount has to be done. I know Sebastopol was rather aggressive on some of 
their ways. I don't think they were really within their legal rights all the time, but the opposed Ghilotti's 
construction there below the Palm Drive Hospital, and they finally gave the land to the City and said 11you 

 
ake it, we don't want to fight with you anymore ... " and so I just urge you to really consider seriously this 
ssue of water and growth, because it's real. The water tables are dropping, and they are getting 

[]contaminated, so that's basically what I have to say." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Howland. Next speaker, please?" 

Helen Bates, Sonoma Mountain Preservation: "We have members from the Sonoma Valley, Petaluma, 
Glen Ellen, and we basically encircle Sonoma Mountain in the southern part of the county. I really have 

ne comment which is the request for a 30 day extension. I personally haven't had time to review the EIR. 
We have several areas of concern within it, so I echo that plea for more time. I happen to be living on top 
of an unmitigated environmental impact, which is called a landslide, which has closed Sonoma Mountain 
Road for a month and a half, and I am a little distracted and hand haven't been able to study the document
and I know that winter is a difficult time for many of us, so please consider the extension. Thank you." 

Loretta Antolino Brocco: "I have a piece of property at _ . __ . " . Thafs the 
smallest little spot that you have on one of the maps outside, so, what I really wanted to start off and say, 
with all the discussion that you have on this EIR, that you don't forget Cloverdale. All of you know, my 
family happens to have been in Cloverdale for many, many years ... and there used to be hardly anyone 
there but a resort town. And as you know, new homes have come in, all of our wells on McCray Road on 
one portion were at 30'. I just got through putting in an 84' one because mine just dried up, and the rest of 
them in my area are also pretty well dried. It happened right after two dozen wells got put in by Cloverdale 
to offer water to the new development at the south end of town." 

'So, I actually have four concerns. One is water level, and I hope you do look at this for the whole county. 
also have a piece of property in Petaluma, that I don't worry too much about water there. For Cloverdale, 

I do worry for water. Secondly, flood control. We haven't had a major flood in Cloverdale since the SO's, 
and we were left off the tv, but all of us had somewhere between 4-9 and 10 feet of water that covered our 
buildings this year, because the river totally went over the edge and flooded us out. And J never have had 
flooding on our property until new development happened on the other side of the road, and there's a lot of 
cement that covers property, so I hope when you look at your plan, that you consider what is on it now, 
and when you think about what your'e going to put on it, how you are going to allow property available for 
loodwater. Thirdly, noise- every year J have to appraise my property because of my senior mom, and 

very year I get frustrated with what's marked on the appraisal because of the noise from the freeway, 
which used to be my uncle's ranch 1 and so I hope you pay attention to noise. Lastly, and most importantly 
m my heart, are history of our county and artifacts that I know we specifically have a tremendous amount 
of indian artifacts of McCray Road, because I have quite a bit of them at my house that I collected when I 
was young. I hope that you don't just arbitrarily allow big developments to come in without seriously looking 
and seeing what types of artifacts are there, and are preserved for history for our children to know about. 
Thank you. 11 

Chairman Fogg: "Any other speakers, please?" 

Kathy Pons: "I am a member of the Valley of the Moon Alliance, and also the Sonoma County Water 
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Coalition. We would like to ask for a 30 day extension on the comment period to help us look this draft 
EIR over. And what I have noticed in what I looked at is that a lot of the mitigations that are marked less 
than significant are because of the implementation of the draft GP 2020, so it seems to me that the No 
Project alternative would add many, many more significant impacts to it. And I would also encourage that 
the policy language be used in the draft EIR or in the draft General Plan be of a stronger wording than just 
"we'd like you to," or "would you please," and that these policies would be implemented and enforced, so 
that we could count on this General Plan to become a guideline for what the county will be in 20 years. 
Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Ms. Pons. Any other speakers?" 

Bob Anderson, United Wine Growers: "I will submit written comments by the deadline. It is a 
complicated document, and takes some time to think it out, but I will make an effort to do that. I just come 
forward to underscore - maybe a good omen, I'm not sure! but December 4, 1986, when the Planning 
Commission met on the 1989 plan for the first time, the room was overilow capacity at that time as well, 
so ... they started out that way, and ended up, I just want to note, Les Perry, George Mertans, Les Meyer, 
Alan Nelson and Gary Mills did the yeoman service to knock down some major issues in the county, and 
landed a document that .. I have been listening tonight, and there are lots of comments appropriately made 
for the 2020 plan, but people remain happy with what was crafted and we know as the 1989 plan, and 
thafs the bedrock for us. And just one process where substantive question .... I'm not a lawyer, but I do 
have some concern .... I don't quite understand as this policy, or this document, is a review of policies-it 
recommends new policies, and by my count, there are 29 new policies or revised policies made, and even ·
after the policy, you still remain significant unavoidable impact. I don't quite understand you add a policy 
+hat doesn't get you anywhere, and what good is that policy putting it out there if it hasn't gotten you up 
Jver the top of the hill and gotten rid of that significant unavoidable impact? So I'll leave at that, and 
submit written comments." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Anderson. Are there any other comments? Okay, we need to continue 
this hearing until - let's determine which day, and let's determine when we want to have it, morning, 
evening, or afternoon .. Is March 15th OK?." 

Deputy Director Barrett: "We don't know without talking to the Clerk's office if the room at the Board of 
Supervisors would be available, but it generally is available during the day, and probably at night. We 
would have to confirm that, unless you want to ... " 

Chairman Fogg: "Would this room be available as a back up?" 

Deputy Director Barrett: "I believe so, for the day time. But I would have to check. Wednesday mornings 
we usually have this room booked, but I have to check." 

Greg Carr: "I just wanted to say that, in the anxious moments at the beginning of this meeting, I kind of 
ducked in here and heard that you had decided on March 15th at 1 :00, and I went back out to the folks that 
were standing in the almost rain and announced that, and a bunch of people left. I do think there1s at least 
some folks who are thinking it's going to be at 1 :00 on that day. Now, I did not commit to any location, and 
I said, as far as we knew, it would be here, so I think you are OK here. Again, we'll double check on the 
availability of the room, but I think that's what several people are expecting." 

leputy Director Barrett: "We certainly can post notice here if it's over there, and there if it's over here, to 
. nake sure that people are aware of the meeting location. We can also post notice on the internet site. If 
people have access to the internet, they can check that. Those who have the notice, have the phone 
number for staff and can call if there is any question they want to confirm the meeting location. 

Chairman Fogg: "We also have 5 people who signed these little cards and who did not speak, so can we 
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call them or write them appropriately, so they specifically know what's going on?" 

Deputy Director Barrett: "Yes, I think we can:' 

Chairman Fogg: "OK, so ifs the 15th7 Timing is the issue. What's the Commission's pleasure?" 

Commissioner Murphy: 11To be real. .an anarchist.. .there are both people who can't come in the daytime 
of can't come at nighttime .... I would actually, if it was necessary, work towards a split session that would 
work both through the earlier part of the day and then into the early evening, to accommodate those who 
are just getting off work, even if we had to take a little break. I would leave that to my fellow 
Commissioners to talk about, but, as far as I am concerned, I am available both times. 

Chairman Fogg: 11Would you suggest starting at 3:00?11 

Commissioner Murphy: "3:00-5:00 and then a half hour or an hour break and then 6:00-7:30 or so, so we 
can accommodate those who needed to speak. Plus, we may want to reserve part of the afternoon time 
for our own selves, and reserve the remainder of the evening of the time for the speakers that were 
necessary then for ourselves as well..." . 

Chairman Fogg: "any other Commissioner thoughts?" 

Commissioner Furch: "It's equitable .... l'm betting that we won't have a cast of thousands at 3:00 on 
Wednesday afternoon, so ... we'll have a long break, possibly." 

Chairman Fogg: "Commissioner Sponamore?" 

Commissioner Sponamore: "It doesn't exactly accommodate Mr. Carr somewhat...' 

Greg Carr: .. "Oh we can be available to people at 1 :00 here, and let them know that it might be two hours 
later, but l am sure there are some people who are going to come at 1 :00 expecting to speak, and we can 
make efforts to notify them, but whether we can get to them all.. ... " 

Deputy Director Barrett: "Mr. Chairman, you might want to consider starting at 1 : 00 and having a longer 
break." 

Chairman Fogg: "Sure, why don't we do that." 

Commissioner Bennett: "I don1t care for long breaks, if it's two or three hours ... it's a matter of us 
commuters have to sit around. I mean, I don't mind you taking an hour or something off, but meeting from 
1 :00-3:00 and then coming back at 6:00 is not convenient." 

Deputy Director Barrett: 'TH buy you dinner." 

Chairman Fogg: "Jennifer offered to buy you dinner .. no, I can understand." 

Commissioner Bennett: "I think we're just trying to make pretzels out of this, and I think it is just a 
question of either have a daytime meeting or a night meeting, and I am happy with the night meeting. 

Commissioner Furch: "My only concern with the night meeting is there are people who have been told 
1 :00. I think that there will be more people who would respond favorably to a night meeting, because look 
at the turnout we had tonight. It's because people can ... 11 
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Greg Carr: "I think all we can offer, clearly sense the Commission wanting to go that way ... staff can be 
here at 1 :00, and we can do what we can to notify people by the web and other ways, but we weren't out 
there taking names, so it's not going to be possible to call everyone who might or might not come back. 
That's how I would propose we deal with that if that's the way you want to go. We'll be here, we'll make 
ourselves obvious to folks, and we'll ask people and let them know what was decided." 

Chairman Fogg: "On my role as Louie Brandeis, what would happen if we convened at 4:00? So be it!" 
We will continue to keep the public hearing opened till 4:00 with DEIR comments only .... 

Counsel Hurst: "What you will be doing is continuing this meeting with the hearing opened, and it would 
be to give people who have not spoken and opportunity to speak. It won't be another opportunity for those 
who have already spoken to speak again.: 

Chairman Fogg: "Correct- that's a good point." 

Deputy Director Barrett: "but written comments .... " 

Counsel Hurst: ... "again, written comments are always·welcome 

Chairman Fogg: "OK. Anything else we should discuss the next 12 minutes? Please" 

Commissioner Furch: "I would like to discuss the request that has been made multitudes of times about 
the extension of review time, and perhaps staff time could tell us what the down side of doing that is ... why 
would we not do that?" 

Greg Carr: "Couple of points. I guess, to me, on the practical level, the downside is that it will delay our 
preparation of the responses to comments, and there is going to come a time in your deliberation when 
you are going to want to have those responses in hand .... and I think the earlier that you can get that, the 
easier and better information you are going to have for your policy making. You're going to have it anyway 
at some point in the process, but, that's the biggest downside. I think for a practical side, from our 
standpoint, is we expect it to take several months to do the responses and have them reviewed by all the 
staff, counsel, and everbody, so .... and our Board has said their goal is to have this in front of them in the 
Fall, so .... you know, we are mindful of all of those aspects of this." 

"Just from a ..... I know Counsel has looked into the legal aspects of this .... CEQA does s_ay you should not 
extend it beyond 60 days. They don't say you cannot, they suggest that you should only do so when there 
are unusual circumstances. Obviously, that's the Commission decision, whether this is unusual.. .. f look at 
other EIRs and parallel situations is that it is very untypical to ever go beyond 45 days, and we have 
already committed to the full 60 days from the outset.. .. so, I think ... while people are struggling with a big 
document, we certainly understand why people want more time, but we1re sort of urging you to stick with 
the 60 days and let us get the EIR done. And again, I think that if you heard a lot of the testimony tonight, 
if I had to draw some numbers on the testimony tonight, what I heard was about 20% comment on EIR 
and about 80% comment on general plan policy. I know that people want to tie those things together. It is 

important to do that, but the sooner that your Commission can begin to wrestle with the policy issues in this 
general plan, the sooner people are going to be able to actually get in here and talk about what they want 
to see, and the sooner some of the promised ideas about how we can mitigate can come forward. I think 
there's a benefit in getting to that part of this process as quickly as possible ... ! sort of agree with Al Wood, 
· .,e only guy that I completely agreed with. 

Commissioner Furch: 11
1 just wondered, because, well two things: One of them if that extending the 

comment period won't change our ability to proceed through the general plan; that's going to happen 
anyway through the policy statements, so that's really not an issue. Secondarily, my experience, at least 
with the CAC's process, is that we could have a little more time than we know! It was just so common a 



theme, I thought we should take it up, at least respectfully .... " 

Chairman Fogg: uMy position on this is that I was going to take it up when we closed the public hearing." 

Commissioner Furch: ... "Oh, I'm sorry!" 

Commissioner Bennett: "At this point, we still have 17 days left as I understand it on the comments, so 
really, asking for 30 more days ... the implication was from tonight...we actually have 17, so we are really 
spreading the difference on another two weeks .... So I think the other thing that a lot of people, perhaps, 
don 1t fully understand, is that this document (unintelligible) with about 11 all this big in the General Plan -
about 40 pounds worth of documents that we are going to be going through, and the public comment on all 
of that is going to continue through the summer and into the fall. So we are only really talking about, when 
we are talking about public comments, we are only talking about regarding the EIR, but not regarding the 
general plan. So I think that's got to be real clear." 

Commissioner Fogg: "Again, I would prefer to resolve this when we close the public hearing. Any other 
issues to come before the Commission?" 

Commissioner Murphy: "I have two questions. One, twice tonight, the Urban Water Management Plan 
was addressed, even though that is outside of the EIR. It piqued my curiousity .... my assumption is it's a 
"wink and a nod" process ... any ideas of what to get it close to being done at the time it is "required by the 
state?" It seems there is a lot that goes on. Do you have any idea what goes on there? 

Greg Carr: "Not directly, I know that the gentleman testified based on his conversation with the Agency, I 
assume is correct. I know the agency is working on this, but they have some estimate of when it's going to 
be done. I think it's good maybe to clarify that it is the Sonoma County Water Agency, not the County of 
Sonoma-that's doing the Urban Water Management Plan. It's not within the jurisdiction of Sonoma 
County. I don't know why it's delayed, and maybe we can find out for you by the continued hearing date if 
you would like, but other than that, I'm afraid I don't know the answer." 

Commissioner Murphy: "And the last one is more of a comment to the people that came tonight. I 
appreciate you all. You saw us all probably writing names down and comments down. It's very frustrating, 
the years that I spent down in your position, kind of asking questions that never got answered at the time 
you asked them. We wrote those questions down - they wrote those questions down. We listened. They 
will be answered. It's hard to not get the response right back, but that's part of this part of the process. 
Later on, when questions are asked outside of an EIR, we will take your questions personally whenever we 
interests it the most, and we will take it and incorporate it into our questions to staff. So your questions, for 
the most part, will almost always be answered, it just won't come immediately in situations like this. But 
thank you for coming and bringing them to us. 

Commissioner Furch: "I was personally ecstatic at the turnout; there are a lot of communities where 
people don't care, and one of the reasons that our county is like it is is because so many people take the 
time to care." 

Greg Carr: "And 40,000 notices. 

Commissioner Fogg: "Any more comments from the Commission or staff? Then I will close the hearing, 
and it will be continued till March 151

h at 4:00 p.m. Thank you." 
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Action: 
Resolution No: 

Transcript of hearing on DEJR that was continued from February 28th. Addresses of speakers removed 
for confidentiality purposes. 

irman Fogg: I'd like to call to order, please the Sonoma County Planning Commission, March 15, 2006, 
fvteeting #06-008. Be courteous, please ... if you have cell phones or pagers, we'd appreciate it if you would 
turn them off please. Is there an approval of minutes?" 

Greg Carr: HNo minutes tonight, Mr. Chairman." 
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Chairman Fogg: "OK, is there some correspondence?" 

Greg Carr: "Yes, Mr. Chairman, a couple of letters that I placed before your Commission are related to the 
General Plan update, but were just general letters commenting on the process, and they didn't hit the General 
Plan or EIR per se, but just wanted to make sure that you received that correspondence, since it was mailed to 
you. Also in front of you are some information pertaining to your meeting next week, which is the first public 
hearing on the update dealing with the Public Safety, Public Facilities and Services, Air Transportation, and 
Noise Elements. What you got is the agenda for the meeting, as well as the public comments that have come 
into us so far on those four elements. So you'll have those a week ahead of time. At that meeting on the 21st 
we will also provide you any comments that come in over the next week of so, so that at least at the meeting, 
you will have all the written comments that have been submitted.' 

"In those comments, you also have a copy of the transcript - or portions, I should say, of the transcript from 
the February 28th hearing, which was an EIR hearing, but during that hearing, a number of people made 
comments about the General Plan itself, so we excerpted those comments for those four elements, and you 
have that as well. I believe that's all the correspondence I have." 

Chairman Fogg: "And the meeting you are talking about, is Tuesday March 21st ... one week from tonight, but it 
will start at 6:00 p.m. in this room.' 

Greg Carr: "Mr. Chairman, before you go on to the next item, you asked me to make sure everyone was 
aware that at last week's workshop, the Planning Commission extended the environmental impact report 
review period for an additional 30 days, and that means that written comments on the EIR will be accepted 
until 5:00 on April 17th at the PRMD offices. You basically have another 30 days to plod through that 
monstrosity and provide your comments to us. In addition to the February 28th public hearing, and in addition 
to tonight's comment period, you've got that remaining time to provide written comments. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you. Any questions on these issues for staff? Okay." 

"It is at this point that the Planning Commission invites anyone in the audience to address the Commission on 
items that are not on the agenda, but are affairs of the County ... items that are not on the agenda. Items that 
are not on the agenda ... would anybody like to approach the podium? Would anybody like to approach the 
podium ..... seeing none ... " 

Someone in audience: "I don't understand the question''. 

Chairman Fogg: "Who was speaking? Oh .... as a regular part of our agenda, sir. All right, please come 
forward. Again, sir, the groundrules are that it is an item that is not on the agenda-not agendized. May we 
have your name and address for the record, please?" 

Jim Love: Well, that's a little vague, but you can flag me ... my name is Jim Love. My wife and I live at 3280 
Westside Road in Healdsburg. We've been involved in the issues that are related to this meeting for six years 
or so. 

Chairman Fogg: "Is your mike on, sir?" 

Jim Love: "I don't know ... I can talk louder. Is it on now? Six years we've been fighting this, discussing this, 
being involved in this .... don't doubt our sincerity, or we wouldn't spend six years in this manner. We've spent 
on legal fees approximately $120·125,000 dollars ... hard earned money, hard earned money, and we have a 
purpose. We're not going away. We've had hundreds of meetings, we keep our mouths shut and we listen, 
we've talked to as many professional people as we could find, we've had environmental engineers - two on our 
staff- all voluntary. We've had two biologists, and numerous other people that have had experience in this 
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\ biologists that are of some repute. We noticed that we do the research, we don't see the research being 
c... ..... 1e on the other side. We see it's the County vs. us, and, if nothing else, we don't see the objective. We 
wonder who are the constituents ... whose representing whom? We just look for the facts, don't confuse me, 
give me the facts. We don't see that. We feel discouraged by that. We hear growth, growth, growth. The 
lady from Sacramento Board of Supervisors come on recently ... she shocked us completely when she made an 
impassioned plea of the value of gravel. "We are in a constant, never ending battle which will never end .... it's 
county vs. county, it's dog-eat-dog-gravel is it, and we have, in the form of the gravel here that we all know 
about, a national asset, and we can't let it get away." There was no negative comments to that comment, 
which was just said off the cuff. In that little diatribe, there was no mention of water, and how it relates to this 
entire issue. We see a valley that's being destroyed, and it's being destroyed just as surely as we are sitting 
here. Who's watching over the aquifer? We don't observe anyone observing it. We observe it-we do the 
various testing that we can, we're looking for the facts, we don't profess to be any authority-we're just trying to 
get to the bottom of the entire issue. We would love to have someone tell us the aquifer is safe for a long, 
long period of time. And all the people that use that water are then protected. We have no evidence that that 
is the case, and we sure as shooting we know what can happen as we study this." 

"You and the supervisors- the way my mind works-you work for us. Us meaning all of the people that are in 
this county, and, again, we are taxpayers. And we pay a lot of taxes! As long as we make sense, and are not 
wasting your time- and we do make sense, that has to be noticed and observed. We're here for the common 
good. The DEIR is, in our opinion, in our specialist's opinion, is woefully lacking in what it doesn't say. We 
know what it does say, and what are omissions. There is no discussion of any length of any value in terms of 
gravel mining and what that does and doesn't do. There's no mention of alternatives ..... " 

Cliairman Fogg: "Mr. Love, the agenda item tonight is the DEIR." 

"''"• Love: "I respect that" 

Chairman Fogg: "Okay." 

Jim Love: "All right, the DEIR, in our opinion is woefully deficient. The subject will be explained in another 
form." 

Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you. 11 

Jim Love: "Gravel mining is involved in that and we have many things to say on the deepness of it and the 
protection of the aquifer ... it's unchecked. Nobody measures how deep gravel mines are going. We know, we 
are out there and we walk it. We know what's going on. The wells, the depth and quality of those wells is not 
checked. We check them, but nobody else has ever checked them, because we asked! Nobody is monitoring 
those wells and offering us any assurance - all of us- that there is an area of protection there. As to the 
General Plan, and I'm about through-as far as the General Plan, that's impossible. There's no way there 
could be a General Plan now, and to tie up this county for fifteen to twenty years, or whatever it ends up being 
- there's that's -you have to do the research before you can make any decisions! You have to know what's 
going on. There's no urban water management plan. It's not an objective study, because there hasn't been 
any study involving the population trends, environmental issues, and the things we know. We were horrified to 
hear one of your group mention, when you were challenged, as well what about the urban water management 
study? And the answer was, that's recorded - we can handle that with a wink and nod. I hardly call that 
research - with a wink and a nod .... we'll be back, we'll be in court. We're not going away, and you can never 
cl 1bt our sincerity. Thank you." 

Cnairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Anyone else want to discuss something that is not on the agenda?" NOT in 
the DEIR?1' 

Stephen Fuller-Rowell: "I would like to speak very briefly about two items that are not on the agenda. My 
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name is Stephen Fuller-Rowell, I'm with the Sonoma County Water Coalition. The first item is, I would like to 
thank you very much, on behalf of the Water Coalition, for extending the comment period on the DEIR. It is 
much appreciated, thank you. The second point r would like to make is that one of the first elements you will 
be considering starting next week is the Public Facilities l;:lement. The Public Facilities Element includes 
language on package treatment plants. We've spent many months researching and working on language, and 
we would like to give you language that the Water Coalition has worked on, approved, and I'm delivering it to 
you ... 1'11 give it to Scott." 

Scott Briggs: "Give it to Sue.'' 

Stephen Fuller-Rowell: 110K. There's seven copies here, - five for the Commissioners and two others. 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Would anyone else like to speak on issues that are not on the agenda? 
OK ... a couple of housekeeping points here, please. This will be a continuation of the previous public hearing. 
What that means, is that those who have already spoken are registered, and we have your words, and you 
have had your "kick at the can," as my mother used to say. Due to a potential scheduling issue, one of the 
calendars indicated that this hearing would be at 6:00. One of the other schedules indicated it would be at 
4:00. Therefore, if we have completed the public hearing before 6:00, I will simply take a hiatus, and we will 
reopen at 6:00 if someone shows up and wants to speak, so that everybody gets the opportunity to be heard. 
OK. I remind you of what Greg Carr said: Our objective, if we can, is to complete the public hearing tonight 
and move into Commission deliberations. If we can't do that, we will schedule additional hearings, but if we 
can do that, we will close the public hearing. You can still provide comments in writing through April 17th, and 
those comments will be given due consideration. Any comments or questions from the Commission? 
Allright..." 

Greg Carr: 11 Mr. Chairman, if I might.. .. ! think Scott has a couple of brief announcements regarding ways to 
contact us ... we have our hotline up and ready to go and a couple of other.. .. 

Scott Briggs: "Yes, if I could through the Chair. ... while we have as many folks here as we do, I would like to 
give a couple of announcements. One, as we mentioned at our last meeting, that staff was endeavoring to get 
a hotline set up that people could call in and get information regarding upcoming meetings and agendas for 
those meetings - at least what the key topics will be - we have that in place now. The number is 565-8354. 
That will always start with a statement as to when this was last updated, and will go on to explain what the next 
meetings and topics are. So that's in place as of today." 

'The other thing I wanted to say is that I demonstrated the website on the General Plan at the last meeting at 
our workshop. I indicated a couple of things we were working on, so let me give you a status report there. 
One thing that we were working on was to get copies of the side by side policy comparisons ... for every 
element that we have prepared for the Commission's benefit, pages that showed existing General Plan policy 
on one side and proposed General Plan policy on the other . .we'll put that on our website, and if you go to the 
home page of the General Plan website, under the link right near the top called Planning Commission Review 
Process ... that's the one I demonstrated last time that takes you to a matrix that allows you to get to afl of the 
various staff reports and so on. You can now go there, and it also lists the elements in the order that the 
Planning Commission will be considering them, and you will see right there on the first column a link to all 
those policy comparisons, so I hope that will help the public." 

"The last point I wanted to make is that we are still working and endeavoring to get better quality land use and 
open space maps available on our website. There are some technical difficulties there associated with the size 
of these files, and the ability to have the average person who may not have very fancy internet access able to 
open and download these things, so it may take us another month or two to get those done. If people really 
need maps, they can come to us and buy copies of maps, but we are still working on that. Thank you very 
much." 
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irman Fogg: 11Thank you, Scott. I received 15 of these little things that people want to speak. One 
~"'' 1tleman filled out two ... can I see a show of hands of the number of people who would like to speak?· 
Okay ..... slightly more than 15. Can I ask that you keep your comments to four minutes, please? That way we 
can move right along. First speaker, Mr. Cooke, would you like to lead off?" 

Charles Cooke: "Charles Cooke, Sonoma. Planning Commissioner, First District. It's kind of fun looking at 
you guys face to face, rather than trying to see you from the side .... I don't know if it is an improvement or not, 
but what the heck .... we'll take whatever we get.1' 

'The people on the Planning Commission have heard some of my delightful comments about El Rs previously, 
but that doesn't mean I won't repeat them here. There is one thing I think that we have to put in front of us 
that all ties to the EIR and General Plan. We're talking about the future. We're talking about fourteen years 
from now, and we are all trying to predict what that is, and what we can do about it. I will read you a couple of
quotes, which I think apply. It says "if history has anything to teach us, ifs that despite all our efforts, all our 
best or worse intentions, despite our touchingly indestructible faith in our own foresight, we poor humans can 
actually not think ahead. There are just too many variables, and, so, when it comes down to it, it always turns 
out that no one is in charge of things that really matter, " and I would suggest to you that the EIR examines a 
lot of things that don't really matter when you get to dealing with what we have to deal with. There is one other
American philosopher's comment that I think would be useful-actually, two from him .... "the future ain't what it 
used to be," and a second comment, "it was deja vu all over again/' that famous Yogi Berra, and how right he 
is. What we are confronted with in reality is we are going to have 50-60,000 more people in Sonoma by 2020 
according to the estimates that we have. That means we are going to have more cars, that means we are 
going to have more demand on the water, that means we are going to have more demand on electricity, that 
rn.eans we are going to have more demand on schools, roads, and the entire infrastructure. And we're in a 

tion in which that's what we've go to deal with. It's not a question of whether we want growth, it's not a 
q~.;stion of whether we don't want to do this. The question is, when we are confronted with it, you've got to do 
something, and so our job -your job-basically, is to come up with something that has some bearing, one 
hopes, on what we will see in 2020. This EIR, as I say, Yogi Berra's comment applies particularly - deja vu all 
over again." 

"I have some problems with EIRs in general, with ... the economic impacts and the kinds of things that they are 
recommending ... and this EJR is no different. As I said kind of crudely, in the EIR of gravel mining, this is the 
same kind of thing that has a diarrhea of facts and a constipation of analysis. You can illustrate that best 
when you look at some of the things in there, which, if they had any understanding of the economics of this 
County, they would not be saying these things. They are talking about an expansion of vineyards by 2020 of I 
think some - I forget the exact number right now, but let's say 20,000 acres. Whatever it is, they don't 
understand what the economics of vineyard business - the winery business - is. To think that we are going to 
have a 27% expansion of vineyards in 2020 is living in some dream world that doesn't exist. We had vineyards 
go down the tubes this last year because there were too many grapes and not enough buyers. Of course, I 
suppose if we have this enormous increase in population, and figure out that each person is going to drink a 
bottle of wine a day, they indeed we will have a 27% increase in acreage for vineyards. Somehow, I doubt 
that that's going to be the actual outcome. So, throughout the document, again and again, the data is not 
examined. There's a lot of discussion about sedimentation in the Russian River caused by erosion from 
agriculture, be it vineyards, or whatever. There's no data whatsoever in there-which there can be. We've had 
a vineyard ordinance now for I think five or six years. And the people in the Agricultural Commissioner's office 
can tell you, I think, how many vineyard actually have an erosion problem that went into the rivers or streams 
around that vineyard. If they can't, if they don 1t have all of it, then there's also something called the North 
c~.,.~st Water Quality Control Board, who has been knocking people for such things as getting erosion into the 
r We also, of course, have district attorneys that have gotten into that issue also and taken them to court, 
sv ll would be nice to have something in this EIR that says, in checking all the sources "this is how many 
instances of erosion we actually had in the past five years," rather than make the statements they make in this 
EIR. I could go on forever, as you know, about these things, because my problem is - where you can get 
data, get it, and use it, and the data is available in many cases here." 

 

 

1-

I') 

d-



Sonoma County Planning Commission Minutes 
Date: March 15, 2006 Page:6 

"The second thing is, how about presenting the data in something you can actually understand? How about a 
chart or a graph? How about something like that, rather than these columns of figures? Come on, gang- you 
ought to be able to do that! I have many more comments, but I'll write 'em, baby. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Charlie. Our next speaker, please? Anybody can come - come on down!" 

Jack Soracco: "My name is Jack Saracco, I'm from Healdsburg. My family has been in the farming business 
for over a hundred years. I'm third generation - fourth generation is coming right along behind me. I had a 
bang about what Charlie had to say there about sedimentation of the river, and he's 100% right in my opinion. 
There would not be hardly any - I agree- J don't think agriculture put any of that mud down the river, if they did 
it was very little. Right at the present time, if you had a washout on your ranch - Dennis can go along with me 
on this- you can't do anything about it unless you go to about five agencies, and you still may not get any 
relief. To buy nice clean rock here that came out of the hill in Santa Rosa, and fix up your banks - they don't 
allow you to do it! So what do you do-you let it wash. That's something that you people have to look into, I 
elieve. Now I'm going to go back on some of this that maybe has been reviewed before me, but...inadequate 

assessment of Russian River gravel mining. f think you people have got a lot to look at there, who1s at fault 
about what, and how long it should go on. After all, we had a ARM plan in 1980, that went on for ten years and 
they kept doing what they were doing. Then we had another ARM plan in 94, I believe. It was put into use, and 
they still are doing what they were doing before - terrace mining, and to me, that's wrong. It affects are water 
supply- just as an example, there is approximately in my figures, and I think you can go along with this -
there's about 1,000 acres of mining pits out there right now, and about 80-90% of them are already silted in 
with overflow from the river. We had one happen this year just simply because the water got into Pond 4 
simply because the levee was not put up there in time to be ahead of the floods, and it got in there anyway. 
Now, that affects our water system. My property is right next to these pits out on Westside Road, and I've 
farmed on both sides of the Russian River. I've been around here since 1934 when we moved here from San 
Francisco1 and I've seen what goes on in this river. Ifs a beautiful river, but it's been changed around quite a 
bit. I think what they did in past years in the river gravel bars was a good thing. What they are doing now is 
wrong. Evaporation, as an example of approximately 1,000 acres of open pits-I'm not a hydrologist, but I'd 
like to know how much water just went up into the atmosphere - sucked right out of those pits. We are talking 
about acre feet of water, and I'll bet there's a lot of them went up there." 

"One other item I would like to discuss is the fact that we have roads that are beautiful drives, and you are 
looking out on the countryside, and what are we looking at.. .. scenic ... .from certain roads and streets .... well, 

 anyway, they left out Westside Road. Westside Road's got at least a half a mile of just bad views of the river 
and what's going on near the river, not necessarily the river itself. Charlie made a few comments about what 
you people have a lot to look at, and I agree. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Next speaker, please?" 

Mike Sandler: ''Good afternoon, my name is Mike Sandler, and I am with the group Community Clean Water 
Institute, based in Sebastopol. I have submitted some written comments previously to the Commission on 
February 281

h and again yesterday, March 14th, and so I am just going to summarize some of my comments 
that have been submitted to you, but they will be in the record as well. In my written comments, I mentioned 
issues regarding the Water Resources Element, riparian zones and the importance of setbacks, the forest 
conversion issue, which the Board of Supervisors took action on yesterday, creating a new timber conversion 

dinance, and other issues, but in my few minutes here right now, I would mainly like to focus on climate 
protection and the issue of climate change in Sonoma County. CEQA requires that an EIR address 
environmental impacts, and the environmental impact report would cover the relevant environmental impacts 
of a project. At this point, there is very little mention of climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, even 
though) over the past several years, every jurisdiction in Sonoma County has passed a resolution to quantify 
and reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. Many of those were unanimous decisions by city councils, and 
the Board of Supervisors, by a large majority, supported taking action on greenhouse gas emissions. The 
issue was largely overlooked, perhaps because of timing, by the Citizen's Advisory Committee, but, we, and 
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eral other groups that you may hear from today, believe that greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
""· .dnge are an important environmental impact that have been recognized by the County, and the County has 
already incorporated policy addressing this. Therefore, the DEIR should include greenhouse gas emissions in 
its analysis. We also believe that there should be an alternatives analysis done on the General Plan, which 
would assess the implementation of various ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and that this would 
provide your Commission and the Board of Supervisors the information with which to approve an EIR on the 
General Plan. The County greenhouse gas emissions inventory is currently available at the Climate Protectio 
Campaign website at www.climateprotectioncampaign.org. It would be important for the EIR to incorporate th 
information from that emissions inventory. There is also a lot of technical information available at the County 
Waste Management agency, which has been doing a lot of work on this issue as well." 

'THE PCL- Planning Conservation League- is a group in Sacramento, and they believe that greenhouse gas 
emissions are currently covered by CEQA as an important environmental impact. In my written comments, I 
also recommended that an alternatives scenario be put together to analyze the impacts of greenhouse gas 
emissions and alternative scenarios where greenhouse gas emissions could be reduced over the next 15-20 
years." 

"Lastly, we believe there should be a new goal, which would read as follows: Reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions in the County 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Next speaker, please?" 

Ann Hancock: "Good afternoon, I am from the Climate Protection Campaign, and I want to reinforce many of 
the ideas that Mike has just talked about. The last time we did a General Plan update, f don't think that 

ate protection was even on people's radar screen, but now it is imperative that we include it in this General 
t ..... 11 2020. Many people - many scientists, believe that if we do not take action now, that as time goes on, it 
will be too late. Carbon dioxide- the main greenhouse gas- stays in the atmosphere for 100 years. This means 
that we have to act now. Sonoma County has the boldest greenhouse gas emission reduction target in the 
nation. If we do not have our General Plan in conformity with this policies that have been set by all nine cities· 
in the county, it just shows fragmentation of overall effort. As Mike pointed out, the opinion that we got from 
the lawyer at the Planning Conservation League is that CEQA already requires that climate protection be 
included in EIRs because it is an environmental impact. If our General Plan does not include this- the draft El 
does not include this - then it would be inadequate. So we urge you to include this in the draft EIR, and I want 
to just say a few other remarks from a draft that I have - we will be submitting written comments, that some 
impacts to include in the EIR are rising sea levels and increased flooding that will impact our coastline and low 
lying areas, temperature changes and alterations in precipitation patterns that will impact agriculture, air 
quality, water quality, and water quantity, as well as our biotic communities-all of these have serious impacts 
of course for Sonoma County and should be addressed in the draft EIR. Marin County is doing it in their draft 
EIR, so it gives an example for other counties that are pursuing this important area." 

"Climate change and energy are related, but not synonymous. Energy efficiency does not yield a reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions, and therefore, does not necessarily address the problem of climate change. 
Therefore, while it is important to address energy efficiency- which we can see in the draft, and energy 
resources, these by themselves are insufficient for climate protection. Scientists say that greenhouse gas 
emissions must be reduced by at least 60-80% from 1990 levels to avert the worst impacts of climate change, 
and in Sonoma County, between 1990 and 2000, our emissions increased 28%. You can see that we have a 
long, long way to go. Echoing, once again, Mike- we recommend that the General Plan 2020 explicitly align 
vvi+t, the county climate protection goals set by the County of Sonoma and all nine cities, and a specific goal -

we have other language for policy statements - but a specific goal to include in OSRC would be to reduce 
~· .... onhouse gas emissions from all sectors of the county 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Ms. Hancock. Next speaker, please?" 
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Julie Pollock: "I am the property owner at Mill Station Road in Sebastopol. The east side of my property 
adjoins the Atascadero Marsh, through which runs Atascadero Creek. This area between Occidental Road to 
the south, and Graton Road to the north, is also called the Graton Wetlands. This is a small area with 

 
development already surrounding it. I, along with a number of my neighbors, are eager to see this wetland or 
marsh area protected- ideally, managed and protected as a low lying wetland marsh for bird, amphibian, 
reptile, and plant habitat- as a groundwater recharge zone, and as a connecting corridor for migrating animals. 
It's a valuable natural resource, especially with the Atascadero Creek as an integral feature. The creek is a 
part of the greater Russian River system, and if the creek is properly restored, would be a salmonid stream. 
The Atascadero already has Coho, and historically, has been home to Steelhead. There are two additional, 
briefly, areas here that I would like to stress. One is that this marsh is both part of an contiguous with the 
scenic resource area or scenic resource unit, and, secondly, that because of the immediate proximity to the 
Graton Wetland of a number of concerned neighbors, it would be very easy to establish a monitoring program 
for the marsh. As an older man in the neighborhood, who has lived there in the area for most of his life, said, 
"there is no better use for this property than what it is doing now." Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much. Next speaker, please?" 

Yael Bernier: "I live on Canyon Road in Geyserville. For 30 years, my husband and I have been growing 
grapes and a farm market garden as well. I was involved in attending the General Plan CAC meetings from 
the beginning, and it's been a long process, and I commend both the planning department and the Citizens 
Advisory Committee for such long, hard work. However, I do feel that there are areas in the document that 
has resulted where we can further the goals of protecting Sonoma County agriculture, and, therefore, the 
agricultural industry in Sonoma County. Sonoma County grapes and wines are world renowned. Over the 
years, the grape growers have worked hand in hand with the wineries to produce a fine product. As the grape 
production and the number of wineries have increased, the potential to continue producing world class wines 
continues. But, in order to sustain this relationship in production, there needs to be some definition of policy in 
the General Plan 2020 to assure that our land will continue to be economically viable in the production of 
grapes. We are all too aware of the pressures for the development of agricultural land. We must provide policy 
that will help us maintain their agricultural use. 2.5 of the Agricultural Resources Element policy AR-5(a), 
states "At least 50% of the agricultural product being processed is grown or raised on site or in the local area, 
and that the processing use is proportional to the agricultural production in the local area." 'Local area" is not 
defined. There is a footnote - 51- on Page 4.8-25 of the DEIR, and it reads that "local area has further been 
interpreted to mean Sonoma County." Unless it reads Sonoma County, it can be interpreted as Sonoma 
County, Napa County, Lake County, Mendocino County .... even Lodi or other California counties! If "local 
area" means Sonoma County, then let us write it as Sonoma County in the DEIR as well as the General Plan 
2020 document." 

7
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11 During the CAC meetings, Tamara Boultbee, a Citizen Advisory Committee member, wrote a letter titled 
"agricultural processing alternative." It is referred to, also, as a footnote 52 on Page 4.8-25 ... Ms. Boultbee 
wrote a letter asking that the committee consider increasing the local area portion of products processed in 
Sonoma County from 50% to 75%. In order to substantiate my argument for changing our required 
percentage from 50% to 75%, I spoke with many local growers and winery owners. Everyone agrees that that 
would be a healthy percentage for Sonoma County. The Executive Director of Napa County Farm Bureau, 
Sandy Ellis, also said that it works well in Napa County, even though Counsel here said that it didn't work and 
that it would be hard to monitor. I also spoke to winery owners and growers in Napa County. They all agree 
that it works." 

11A required 75% Sonoma County grapes makes good sense. Imported grapes might be less expensive, 
but allowing wineries to process large amounts of imported grapes degrades the partnership between wineries 
and grape growers, it degrades Sonoma County1s reputation for producing great wines, and it degrades 
agricultural lands by converting them into facilities that process imported grapes, and permanently, it takes 
that same land out of agriculture. Over the years, the growers have seen winery grape contracts been broken 
and prices chiseled down because grapes from the Central Valley area available at lower prices. We've seen 
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'Jes still hanging when the winter cold forces dormancy. If we had a weak regulation regarding importation 
• ...c is 50% from the local area, our agricultural lands would have difficulty remaining economically viable. The 
percentage of grapes required for new winery permits should be a 75% minimum. The 75% minimum will 
additionally curb the confusion that occurs when labeling wine as "bottled in Sonoma County." Policy AR-
5(g) ..... " 

Chairman Fogg: "Can you begin to summarize, Mrs. Bernier? .... " 

Yael Bernier: .. "Yes, I'm just about finished. Policy AR-5(g): Local concentrations of any separate agricultural 
support uses, including .... well ... actuafly, I'll just summarize .. .that's the policy where we talk about 
concentrations as far as the approval or non-approval of permit applications ... I believe that the 75%, again, 
would limit that problem that happens in terms of concentrations and overconcentrations on our prime 
agricultural land. The DEIR refers to the 75% requirement as a viable alternative policy to help reduce the 
loss of land to processing facilities on Page 4.8-26. Finally, by increasing that same percentage, we will 
decrease the chances of importation of the Glassy Winged Sharpshooter, the Vine Mealybugs, the Grape Leaf 
Skeletoniser, and other such pests. Last week brought news of another incident of the importation of the 
Glassy Winged Sharpshooter. All these pests have the capacity to 'hitchhike' into Sonoma County on bins full 
of grapes. Please give consideration to strengthening Sonoma County agriculture by adopting a policy that 
requires wineries to crush 75% Sonoma County grapes. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you. Next speaker, please, and may I remind our audience of the four minute rule, 
please?" 

"'~I Rydman: 11You would remind them now .... Del Rydman, from Kenwood. I'm a representative of the Valley 
1e Moon Alliance. The DEIR makes an attempt to try to determine the impact of the General Plan proposal 

Lt • • Jnges on ag production and ag tourism facilities between now and 2020 by estimating the number of acres 
of grapes to be planted, and then calculates the processing plants necessary to take care of the grape 
harvests. Valley of the Moon Alliance feels that this estimate is low, and based on the information that we 
have obtained in our study of Sonoma Valley, the DEIR forecasts for the Sonoma Valley Planning Area 
currently has 24 ag production visitor servicing facilities will grow to 43 by 2020- or almost 100% in that valley. 
Our study, provided to the Commissioners last year, was done in conjunction with the Sonoma Ecology Center 
of Sonoma Valley Citizen's Advisory Committee, and looked at the actual parcels in Sonoma Valley of high 
probability of becoming ag production and tourist facilities. Just in case you've lost the study in the ten binders 
of data that have been provided to you, I have made you another copy and will leave it with you today." 

"The Sonoma study area was a little larger than the ninth planning area, which is Sonoma Valley, but its 
trends and its results are worth review and consideration. We examined 50% of the ag regional in Sonoma 
Valley, or about 331000 acres. We focused on 792 parcels that had easy access to the major roadways. We 
did a site observation on each of those parcels, and a survey form for each of those parcels. The study 
summarized the data into three development scenarios: A full buildout, 20% buildout, and a 20% buildout 
using the current 2020 General Plan policies that were in place at the time. A key 2020 Update policy to 
establish an ag concentration definition was key to that study. Even with this policy, the study indicates that 50 
new ag production and visitor serving facilities - which is about 16% higher than what the DEIR is suggesting 
will occur -without the concentration definition, there would be 75 new facilities, or 74% more ... and, for heaven 
sakes, if we went to full buildout, with no concentration policies in place, we could end up with as many as 362 
new facilities by 2020." 

"""-1..ie conservative viewpoint of 16% error rate in these new facilities, if applied to the county, it would grow the 
1ty from 112 to 150 facilities. This would double the number of current wineries to 277 in the county. These 

t.::,...res don't even reflect the number of wineries and visitor producing services zoned as commercial. To 
summarize, the study provides the following insights: Under the current zoning minimum lot sizes, the 790 
parcels that now exist in Sonoma Valley area could be subdivided into 974 legal parcels, which means 182 of 
these parcels could be developed completely independently on their own. Between large parcels being 
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1 tiubdivided, and the number of smaller ag parcels that can easily be converted into homes, the county has a 
'significant exposure to subdivisions and smaller parcels due to the current zoning rule. Nothing in the current 
2020 General Plan update addresses these parcels and subdivision zoning issues. Certificates of compliance 

rther complicates and exasperates the decision ... l'm almost there .... OK." 

"Cumulative impacts analysis was not included in the definition of local concentration, nor are they included in 
negative declarations in the review process- and most of the wineries go through that process. The definition 
of local concentration included in the General Plan-we don't want to kill the golden goose by overwhelming 
specific sections of the county-increasing the requirements utilizing the county's ag products to 75% also 
could reduce the number of new ag production serving facilities required. In regards to visitor servicing uses
which needs more attention by PRMD- and the impacts are understood and controlled. By accepting the local 
area concentration definition for visitor serving uses, and providing a County event coordinator, both of which 
will go a long way towards helping understand and controlling events. By 2020 or earlier the number of ag 
production or tourist service facilities per mile in the Sonoma Valley will equal or surpass Napa's rate. I am 
through. I am going to submit these in writing, and thanks again for the opportunity to present the information." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much. 

Del Rydman: ... "Oh, if you take the actual number of potential ag production wineries per mile, we would have 
greater density than what Napa would have by at least 2020, or even earlier, depending upon the 
development. That's just looking at 12." 

Chairman Fogg: "Next speaker, please?" 

vi) 

0 

Steve Schwartz: "My name is Steve Schwartz, Sebastopol. I'm the chair of the Government Relations 
Committee for the Sonoma County Farm Trails and also a member of the Community Alliance with Family 
Farmers Board. We sent in some recommendations for the General plan update to all the Commissioners, 
and want to summarize a little of that first. before making a couple of comments on the draft EIR. Essentially,· 
we believe opportunities for direct sales, value added processing and sales and ag tourism are especially 
important tools for farms located on small acreage, and we want to make sure that thresholds are set so that 
we're not treating ... subjecting these smaller farms to the same types of permitting requirements that would be 
equired of a large scale operation .... Petaluma Poultry is totally different than an operation that is making 50 

· ounds of honey a year, or 100 pounds of goat cheese. We've had some recommendations on that, and we 
will talk more about them. In terms of the draft EIR, I just want to connect one or two dots .. I mean, it talks in 
here about two to ten acres - those size 'farms are making an increasing contribution on the economy, when 
many of those two to ten acre farms are in the ag residential designation, and thaf s really the thrust of what 
we are saying .... the protection should be extended to the AR and RR designations. 11 

"In terms of processing, you talk about the scale of ag processing producing a significant amount of jobs. It's 
also making a big difference for small scale farmers that are not hiring people, but, whether they can do on 
farm processing determines whether they can stay in business and choose to continue their activity. Similarly, 
you talk about local sales, which includes on farm sales. We need to, again, make sure that we are 
welcoming those on farm sales in the AR and RR designations." 

~ 

11 ln terms of ag tourism, the phrases "visitor serving uses should be limited to bed and breakfast inns ... " I think 
 it probably inadvertently puts you in conflict with state law, which allows for farm stays in addition to formal bed 

and breakfast inns, so that 'farm stays" is a key thing that came promoted through state law in the last six or 
seven years, and we want to make sure that we are able to do that in Sonoma County. 11 

"The draft EIR talks about urban/rural conflicts, and refers to the right to farm. I know this has come up in the 
last few years, but we want to again push the right to farm law to the ag residential zoning categories or areas. 
With that, we will submit some formal comments on the draft EIR. I hope you get my ... take this with a little bit 
of humor .... I'd like to challenge the Commissioners here to work at least four times as fast as the CAC did, 
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·we are looking forward to a quick resolution. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you for those aspiring thoughts. Next speaker, pleaser 

Celia Lamantia: "I am a representative from Sonoma County Good Neighbors Group, and live in Santa Rosa. 
I am also a representative from that group that is working with Jon Stout and a group of other folks on the 
neighborhood guide pamphlet. At our meeting yesterday, and it was noted in the General Plan 2020 done by 
the CAC committee notes dated August 8, 2003, that this Board is ready to approve an extended runway, 
added to the airport as it is, to attract commercial air service, so the planes can hold more passengers. My 
question first is- is this true- and if it is, it was noted in 2003, and again stated yesterday by the airport 
manager, isn't it necessary to do a noise abatement study-not just have a noise abatement pamphlet. ... a Part 
150 Study has not been done since the 1980's, and it's not included at all in the draft EIR. Nor is it included in 
the General Plan 2020. Sonoma County has grown, changed, population's increased, traffic's 
increased ... traffic noise has increased, there are more houses in the affected areas ... and there will be more 
houses in the affected areas, affected by fly overs in the flight plans, and also with just in general jet noise. 
Jon told me that the FAA- I'm dyslexic, so I want to call it the Future Farmers of America-I'm trying real hard 
here .... Federal Aviation Administration will not pay for the Part 150 study, and that the County will have to pay 
for it. That is an excuse we view as unacceptable not to perform this study due to that lack of funding." 

"And then I have another question. Doesn't the General Plan guide the Master Plan and the A TE, not the 
other way around? Because, my understanding is that the General Plan 2020 does not include the extended 
runway and all the additions of - they've got a whole bunch of series of the parking lot and additional terminals 
and all of that included. Right now, as it stands, the ATE in the General Plan 2020 is a 5,000 foot runway, and 
· ·veight limit of 9,500 pounds for each aircraft.. .. so it's kind of like ... my question is, isn't it a little bit deceiving 

1 already been noted that this is going to occur, or that is the plans of this Commission to have it occur, but 
ll,., not included in the General Plan, nor is it included in the draft EIR. ... lsn't it necessary for a noise 
abatement study? Don't you think that's that is would behoove you to do that as well as a Part 150 .... question 
is, it's kind of like -how much are you limiting or controlling the information to the public to have it afterwards, 
also to the expense of having it happen after the General Plan is accepted and approved, and then having to 
go back and do an EIR based on a new ATE .... so, our general feeling is that the draft EIR is inadequate if it 
doesn1t contain a noise abatement study and a Part 150 study, and also a complete survey of everybody, vs. 
do you just want to participate - but everybody in the flight plan, and everybody to know what the flight plan is, 
because it extends a lot further out than the two miles and five mile radius that is required by law. Thank you 
very much." 

Commissioner Murphy: "Can I ask a question ... since I haven't sat on any of those hearings I you talk about 
the two studies - the noise abatement study and the part 150 study, correct. .. can you enlighten me on what a 
Part 150 study is? 

Celia Lamantia: "A Part 150 study, as my understanding ... can the next speaker answer that better than I 
can?" 

Commissioner Murphy: "See if somebody later can .. that would be great." 

Celia Lamantia: "He can do the technical part. A noise abatement study is an informal study saying look this 
is what we are going to do and then recommend to the pilots 'turn left, turn right in this kind of condition, 
please fly above a certain limit-start your decline here ... ' and to really look at what ways they can abate the 

1e. The Part 150 is really what is the noise and how does that impact the local community?" 

~ummissioner Murphy: "All right, thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Next speaker, please?" 

Page: 11 
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Greg Carr: "Also, through the Chair, for Commissioner Murphy ... at our meeting next week, we will have Jon 
Stout, who is the airport manager, will be here, so we can discuss .... 11 

Commissioner Murphy: 11We've had very few discussions about the airport up to this point, so .... " 

Greg Carr: "We'll have lots of people here next week that will be able to answer that." 

Allen James: "Members of the Commission, County Counsel 1 and staff .... Allen James, Petaluma. One of the 
issues that was coming up that a previous speaker was talking about, the Part 150 Noise Study .... this was 

 something that is available through the FAA It is a complicated process, but one that is very useful. However, 
many organizations run away from it because of many of the strings attached and also the results. However, it 
is extremely valuable and I think it is warranted, and has been for over 20 years, considering the history of the 
airport. To give you details, I am sure that the airport manager can give you all of the specifics, and I am sure 
they are several pages long. 
I think that will give you the detail you want, especially that level." 

"I'm here tonight because I have a specific interest that has been of important interest to myself and others for 
more than 20 years. In the last go round in the Air Transportation Element and the General Plan update, and 
that is the issue of federal pre-emption. Now, we are not talking about federal pre-emption issues when grants 
are given by the FAA, with sun downer laws that give limitations to various grants. I'm talking about federal 
pre-emption in dealing with interstate commerce, and also international flight treaties. Why this is 
important. .. because these two subjects give us 
great concern, because it gives great leverage to the airlines. When they do come in, then, if they wish, they 

 
can start demanding certain things happen at the airport to satisfy their needs. The proprietor-owner of the 
airport, in our case, the taxpayers of Sonoma County, have to respond. This is evidenced in one of the cases, 
and there are many around the United States, but one is Alaska Airlines vs. Long Beach Airport. What I'd like 
this Commission to do is to take this issue, get information about it, and ask County Counsel to do a legal brief 
and search so they can come back and report to you what you can and can't do, and how you can maintain 
local control of your airport. I think at that point, when you have that information, you will be able then to make 
decisions based on the environmental impact report, because, bottom line is-airlines come in, they decide to 
change things. Everything that you have done with the whole environmental impact report on the complete 
General Plan will be invalid, and every aspect of their expansion or their activity at the Sonoma County Airport 
will have a severe impact on everything, every element in the General Plan 202. So please, take this time and 
ask County Counsel to give you that information on those specific issues relative to that pre-emption at the 

rlines level. I think at that point you would have enough information to proceed on. And certainly reflect that 
the policies and procedures, and also the General Plan itself for the ATE. I have submitted some 
mments, and I hope if you have any questions, staff can also get ahold of me. I do plan to submit some 
her specific issues relative to the EIR. Thank you for your time." 

Chairman Fogg: 1'Thank you, Mr. James. Next speaker, please?" 

 David Benefiel: "from Sebastopol. I'm here to talk about the inadequacy of the draft environmental impact 
report for the proposed Sonoma County General Plan 2020 in the area of traffic related to tourism and 
agricultural areas. Thank you for the opportunity to speak before you today. I am a member of Save our 
Sonoma County, which is a countywide network of citizens and neighborhood associations dedicated to 
keeping agricultural lands in food production, and timber lands in sustainable timber production. "SOS" 
supports restricting the importation of grapes brought into Sonoma County in order to support food production 
of local growers. Agricultural tourism is a major threat to agricultural lands, and SOS opposes its unregulated 
growth into rural areas. Tourism in agricultural areas is probably the fastest growing component of that 
industry, and yet, the DEIR does not assess the impacts or the mitigations that need to be accurately 
measured, assessed, and legally defined for CEQA. The DEIR, in its current form, is inadequate. As it 
stands, it is in violation of environmental law, and creates substantial liability for the County of Sonoma. First 
of all, the existing baseline component of tourism in agricultural areas, in terms of traffic, has not been defined. 
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tion 4.2 of transportation does not adequately examine traffic impacts on rural roads generated by tourism 
activities. The land uses associated with non-food production activities in agricultural areas, such as tasting 
rooms, special events, wine related shopping centers, and other non-food production, commercial activity, 
which I will refer to as ag tourism, are not sufficiently characterized at this time in the DEIR. The temporal and 
geographic distribution, vehicle type, load, etc. are not adequately described. Since those baseline figures 
have not been adequately described, the analysis of the impacts of proposed agricultural tourism activities that
will occur in the future cannot be adequately evaluated. Further, the impact of the projected growth is also 
missing, and this also makes the DEIR inadequate. To do so would require an analysis of the existing 
industry, as I said, which has not been done. Finally, it does not analyze the impact on traffic caused by 
projected growth in processing, visitor serving uses associated with vineyard development. Exhibit 4.8-4, 
which projects an 88% increase from 2000 to 2020 in the number of wineries. When you take the ag tourism 
and then you combine it with all prior areas of traffic and all areas of possible increase in traffic, the cumulative 
affect is completely unknown. And, so, the problem is that rising population in urban areas and other 
infrastructural limitations are also not adequately looked at. The DEIR fails to address mitigat,ion of traffic. 
Since it does not address these traffic issues, mitigation, of course, can not be analyzed, and in consideration 
of the time, I have submitted these full comments for the record." 

Chairman Fogg: ""Thank you, sir. Next speaker, please?" 

Chris Stover: "I live in Sebastopol. I thank you for this opportunity to speak. I am also here as a member of 
Save our Sonoma County, which, I would reiterate, is a network of citizens where we are dedicated to keeping 
agricultural lands in food protection, and keeping agricultural lands from the onslaught of unbridled tourism 
development. I'd also say that the DEIR, which I want to stick with, is legally inadequate. David submitted 

"'rmation that tells the various areas and gives details on that. What I would like to do is talk more about to 
.rate something to you that as to why this DEIR and potentially the draft General Plan does not capture 

th1S. 11 

"First, I would like to set the tone of this by quoting from a statement that Mr. Carr made to the Planning 
Commission at the last meeting, and I'm going to quote from this. I listened to the tape and I wrote down this 
quote and a lot of those when quoting: "In many cases, the impacts identified in the EIR are driven largely by 
development that is occurring within the incorporated cities. Traffic is a really good example of a cumulative 
impact countywide that looks pretty bad when you look at the overall traffic in this county, but the 
unincorporated area has a fairly small portion of development that drives that traffic impact." Now, when I 
listened to this comment in the audio tape, I was disturbed, because, first of all, it sounded like a somewhat 
simplistic examination of traffic issues in the county. While it is true that rural traffic is small compared to 101, 
the importance is really the relationship of traffic to the capacity of the roads. So I was bothered by this .... I 
was skeptical and it made me look at the section on transportation, and I think there are a lot of problems with 
it. Now, the train that I want to go with you on, and I hope that I have enough time for this ... In the Press 
Democrat, about a week later, there was an article, which I will submit to you ... there was a news headline 
entitled "Wineries floored by crowds at barrel tasting," which was the 28th annual Russian River Wine Road, 
which had "a 2006 attendance of more than 21,000." And I would like to quote from this article- I'll try to do 
this quickly: "What was once an intimate affair between the Russian River, Dry Creek, and Alexander Valley 
winemakers and small groups of their loyal fans, has grown into something entirely else. Limousines full of 
revelers now crisscross crowded backroads, cars spill out of winery parking lots into muddy vineyards, and 
throngs of drinkers crowd tasting rooms for the first taste of how the 2005 vintages are aging. u It later 
continues, "Last year about 18,000 people paid $5.00 for a glass that was good for barrel samples at area 
wineries. This year, event coordinators ordered 21, 000 glasses, and the number of participating wineries grew 
' 13." Also, "in previous years, the tastings were limited to Saturday and Sunday, but the number of 
\ :ies now offering tastings on Friday has grown from a handful to more than 60." I think this event is 
representative of the growing tourism in agricultural areas that is generating traffic impacts, combined with 
safety issues caused by the concentration of drivers who are drinking." 

"Now, if you will bear with me, I want to go to the next article! that appeared the next day in the Press 
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Democrat, and I am also going to give this to you. This article is entitled "Casino Liquor License Debated," 
and details how the River Rock Casino and its lawyers are applying for a liquor license, and are meeting 
opposition from Alexander Valley residents. And I want to quote from this article: 11Attorneys for the Alexander 
Valley Casino question opponents as to why they don 1t have similar objections to tasting rooms and weekend 
events organized around wine. Attorneys for the casino pointed out that an estimated 21, 000 people attended 
the Russian River Wine Barrel Tasting, including the Alexander Valley, yet they said there is no big outcry for 
the potential for inebriated drivers on winding country roads ... " I think this illustrates an unbridled and 
unregulated tourism as a double edged sword, as residents in the agricultural areas are beginning to find out." 

"This is what we really need to examine; whether the DEIR is fully looking at all these traffic impacts. I also 
want to point out that, since the DEIR hasn't really addressed these traffic impacts, it hasn't addressed noise 

 I impacts in rural areas either. I think Lisa Carr of Knight's Valley provided outstanding public comments, which 
you will find if you listen to audio tapes or get a transcript of that February 281

h meeting. Questionable 
statistics such as average noise measurements over 24 hour periods and questionable statistics that claim 

ise levels are declining in the rural areas ... one more point. This is also for the PRMD staff. There is an 
~ective AR-6.3 that is a very important objective, but I want to point out something with it that is in the 

General Plan. This objective states "Develop a comprehensive event coordination program that provides for 
monitoring and scheduling of special events, so as to minimize the cumulative impacts of such uses, 
 particularly in the areas of concentration. Like Del Rydman, who spoke before, I agree. This is a critical thing, 

but I'd like to point out this: This is really an objective mixed up with a policy statement. I believe that the 
objective should be something like this: Minimize the address cumulative impacts of special events, 
particularly in areas of concentration. And then, what we need is a policy statement that would say: Develop a 
comprehensive event coordination program that provides for monitoring and scheduling of special events ... " 

Chairman Fogg: "Would you please begin to summarize ..... : 

Chris Stover: " ... and that appears to be missing from the policy section. Because it is missing from the policy 
section, I really don't think it has been analyzed for the DEIR. I thank you for letting me speak, and I hope you 
will look at this, and 11 11 give copies .. " 

-
Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir. Next speaker, please?" 

David Griffin: "I five in Santa Rosa. I'm here concerning the airport. As you get ready to approve the EIR 
study and General Plan 2020 without an adequate study included regarding the impact of increasing the 
runway length at the airport, and increasing the weight of the airplanes allowed, have you looked at the 

 specific safety problems that will arise due to schools and homes being located in the flight path, as well as the 
noise impact on the school and the surrounding residential areas and Sonoma County in general. What kind 
of neighborhood-friendly noise abatement procedures along the flight path and approach patterns does this 
EIR address? I know, for me, the noise is too much at this point, and just thinking about increasing the length 
of the runway and the size of the jets, well.. .. I don't want to think about it. Anyway, please address these 
issues before considering the EIR, and that's all I've got. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you. Next speaker, please? Mr. Keener!" 

Karl Keener: "Good afternoon, my name is Karl Keener, and I live in Kenwood. First of all, I want to thank the 
Commission for allowing the public to have an additional 30 days in which to provide comments on the DEIR. 
That will be very helpful. The stated goals of the draft 2020 General Plan are, for the most part, excellent and 
deserve to be supported and implemented by legally concise, enforceable, and binding policies and programs . 

 Protecting people and property from environmental risk, insuring the county's water resources are protected 
on a sustainable yield basis, protecting ag lands and agricultural production and those potentially suitable for 
ag use, to mention a few .... these are terrific goals, but what assurances do we have that they will in fact 
become reality? With a draft General Plan that starts out with 38 or more unavoidable significant impacts, the 
majority of its goals have little or no chance of achievement. When you look carefully at the language used, 
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J the unsubstantiated conclusions offered, as purported mitigation of many other significant impacts, you 
will see that in fact, they are inconcise and unenforceable, and, in actuality, there are far more than 38 
unavoidable significant impacts." ---...

"Take a look at the language. It suggests things, but there is no enforceable language in many of those 1 so 
-

that, in fact, they have been and will be mitigated. As time is at a premium, I suggest that if we were to do 
nothing else in analyzing the draft EIR, we should concentrate on land use. If the Land Use Element fails, the 
goals of the draft General Plan cannot possibly survive. If for no other reason, and I think there are many, the 
draft EIR is fatally flawed because it does not analyze or disclose the amount, type, and location of residential 
and non-residential development that could occur under the draft General Plan, and could is a criteria that 
CEQA says you must look at, just like the VOTMA study that was done along the corridors in the Sonoma 
Valley, they looked at all. .. under the existing zoning .... all the potential parcels that could show up there, and 
those numbers were staggering. And that needs to be done throughout the county, and that has not been 
done under the draft EIR. And, of course, without that information-- that is, amount, type, and location that 
could occur ... without that information, it is impossible to analyze the full impacts of permissible development 
that could occur under the draft General Plan. How much additional traffic, noise, night lights, and water 
pollution will be created from the development that could occur under the Draft General Plan? How much 
development could occur on agricultural land? How much water will be needed for ag and non-ag purposes, 
and will it be available? These are just a few of the critically important questions that must be answered for the 
goals of the draft General Plan to become a reality, and just not a bunch of flowery words on a piece of paper. 
But, of course, they cannot be answered without knowing how much, what type, and where development could 
occur under the draft General Plan. The absence of this information in the DEIR violates the basic dictates of 
CEQA, and prevents an analysis of the alternatives that could mitigate significant impacts. What a tragedy it 

,uld be if the incredible amount of time and effort that you have put forth, and staff has put forth, and will 
.oubtedly continue to put forth before this process is over, turns out to be for naught because the County 

tailed to establish sufficient policies, programs, and mitigation measures to substantially reduce the true, 
significant, unavoidable environmental impacts of the draft General Plan. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Keener. Next speaker, please?" 

Bill Smith: "Good afternoon, Commission members. I am here on behalf of the Dry Creek Valley Association. 
It's an association having approximately 500 members; property owners or residents of Dry Creek Valley. Our 
main purpose is the preservation and protection of the agricultural aspects of Dry Creek Valley, with about five 
winery operators on our board of directors, over half our board are grape growers in Dry Creek Valley, and 
close to half of our membership is directly involved in the wine industry, either as growers, winery owners, or 
employees or in marketing and sales, etc. For the last five years or so, we have also been concerned about 
the cumulative impacts. I think there is increasing concern, but the cumulative impacts of some of the visitor 
serving uses, especially- and events- in wineries in certain areas of concentration, and Dry Creek Valley, as 
you heard from the Valley of the Moon folks ... and if we project things out to 2020 there is going to be an 
increase in these facilities, whereas infrastructure is going to remain about the same as far as the county 
roads and so forth ... so it is a question of what the carrying capacity of these areas is. And I would like to 
just.. ifs in the draft EIR before you, but this Exhibit 4.8-4, which is very interesting-it really pays close 
attention I think - ifs in the Agricultural Resources section of the draft EIR-it's at Page 4.8-24 ... and it lists by 
planning area- the nine planning areas in the county- both the existing number of wineries and then also the 
existing square footage. These are factual things ... and it totals out for the county as a whole. Then it also 
projects out for each planning area and the county as a whole as a total the number of wineries and the area 
by square footage for the year 2020. Mr. Cooke might say this is largely overstated, and Mr. Rydman might 

it is understated ... it seems to be of some reality. There is a several page discussion of the methodology-
,e are projections, of course ... their guess is it could be right, it's probably wrong in some ways- it would be 

a miracle if they would be exactly right.. .. but they are certainly intelligent guesses. In our experience in Dry 
Creek Valley in the last six or seven years, we've had about three new winery applications per year, we have 
about 40 wineries in our appellation. Incidentally, our organization was the organization that obtained the Dry 
Creek Valley appellation as an appellation 20 some years ago. That would indicate about a doubling in the 

: 

;25 

'J / _ 
tr-W 



Sonoma County Planning Commission Minutes 
9-<.o, Date: March 15, 2006 Page: 16 

NJ 
next 14 or 15 years to the end of 2020, and that's about what the estimate in the draft EIR is ... said there would 
be an 88% increase countywide in the number of wineries and corresponding increase in square footage. 
Now, the conclusion - this is the only things that are quantified, and I want to underscore some of the things 
that some of the previous speakers have said .... the only things that are quantified are the numbers of wineries 
and the square footage. The conclusion of no adverse impact is the same - this is both the ag tourism and in 
the ag processing section, they use the identical language, which says "due to the limited acreage that would 
be removed, as well as policies and programs contained in the draft GP2020 regulating such development, 
this would be a less than significant impact. That may be true-in other words, they say there are going to be 
about 200-300 acres removed from ag by 2020 because of new wineries and expansions of existing wineries, 

d this is insignificant compared to the several hundred thousand acres of ag land. Ok, we can accept that. 
What is lacking, though, is what has been alluded to by speakers; baseline studies of the existing traffic 
impacts in these impacted areas, and noise, and water availability, and then some reasonable projection of the 
increases ... In other words, you can reasonably anticipate there will be "X" number of new wineries, "X" 
number of square footage of wineries, as well as taking into account the events and so forth ... there should be 
a methodology by which the existing traffic in these very concentrated areas - two or three in the county, three 
or four perhaps - can be estimated 1 and I think thaf s really what is lacking, that kind of factual data. I think it is 
a good base, we can accept it for valid as far as it goes, but I think some further work could be done both on 
establishing some baseline and some projections for the future. This is very I think crucial because the EIR 
does- and I'll finish with this-it does say that, ultimately, and - this is Page 4.8-27~ correctly, "ultimately 1 this 
type of development, if unregulated, could threaten the long term viability of Sonoma County agriculture. 
Thank you so much." 

Chairman Fogg: 'Thank you, Mr. Smith. Next speaker, please?" 

Leonard Holt: "My name is Leonard Holt, I live in Santa Rosa. I want to speak on the water resources. Our 
water resources are limited, yet we really don't have a comprehensive plan to assure a sustainable future for 
intelligent use of our water resources. The draft environmental impact report contains numerous impacts 
which are listed as unavoidable. These unavoidable impacts are listed with no concrete means for resolution. 
Most of them have the excuse that insufficient information is available to allow methods for mitigation to be 
established in a general plan. One of the most serious impacts concerns surface and groundwater resources. 
However, provision of additional water information has been offered to the county. Insufficient information in 
the hands of plan drafters should not be a limiting factor towards finding the appropriate means for mitigation. 

e County shall require a listing of all permitted and non permitted water users by a date-certain, which would 
establish a specific date, which should not be greater than five years later than the adoption of the plan. All 
users not currently permitted shall become listed by that date. New water users shall not be permitted unless 
an applicant agrees to be a third party user after current listed users. All unlisted users shall be subject to 
immediate cessation of any unlisted water use, and also subject to a fine equal to the value of water previously 
withdrawn, plus a substantial punitive amount.' 

 
"Based  on recorded water use - this is after we adopt the plan - all listed users, in the order of their ranking, 
w: shall have allocations of all water use based on demonstrated actual need and completion of all 
co. nservation measures technically available. The sum of water allocations in any groundwater basin, or on any 
stream, river, lake, or impoundment, shall not exceed actual water proven to be available as a sustainable 
resource. An independent government agency shall be established to monitor and enforce this policy." 

"' 
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"This principal shall also apply to all other issues in the General Plan where provisions for mitigation are not 
listed. In other words, if you can't do it right today, set a date when you are going to do it, and enforce it. 
Several elements of the plan are adequate and these should be supported. There are too many areas where 
the plan does not establish present or future measures for adverse impacts in the DEIR should not be 
categorically endorsed. All adverse impacts covered in the plan shall have a date-certain established in the 
plan where mitigation becomes mandatory. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, sir." 

0 
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mmissioner Murphy: ... "If I may Mr. Chairman, I may be wrong, but I am going to make a comment 
here .... I think what was asked for there was a complete rewriting of state water law, and forgive me for the 
comment, but I just couldn1t resist. " 

Chairman Fogg: "Sir, can we get a copy of your remarks? Thank you." 

Nick Frey: 11The Sonoma County Grape Growers Association, on behalf of it's 750 members, appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the draft EIR, the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 ... .the 1989 General Plan 
has, and is, serving the County well. The Sonoma County Grape Growers Association supports minor 
updates to the plan, as requested by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed update has major additions and 
revisions that add significant new costs for landowners and for the county, and the public benefits of many 
changes were not established. We feel that conflicts between goals have not been adequately addressed in 
the draft EIR. Goals to preserve agriculture, and to provide affordable housing need greater consideration 
when assessing the impacts of policy recommendations in other areas of the General Plan. The EIR must be 
adequate to inform decision makers of the environmental impacts of their policy decisions. We feel the 
document includes inappropriate and inaccurate information, making it difficult to assess impacts and 
recommend appropriate mitigation. We highfight the following deficiencies: Vineyard acreage is projected Jo
grow using data from 1999-2002, when significant new planting was occurring, but there has been no 
additional acreage planted from 2002-2005, and that is not noted in the projections; Sonoma Coast AVA is 
projected to grow by 5,000 acres- we think that is an excessive estimate, and the only likely area for significan 
new acreage is in the Lakeville-Petaluma area; estimates of applied water for crops is excessive- croplands 
other than grapes total 12,000 acres - and there is a table in the plan that shows it this; and the estimated 
applied water average is four-acre foot per crop acre on those 12,000 acres. Oat, hay, and silage comprise 

000 acres of those crop acres, and those don't use water in the level of four acre feet by any means. In 
ition, water applied to grapes is reported to average 1.2 acre feet per grape acre, and we think that is 

probably about double what the average grape acre uses today." 

"The beneficial impacts of the Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance in reducing sediment 
movement from vineyards has not been considered when recommending increased setbacks. Literature 
showing the effectiveness of buffer strips and sediment removal exist to show the adequacy of buffer required 
under VESCO, and it appears not to have been considered when assessing policy recommendations for 
increased setbacks. Requests were made during public comment before the CAC for acreage designated as 
wetlands, that's figure 4.6-3 and the additional acreage affected by 100 foot setbacks from those wetlands. 
No acreage was supplied, nor was there any biological rationale given to justify the setback recommendati 
The EIR fails to address those issues as well. The conversion of 61 ,000 acres of ag land due to increase 
stream setbacks was considered to have no significant impacts, because 600,000 acres of agricultural lands 
exist in the county. That's 10% of the ag lands, even if you use that 600,000 number. But what percentage of 
those 61,000 new setback acres exists in important farmland, which total only 162,000 acres? And then, of 
course, 61,000 acres is slightly more, or at least equivalent, to the total grape acres in the county, so what will 
the impact of these setbacks be on land values and county tax revenues?" 

"The feasibility of policy recommendations was not discussed for the following item: Policy WR-2(e). Permits 
are required to repair wells, which suggests families or businesses would be unable to make timely repairs to 
wells they rely upon for water. Furthermore, if those wells are in a Class Three or Four water scarce area, 
they have to do a study to prove that there is adequate water to even do the repair, and if they have been 
using that welf for 20 years, it seems to me that it is not only unfeasible, but unreasonable." 

1icy WR-2(f) requires discretionary permits to the maximum extent practicable to maintain or increase the , 
s pre-development absorption. What impacts might this have on project cost and on groundwater quality. 

If you have a five acre plot and you put on it two acres of building and parking lots, and you have to have thre 
acres take in as much water as five did - or more - you have to increase it, perhaps ... that could have negative 
impacts on groundwaterl because you might have to drill a dry well or something like that to really do that. So 
there's things in there that I think are just unreasonable. " 
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"We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments, and we will do some additional written comments 
later. Thank you. 1

' 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you very much. I suspect our last commenter ... " 

Lex Mccorvey: "Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Lex Mccorvey! representing the Sonoma County Farm Bureau. 
The few comments that I have for you today are basically sort of a ... hopefully a guide, as you read and re-read 
and analyze and study this particular draft EIR. I think it is really important that you understand from an 
agricultural standpoint some of the issues that we are facing on a daily basis. But what some of the 
suggestions in this particular document would have for agriculture ... ! want to echo Mr. Cooke's comment 
earlier in the day, about looking at the economic impacts and the ramifications on this community, on property 
owners, on agriculture, and what the benefits are that agriculture has for the community. I also want to 
emphasize the secondary impacts that are not suggested in this document that can have adverse affects on 
local property owners in the community in general, not only from an economic standpoint, but also from a 
practical standpoint, as Mr. Frey pointed out. I also think that in your analysis that one of the things that I 
would like you to look for here in the draft EIR is-has the burden of proof been met to make some of these 
suggestions that are being made in this draft EIR? Is there significant or sufficient peer review scientific 
vidence to support some of the suggestions or allegations that are being made. Some of the proposals and 

policies that are being suggested in the document. .. In reading through the draft EIR, I found that that is a 
particular deficiency in the draft EIR that what is being suggested does not meet the burden of proof in terms 
of a need. I also believe that, as an earlier speaker said, that having County Counsel and legal staff look at 
some of the federal, but also the state pre-emption regulations or laws and case laws that are already on the 

 books affecting what we are suggesting here in terms of policy development in our General Plan. I think, as a 
whole, all of those components need to be considered! because they will have a dramatic affect on people's 
everyday lives, and from my perspective, and Sonoma County Farm Bureau's perspective, many of the 
policies that are suggested will have very detrimental affects on the agricultural community, as well as the 
environment. So I think we all need to weigh how these policies are going to affect us on the ground and in 
real life. Thank you." 

Chairman Fogg: "Thank you, Mr. Mccorvey. Are there any other speakers ... are there any other speakers? 
Seeing none, why don't we take a five minute break.'1 

Chairman Fogg: 11For the record, ifs one minute past 6:00. Are there any other members of the audience 
that would like to speak to this Commission on the draft EIR? Is there anyone else who would like to speak to 
the Commission on the draft EIR? Okay, then I close the public hearing and bring it back to the Commission, 
and what I would like to do is ask staff to articulate specifically what they want, need, and anticipate from the 
individual members of the Commission, so that you can go off and finish up the EIR." 

Greg Carr: "Mr. Chairman, I think - hopefully it won't be too oversimplified - I think that the what the critical use 
of an EIR for your commission is that you need to be informed about the impacts of your decision when you 
make it, use that as a template, "What information do I need, where in the EIR that I see before me are there 
gaps in the information, or where you are not comfortable with having the information necessary to do 
that. .. that's the point of this EIR hearing, and you have heard a number of the people in the public make 
comments about it, and I'm sure you'll welgh those, but I think the basic thing weld like to hear from you is 
what we have heard from the public: Where the EIR does not provide you, in your view, enough information to 
make your decision. And I think it's also important to mention that, in the end, you will be making a 
recommendation on the EIR to the Board of Supervisors, so I think now is an early enough time in the process 
for you to start identifying those things you think you will need, and you don't, in the long run - after you have 
gone all through your decision making process and you have the responses from the comments before you -
you are not today pre-judging that decision whether you are going to recommend that El R. As you get some of 
the responses back, what we found in many cases, is there is not as much information available as we wish 
there was. But I think, if I was in your position, I would want to be focusing on what I needed to know about 
the impacts of this General Plan to make some policy decisions." 

; 7
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airman Fogg: "Okay. I just want to make one thing clear. We are expected to have our comments in to 
you by the end of the time that the public has for written comments, is that correct?" 

Greg Carr: ul think you might want to ask Counsel about that, but. ... " 

Counsel Hurst: 'That would be our preference, Mr. Chairman. 11 

Chairman Fogg: "Okay ... that would be your preference. Okay. And, simultaneously, we will proceed with 
going through the specific elements exactly one week from tonight, where we start off with the Public Safety 
Element.. .. is it Tuesday night? Ok. Tuesday. And these two things can go on simultaneously? Any 
comments or suggestions from the Commission?" 

Nadin Sponamore: "In normal scenario, of course, we would have a project that we would have before us and 
we would be reviewing it concurrently, or we certainly would have had the opportunity to test the project 
against the EIR. .. so ifs .always difficult, when you are doing a General Plan EIR, and going through the 
General Plan over the next how every many months it is to anticipate whether or not the policies that have 
been identified to mitigate are adequate, and in light of any change of policy that we might foresee making in 
the future. So that was one of my first questions. (End of tape) ... which is that we have a pretty good General 
Plan right now, and maybe very little tweaking is necessary. Do we have enough of an analysis in this 
document to be able to go that route, or, if we want to-and I'm not so much concerned about adding more 
mitigation, because we can always add equal to or better mitigation, and generally not have too many indirect 
impacts that we would have to add to the document. ... so, it's that wiggle room that I am concerned about 
working within at this point in time. Other than a few typos and a few minor changes, I don't have that many 

rnments on the document at this point, and in this first sight it's the "chicken and the egg" thing." 

"There is one other issue, and that is that it is always extremely helpful to me, in reviewing an EIR, to see the 
agency comments, which we probably won't see until very close to the end of the comment period. I 
appreciate that it's the County's preference that we comment before the close of the comment period, but 
there is no guarantee that we are going to get those agency comments in time. So those are my frustrations." 

Chairman Fogg: "Commissioner Murphy, comment?" 

Commissioner Murphy: "Well, I do think there is a place right now for some preliminary comments about 
whether we feel that certain facts are really in evidence, or whether more information is needed to be 
gathered. One of the things that concerns me is that if assumptions that are made within the EIR itself over 
the next 30-60 days tend to show themselves to be different, how do we bring the public back into that 
process? For example, there is airport studies that will or will not be done, or that we have five out of twenty 
years projected of growth in either population or wineries, or vineyards, or whatever other projections are 
there-and we do have five year's information-and that's not currently in these documents. If that shows 
trends that are significantly different, whether greater or smaller ... so, is there going to be the capability of the 
public to comment .... what is the potential to have significant changes within the DEIR that may require 
reopening the public comment?" 

Greg Carr: ... "Through the Chair, as we talked a little bit about that on the 281 at the presentation on the 281
h1 h, 

there is the potential that you could decide to take a different approach with a policy that would require 
recirculation- some additional analysis and a recirculation of the EIR. There is also some flexibility in your 
dAcision making where we think you are still within the scope of this EIR. The best suggestion I have is that, 

1ou debate your policies in the General Plan, is that we can provide you some information, with what ever 
.) we need to at that point, to guide you as to whether or not alternative policies that you are looking at 

might trigger one .... you know, recirculation, or whether it could be done within the EIR that is before you. It 
may also help Commissioner Murphy if mention this question about the projections. In looking forward to 
trying to, as Bill Smith said, make an educated guess about what might be the activities in the future 1 I don't 
think it is necessarily harmful to the EIR to over-project, or to predict more acreage than might actually occur. 
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In fact, I think, in many cases it is better for the EIR to over-project slightly. I think we want to be real in those 
projections, so assumptions could change, but· 1 think it's an advantage to the EIR because it allows you to do 
some decision making within the range of your policy setting ... 75% vs. 50, or some of the other ag setbacks or 
not.. . .to vary your policy decisions and still be within the scope of that EIR. Although I think sometimes an 
EIR's job is to identify significant impacts, and and EIR's job is not to say whether those impacts are good, 
bad, or indifferent...it's really to say whether they are significant, and to try to look at a long enough, wide 
enough breadth of impacts to, if you will, protect you in your decision making, so you can avoid recirculation. 
It's actually the purpose." 

Commissioner Murphy: "One of the things, if I may continue, is you talk about the differences in the 
significant impacts last time of the three various styles of interpretation, the 1989 General Plan, the 2020 
General Plan, and the ultimate buildout General Plan. It seems that we were not gaining, in raw numbers, we 
were not mitigating the tremendously larger number of impacts from 89 going to 2020, although it was stated 
that they are different impacts. They are still significant, but they are different, and I need some clarification 
on that, in particular. As well as-I think there are things that still are not addressed within the General Plan 
update, that I believe will be significant, particularly in the safety issues and some of them in traffic. My worry 
is that we get so far down the road in the DEIR1 and assumptions are made, that it impacts, literally, the fiscal 
responsibility that the County has to look at things as they will be. We may be creating more harm than is 
necessary be overcompensating for projections that are extravagant. That's a big worry of mine. We already 
see, as a comment, that the ability of the county to grow has been extremely curtailed population wise; it looks 
like it is zero population growth within the county in a number of sectors. That may be a good thing - it may be 
a policy we are looking for- so, like I said, I am just trying to worry about the long term implications of that." 

Chairman Fogg: "Rue?" 

Commissioner Furch: "Well, I concur with Commissioner Sponamore, and I think Commissioner Murphy 
alluded to this even at the very beginning of this process .... that is the "chicken or egg" scenario, where we are 
being asked to comment on a draft EIR that refers to a not very well described project, and my fear is that, if 
we proceed with comments that are really detailed) which I have some of - as you can well imagine- I know, 
it's a shock, isn't it? ... I also have some broad comments about it, that what we're doing is setting the 
consultant and staff down a path where they are burning hours, and no doubt, dollars- and the implication of 
that could be that staff and the Commission are left with the sense that really we should only "tinker' with the 
policies and impacts and statements in the General Plan itself, because, otherwise, it would so remarkably 
change the project description that it would drive the DEIR to necessarily be recirculated .... that's the part I 
really don't like- if we can't make amendments that we think are important in the General Plan because it 
would cause recirculation or it would make changes in the DEIR, that's the wrong "chicken-egg" for me from 
this standpoint. And so, if we begin ... if we close the public hearing, and we all make our detailed comments, 
and staff and consultant run out and start this process, we are spending a lot of money on behalf of the 
County, that may be premature- or we are basically constraining our ability to amend policy .... and that, I don't 
think that works real well for me." 

Commissioner Bennett: "I am somewhere in the middle of all the other opinions that f have heard here. The 
EIR is a body of information to help us make decisions, first and foremost. It is not the policy document. And 
as such, the question here ... we will not be certifying this until sometime this fall in any case. It is not a finished 
document. The point is, are we researching things that could be changed? I think everything that has been 
said by the public here, by law, has to be responded to by the consultant. So that's going to happen, 
regardless. ff we have concerns about the adequacy of the information here, now I want to stress 
adequacy. . .to make a decision, then this may be a good time, before the 171

h, to make that input. Whether we 
want to go with a different direction .... I don't have a problem with that, and I think the fact that we have put our 
input where we saw the adequacy of information has no bearing on what decision we are going to make down 
the road if we change it. .. and if, at some point, it does have to be changed, I don't think- in any case, the 
response of Commissioner Furch - this Commission would ever not speak its mind on any policy that it didn't 
agree with, and would not be bound. So I think that's a non-issue; it really - J think we are going to proceed 



Sonoma County Planning Commission Minutes 
Date: March 15, 2006 Page:21 

i this by our own lights, and by our own judgment what we think is best for the county, and I think this is a 
body of information that is supposed to help us get there. If it's not there, this is not a bad time to say it. I 
think as far as inhibiting down the road - there's no question we are going to have any number of changes, 
we're going to either agree with the CAC or we are going to do in a different direction. We are going to have 
some spirited debates on all that, and that, to me, is separate from the EIR. We have this to fall back on to 
support whatever decision we want to make, but I think the policies are going to come out through the public 
hearing process, and I think the question is- do we have to recirculate the EIR for public hearing? I think, once
we get into each of these policies- doing public hearings on each of these issues- we heard through the staff 
said about two weeks ago that about 80% of what was submitted was really General Plan testimony, and was 
not EIR testimony .... we're going to ... all of these things we have concerns about- these policies- we are going 
to be having public testimony at length on these. And I think that's going to frame this as much as the EIR. I 
think it's just that we started with the EIR, and I think we just tend to get so wrapped up in this, because it is 
policies as well in here ... and we are going to be separating those out...so." 

Chairman Fogg: 1100 you want to respond in some fashion from the County's standpoint?'' 

Greg Carr: 11Well, one of the problems with chickens and eggs is that at some point, you have to choose the 
chicken or the egg .... we spent a lot of time trying to structure this EIR in such a way that you had freedom to 
make decisions. We really spent a lot of time trying to do that, and it was difficult, because if you were to tie 
the EIR up first, as you usually do when you review an EIR-you get the EIR all tied up together, and then you 
and make your conditions on a project and make your project decision so that they fit together. ... we are still 
doing that here, but if you were to follow that normal process, you would have an EIR before you, and J think 
you would feel more constrained about the decision making, because you would have pretty much arrived at 

· ~t you wanted in an EIR. So I actually think this process makes it a little bit less work for us-it's fraught with 
of having to repeat work, but I also think that's really ... County Counsel and I spent a lot of time figuring it 

out, and we think that's probably still the best way to go. And I think we said at the last time that we don't want 
you to feel constrained about making decisions that are different than what the draft General Plan says ... all 
we want to be able to do is to try to give you, on an issue by issue basis, an idea where you are with respect to 
that EIR. The consultant helping us do all the responses will provide us that information as we go along. I 
guess I am still hoping you will follow the process we have, and again, there is risk in it - we may repeat 
ourselves or do additional work down the road, but that is part of the General Plan and EIR process, and we 
will probably do it again at the Board." 

Commissioner Furch: .. "May I? I wasn't suggesting that we not comment at all, I was simply stating a 
concern. As I stated initially, I have comments .... ! have some broad comments and I have some detailed 
comments, and so you won't get away from that. But I did just want to state the concern that we do have this 
'oddity' of a self mitigating General Plan, and it didn't work really well when Santa Rosa did it, so I would like to 
avoid that pitfall." 

Commissioner Murphy: 11 lf I may ... I actually have a comment and a question. The comment is that, from 
what I heard, from many parties of the public and from myself as well, is I think we have ... there is a question of 
some facts that are not really in evidence ... assumptions of facts that are not in evidence, and I hope that 
through the process of hearings and information that we gather that we will be able to clear these up -
especially the public hearings on each element. The question I have is, it was brought up a couple of times 
about the necessity of the EIR to cover what is probable and what is possible. And, I would like staff's best 
opinion of how the DEIR should treat those two elements .... is it a document about what is probable, or is it a 
document about what is possible, meaning ultimate buildout-if you have 40,000 lots left in Sonoma County, 

we assume there are 40,000 homes on them .... ! would like to hear comment on that." 

Greg Carr: "I guess I'll take a shot at it, unless Bob or Scott want to jump in. I think the best way I would say 
is that rt asks you to look at both in this case, because the project- as a General Plan, there is a certain 
amount of projected growth, there's an estimate made of what is likely to occur, which I would put in the 
category of 'probable,' and that's an estimate, a projection-as Bill said, it's an educated guess ... and then 
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there's the 'possible,' and I would link that more with the Buildout alternative, for example ... that 'possible' is 
sort of a theoretical maximum that could occur. It has some estimation going into it too. There's no automatic 
number, as Del and Karl found when they did the tourism study in Sonoma Valley. There's always judgment 
made as to what the two differences are. So, I think, really, that an EIR is to do both, but I think in a General 
Plan, you are looking at what is likely or projected to occur, as opposed to what the total buildout would be. 
Buildout hardly ever happens." 

Commissioner Murphy: "So do you think that this document will ultimately satisfy those who asked 
specifically that it review the impacts of 'full buildout' or 'full potential uses of all resources within the county?"' 

Greg Carr: "Yes, and we will look at all the specifics of all the individual comments, but I think yes, that we 
have a reasonable alternative, based upon a higher level of development that could occur, called the Buildout 
alternative, and policies under that alternative that are generally less restrictive, compared to the draft General 
Plan ... and if the purpose of that is to look at what would happen if it's worse than we projected to occur, from 
an environmental perspective. I think we feel fairly comfortable with that approach. lt can be questioned, and 
has been a little bit in some cases." 

Scott Briggs: "As a practitioner of CEQA, not as an attorney, to be up front about it... I think our job is to - and 
r think our buildout approach tries to do this - I think our job is to project what is reasonably foreseeable by way 
of buildout. I don't think there is anything in CEQA that says 'you have to put in there the worst possible, if it 
can't happen. That's not, in my opinion, what CEQA asks us to do. It asks us to put in and provide 
information that supports a reasonable estimate of what buifdout would be, and I think that is what we have 
tried to do here." 

Chairman Fogg: "Do you want the Chair to summarize, or .... " 

Commissioner Furch: : "I would just like to ask one question, if you wouldn't mind. Commissioner 
Sponamore made a comment about the responses from agencies and other formal entities that might be 
coming in late, and the value of reviewing those .... I think in my instance it might not only be helpful to me, it 
might be helpful to you if I look at those before I submit all of my comments, because they may answer some 
questions- their confidence level and their credibility may lend themselves to helping me formulate my own 
questions. Or you may just get a barrage from me, which is probably what you want" 

Chairman Fogg: "When do we expect to hear from the agencies?" 

Greg Carr: "Well, I don't know. I suppose the general rule of thumb is the last day .... but it is possible that we 
may get some comments earlier than the last day simply because we have gone 90 days on it." 

Scott Briggs: "I always hate to get my hopes up that we will get anything, quite frankly. Hopefully, we will. 
Some agencies are more likely to respond than .others, but I wouldn't hold my breath that we will get it until the 
last minute, and oftentimes, it comes in after the last minute, so .... and of course, we give them the benefit of 
the doubt and accept that comment when it arrives." 

Counsel Hurst: "Mr. Chairman, if I may .... Commissioner Sponamore raised a question: Was it possible to 
give your comments after the close of the comment period? My response was, it is our preference that you do 
that. The statute talks about when comments must be received from members of the public and public 
agencies. The statute does not specifically refer to when this body or the decision making body or 
recommending body has to have their responses in. Why J said that it is our preference that it come within the 
comment period is so that you conform, as closely as you can, to the requirements to the public and other 
public agencies. Having said that, if you think that there would be value to giving your comments shortly after 
the close of the period- and again, we have not looked at this, and our office can look at it and give you further 
advice later on. But if you wanted to schedule a session shortly after the close of the comment period, I think 
you can ... as much as anything, it is just a burden you will be placing on staff and the EIR consultant, in terms 
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eing able to respond." 

Scott Briggs: "If I could, too, through the Chair. .. the one thing staff could certainly do is commit to getting the 
Commission copies of any correspondence we do receive as we receive it. If we get something sooner from 
any of these agencies, then we can get it to the Commission." 

Chairman Fogg: "Let me suggest a course of action. Vice Chair Bennett and myself, and you folks, are 
meeting with Mr. Smith and Mr. Kelley next Monday to discuss process and timing, and where .we are. I would 
suggest we tell them the following: This Committee feels, that are part of our responsibilities, that we assume 
the freedom to make policy decisions as we see necessary, and recommend them to the Board of 
Supervisors, and we aren't to be feathered by anything. Secondly, if this involves substantive changes to the 
EIR, so be it. I hope it doesn't, from a desire to see my great grandchildren, but, you know ... if it does, so be it! 
We will provide our comments, understanding that this is a self mitigating General Plan, particularly in 
principal, I think, as opposed to great and infinite detail. But, the April 17th close on the public written 
comments, I don't think, should hinder our need to review the comments of the agencies and/or any 
discussions we've had between us or by review of the draft EIR. I would suggest, as Counsel suggested, that 
we would establish a reasonable date after April 1th when all of our comments have to be in, and then we 
proceed with the work at hand. What do you think?" 
Commissioner Murphy: "Do you expect all of those comments in writing, or are we going to have an open 
hearing for both written comments, delivery, and oral comments?" 

Chairman Fogg: "I think an open hearing for both written and oral." 

'llmissioner Murphy: "So it would be within 14 days of the close .... I don't see any time constraints. I think 
Jll agree it's a lot of work." 

Commissioner Sponamore: "I actually just have a question of staff and the consultant, and that is more of a 
recommendation in the form of a question. Were you planning on doing this in the form of master reponses, 
in referring back to those master responses for your responses to comments?" 

Scott Briggs: "I think it's fair to say we will make as much use of the master response concept as we can. 
There are always a number of individual comments we will have to do, but, usually, comments fall into groups 
and you put together master responses." 

Commissioner Sponamore: 11Because that would certainly be my preference ... it certainly makes the review 
easier. I think it gives staff, in the future, a much more usable, user friendly document as the years go by, so I 
would strongly encourage that." 

Commissioner Bennett: "I concur." 

Chairman Fogg: "OK, so let's establish the groundrules. We will make the necessary decisions as we go with 
regard to policy. If it involves substantive changes to the El R, so be it. We will provide our comments, 
understanding the nature of the animal, in principal, hopefully, and we will close it after both oral and written 
comments 1 fourteen days after April 1 ?1h ... and we will review this with the Board on Monday! and if ifs not OK 
with them, we1ll probably get fired." 

r"'unsel Hurst: "Mr Chairman 1 I would suggest that you pick a date now for the Commission to meet, and I 
1t suggest you might want to do it the Tuesday after, but one week after that. I am a little leary of 

~ Lching it out 14 days. My preference would be to have it close by April 21 51 or something like that." 

Chairman Fogg: "Why don 1t we meet on Tuesday, April 25th, which we have scheduled on our calendars?" 

Counsel Hurst: "You could do that." 
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Chairman Fogg: "If anybody has a comment to make, you have to make it by then? So be it." 

Greg Carr: "6:00? Scott, is the Board room available that night?" 

Scott Briggs: "Mr. Chairman, just a note .... that day may be fine, but Bob Berman cannot be here on the 251
h. 

Staff can, but. .. " 

Chairman Fogg: "B.ob, do you think it is necessary for you to be here, or would you prefer to be here?" 

Bob Berman: "Well, I don't want you to say anything nasty behind my back .... no, I think that is fine, the staff is 
able .... I have another meeting that night, and I would rather have you complete the process so we can get all 
the comments, so we can begin the laborious process of trying to organize all the comments and ... " 

Counsel Hurst: "Would Bob be available one week later, the week of the 2nd?" 

Bob Berman: "I believe I am available on May 2nd." 

Counsel Hurst: "And just for the Commission information, it looks like the Board calendar that day is 
completely open ... 11 

Chairman Fogg: "Is everyone OK with May 2nd? 

Commissioner Bennett: "Yes." 

Commissioner Furch: "Yes." 

Commissioner Murphy: "Yes." 

Commissioner Sponamore:Yes, what time?" 

Chairman Fogg: "6:00, here.,, 

Commissioner Furch: "Mr. Chairman, the reason that I think it is valuable to have the consultant here is that 
there are points in which, the consultant in history, has said I'd like clarification of that, and I would like to be 
able to clarify them, so that they don't answer the wrong question or interpret the question .... " 

Counsel Hurst: "Mr. Chairman, I would also urge Commissioners, if you have preliminary comments, to get 
them in before the close of the comment period, and just reserve till the final time those comments that you 
want to see .... agency responses." 

Chairman Fogg: "OK. We had planned to adjourn the meeting at 7:00, which would be a three hour meeting, 
so we really don't have a lot of time to kick off discussions tonight. Mr. Bennett had an observation on the 
agenda next week." 

Commissioner Bennett: "Right. On next weeks agenda, it says there is a workshop for General Plan, and I 
think we had that last week. I think we really need to identify that this is the first time we are actually starting 
the General Plan hearings, and .. would you call this a workshop next week?" 

Counsel Hurst: "No, it's the first...! think there was probably a clerical error in how it was referenced. It 
should be noted as a public hearing if the notice said that." 

Commissioner Bennett: "And this is nit-picking, but item number 4, I would like that to say 'public hearing' 
and not 'public comments.' 
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msel Hurst: "I would agree with that." 

Commissioner Bennett: ... "So it is very clear that we are commencing with the public hearings and public 
participation on each of these elements we are talking about." 

Greg Carr: "We'll redo that agenda, too." 

Commissioner Bennett: 11 Thank you." 

Counsel Hurst: "So, Mr. Chairman, the actual agenda only needs to be posted 72 hours in advance, so I 
would just consider this as a draft for your comment." 

Chairman Fogg: "Staff.. .. Rue? Get ready. Meeting adjourned. 11 

Minutes adopted April 4, 2006 
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Sonoma County Planning Commission 

GP2020 MINUTES 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

MEETING TO BE HELD IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CHAMBERS 
AT 575 ADMINISTRATION DRIVE SUITE 100A ON 

TUESDAY MAY 2, 2006 AT 6:00 P.M. 

COMMISSIONERS 

_X_ Don Bennett 
_X_ Nadin Sponamore 
_X_ Dennis Murphy 
_x_ Rue Furch 
_X_ Dick Fogg, Chair 

ROLL CALL 

STAFF MEMBERS 

_X_ Jennifer Barrett 
Scott Briggs 

_X_Greg Carr 
Amy Wingfield 

CONSULTANT: Bob Berman 

Date: May 2, 2006 
Meeting No.: 06-017 

STAFF MEMBERS 

_X_ Denise Peter 
_X_ Sue Dahl 
_x_ Sally McGough, Deputy 

County Counsel 
_X_ David Hurst, Chief Deputy 

County Counsel 

tern No. 1 Time: 6:00 p.m. File: GP2020 
Applicant: County of Sonoma - PRMD Staff: Various 

Owner: N/A 
Cont'd. from: April 25, 2006 

Env. Doc.: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Proposal: General Plan 2020: Continued discussion to consider the Citizens Advisory Committee's 

recommendations on the Draft Sonoma County General Plan; to amend the Windsor Specific Plan, 
Larkfield-Wikiup, Bennett Valley, West Petaluma, Penngrove, South Santa Rosa, Sonoma 
Mountain, Franz Valley, and Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plans to conform to the amended General 
Plan; to rezone certain properties to implement the amended General Plan. 
Continued discussion of the following: 

- Draft EIR Greg Carr/Scott Briggs 
- Air Transportation Element - Denise Peter 
- Public Safety Element - Lisa Posternak 
- Circulation and Transit Element - Gary Helfrich 

Location: Countywide 
APN: Various Sup. Dist: All 

Board of Supervisors Hearing t~ be determined. 

Action: Continued to May 4, 2006 at 2:05 p.m. 
Resolution No.: 

Chairman Fogg called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

"':orrespondence: Written comments received by May 2 pertaining to Agricultural Resources were given to the 
Jommissioners. 

Planning Agency Report. Deputy Director Barrett said that the Board adopted a one year moratorium on medical 
marijuana dispensaries to have time to develop an ordinance. The CAC was also recognized for it's work on the 
General Plan Update 
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Public comment on items not on the agenda: Stephen Fuller-Rowell, Water Coalition, noted that the Sonoma Ecology 
Center, the Town Hall Coalition, and Graton Community Projects, were also included as members and authors of the 
Water Coalition DEIR comments that had been submitted. 

Air Transportation Element, Sonoma Skypark. Denise Peter summarized a memo that answered questions asked by 
the Planning Commission and Counsel that involved two issues with the Skypark. The first issue involved how a local 
jurisdiction can override the CALUP prepared by the ALUC. The current General Plan authorizes an override on a case 
by case basis, consistent with state law, and it can be done by the Board of Supervisors with a 4/5 vote. The second 
issue involved the proposed overlay zone, which would encompass CALUP's referral area and would be an alert to 
property owners and potential buyers of additional CALUP restrictions around airports. The CAC recommended 
exclusion of the Sonoma Skypark from the overlay zone by a 6-4 vote, but Staff and ALUC felt that if an overlay zone 
was to be used, it should apply equally to all six public use airports. 

Chairman Fogg asked what the County's liability would be if the Skypark was left out of the overlay zone or CLUP. 
Counsel Hurst cautioned that there must be a rational basis for the omission, or equal protection problems could result. 
In the case of a general override by the County, the public airport operator becomes immune to liability from any damage 
brought about by the public agency's decision to override. General tort immunity would protect the County. Counsel 
Hurst recommended that staff work with counsel to craft a policy which allows the Board to retain the flexibility to look at 
projects on a case by case basis as opposed to a general override of ALUC requirements. Commissioner Murphy 
asked if the County could regulate through the Skypark use permit. Staff Carr said the current use permit was issued in 
1985. If the airport were to expand it would have to be updated. There were neighbor complaints about the airport over 
the years, but none went to revocation or modification. Commissioner Furch said that the main objection during the 
CAC process centered around property values near the Skypark, and she feels that the Planning Commission needs to 
decide the County's legal responsibility and obligations on the greater whole rather than specific community concerns. 
Chairman Fogg made a motion to keep the Skypark in the airport zoning overlay to keep it consistent with other airports 
in the County, stating that land use regulations must provide equal protection under the law, and that a procedure for 
VOS override is clearly established if they feel it is in their best interest of the cause. Commissioner Furch seconded 
the motion. A straw vote was taken and the vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 

Planning Commission review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(beginning of transcript) 

Chairman Fogg: "Let's go into the EIR comments. Does staff want to position this in any way, or how do you want to 
proceed here?" 

Staff Carr: "Mr. Chairman, just by way of brief background, just to remind everyone where we are with the EIR process. 
The EIR review period started on January 17th and concluded on April 171h. The Draft EIR comments that you have in 
your binder that was passed out last week include all the written comments that were received by the department during 
the review period. They also include all the oral comments made at three different public meetings in the transcripts that 
are in your packet... those three meetings were the February 161

h meeting of the CAC- that was a meeting that they held 
to go over the EIR, and then your public hearing, which lasted on the evenings of February 281

h and March 151
h. So all of 

those transcripts are also in your packets and they are also considered part of the draft EIR comments for the record. 
Tonight's discussion will include all of your comments that you make on the draft EIR in that same record, so that will 
comprise all of the comments that are in the record as far as the draft EIR, and all will be responded to according to the 
CEQA process for preparation of a final EIR for your eventual recommendation." 

"I just wanted to point out- you probably noticed this when you went through the comments.- but we actually received 
about two or three boxes of information with the comments that were submitted during the course of the last three 
months, and we did not include all the attachments in your reading material for tonight. I think you could probably guess 
why ... we have only glanced at those attachments so far, and most of those are information or supplemental stuff that 
may be good for reading material but don't necessarily raise questions or comments about the adequacy of the EIR. We 
will be looking at those as part of our EIR process, but most likely, if they don't actually bring up points in their letters that 
you have received, we probably will not go into responses to those. Again, the duty is on the comment tell us what's the 
matter with the EIR and not just throw a bunch of stuff on the wall and see if it sticks. We have not yet had an 
opportunity on the staff to go through and read all of these comments in detail or look at all those attachments yet, and 
we anticipate doing that once we receive your Commission's comments. Mr. Berman, our consultant team, and Sally 
McGough from County Counsel's office, Scott Briggs, Amy Wingfield, myself, and staff will be going through and 
cataloging and beginning the preparation of responses to those comments. After that, Mr. Chairman, it's up to you and 
the Commission, if you have any further questions before you give us your guidance." 

Chairman Fogg: "OK, how would you like to proceed with this. Should we just go right around the table?" 
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Commissioner Furch: "I would like .... ! think .... you want to make your motion? ... I have more comments than I am sure 
you want to hear, so .... 11 

Chairman Fogg: uWhy don't you go last?" 

Commissioner Furch:" ... and I don't have them all typed up, so I could make a few of my comments tonight and be 
willing to type them up and bring them in on Thursday, because I could take up the night, and I am sure you don't want 
to sit and listen to that." 

Chairman Fogg: "Yes, and staff has asked time and time again that if we can, would we put our comments in writing, 
because it is that much easier for them to respond." 

Commissioner Furch: "Well, I did get through most of it, but I didn't get it all typed." 

Chairman Fogg: "Well, then why don't we proceed that way, is it OK with you folks?" 

Staff Carr: "I can tell you that there is one person in the room that would absolutely love that, and it's Sue Dahl, who is 
going to do a transcript of any comments that come in orally tonight, so ..... " 

Commissioner Furch: "Oh ... so you owe me something ... " 

Chairman Fogg: "Mr. Bennett, why don't we start with you?" 

Commissioner Bennett: "I haven't read through all the comments that are coming and going from agencies and so 
forth .... I can't really think of a whole lot that I don't like about it that hasn't already been said in the past for right now. 
And if there's comments I may want to debate or something .... ! think what we are really looking at tonight is what we 
don't like about the EIR and I don't really have problems in areas that have not been identified, and there is some 
>ubstantive information that is going to have to be developed, and that covers any concerns I would have had." 

Chairman Fogg "Don't we also want to identify if we can tonight what we believe are items left out of the General Plan 
that should be covered in the EIR. Areas of interest?" 

Staff Carr: "Not so much items of the General Plan, but items of the EIR. If you feel there are items, impacts, or 
discussions that are not in the EIR that should be, and are important for your knowing the impacts of the General Plan 
projects, that is absolutely relevant and important to include." 

Commissioner Sponamore: "I would like to commend the consultant. I think he has done an incredible job of trying to 
second guess what a four year process has evolved into a General Plan ... or a project description. I think it's a horrible 
task, and I have great appreciation for what you have been through. I really think you have done a great job, and your 
staff has done a great job, and the advice you have gotten along the way certainly shows. I am particularly impressed 
with the internal consistency among elements and among environmental factors as they relate back to the General Plan 
elements. It is commendable, and I also know exactly how hard it is to look at this much paper and try and have a sense 
of sanity and good feeling at the end of it. You sit there in a puddle, and you can't help but cry at some times, because it 
is just what goes through the process. I guess that's ahead of you yet, so, my empathy. When you get to that point, call 
me and .... " 

Bob Berman: "We've already done a little crying ... " 

Commissioner Sponamore: .... "I have some general comments, because I think specific comments are going to 
change over the course of how we respond to the various elements and policies. What I would like to see happen-and 
the reason for this is the institutional memory concept-I would like to see a little bit in a master response; better 
explanation of what is not addressed and why. There are a lot-I mean, I understand, generally, how this works. But 
there are a lot of letters from what I think is a relatively astute population that should understand this process a little bit 
better than they evidently do, judging by the comments that they provided. So maybe we need to take the time, yet 
1gain, to explain what it rs that we did look at in the General Plan- what policies were evaluated by staff, and then how 
the EIR looked at the General Plan overall, and then the policies that were adjusted. As an example, I think there needs 
to be a bridge between the statement on Paragraph 1 of Page 3.0-10 ... it starts with comment...you don't need to go 
there- it's just a concept... it was the intention. But then in the EIR in Section 4.1, 33-35 we start talking about the 
changes in impacts to urban service boundaries. It seems like those two are a disconnect. I know that they are not, but 
that's the kind of response I am looking for, or some sort of a master response that does that bridging, so that fifteen 
vears down the road. we have a document that people can understand how and why we got there." 

~t 
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hink it might be a good idea - ! know it's not an environmental impact, but it is certainly going to beg some questions 
an impact nature - is the relationship between special districts and their consistency with the General Plan; whether 

ey need to be or don't need to be, and then how the impacts fall out of this. I don't know where else to do that other 

1 ;-than in the EIR. I would suspect that there are more indirect impacts and so in that line of discussion. ! would like to see 
an acknowledgement in the public education section of S850 and some verbage from the bill and what the implications 

_gre on public education as mitigation. In case you are falling into the interest of adding mitigation that is suggested by a 
t of com mentors-my caution is that mitigation is always suggested, and! worry when you have a special interest 

suggesting mitigation that seems reasonable, looks good, and feels good, and we could throw it in, but it really has a 
potential for causing the unintended consequence of forcing on applicants and projects the inability to act on documents, 

 and pushing things into the EIR realm, where subsequent or supplemental El RS-however you look at that, when we 
don't need to have them go in that direction. It's an experience 1 have personally, because that's what we do for a living, 
and so there's a lot of times where you are looking at something being significant and unavoidable just because you 
have thrown in a mitigation, and then there is an implication that you have to follow those mitigations and you have to live 
up to them. If you are looking at adding mitigation, if you are looking at bolstering the document - make sure that it's 

itten in such a way that there is a real Jong term look at the flexibility of the lack of flexibility that mitigation offers." 

'There are very few specifics al this point, because I think we will get these answers along the way. Perhaps you can call 
out setbacks for NOAA critical habitat streams. I caution against the addition of additional TCM's. I think that we are 
finding that they are difficult to live with in other communities, and to staff. I also caution against deleting a lot of the 
recommended policy language that some of the public agencies have recommended, because I don't think that that 
necessarily takes a long term look at what the agencies are looking at- particularly the Water Agency comments. I think 
their comments have a shorter planning horizon than what we are looking at in the General Plan. And that is ii!" 

Chairman Fogg: "J can take three minutes and go through my comments." I was overwhelmed by the great number of 
comments that talked about CEQA inadequacies, and I am going to have to rely on you guys to lead us by the nose 
through this, because a lot of the agencies jumped into that one feet first. So under the theory that you know what you 
are doing and we don't..." 

") identified five areas that we are going to have to challenge, and wi!I have major environmental impacts that in our 
view we will come to. Just let me run through those quickly, then !'II let go. The first one- the whole issue of the 

stream setback policy. My position is I lean towards moderating the CAC recommendations because of the economic 
impact and the 60,000 plus acres that are involved. That would make a major change in the way we are approaching 

1s thing. My second one would be, as recommended both by the Dry Creek Valley Assn. and inferentially the VOM 
Alliance, to establish baseline data covering such conditions as traffic, noise, water, number of events, etc. - so there is 
a baseline from whlch to measure cumulative impacts of adding new or expanded visitor serving uses to wineries. And 

.Jtiat is going to change this thing. Third, and I feel strongly because this is a leadership issue for us, is that we need 
fsome kind of definitive action or at least a process that would lead to that of a countywide groundwater management 
J..e!.an. We need to be more specific and we need to address what has to be done to develop that, and that, again, is going 

ra
make some major changes. The last one - I went back and did some research where the Board has set goals for 
mate protection and global warming, and we don't even mention that in the General Plan, so I think we have to go 
ck and address the issue of climate change and global warming. This obviously has environmental impacts, and I 
n't know how you quantify that, but I think we ought to take a shot at it. Finally, I don't understand why we don't have 

e County's urban water management plan-as fundamental as one is led to believe, or with the changes in there that 
ne is led to believe inferentially that there are-I think we have to have that and it is going to make a major impact on 
vironmental aspects. So those would be my general comments." 

~

Commissioner Murphy: "I was somewhat fascinated by the agency comments to the DEIR. With agency driven 
comments, you wonder if some of these agencies recognize that anyone else is watching the store out there, because it 
appears that they don't see that there are multi agency oversights on almost every project that is developed within the 
County, and I would love to admonish them and say, "hey-pay attention!" The other thing, actually, I found some of the 
comments by independent groups to be better supported by facts and tables and citations than agencies. The agencies 
made a lot of blind statements. However, I did find that the Water Agency, when they changed verbage, were probably 
in the ball park in a tot of cases. When they eliminated verbage I didn't really understand why they were eliminating it in 

me cases. That aside, one of the comments by the public that struck me was the lack of evaluation of economic 
pact, and whether we thought we would go there or not. I would certainly Jove to see whether economic impacts could 
judged within a DEIR f doubt if we are going to go that way, but personally, I think it would be important to at least 
dress why you are not going to do them, or acknowledge that they exist- that there are economic impacts that exist, 
ether they have consequences to state law and CEQA and everything else, they don't. But it might be nice to 

ecognize they exist. I do have some individual comments, and being from the agricultural community, I tend to look at 
oil and water issues and agriculture in general. Some of the specific mitigations and ongoing studies going to report 
hose .. t talked to Mr. Briggs about some of the tables that were derived both from the grape growers and from other 
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agencies about future expansions and number of wineries and acreages and things like that and actually, those 
numbers were hard to pin down. I believe staff was going to see if we could come up with - I don't know what you were 
planning to do over time - but whether you were going to an addendum or, more precisely, attach better numbers ... as 
an example, you have got homes built within the Alexander Valley projected to increase 500 in the next 15 years, when 
there haven't been five built in the last five .... those kinds of things -that's a hyperbolic statement, but it's somewhat 
accurate. And then there are some of the mitigations that are brought forward that, I would say, are maybe best 
described as experimental or currently being studied. For example, within the water quality statements within 
Agricultural Resources, there is some discussion about biomechanical bank stabilization- meaning using organic 
materials to stabilize banks. That works pretty good in small stream situations. I know for a fact it does not work in large 
stream situations, yet it is suggested as the mitigating type of use in all situations. So some of those, whether you are 
willing to put wiggle words in or add flexibility into some of those statements, I think they would be a better mitigation 
statement. I realize that we are not going to dump car bodies full of oil down the river bank anymore, but hardscape 
bank protections are sometimes appropriate, and I think you precluded some of their use in some of the mitigation 
statements." 

"I was fascinated to find, in the very end when you talked about the impact statements - as an example, Public Services 
Impact 4.9-1, or whether we do or do not make changes from the 1989 General Plan - that how many of them the No 
Project Alternative was the superior alternative, meaning that the 1989 plan was a good plan, and yes, it really only 
needs tweaking or recognizing things that we just didn't think about in 1989 ... whether there were legal things about water 
and the Eel River, or low income traffic, traffic mitigation, things like that that we just didn't realize to talk about. But I still 
was fascinated. I am going to leave you pretty quick. I am just trying to find the most egregious, and I will do like Rue 
here and I will type out- if I am allowed till Thursday, anything I forget today in order to shorten things up. Let's see. On 
Page 4.1-10, the use of the word - the last bullet about the 1,2,3 - when it says "aH land use amendments shall fit." Most )
of the document you move between shall or may or must, and I think we are going to have a lot of comments when we 
go through the specific plans about "shalls, mays, and musts." I am of a general mind to put flexibility into a document 
and allow discretion to the people who make discretionary decisions. That one stuck with me a little bit, as it seemed 
like it was a harsh use of the word "shall." I can't remember exactly why, but it tweaked me pretty hard." 

I wanted to go back to traffic. I would love to hear and see written a four or five paragraph statement really defining 
what traffic calming is. I generally understand it, but just to put it blankly as a blanket statement to say "traffic calming \
will be a mitigation" in this situation-I am not sure I always understand what that means. Sometimes it means opening 
up passage ways and sometimes it means narrowing - if there is something you can dig up that is already written 
somewhere, that would be a wonderful thing to put in the glossary. There was a discussion from one of the agencies 
about latent traffic, meaning the pent up demand to travel.. .. and if we built a road wider or better that people will decide 
to drive just because it is there. I'll use as an example the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. It was three lanes wide, built in 
the late 50's when I was a kid, and it's still underused. It will probably never be overused because it does not have a 
large number of people that need to get from Marin to San Pablo. It just doesn't exist. And whether it was planning, or 
for whatever reason - it's a pleasant drive, you never have to worry about getting over the bridge - so I think it is possible \
to build roadways that are a comfort to people that accommodate traffic, and that is not necessarily the case that they 
will be filled. Just because you make three lanes does not mean that you will have three lanes of bumper to bumper 
traffic because it was two lanes of bumper to bumper traffic. Our population within this county has slowed tremendously, 
as you read in the paper today, and what you read last month, and I do not expect that if we build a five lane freeway it 
would ever be bumper to bumper. I could safely suggest that would be the case, so I suggest the statement - that if you 
would build to accommodate traffic that you are always building towards a bigger traffic jam - I resist that. Thank you." 

Commissioner Furch: "Thank you. I promised, so I will try and behave myself. It's not going to be easy. Some general 
questions ... ! remember the 89 General Plan and the projects that were part of the mitigation of that General Plan, and 
the number that were actually or partially undertaken, and I wanted to know if you could predict two things. One, does 
the analysis that has been done in the current scenario alternative include those projects, and if so, does it assume th 
are done? I know there was discussion by the CAC, and surely will be by us as we move through this, about how many 
of the projects that are used as mitigations or to in some way deal with an impact and if they aren't done, or partially 
done, what wm the impacts be? If they aren't done and the mitigations are sort of all the 'shalls and mights' and so 
on ... what will Sonoma County have to do in 2021 to achieve the community goals? How much worse will it be thinking 
50 years out or whatever your notion is, if we don't actually do these things like we didn't actually do them last time? 
''Vhat will the impacts be?" 

"The other question was about ... I don't know how you would do this, but if there is any way to look at what would the 
likeliest projects or programs to be done ... because when I use the word project I am also meaning program ... and, given I
whatever the projectable future is relative to implementation of things, which basically comes down to funding, how will 
priorities be set, can we predict in any meaningful way what the CIP will fund ..... what will the impacts of partial 
implementation likely to be ... some of the things, and I think Commissioner Sponamore alluded to this .... they note in the 
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I q, ueneral Plan the increased demands for services that include libraries, criminal justice facilities, human services and so 
on, and the impacts of building those. I didn't see an analysis of what the impact would be of not building them. It would 
be nice to know what we would wind up with if we were not able to do those. Somewhere in some document or another it 
aid that our number two growth economy is the Sonoma County experience, which has to do with our open space, 

agriculture, and what we call 'quality of life' issues. What are the predictable impacts on our ag tourism industry of 
current traffic trends? What are the predictable greatest losses of ag land production, what would be the things that 
would create the greatest losses? For example, would it be lack of water, parcelization, residential uses, loss of 
processing facilities, what would have the greatest impact on loss of ag land? How does the General Plan realize the 
cal of concentrating future growth by limiting .... what it says in the DEIR repeatedly is that future growth is concentrated 

by using community sewer and water systems. How do we reconcile that with our unknown number of ACC's and the 
current draft General Plan's language regarding package treatment plants? What would the logical implications be of 
those two circumstances. In 4.1-29, the words "other infrastructure use ... " could you analyze what that would mean, 
including alterations of intensity of existing land uses? How does that reduce the potential for growth?" 

011+-

0 

[

had some concerns about the study relative to traffic. I would like to understand better why speed was used as the 
rimary measure of determining the level of service, and how would the outcome be different if it were based on safety 

 
r travel time or continuous flow .... how would the impact on pedestrian and bicycle safety at intersections be different, if ] 
t all? Since we agreed that adding freight stops in the county or cities would be a good idea, we should probably 

analyze any results that might occur, either positive or negative to alleviate some traffic congestion or improve air quality, 
offsetting costs of rail... those would be the benefits .... what would the negatives be? Relative to the statement that some 
oadways operate at level of service D, E, or Fin the future, and the level of services are acceptable due to a variety of 
ircumstances, could you explain how these standards can be applied equally and fairly at the outcomes if the same 
utcomes are not achieved?" 

.-one of the things that I looked at was in the alternatives was the more conservative alternative, and it seemed that it · 
!£ould 

]
be prudent to examine the impacts of no improvements due to lack of funding in that alternative. In a previous 101 

orridor Study, there was consideration of the value of onramps as a mitigation, and it was actually determined at that 
me - whether it is true or not now- that the longer onramps and improvements to onramps would be the most cost 

-· ffective way to deal with 101, and I wondered if we could take a look at that. " 

iven the age of some of our information relative to water, I wondered if you could take a look at the reliability of the 
lass 1, 2, 3 and 4 water availability system that is currently used, and suggest alternate methods of gauging water 
vailability that might be more reliable, and if you could take a look at the trends in each of those classes and the trends 

any groundwater information we may have. I didn't see anything about droughts. I know we haven't had one in awhile, 
ut I did live here when there was a pretty long one, and the impacts were fairly dramatic. I wondered if we should not 

i
ake a look at what the impacts of droughts for 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 years .... ! don't know exactly how far you want to go, but 
oncurrent years of drought had a fairly significant impact on us at one point, and if we are going to look at climate 
hange, which I do agree about, I think we need to do that....we should probably take a look at drought and what 

mitigations would be required initially and over time." 

The Sonoma County Water Agency says that it can meet the needs of contracts. In the letters that we received, the 
Sonoma County Water Agency seems to be taking a different perspective position than what is in the General Plan and 
in the DEIR. Perhaps we need to take a look at what current situations are and include the upstream supplies of water 
and the various federal, state and local potential changes. We have unresolved conflicts. We have issues with supply 
relative to surface water and groundwater and how the surface water changes might affect agricultural uses. There was 
ome examination of groundwater impacts to agriculture, but not a great deal that I found relative to surface water." 

l
Should we ever get the Urban Water Management Plan, how would it affect water supply in the unincorporated areas? 

How will the .... I don't know what word to use here ... the request, requirement, encouragement....of the Sonoma County 
Water Agency on cities to use their backup wells and/or provide new wells affect agriculture and rural residential private 
wells and also the City of Sebastopol's wells?" 
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There wasn't a lot of discussion about wastewater reuse, and we did add some language about wastewater. I 

wondered if we could take a look at what the impacts of wastewater reuse would be, both on agriculture and the 
dvantages." 

"Relative to climate change - based on whatever it is we know about climate change, is there any predictability to the 
affect on soil moisture, runoff, evapotranspiration, and so on ..... what I have read about the changes that are predicted 
relative to climate change for Sonoma County is that we will have larger storm events that are more intense, which will 
mean that we will have a lot more surface runoff, which means that our recharge potential would be reduced. So I hope 
we would take a look at that." 

I 
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"I think that's the bulk of the ... I mean I have about 20 pages of questions, and I am sure you don't want me to get into 
them, but that gives you the gist of things 1 I guess .... " 

Commissioner Bennett: "I do have a comment I want to make. I was going to save it for later on, but comments both 
you (Commissioner Furch) and Commissioner Murphy brought up the economic impact....you mentioned in terms of the
riparian setbacks and ... assuming you also said (illegible) ... ! don't think this has to do with the EIR. The EIR is about th
environment and it's all environmental questions. What I didn't see in the General Plan, and it's probably too late for 
this, but I just wanted to have this on the record, is basically, essentially economic data and statistics and the 
significance of the decisions we are making in terms of the economy. That information is probably available in separate 
studies, but I think a number of things that we are looking at, particularly when we get into agriculture, and that's 
probably when I was going to make this speech. I think there are a number of issues we are going to be dealing with 
economic impacts on this county, that are going to be substantial, and we really don't know what that impact is or how 
severe it might be. I think this is not a new area, as Dr. Blakely at Berkeley, about 27 years back, came up with 
Economic Strategic Plans as elements of the General Plan. I think there are cities in particular that are doing this now. 
Back four or five years, when we started a decision was made not to do this. I think what we are looking at is each of us 
now is basically being asked to individually make those decisions based on each of our individual perceptions of that 
economic impact. I don't know if there is time to have data. I do know that separately you have the Economic 
Development Board in this County that is working to promote agricultural business, tourism, and high technology and 
other things and those are all one way or another impacts on what the County does and what the County is going to be 
doing, but it has not found it's way into the planning process. So I want that on the record - that is data we do not have 
and we do not have a separate economic impact report. I don't think it belongs in the EIR, but I think it is an issue that 
we will be discussing further down the road as we go." 

Chairman Fogg: "Ok, any other comments?" 

Commissioner Furch: "Not unless you want me to go on ... " 

Chairman Fogg: ... "Well, why don't you go on ... we're going to break in 15 minutes and then we will caucus. Would you 
prefer not to?" 

Commissioner Furch: "I think that staff would prefer me to put them in writing, and I am fine with doing that. There are 
things about charts and graphs, and where did we get certain numbers ... when I start getting into the details, people 
glaze over, so ... " 

Chairman Fogg: "This could be the shortest meeting in the history of General Plan!" 

Staff Carr: "You owe yourself one ... " 

Commissioner Furch: "Oh, I have one thing that I would like to get in the DEIR. In the opening statement 3.1, Highway
12 isn't mentioned. Is there some reason for that? You don't need to answer that, I just wondered ... on Page 3.0-1 it lists 
all the primary North /South and Hwy 116 traversing .... but it doesn't list 12, and 12 is sort of significant in my part of the 
world, and Dick's part of the world." 

Staff Carr: "Oh, under project locationr 

Commissioner Furch: "Yes." 

Staff Carr: "It's on the exhibit. We just didn't include a line for it1 and didn 1t include all the state highways .... it's your 
choice. If you want to put it on there we are glad to do it. 

Commissioner Furch: "I know, it's just a funny thing to leave off." 

Chairman Fogg: "Written comments will be submitted from the Commissioners." 

'end of transcript session) 

Future meeting schedule: Deputy Director Barrett reminded the Commission that Thursday1 May 4 at 2:00, the 
General Plan element to be discussed will be the Circulation and Transit Element. Counsel Hurst indicated that no one 
from Counsel would be present at the hearing. Deputy Director Barrett said that the public hearing for the Agricultural 
Resources Element will be held Tuesday, May 9, at 6:00 in the Board chambers, and deliberation on that element is set 
for Tuesday, May 161

h. May 23rd is also listed for continued discussion. June 1 could be held open for General Plan 1 
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since no Planning Commission items are scheduled. Staff Carr indicated that on M~y 161
h and 23rd, staff would be 

bringing back some of the elements that have been reviewed with final actions based on Commission discussion, and 
would ask for concurrence that those changes reflect the straw vote. 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m. 

Minutes were adopted May 16, 2006 
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