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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 erossed-eut, 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



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Marcene E. Bay- March 2, 2006

Alvan H. Beall, Jr. - February 28, 2006
Marcia W. Beck- February 28, 2006
Marta Beres- February 28, 2006
Madeleine S. Berke- February 28, 2006
Mrs. J Bisho- February 28, 2006

Donna Bley- March 3, 2006

Nichae Blume- February 28, 2006
Loraine Bomben- February 28, 2006
Lisa Marie Bourgea- February 28, 2006
Gretchen Boyer- February 28, 2006
Geraldine A. Brandt- February 28, 2006
Patricia Brandt- February 28, 2006
Judith Brush- March 1, 2006

Stan and Susan Buck- February 28, 2006
Robert E. Buckley- February 28, 2006
Linda Burke- February 28, 2006

James T. Burke- February 28, 2006
Time Bykoff- February 28, 2006

James C. Campbell- February 28, 2006

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

August W. Cantoni- February 28, 2006
Gregory D. Castaghola- March 3, 2006

Allen R. Charlton- February 28, 2006

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

Arthur Citron- February 28, 2006



44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

ol.

52.

53.

o4.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Willis Clarke- March 1, 2006

Steve Cochrane- February 28, 2006

Barbara A. Coen- February 28, 2006

David and Mary Lee Cole- February 28, 2006
John Cole- February 16, 2006

S. Compass- February 22, 2006

Diane Cooner- March 3, 2006

Beverly C. Coughlin- February 28, 2006
Clyde and Dorothy Cournale- February 28, 2006
Curtis Cournale- March 3, 2006

Carol Cowley- February 28, 2006

Richard Daly- February 28, 2006

John Davidson- February 28, 2006

Sarah Davis- February 28, 2006

Thomas H. Day- March 3, 2006

Lynne L. Dee- March 8, 2006

Diana L. Denisoff- February 28, 2006

Sydney Dodge- February 28, 2006

Toni Dominski- February 22, 2006

Thomas Donahue- February 28, 2006

Tobin Durkee- February 28, 2006

Gilbert Ege- February 28, 2006

Margaret Elizares- February 28, 2006

James Estes- March 1, 2006

Noelle and Charles Fahlen- February 28, 2006

Celeste Felciano- March 3, 2006
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77,

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

Kathleen A. Fenton- February 28, 2006
Richard A. Fiore- March 3, 2006
Nancy Fitzpatrick- February 28, 2006
Tobetha Flasher- February 28, 2006
Gene and Mary Gaffney- March 3, 2006
Gary W. Galloway- February 28, 2006
Michael Gervais- February 28, 2006
Wayne D. Gibb- February 28, 2006
Robert E. Goodwin- February 28, 2006
Ann Gravzlis- February 28, 2006
Wanda Greer- February 28, 2006
Eleanor Guilford- March 28, 2006
Mark Guenther- March 3, 2006

Done Haines- February 28, 2006

Toni Harrison- February 28, 2006

John S. Hatfield- February 28, 2006
Holly Hayden- February 28, 2006

Earl T. Hemming- March 10, 2006

David Herr- March 28, 2006

Martha Russell and Marcella Holzman- February 28, 2006

Phyllis H. Honodel- March 3, 2006
Hendrik Huhn- February 28, 2006
Steve L. Jackson- February 28, 2006
Diane Johnson- February 28, 2006
Ellen M. Johnson- March 28, 2006

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.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

154,

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

A. Serkissian- February 28, 2006

Lindsey Shere- February 28, 2006

Patrick K. Simmons- February 28, 2006
Richard Ryan- February 28, 2006

Todd C. Smith- February 28, 2006

Ms Patricia M. Solem- February 28, 2006
Shanti M.A. Soule- March 7, 2006

Bruce M. Stephen- February 28, 2006
Barbara Greco Stephens- February 28, 2006
Katherine Stroberger- March 3, 2006
Gary Sullivan- February 28, 2006

Linda Swartz- February 28, 2006

Anne P. Teller- March 3, 2006

Joseph C. Tinney- February 28, 2006
Jana Toutolmin- March 3, 2006

F. J. Teapahi- February 28, 2006

Elinor G. Twohy- February 28, 2006

John Uniack- February 28, 2006

Gladys M. Vail- February 28, 2006

A. Vandersteen- March 4, 2006

Paul and Kathleen Vitale- February 28, 2006
Alex VVosher- February 28, 2006

Sylvia M. Walker- February 28, 2006

L. Bosworth Williams- February 28, 2006
Sandra Benz Williams- February 28, 2006

Dorothy and Neal Wolfe - February 28, 2006
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174.

175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

180.

181.

182.

183.

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

194.

195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

Mimi Wright- February 28, 2006
Diane E. Young- February 28, 2006
Elizabeth Young- February 28, 2006
Ethan Young- February 28, 2006
Joan and Arlan Young- February 28, 2006
Dana Zimmerman- February 28, 2006
Marilyn Zimmerman- March 1, 2006
Everett L. Ball- undated

Gloria Ball- undated

Millie Bisset- undated

Meredith and Bill Blau- undated
Ken Bowerman- undated

Lisa Carr- undated

Gayle L. Eberhart- undated

Craig M. Enyart- undated

Diana Fisher- undated

Nancy Foote Ogg- undated
Katherine D. Goddard- undated
Michael and Amy Grable- undated
Katherine and Dave Gray- undated
Jim Herndon- undated

Richard Horwath- undated

Patricia Keeler- undated

Clarance Joe Korte- undated

Eric LaFranchi- undated

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
220.7?

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

1.2-9



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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Keeping Sonoma

RECEIVED
APR 2 1 2008

PERMIT AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

Apnl 19, 2006

County of Sonoma

Permit Resource Management Department Comprehensive Planning
2550 Ventura Dr.

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Att: Robert Gaiser, Gary Helfrich
Re: Comments on Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Update Draft EIR

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and General
Plan Update 2020, regarding the Sonoma County Traffic Model (SCTM).

The Draft EIR provides a short description of the SCTM TAZ structure
on page 4.2-5, and states that 6 of the TAZs represent the East Bay.
These do represent traffic traveling from the East Bay into Sonoma
County, but primarily represent gateway traffic on the county’s eastern
border and also represent traffic from Napa, [.ake, Solano and other
counties not typically described as being part of the East Bay. A more
accurate description would state that these TAZs represent counties east
of Sonoma County, including, but not limited to the East Bay. _

S

The SCTA Countywide Bicycle Advisory Committee (CBAC) is now

officially the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee ol
(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 SCTA’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.

SN

SCTA encourages continued cooperation to improve model results by
improving the coordinated land use database and road network 1.{
information, and thereby assessing network performance. At this time, i
no mechanism has been established by which “fair share” funding or

mitigation measures could be determined by applying the traffic model.

-



{Genetral 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
cbamey@sctainfo.org.

Christopher Barney
Transportation Planner
Senoma County Transportation Authority
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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 addressedi/clarified in
the Final EIR and General Plan documents. Please note that all
citations are based on the Draft General Plan document:

e 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.

s Page 120, Policy AR-2e: As noted above, this policy should direct
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 -

“‘Whlch property is to provide the buffer if the transition is between a B

" County property and one located within another jurisdiction.

¢ 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. L

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

6750 Commerce Bovievard = Rohnart Park CA » 54928 » (707) 588-2226 » Fax (707) 588-2263

www.rprity.org
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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 ¢irculation 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 o enact these fees without proper justification would be
onerous.

Page 294. A policy should be added similar to Policy CT-8m 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 “{tjhe City of Rohnert Park has identified the Petaluma
Hill Rd. comridor for urban development in its most recent General
Plan and has agreed to assist in the funding of improvements
needed to mitigate resulting traffic impacts in the Penngrove area.”
In 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 bstween 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.

6750 Commerce Boulevard » Rohnert Park CA « 84928 « (707) 588-2226 » Fax (707) 588-2263
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s Page 297: A policy should be added similar to Policy CT-6m to LSS
ensure that the Petaluma and Environs Planning Area is included in
the discussions regarding regional traffic improvements in the area. —I

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

Sincerely,

Ron Bendorff
Director of Comphunity Development

Attachments

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

65750 Commerce Boulevard « Rohnert Park CA = 94528 « (707) 588-2226 » Fax (707) 588-2263
WAy Tpeity. org
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‘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 101 and experiences peak-hour
congestion. Table 4.1-4 calls for new turn lanes and intersection improvemenis to

Petaluma Hill Road,

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 mitigate 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 of increased traffic congestion on major roads and intersections in Penngrove
{"Regional Mitigation 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 Turisdictions has
appropriated its fair share to the Regional Mitigation Project. In the event that other
jorisdictions 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 commuite times, Traffic congestion is a resulf from
growth and commute patierns in Sonoma County, SSU, and the Cities of Santa Rosa,
Rohnert Park, Cotati, and Petaluma. Implementation of this General Plan will result
in additional iraffic in this area. Long-term solutions 1o 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
Raosa, 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 Roknert 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. '
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Chapter 4: Transportation

During the period in which this General Plan was being drafied, 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 prajects to
mitigate existing and futwre 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 lo continuing its participation in this regional effort.

B. Work with the City of Cotati and Sonoma State University to determine feasible
measures Lo 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 General 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 Scutheast 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 City's fair share is roughly
proportional to the traffic impacts of development beyond the 1999 incorporated
limits of the City of Rohnert Park; and (2) other jurisdictions thet approve
development that impacts traffic congestion at the impacted intersections ¢m 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 coniribute their fair share to fund the feasible mitigation measures, the City and
City of Cotati will evaluate alternative feasible mitigation rneasures that can be
implemented. The City’s financial commitment is also contingent upon legal
authonity to collect payments through specific plens, 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 Coteti adjacent to U.S. 101, a portion of the
traffic passing through Cotati to reach the US. 101 corridor is generated from
Jurisdictions oulside 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 oceur without
implementation of the identified mitigation measures in the event that finding is not
available from other furisdictions fo construct the improvements.

4-23
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March 13, 2006

Sonoma Gounty Permil and Resource Management Deparlment
Comprehensive Planning

2600 Venlura Drive

Sanla Rosa, T4 95403

Subject: Draft Environmental Irmpact Report -- Sonoma County General Plan 2020

Genflemen:
North Marin Water District appreciates the opportunity to review the subject Sonoma
Courty General Plan 2020 Drafl EIR.

Section 4.9 Public Services inciudes Exhibit 4.9-2, tabulating the Current and Projecied

Waler Suppiies for Sonoma County Water Agency waler contractors, Footnote "a" to that table
incorrectly identifies North Marin Water District as not a water contracior to the SCWA.  Please
revise this footnote. North Marin Water District has had a contract to receive Russian River wate:
supply since 1961, NWMWD is signatory o the Eleventh Amended Agreement for Waler Supply and

is defined as a Water Contractor {"prime” contractor} in that Master Water Supply Agreement
hetween Sonoma County Water Agency and the eight "prime” contractors recelving water from the

Russian River transrmission sysiem,

Sincerely

L/L)\ﬁO

Chris e uabrlt,le
General Manager

oM
s el Adrmipsir oGNS CWAUDMs oo counly penr plan dew lrdoc







State of California — The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CAME L{

http://www.dfg.ca.qov

POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 54589
{707) 944-5500

April 17, 2006

Dr. Scott Briggs i P

Mr. Robert Gaiser EIREE RS
Sonoma County S R _
Permit and Resources Management Department

2500 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403-283¢

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——‘
growtin wili increase by aii 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 4
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.

-
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Dr. Scott Briggs
Mr. Robert Gaiser
April 17, 2006
Page 2

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 areas 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 atiract corvids, which are important nest predators of marbled murrelets.



Dr. Scott Briggs
Mr. Robert Gaiser
April 17, 2006
Page 3

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-8¢(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.

et

—

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.

%
..l
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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 Matec 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 upsiope 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 timberiands 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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benefit or result in no net loss of timberand. No net loss of timberland will be achieved 9.
by setting aside two acres of forestland for every one acre of forestland converted. Lol
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 wouid
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, reguiarly 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
wildiife 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 vauxi), a Califonia bird Species of Special
Concem. 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 iate 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. Altematively, 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 | 0
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 i
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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harvesting practices as well as forest conversion, commercial, industrial and residentiai
development, impacts to wildlife and their habitats could be viewed as cumuiatively

considerabie.

The DEIR states that policies OSRC-12b-12d wouid implement a County review
process for timber harvesting plans. The DEIR states that County staff would cormment
on timber harvesting plans in support of increased protection of Class ||l watercourses;
however, it does not describe how Class 11| watercourse protaction would be improved.
DFG supports increased protections of Class lif watercourses and suggests that the
DEIR consider giving Class |ll watercourses the same protections (or very similar
protections) as Class [ watercourses (14 CCR 816.5). 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 |Il 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 Cpen Space District (SCAPOSD)
has preserved approximately 56,200 acres through conservation easements.
Unfortunately, some SCAPOSD conservation easements allow for conversion of these
particular [and easements into other agriculture tand uses including grapes, which is hot
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 concemed about continuing loss of wildlife habitat
in the County. We recommend that the DEIR and wildlife habitat conversions to
acreage of grapes, including past, present, and anticipated future projects, be analyzed
relative to impacts on wildiife habitat.

Proposed projects that interfere su bstantlally with movement of natrve 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.

—rt

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, lakes, 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

4

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 a2 Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and the DEIR
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
California's natural diversity while continuing to aliow 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/ncep/index.htmi. DFG
personnel are available to assist in the development of an NCCP. ;

Cont...

15



Dr. Scott Briggs
Mr. Robert Gaiser
April 17, 2006
Page 8

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 Scoft Wilson, Habitat Conservation

Supervisor, at (707} 844-5584.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Floerke
Regional Manager
Central Coast Region

-¢c:  Sonoma County

Board of Supervisors

575 Administration Drive, Room 100A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2887
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100 Santa Rosa Avenur

COMMENTS ON THE SONOMA COUNTY DRAFT GENERAL Post Office Box 1678
PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT st e O o

‘ ) _ Fax' 707-543-3030
The comments provided are based upon review of the Dralt Sonoma County General
Plan and Environmenta) Impact Report circulated for public review. .

The City of Sunta Rosa supports the continuation of County policy regarding city-
centered growth. Over the past several years the City of Santa Rosa has experienced
substantial residential growth and has been parhiculanly successful in ppoviding affordabic

housing through implementation of our local ordinances, general fund contributions to 1
housing programs, and federal and state housing assistance. Currently 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 policics 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
netghborhood/corridor planning in the Sebastopol Road area between Stony Point Road
and Dutton Avenue. The planning effort was jointly funded by the City and the County

and City and County staff oversaw citizen workshops that received exiensive ‘Q
participation and led to consensus on many important issues. The result was the Draft
Scbastopol Road Urban Vision Plan. The City intends to continue that effort to include
ather portions of Sebastopol Road and build on the consensus that was achieved. Itis
appropriate 1o include the results of this Plan in the County General Plan. At present
there 15 no mention of this effort and no reflection of the polictes 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-1k, 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 fecs 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




Cont .,

!

N

—
 —]

this point should identify the congested roadway segments, prioritize them and cali for
nexus studies to be prepared to assess the capacity of funding sources. Once this
information is avaiiable 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 seemn to be premature.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report addresses the issue of water supply and noles
that the City of Santa Rosa would need to obtain additional water supplies to meet the
increased demand resulting from growth consistent with the General 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-16I 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 Hearn Avenue with
dense landscaping and beantification of this section of highway.

Exhthit 4.1-4 in the Draft EIR 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 mtllion square Ieet 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 Planming

Commission and Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments during the public comment period. 1
would be pleased to provide any additional infermation should you require it.

Sincerely,

o, iougs

LISA KRANZ
City Planner
Office of Advance Planning and Public Policy

c. Wayne G. Goldberg, Director



California Regional Water Quality Control Board

\‘ ., North Coast Region

William R. Massey, Chairman

www. waterboards ea.govinartheoast
Dan Skopec 5550 Skylanc Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403 Arnold
Acting Secretary Phone: (§77) 721-9203 (1)l free) = Office: (707) §76-2220 « FAX: (707) 523-0135 Schwarzenepger

Governor
April 17, 2006 @

Mzr. Bob Gaiser

County of Sonoma PRMD
2550 Ventura Avenue
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 Envirecnmental 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 1s 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-7states: ]
“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 mappropriate to consider
these as mitigation measures for purposes of the EIR.

A
iy
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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 guality 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 achicve this goal. The EIR should be revised to fully document existing
and potential impacts of development and provide clear mitigation mcasures 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 EIR before it is finalized or adopted.

Qur 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.
Additicnal 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” measurc 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 conirol
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
strecam 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 wastcwater treatment 18
not currently available. As a result of this, onsite systems (including package wastewater plants)
have bcen 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 o 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 cvaluating 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 pessible 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 strcam 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 1dentity 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.
[t appears that the protections ignore some activities that could occur within floodplains (roads,
grading, ctc) 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 federa) 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 Scnoma County have
been lost or degraded beyond functional value. Based on the important vatues 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, 1s that development is occurring in these areas af a rapid
rate. Many 1solated 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 1ssuance of both ministerial and discretionary projects in and near
biotic habitat areas. Often, a site visit or assessment by qualified personne] is nccessary to
properly identify and delineate jurisdictional wetlands.

EIR Exhibit 4.5-3 - The source for this exhibit is the California 303(d) List and TMDI. 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 adviscd
that this is not the most current or accurate listing, nor does 1t 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 arc 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 appreved 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 [L.aguna de Santa Rosa and other
impaired waters. The most recent 303(d) list for the North Coast Regional Water Board is
available online at: htip.//www.swrcb.ca. gov/tmdl/docs/2002reg] 303dlist. pdf.

Water Resource Element

This section describes water resources within the County and describes how this element relates
to other related clements. The section describes, in general, other regulatory programs that
complement the County’s resource protection efforts. The section also contains proposcd Goals,
Objectives and Polictes intended to help minimize impacts to water quality, Many of the
proposed policies are vague and unclear. In addition, it appcars 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 cnough 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
fully assess the (groundwater supplies) problem or to formulate a comprehensive management
strategy.” Policy WR-21 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 complction
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Mr. Bob Gaiser -6- April 17, 2006

of comprehensive groundwater assessments for the major groundwater hasins in the County a
pniority for the protection of all beneficial uses of groundwater.

Policy WR-1c¢ — 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 managerent practices to the “maximum extent
practicable”, Unfortunately, the proposed policy does not reflect this requirement.

Policy WR-1¢ — We appreciate the recognition for the TMDL efforts that the Regional Water
Board will be implementing in Scnoma County. However, the statement applies a “maximum
extent practicable™ standard for compliance with adopted TMDLs. Please be awarc 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 i this context.

Policy WR-1K — This policy supports the development of wastewater trcatment 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 mmpacts 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-10 — 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 i1s 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 arc 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.

J—

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
requirc 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 wherc steep
slopes exist on the margins of a marsh or wetland, z 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
appropriatc 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 (1)(b) as presented, does not define what would be considercd
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,

R

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
FishNetd4C Program and there is no schedule for implementation or indication how Sonoma
County will implement the FishNetdC program. -

Section 3.2 - Policy for Riparian Corridors - The Regional Water Board recognizes the ]
benefits of a healthy riparian corridor in mamtaining heneficial 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. Int 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 ¢ would cstablish streamside conservation areas
along both sides of designated Riparian Corridors and would include those arcas 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
n riparian areas where disturbance has already occurred.

Policy OSRC-8c (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 aguatic

TCSOUrces.

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

Policy OSRC-8¢ (3) - Negative impacts to the water quality of streams in Sonoma County have
resulted from a lack of protection of riparian corridors. To 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 activitics 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-2] 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 tmpacts from stormwater runoff, loss of habitat, loss of groundwater
recharge, etc., in future development projects within Senoma 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 soi1l resources. Please see Enclosure 3 for various LID rescurces.
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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 jshort @ waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
CM‘W L&__-———“_

Catherine E. Kuhlman
Executive Officer

0417206_jls SonamaCounty_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

ce: 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
File: zn/0-0-1 County General Pian
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 strikethroungh-and additions to text are in bold.

GENERAL DEIR COMMENTS:
1. There is unceriainty 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 EIR 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 EIR 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.

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.

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;

o 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.

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.

The EIR should address the following information regarding flood control protection and
capacity. The Agency performs flood control activities on 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). ESA-protected species within the Agency’s flood control areas include but are not

Sonoma County Water Agency Page 2



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,
cutrent 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
flood risks.

limited to three salmonid species (coho salmon, Chinook salmon, and steelhead). In addition, E
3
!

6. Recent studies performed by the Agency and the U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers analyzed E
hydrologic conditions for the Central Sonoma Watershed Project and concluded that natural i
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 1

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.

R e TUAPY. T S
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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.

r Russian River Watershed Page 4.5-8
Text within the DEIR states:
Erosion and sedimentation in the main stem is ofien associated with peak releases from dams.

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

N

Russian River Watershed Poge 4.5-8 and 17
-Text within the DEIR states:
Recresational users and malfunctioning individual septic systems contribute (o 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 waier, which are normally found in the intestines of humans and animals,
b 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
t  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,

F—

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 [agoons management and other dairy waste.

fp
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Puathogens 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, and
the underlying geology.

<

et

(Page 4.5-19) In scme cases, multiple aquifers occur, separated by less permeable or impermeable (clay) layers

called aguastudes 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.

Sl

The following sentence appears on page 4.5-20:

The term safe yield is defined 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.

N

The following sentence appears on page 4.5-20:

Given the changes in land use and populiation 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 timg,
groundwater levels can drop dramatically and the aquifer may become overdrafted.

Local Well Interference, Page 4.5-21

Please remove the following sentence:

P 3
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The following sentence should be modified as follows:

The tand area above the-eene-of depression the localized area of decreased water levels is called the area of
influence. If the localized areas of groundwater declines from the-cones-of dopression of two or more adjacent

wells everlap, there is said to be wel!l interference.

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 Jocalized

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

Groundwater Basin Surface Area Groundu.fal‘er
{subbasins in italics) {square miles) Availability Notes '
Class(es) I
Alexander Valley
Cloverdale Area Groundwarer Groundwater elevations may be
Subbasin 10 T1&IV declining in some areas; USGS
currently conducting studies.
Alexander Groundwater Subbasin Groundwater levels relatively stable;
37 LIO, &IV USGS currently condueting
studies.
Santa Rosa Valley
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Groundwaterlevels have-deslined-in-
Subbasin 125 1&II1 tho-past-in-some-areas-USGS
: currently conducting studies.
Napa-Sonoma Valley
" Kenwood Valley Seme-conesrns-overlecal-well
interforencp-effects-and-water-level
8 L deolines-USGS currently l

Santa Rasa 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. SCWA and USGS are

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

Groundwater Basin.

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Subbasin Page 4.5-25
The following sentence should be modified as follows:

In-recent-yoars; As a result of the City of Rohnert Park switched switching its primary source of municipal water
supply from groundwater to water supplied by the SCWA, water levels bave stabilized sesmmewhat since the early

Sonoma County Water Agency Page 6
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1990s, with recharge and pumping currently thought to be in rough cquilibrium. el
-]
Napa-Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin Page 4.5-27
Please remove the following sentence: 20
Bennett Valley is not located within Sonoma Valley. '

Groundwater Areas of Concern Page 4.5-28

Please modify the following heading:

- -.,.]

27

Groundwater Areas of Concern (Non-Groundwater Basins)

Bennett Valley Page 4.5-28
The following sentences should be modified as follows:

ENCTRR N

Bennet Bennett Va]ley is locatcd approxunately three miles south of Santa Rosa and contains an alluvml . &

aquer he-areadstocated

aguifer-

To-address-groundwator-basin-issues;th nty-Board p aty-staff The Board |
of Directors of the SCWA directed staff to work with the USGSthe-SGW-A; and other local stakeholders to g"

develop a cocperative study work program to systematically evaluate groundwater resources within the county’s
major groundwater basins (the Sonoma Valley, Alexander Valiey, Santa Rosa Plain, and the Petaluma Valiey

Rt R T

basins).

Groundwater Studies Page 4.5-29
The following sentence should be modified as follows:

The cooperative study between the USGS and SCWA is intended to enhance the current knowledge of
groundwater resources within Sonoma County... '

2T

S U B |

Groundwater Management Page 4.5-37 ;
.30

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. __.

T

AR 3030 Groundwater Management Plans Page 4.5-39

The following sentence should be modified as follows:

Sonoma County Water Agency Page 7
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34

55

There are ne adopted groundwater management plans in Sonema County. Recently however, the SG3A Board of

Directors of SCWA direcied the-Gereral Manager+/ Chiof Enginesr staff to prepare a work plan for Board

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

Also, in December 2005, USGS, SCWA and other local stake holders cooperated in the Santa Rosa Plan
Groundwater Study, Additionally, in 20G1, the SCWA and USGS initiated a four-year study of the Sonoma
Valley and Alexander Valley groundwater basins,

Policy WR-2¢: Page 4.5-37

(7) Require 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-Iw: Page 4.5-59 and 60

The Agency is currently updating the Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria and thus believe that
Policy WR-1w 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-2s would require that allow the SCWA be-responsible-forpriovitizing to prioritize
and undertaldng undertake flood hazard mitigation projects en-s-ecentinueus-basis-on selected waterways subject

i 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.
S

I 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 fajlure...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

Sonoma County Water Agency Page 8



the Corps of Engineers, : 55
Additionally, the Agency maintains levees in the Alexander Valley above the Russian River. i v

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 1998 2005,

4.9 PUBLIC SERVICES
Other SCWA 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,

Sl

S Y & S

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

N
o

Please update the following sentence:

The District’s extractions from the Russian River underflow are expected to be anthorized and reported under
SCWA’s water rights permits in the future.

I

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

(Y
oF

Please correct the name of the “Occidental Water Company” to the “Occidental Community Services ___l
District.”

——

Exhibit 4.9-5 Water Use Data for 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 3;5;
“Geyserville Water System” to the “Geyserville Water Works.” ;

Recycled Water and Reuse: Page 4.9-16 ﬁf
The following sentence should be modified as follows:
Recycled water is wastewater that has undergone primary, secondary and eseasionetly often tertiary treatinent. ‘!J 2
Wastewater Management Services- Environmental Setting
Conventional Wastewater Treatment Plants: Page 4,9-33 o

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 .' L,“
Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District (CSD) treatment facility and Pennrgrove Saritation Zone is located within the

junsdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. ;
/:’

Scnoma County Water Agency Page 9
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Exhibit 4,9-9 Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Methods and Exhibit 4.9-10 2020 Wastewater Treatment
Capacity, Surplus, and Deficits: 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 of 30 consecutive days for all sanitation districts or zones. It
should be noted within the EIR that not all sanitation districts and zones listed in exhibits 4.9-9 and 10
use the same criteria to determine ADWF.

T

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 changes that would increase wrban water demand. Therefore, future water demand in these areas would be

slightly less under the No Project Alternative than wnder 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:

4 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
i facilities.
¥

g

- 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 resultin a
significant impact to wastewater services.

Soncma County Water Agency Page 10



Impact 4.9-5 New or Expanded Wastewater Facilities: Page 5.0-33

Text within the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative would resuit in a significant impact to new Uis
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 of Impact 4.9-5.

Mitigated Alternative
Public Services

Impact 4.9-2 Insufficient Water Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of Rural Private Domesr,:c,
Small Municipal, and Agricultural Wells: Page 5.0-74 ;.{ ?

Please update the following sentence:

Similar to the Draft GP 2020, the No-Projest-Mitigated Alternative would resuit 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 copstruction of new water facilities, in spite of demand.

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

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.

Ichevep\GP2020DEIR Comments3.doe
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ALAMEDA COUNTY
Roberta Cauper
Seolt Haggerty
Janet Lackhart

Mate Miey

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
Mark DeSauinier
Mark Ross
{vice-Chatr)
Michae! Shimansky
Gayle B. Ullkema
{Chair}

MARIN COUNTY
Harald C. Brown, Jr.
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Gavin Newsom

SAN MATEDQ COUNTY
Jerry Hill
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY
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Yariko Kishimoto
Liz Kniss
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SOLANO COUNTY
John F. Silva

SONOMA COUNTY
Tim Smith
Pamela Torkatt
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April 17, 2006

Susam Dahl

County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Subjcct: Sonoma County General Plan Update 2020

Decar Ms. Dahl:

Bay Area Ajr Quality Management District (District} staff have reviewed
your agency’s Drafi Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sonoma County
General Plan Update 2020 (plan). The pian’s goals, objectives and policies will
guide land use and development in the County. District staff are providing
commentis on both the plan and the DEIR. _1

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 poliutants such as ozone, diesel particulate
matter and wood smoke. It should also describe the sources of odors and toxic air
contaminamis (¢.g., transportation, construction, etc.} and their potential adverse __
impacts in more detail. The plan should also clearly 1dentify the different 1
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.

b P 14 e i

-
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Repori ——

District staff have reviewed the DEIR for the plan and support the “Draft
General Plan 2020 Alternative,” which the DEIR 1dentifies as the environmentally i
superior altemative. The DEIR states on page 3.0-65 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
{8OV) use in the Bay Area 15 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. This can happen becausc driving
temporanly becomes more convenient and there is less incentive to use
transportation alternatives, carpool, work and shop closer to home, avoid
discretionary trips and fravel during non-peak periods. In the long-term, roadway

————— e
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Ms. Susan Dahi -2- April 17, 2006

capacity expansions can result in greater dependence on autormobiles, 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 autorobile
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 Measeres (TCMs) 1, 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 iinplementation 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 nide 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 fransit
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,
inchuding 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 where supply is limited and allernative transportation modes

are available.

The DEIR identifies exposure to odors and toxic air contaminants (TACs) as a potenizally
significant impact (Impact 4.3-3). District staff recommend that Policy OSRC-161 be amended
to apply to all sources of TACs and odors in addition to US 101. Additionally, a policy shouid
be added to the plan that requires new development proposals to include a full evaluation of any

LAV T



Ms. Susen Dahl 3. April 17, 2006

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
OQuality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides helpful
giidance 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 htm, 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 of TACs. We recommend that the
final plan include a map of existing sources of TACs 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 bave 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 diese] engines could emit unhealthy levels of TACs and we
recommend reducing both on-road and off-road emissions from diese] 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 construction equipment to three minutes; using newer 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 luniting the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment. The
District is cusrently in the process of revising our CEQA significance thresholds. We
recommend inctuding 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 (Tmpact
4.3-2: “Increased Particulate Emissions”). We recommend the implementation of all feasjble
dust control measures listed in Table 2 of the BAAOMD CEQA Guidelines: dssessing the Air
Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans (1999), including the optional control measures when
applicable. As noted in the previous paragraph, diesel epgines used in construction could also
emit TACs 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 {o reduce
combustion emissions from construction equipment.
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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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Ms. Susan Dahl -4- April 17, 2006

in an increase of criteria air pollutant emissions from combustion, as well as an increase in
greenhouse pas emissions, which can impact regional air quality. District staff recommend
strengthening the language in Policy OSRC-144d to require a minimum 10% reduction in energy
use below Title 24 standards in all new construction projects. The County could alse 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 (HVAC)
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, aud urge the County to include aggressive policies and programs throughout the

General Plan to reduce emissions contributing to climate change.

We recommend that the FEIR 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 n
the FEIR as well as the justification for that determination. District staff would also like the
County to provide a copy of the proposed 1esponse to the District’s comments at least 10 days
prior to certifying the FEIR.

If you have any guestions regarding these comments, please contact Douglas Kolozsvari,
Envirenmental Planner, at (415) 745-4602.

Sincerely,

Jdap Roggenk
Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer

JIRDK

cC! BAAQMD Director Tim Smith
BAAQMD Director Pamela Torhiatt
APCO Barbara Lee, NSCAPCD
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SCH #: 2003012020

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 1$ responsible for all project mitigation, 1
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 1o 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.

AN

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 concems in some areas prevent ‘R—
necessary improvements from being implemenied, 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 1o 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 3

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 inciuded in traffic calming measures. For rural

“Catrrany improves mobility acrosy California™
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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, lmpact 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 1s 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 .

Sincerely,

TIMOTHY ii SABLE

District Branch Chief

IGR/CEQA

c: State Clearinghouse

“Celtrany improves mebiliny acrosy Californéa™
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March 22, 2006

Mr. Bob Gaiser

PRMD Comprehenstve Planning
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

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 demestic 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 (ieneral Plan Updatc 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 thc 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 2620, the Town
is interested in protecting the unincorporated areas within the Town’s Urban
Growth Boundary from development inconststent 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 rcquests 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. Avoid extension of urban services bevond designated
boundaries. Retain large parcel sizes within the future expansion area of
[lealdsburg to allow for efficient development upon annexation.”

We request that this objective also be extended to the unincorporated area
between the Town limit and cur 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 cstablishment 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 arc 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 {uture 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 1o 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 A

recognized in the following:

-

Circulation and Transit Program 18: Airport Industrial Area Improvement
Funding: Program Description (p. 300): The County would utilize the
countywide traffic medel 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 carliest practical time and
assurance that the funding thereof 1s equitably addressed. Completion of
additional circulation improvements, provided for in the Sonoma County Airport

Industrial Area Specific Plan (¢.g. the southerly extension of Brickway Boulevard |

across Mark West Creek to River Road), is also supported by the Town.
Circulation and Transit Program 6, Capital Project Plan/Budget, Program
Description {p. 299), should be revised as follows:

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 fraffic mitigation fees, the

conrt. .

|
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general fund and categorical grants, such as UMTA and TDA from federal and

reference: CT-1a).

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

Read 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 SCWA in the
Russian River Watershed. This systcm stores runoff from rainfall in the Eel and
Russian River Watersheds in the Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma reservoirs,
diverts 1t from large collector wells beside the Russian River, and transmils it
primarily to the cities of Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Rohnert Park, Cotati and Sonoma,
the Sonoma County Industrial Area, 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
watcr to Russian River water users in the future, including potential reduction in
water diverted from the Fel 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 pnincorporated area of the county include those
serving such communities as Bodega Bay, Sea Ranch, Occidental, Geyserville,
Larkficld, Camp Meecker, Kenwood and Guerneville.

In the Water Resources Element, note should be taken of Policy WR-3n (p. 232),
which rcads as follows:

Public water suppliers who currently utilize water from the SCWA sysiem will, to
the maximum extent feasible, utilize water from the SCWA system and other
surface water sourccs instead of groundwater,

The Town has currently fully developed its existing entitlernent from its Russian
River Well Field under agreement with SCWA. 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 {or the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. Pleasc send the Town 10
copies of the Final EIR Response to Comments when completed.

Sincerelx,
i @M
Sam Salmon

Mayor

Ce: State Clearinghouse
Town Council

Printed on recycled paper
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Bob Gaiser

PRMD Comprehensive Planning
2550 Ventlura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

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 complainis 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 Eiement 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 55 to 60 dI3 contours)
being placed within the conditionally acceptabie 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 thal within the Air Transportation Element,
the trangportation demand is higher than the analysis used by the

1
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Sonoma County Comprehensive Airport Land Plan (CALUTP). The
noise contour map used for GP 2020 1s 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 quicter aircraft, noise complaint
management, and the use of quieter commercial passenger aircrafi.

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 Senoma 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 te identify offending aircraft.

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

Sincerely,

Sam Salmon
Mayor

ce: State Clearinghouse
Town Council
Matt Mullan

[A6( - Planning & Building DeptiPlanning DDeparimenfU6\06-1 1%Air Transporation Element\April 5
Leter Of Council Comment loc
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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
nutigate for future development within the unincorporated areas of the 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 :L
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 cxemptions 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 arc discusscd below and address the following policy areas: streams and
riparian corridors; stormwater; groundwater; erosion; and floodplains.

At
s

While staff supports many of the policies in the DEIR and the PEs, we are concerned about 4
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 ;L
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 1s 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
EIR before it is finalized or adopted, '

——

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area s waters for over 30 yeury
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e

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 langnage 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 Palicy
OSRC-8¢ 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 wdentified 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 1s not
comprehensive enough to include all waterbodies within Sonoma County which can only be
determined 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

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the Sun Francisco Bay Area’'s waters for over 50 years
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only include the blue and dashed lined streams identified by the 2003 USGS survey byt also any
drainage feature that has a defined bed and bank. |
—_
Agricoltural Lands

Policies OSRC-8¢ (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 turn 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-8¢ (6) that would allow livestock within the stream
channel and the 100" setback. Allowing livestock in the strecam 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-8¢ (2){c) would allow for the cxpansion 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-8¢ (2)(¢) and (2)(d). Ifthe
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.

e

L

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 tributarics. ____t

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay drea’s waters fur over 50 years
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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 Steelhead/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 f1ll 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

o

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 stormwater management measures to road
construction, road maintenance, and development projects throughout the unincorporated arcas
i 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¢ which is to
“prioritize stormwater management measures in coordination with RWQCB direction, focusing
first upon watershed areas that are urbanizing and watcrsheds with impaired waicrbodics. 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 turn 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.

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

T pocvcled Paper
i) Recyeled Paper



Mr. Bob Gaiser
Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Draft DEIR -5-

NPDES Construction and Industrial Permits

The County should require that the Permit and Resource and Management Department (PRMD)
provide appropriate perntitting 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 of Intent (NOI),
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 Kermns 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 monttoring for potential
cumulative groundwater impacts to surface water base-flows in Cold Springs Creek, a tributary

to Lichau Creek.

Saltwater Intrusion

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 cvaluating the threat
to groundwater resources from salt water intrusion which would then be incorporated into the
well pernutting 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.

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area’s waters for over 30 years
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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

contro] standards and Best Management Practices (BMPs). Please expand this erosion control
policy and specifically expand Policy WR-1b to require that all road construction and road
maintenance 1s 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-1w to the WR which would revise the County’s
flood control design criteria to include a section on stream gcomorphic 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
arcas 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

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area’s waters for over 50 vears
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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,

P

Abigail Smith
Acting Section Leader
North Bay Counties Section

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

ﬁ Recyeled Paper
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45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
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VOICE AND TDD (415} 904- 5260
1X (415) 904. 5400

April 17, 2006

Lisa Posternak

PRMD Comprehensive Planning
2550 Ventura Drive

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 v

=
i -

SUBJECT: Sonoma County General Plan Update

Dear Ms, Posternak:
=

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 improverments 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 bielogical
resources, among others, within the coastal zone and coastal watersheds.

‘_&

Ly

It is our understanding that the County will soon begin the process of updating the Certified
Local Coastal Plan {L.CP) to incorporate the proposed changes to the General Plan. The
recommendations in the Draft EIR relating to the protection of agriculitural 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 ok
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.

Alfred Wanger
Deputy Director
Energy, Ocean Resources and Water Quality Division

Califomia Coastal Commuission
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. 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. T urge you to share this
letter with PRMD staff and your fellow Commissjoners. [ 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 the 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 inguire about a few other concerns.

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

-+ What will be the impacts on recreational activities in the Jower 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?

Sincerely
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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: sSonoma County Planning Commission Att: Bob Gatser

e R s

FROM:  Lrevert £ J3s) / D]

(name)

~¥mgins valley, CA 94515
SUBJECT: Public Comtment on DEIR for GP2020- Visual Resources

(address)

GP202(s draft EIR is inadequate in not identifying the Knights Valley

Planning Urit as a Scenic Landscape Unit. Scenic Comridor and Communit

Separator. Omitting these classifications creates Area Plan conflicts

requiring an amendment that we as residents and property owners will not
supporl. Figure QSRC-1 must include Knights Vallev as a Scenic Corridor
and Scepic Planning Unit. 4.11 should identify Healdsburg / Calistoga as a
Community Separator consistent with this agriculrural and resource
conservation zone. Public Comment period for DEIR should be extended. -
e Losade F P

27 P
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Comments #182 through
#217 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.
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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 16,4627 (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? 1
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? B

What are the percentages?

What percentage of second/summer homes still exist? This information is
critically important, because our infrastructure is very limited and our 2
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 5
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 vou mention the many developed areas between Russian River Y
communities that are not on public sewer in most cases, or public water in




Contee.

1

\

Nido that is on sewer and water, Northwood that

many? Why not mention Rio
d Camp Meeker that has a local water system but

is on water but not sewer, an
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 “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 closures? Why not mention the issue of terrace pit gravel mining coming to
a close in the Russian River and the move to quarry expansion? Why not
mention the significant increase in concern about water quality issues and the
listing of the Laguna de Santa Rosa for six water quality impairments in 20027
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.

SCGP/EIR Comments 4/16/06 Page 2



Overview of the Draft GP 2020

How will the major goal, “Frotect 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 GIP 2020 accomplishes this

goal.

On page 3.0-13 it refers to “unincorporated” communities and “rural”
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 “....Iimit development on sensitive environmentul
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
sizes 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
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 locking at Exhibit 3.0-4: Housing and Population Growth, we see that the
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 household, but the incorporated portion will have 1.85. What is the
explanation for the discrepancy in the number of persons calculated per
household? ITow does this affect the provision of public utilities and other

services?

Growth projections are based on the amount of growth anticipated to occur.
Whyv not assess the impacts of all the growth possible? What is the true worst
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 arcas 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 goals, 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 detail, giving full
disclosure of the issues requiring the infeasibility finding.

As noted already by the Planning Commission (PC}, mitigations in the form of
goals, policies, and objectives, are an integral part of the General Plan (GP) and, -
as such, 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 “gentrification” on large rural lots of homes
costing over “250,0007, 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 2 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 LISB to clude 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.” How
do you define “sanitation 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

SCGP/EIR Comments 4/16/06 Page 4



District. Is the expansion alluded 1o under Russian River for sewer or water?
This differentiation applies to all areas where sewer and water are run by

different entities.

Are “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 4.3-1 Growth and Concentration of Population

Page 4.1-33 states, “...the majority of proposed changes to the unincorporated USDs
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 population 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 i1s a conversion?
Should the word be “undeveloped” 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

Pége 3
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has 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
occiir? 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
i 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 info our comments by reference. It is
i called the Russian River County Sanitation District Boundary Expansion Study
Areas and it was printed sometime in 1997 or 1998.

~ Page 4.1-34 states that, “No changes are proposed to the USBs of either the Forestville
or Monte Rip LISAs”. 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
(We 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

ear 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, ”...the Draft GP2020 includes gouals,
objectives, and policies that assure that the land use maps, public services, and
infrastructure d not induce substantial additional growth beyond what was projected.”
What is meant by “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?

e
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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 Elemént contains Objective LU-2.2, states, “Allocate the
largest portion of unincorporated area growth to communities with public sewer and
water services...” and then goes on to name numerous communities. The only
Russian River Area communities listed are Guerneville and Forestvilie. Yet, as
stated above, 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. “ 1f 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 Heights), 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 don’t really protect much at ail.

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), it states that, “...by limiting, with exceptions,
the extension of water or sewer services outside of designated USAs: and by maintaining
low development densities outside of the LISAs.” 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-1b on pages 358-59 (DGPF) 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 to 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 arcas, 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 man

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

SCGP/EIR Comsments 4/16/06 Page 8



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 ]

suminer.) —

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-1, PF-1.1,
PF-1.3, PF-1.4, PE-1a, and PF-lc. None of these really reflect the realities we
alluded to above of providing those services, such as mecting 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 blased 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 years, and even more limited for toxic pollutants. While it is true that in
general, 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 problem, 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 (1 _|
have studied the data for years.) o

While the lower River {(Forestville on down) is regularly subjected to flooding, of
late there has been a great deal upstream as well, 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 dams. 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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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 “l.ower 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 [ 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. 1
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 Subbasin

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 Creck 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 operational, 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 issue, related to endangered fish species, is flood plain
management. Why not mention the frequent conflict in this area betwcen
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

Subbasin.

—

—

For many years, Santa Rosa wastewater discharges have been a topic of great
concern to many Sonoma County residents. They have been responsible for
discharging 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? Also, why is there no mention of the dominance of Santa
Rosa wastewater facilities along the Laguna, including large holding ponds, 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. 1%}
and May 15"7

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
20027 In the 2005 round of listings, the State Board staff, strongly supported by
the City of 5anta Rosa, 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 time,
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 badies. Why
is there no mention of the Laguna de Santa Rosa either in this segment or Exhibit
4.5-37 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 2002, and to this
day, the Laguna de Santa Rosa is listed for sediments, temperature, nitrogen,
phosphorus, bacteria, 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

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

b L

(03

Groundwater:

For these comments I defer to Jane Nielson, PhD and $.W.1.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 pages 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.)

o

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 jt
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 “mixing 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 s0 remiss in avoiding discussion of these critical issues? How could this
—

be remedied?

The top of page 4.5-34 uses the term “storm sewer systems”. What is meant by
this term since stormwater 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 20027 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 wavs
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

! __ surfaces.

[n 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
bicaccumulating 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
coppet, arsenic, 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. Arc 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 weckend
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? Arc there monitoring and
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evaluation programs planned 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 t0 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-1d (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-1h
call for plans and avoidance measures ”....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 avatilable to check practices followed at reasonable intervals during
construction?

The OSRC policies referred to {OSRC-11a-11gh) use such words and phrases
such as “encourage”, and ”...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 “economically feasible”? Are there
standardized meanings for these terms? Can they be measured in any objective

| way? If not, 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?

I What are slope or erosion factors controlling development on steep slopes? 1f the
grading ordinance never materializes, what measures will protect against erosion
from hillside development? WR-1g supposedly would minimize sediment
deposition but doesn’t say by how much, how it would be measured, how
compliance would be evaluated, 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.

U _
This section states, “The 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, SCWA manages and operates the
Russian River County Sanitation District (RRCSD). Every vear the system
violates its permit. In 1998 SCWA 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.

B One of the key issues was whether the State could name SCWA as a responsible
party, 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 case, but then lost on
appeal. This issue is still a bone of contention with NPDES permits, where
SCWA 1is 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
Department, and all the wastewater systems under County management (most

. of them). What are the intherent conflicts with this management arrangement?

ot

On page 4.5-49 the statement is made, “"Water quality problems associated with point
source discharges from wastewater treatment plants have historically been infreguent,
occurring mostly along the Russian River.” How do you define “infrequent”? Let’s
see, Healdsburg didn’t have a NPDES permit until recently, 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 viclations over the years, some regulated
(direct discharges) and some not (irrigation overflows). PForestville 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'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 sewcers often fail
to produce the benefits touted by governmental entities. Iaddressed 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. 1 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’t 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 point, with all types of systems.
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e 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
processes, and has preferred to piecemeal improvements only when
determined to be absclutely essential (usually as a result of orders from
the North Coast Regional Board), and sometimes, not even then.
Ironically, preferring SCWA 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-1k 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 conservation 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?

SCGP/EIR Comments 4/16/06 Page 18



In the Guernevilie Area, the Treatment Plant usually fails to meet a]l 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;:

T 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.

o TPeople 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 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
e occupying the dwellings.

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

I 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 floocd. 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.

T Thereare 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 runcff
prevention, also important for the stormwater prevention program.

L (End of comments submitted to Planning Comrmission on flooding.)

T 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 area is in the 100 year flood
plain, does that mean that most of the 998 structureg 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-20? What policies and objectives will be in
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 vear there was a lot of flooding in places that had
never flooded before and liftle 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
seems to react much better to catastrophes than long range planning in terms of
providing funding for studies. Can you refute this assessment? :

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

Why 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
coes not impede flood flows? Since this impact is significant unavoidable one,
why is more consideration not given to treating ten- -year flood 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 is not available? Shouldn’t there be policies to prioritize areas with
the greatest amount of risk?

Also, 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?
Under Responsibility and Monitoring, it referred to WR-Iw. Where 15 it7 (I
couwdn’t find it in the Water Resources Elemrent.)

PUBLIC SERVICES

Water Supply Services ~ Environmental Setting
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Water 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 1s 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 environmenta}

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.
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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 spec1f1c 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:

e 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
(ACQE) that has been going on for about seven years now,

+ 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,

o 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 “zero footprint” of water use for new growth. An
important report and meeting will occur only ten days after these
comments are due;

o the Urban Water Management Plan to be completed by the end of the
year, 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 Meeting, 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, “....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 secking 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 all 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 1), “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 informational document.” (15003 h) states:
“The lead agency must consider the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts,
when determining whether it will have a significant environmental effect.” 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 SCWA 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 “low 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 “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 “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 SCWA that increased water rights would not be forthcoming
until a strong conservation plan was implemented. While we do not support the
“low flow" 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. Inierestingly, in the “Restructured Agreement” currently being
negotiated, 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), “Of particular significance to the
Agency 1s 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 infiliration 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 ﬁzcz’h’tz’eq must also
account jor 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.”
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)

Furthermore, 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 SCWA 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?

» [ossible 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.

e 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 facilitics, 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 Rosa, 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 SCWA
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 durin
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
words, 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 SCWA study the possibility of funding State Board regulatory actions in this
area, similar to the funding of staff time for Regional Board development of
Basin Plan Amendments. In fact, 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, [s it true that they won't really
need the extra capacity until 20207 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. Tsn't it true that in the last two years
or so, SCWA has drawn about 6,000 AFY from their “Emergency” wells in the
Laguna Area? If s0, how can the 3,025 AFY be accurate? Do the numbers in this
chart assume that SCWA 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 for
fire suppression. (See discussion of “low flow” issues above.)

Please address the impacts of a lowered flow on water supp]y issues. How can |

you assume that numbers on a chart provide proof that ”...the Water Project will
be approvo “  This issue is far more complex than determmmb how much
water is behind the dams. This DEIR fails to address the complexity of issues

mentioned above in our scoping comments.

At the bottom of page 4.9-5 there are two paragraphs mentioning the Section 7 ]

Consultation under the Endangered Species Act. Within the Section “Federal
Regulations” (4.9-21) there is NO mention of either the Clean Water Act or the
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 at
least some of them are {see our scoping comments above). How can water
supply issues be discussed without examining any of these other concerns? (We
suspect that you discuss the issues under Biotic Resources, but that should not
negate the need to give some analysis and mention here and/or referencing to

other sections.)

The statement is made (page 4.9-5) that flows were reduced by 15% by FERC to 7]

prOV1de 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, appcars 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
ranted. 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 44,000 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, “Accurate water use data for all
municipal, public, and comumunity-owned water districts in Sonoma County are

—r
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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 cperate 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 20027)

Factors Affecting Water Supply

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

SCWA 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
“conserving”. Itis 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
risks, 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 chemicals 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 streams 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 of, 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, 3¢,3d ete.
mostly call for “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 “guns” and “fists” come cut. 'What policies will be in place when
this happens? Or will SCWA play “big daddy” and dole out the rations? There’s
a saying, “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: [ 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-1a: This policy appears to promote central sewer systems wherever there is
planned growth. It does not rccognize 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-1b: See comments above about master facilities plans. SCWA doesn’t seem
to like them and they tend to he 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-1b (9) Provides full environmental analysis as required by environmental
law,

Policy PF-1¢: You can eliminate Occidental Water Company for two reasons. First, |
believe that it is the Occidental Community Services District that runs the water system,
which is new and has just been completed. Monte Rio 1s spelied wrong. Furthermore,
we have been calling for a planning process for the Russian River County Sanitation
District for a long time. SCWA 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-1f (2) and Policy PF-1h (2): This refers to OS-1c, which I couldn’t find.
Where 1s it?

— Policy PF-1k: We support the language on package treatment plants provided by the

Sonoma County Water Coalition.
PF-1m: For the reasons stated below, we have serious concerns about this policy.

e 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 pollution. Clear
demonstration of numerous failures should be documented in areas where
annexations are contemplated.

¢ Ip the Water Resources Element Policy WR-1n calls for the consideration of the
establishing of septic management districts. It makes sense to prioritize this
solution wherever feasible, over large, cxpensive, and often polluting centralized
wastewater freatment plants, especially in rural areas.

» (entralized 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 shides 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.

e 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 aguatic life. At a gigantic cost to property owners, expansion of
centralized treatment plants often results in trading one pollutant for another.
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« 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 enyironmentally harmful growth (o 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 sysicm 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 1o $14 million dollars.

+  We sugges! the following change to Policy PF-1m: (new language in CAPS and
eliminated language underlined)

Where substantial numbers of PROVEN failing septic systems or other health and safety

problenis exist outside urban service areas which could be addressed by extension of

public sewer service, SEPTIC MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS, evaluate the feasibility of

enlarging yrban service boundaries ESTABLISHING SUCH DISTRICTS to include

such THESE areas. The evaluation should assure sufficient capacity to serve existing

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 /J

serious water quality issues of doing so.

(End of comments to Planning Commission)

WATER RESOURCES ELEMENT

The following section contains some comments 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 quality, ground water supply,
public water systems, conservation & reuse, and import/ export
Yet on Page 1 the basic assumption of WRE is: “The primary purpose
of this element 1s to ensure that Sonoma County’s water resources are
sustatned and protected. To achicve this purpose, 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 considers 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.”

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.

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)

163

VoY
[ LS

Y

i 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.

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.

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.

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)

SCGP/EIR Comments 4/16/06 Page 35



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.

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

O

(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 SCWA 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.

end result of how-it is used that we are concerned about.

_73 LWR-B& & 3c: We have no problem with the collection of information. It is the

|74

|70

™ WR-31: Who is the SCWA /County going to consult with, themselves? There is
no master plan in place, yet SCWA 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.

i

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 protectwe and possibly
controlling role in the development of the Water Resources Element.

T

- _

In regard to conservation, WR-3f and WR-4b promise very little in the way of
substantive policy for assuring much greater water savings. WR-4e, 4f, 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.

177

. Consequently, 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.

o

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

[ 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; | 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. 1 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 itis,
once again it has been determined that growth in this area will have significant
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unavoidable impacts. A more detailed analysis may have made that

urnecessary.

It is mentioned (page 4.9-42) that, “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?

S

4.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

For the most part, 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 Jower 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 will 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 ccosystems 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 cuse, trees were sold to raise moeney 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 appcar 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-1a: Utilize data how? What data? This seems toc vague to have much meaning. -
PS-1b: Similarly vague. Studies will be utilized with what goal in mind? ]
PS-1c: We encourage such amendments, but where are they? Shouldn’t there be =1
recommended language included in this draft? —

PS-1d: 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 af 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.

| |

j |

PS-11: Just how do you minimize risk from a landsiide to an acceptable level, There
should be a policy that all projects in landslide areas should be reviewed by the Planning
Commussion and notices should be send to all property owners within at least 1000° of
the project. This policy nceds 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

YIOLATIONS.

——
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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 | in these matters. (His comments were submitted on the EIR.)

Reduction of Potential Damage from Flooding:

While it is appropriate to cncourage the raising of cxisting structures in the flood plain to
avoid future inundation and property damage, it ts problematic to rely on this means to
allow further new development. Especially up to the ten year flood plam, there should be
no new residential development allowed. There are several reasons for this and probably

many more that [ 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 Guemneville area.

s Toilets is low lying areas in the Russian River County Sanitation District
(RRCSD) cannot be flushed. IT 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™? 1 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 peliution in

the nver.)
Flood Insurance should be a stipulation for any 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 guickly downstream. Flooding in the lower river
was considered more desirable than flooding in the urban areas. Please address this issue.

There are many technigues 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 pecds
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 (5C most

parcelized county in state) . A0
« 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 and mitigations inadequate j 201

+ Too many significant unavoidable impacts.

» Policy mitigations are weak and no means provided to measure :[ QO
compliance.

¢ Reliance on unfunded projects to mitigate growth. How will this j 20%
protect endangered and threatened species?

» If EIR assumes impact will be reduced by plan policy or mitigation J 20M
measure, information must be provided to document effectiveness of

the measure to reduce the impact.

Similarly, wastewater disposal is becoming more and more problematic and
expensive. As pollutants in our water bodies and human bodies
seem to increase, along with our awareness of the harm they do (loss of saimonid | - 6%
species, invasive plant proliferation, increased cancer rates, etc.), the need is o
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 A0{p
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 at
latter in terms of UWMP. SCGP should ultimately be delayed until UWMP and o7
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 A0D
of these programs that are meant as mitigations. {Are BMP goals being met?) |

Concerns about project description and discussions on water quality:

« Secction on water quality is vague, incomplete and misleading J Q09

« Goals, policies, objectives are nonspecific, noncommittal, unclear and fai
to demonstrate how compliance will be measured. Promises to “work | £ |2
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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); 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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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) stales 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 Depariment of Finance
numbers for 2008, 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 surrcunding conversion of imber 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
Jand 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 piliar 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 / Other

Lands).

“Land Use Plan Designations™ (page 4.1-3): The percentage shown for the incorporated
cities is not correct. The ¢ities’ total of 44,237 acres represents more than “three percent

of total county acreage.

EE

“Total County Acreage™ (page 4.1-5): The last number in Exhibit 4.1-1 1s 1,010,747 ac. -
for total County Acres. Previously, on page 4.1-2, the number cited is 1,026,000, It
would 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 1,000,747 number repeats in Exhibit 4.1-3.

“Density of Development” (page 4.1-9): This set of numbers tells a powerful story. Jt
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 Sonioma counties, not

simply the countywide persons per square mile.



“Summary of Land Uses and Development” (page 4.1-31): The numbers for 2000
Residential Units in Exhibit 4.1-4 needs to be [ixed. The 2020 number of 63,785 15 the
same as that used in Exhibit 3.0-4 per Housing Units in 2020. However, the planned
growih of 7,344 units of growth between 2000 and 2020 on page 3.0-16 becomes an
actual decline o7 612 on page 4.1-31. As 1o the Agricultural / Commercial / Industrial

square feet shown in Exhibit 4.1-4, it would be helpful 1o know the actual numbers that |

werc included for wineries Tor both 2000 and 2020,

7

“Incompatible Land Uses” (page 4.1-40): This section discusses potential land use
incompatibililics in rural areas. Requiremnents include having traffic mitigations
completed by new development prior 1o occupancy; conflicts reduced by providing
walkways {or 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 o the same threshold that the “implementation
of policies, programs and mitigation measures would reduce land use conflicts buf would
not fully prevent future complainis” and, therefore, result in a significant unavoidable
impact? How is il possible for projects to meel 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 report for the Sonoma Creek Pathogen
TMDL never mentions wincries as a contributing factor. See Staff Report dated
December 1, 2005: “Total Maximum Daily Load for Pathogens in the Sonoma Creek Watershed

Project Report .”
pdwww. walerboards. i gov/san [ranciscobay/Basin a2 0P lan/sonomactkpathorens/Project Report pdi’.

rage 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 significani, 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 certain areas wheve 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 1s clear that groundwater levels are dropping.” Actual data collected from
the several dozen DWR monitoring wells located around the county {many having data

for three decades or more) should be included. i

[RN]
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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 correct. 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
agricuitural 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%7 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 4.5-36): This section suggests
where competition 1s significant, performance and delivery of water may be affected for
adjacent wells. This 1s phrase then serves as a definition for well interference. However,
the actual performance of a well may be affected by many factors, mcluding its proper
repair and maintenance. We have at best only a gencralized 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-2¢ may well exceed our technical reach. Their feasibility
is highly suspect from an operational and economic standpoint.

“Special-Status Species” (page 4.6-4+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 crecks 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 thercabouts the
Agriculture Commissioner’s report included an 8,000 acre adjustment reflecting a change

n 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 m 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 ¢lse 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 ts provided for the Land Use
Amendments concluding that only 9.6 acres of State designated farmland 1s proposed for
conversion. It is suggested that 61,000 acres 1s only a very small percentage of the
county’s inventory of agricultural land. There are not 800,000 acres of land available for

3



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 Waler Use” {page 4.9-9): More work 1s needed. The numbers as presented
simply do not work. For vineyards, the usage number is high. And, the “applicd water”
figure for other agriculture in Sonoma County suggests the 12,000 acres of non-vineyard
crops use over 4 Al per acre - as much as it takes to grow rice. These numbers are then

repealed on page 4.9-29,

“Agricultural processing and support uses™ (5.0-73) The DEIR assumes with no
supporting cvidence 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 {or a winery expansion stated that the source of grapes was irrelevant to
the environmental 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 1n 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. Asa result, the cumulative impacts under each alternative would also be 9\ l

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 altemmative:

“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 1s extremely unlikely. As the DEIR suggests, one possiblie 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.

LA—
. - . ]
Likewise, drop those alternatives that are not realistic; are economi¢ 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 1t’s the
best we can do so the General Plan Update serves us well for many years to come.

Thank vou for this opportonity to comment on the Draft EIR.

I
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RECEIVED
March 15, 2006 MAR 15 2006
PE
Planning Commissioners of Sonoma County MANE&%EE?EE&ERL{FRMCEE@T

PRMD of Sonoma County

Subject: Comments on Inadequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Senoma 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. 1
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 Q\
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




CO/H'-H

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 Processing 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.



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 activitics 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 omussion 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,

David Benefiel

Member of Save Our Sonoma County
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‘;From: baudreaux [
~ Sent:  Monday, March 20, 2008 12:30 PM RECENED

To: ‘bgaiser@sonoma-county.org’ : 0%

Cc: ‘mrellly@sonoma-county.org' MAR 1 U 20

Subject: Draft EIR for General Plan 2020; Compliments and concerns RMIT AND RESOURCE

' MEEAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

20 March 2008

To the Sonoma County Planrning Commission:

Our home and farm is in the 5™ District, in the 4" or 6% EIR Planning Area (between Sebastopol and Graton) | am pleased to see
the county rnethodically consider issues ranging from air quality to biofi¢ resources. The EIR 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 guality for my Tamily and my fama. | have a few requests on the EIR:

¢ 4.3-50n 2.0-12 of the Summary of Findings, "Aircraft Emissions™ Toxic chemical emission and nofse increases from
increased air traffic are a tap concem for me. This negatively effects heafth, real estate value, and quiet enjoyment of one’s “j

be an unlimited growth area. Please show us measures to imit the air trafic growth, and its inherent chemical and other
side effects. | have seen 3 children under the age of 10 diaghosed with cancer in the span of 5 years, and | am just a
momsfarmer. We must cut the chemicals in as many areas as possible (food, air, water, etc.)

» 4.4-50n 2,0-13, “Airport Noise™ in addition te my comments above, add Mifigation elements both for airplane AND
helicopter. Helicapters are a real nuisance in our area, both to humans and to birds in the area. They buzz our home at
will, disturbing owr quiet enjoyment of cur home. Additionaliy, they fly at bird-level, se the hawks that were circling cur farm ';2
for prey, helping us reduce rodents in a sustainable manner, are scared off and possibly harmed by the proximity of the
heiicopter flight. Please include flight patterns, minimum heights (far above bird ievel except for take off and landing), and
time restrictions. for heficopters {i.e. not at 2am), with exceptions for emergency personnel such as fire and ambulance
helicopters,

s 4.5-50n 2.0-14, “Groundwater Level Decline”: We are on well water. Make the guidelines for rural development
mandatory, nat voluntary as stated in the Mitigation section. Ground water recharge is essential. “No net runoff® policies
shoukl be in place for new development, as well as grotnd water recharge.

o 457 on 2.0-15, “Well Competition™ This looks good. Please make sure it has teeth.

e 4810 on 2.0-2.5, "Wildiand Fire": Having done construction three times, | respectfully request an exsrnption be built in fo
these with a certain capacity water tank and an on-site fire hydrantheokup. If that requirement is met, the avtomatic fire 5
sprinkler system requirement should be waived. (| 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 fice 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.

L

ISR R Y
I

s Generally: . :
o Permits should be required before removal of any tree of a certain maturity/size. Trees create oxygen and aesthstic j @

value.

o And, new population/construction growth should be limited by the water rescurces available, and the impacts on air 7
guality. Please create a standard of cumulative impacts to the county, in addition to the individual standards for air,
water, eic. Growth is good. Let's make it sustainable and enioyable by existing residents as well as new ones.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Best regards,
Kristina A Boudraaux %@ /Wﬁéﬁw@%

3/20/2006
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To: PRMD
Atin: Greg Carr
Scott Briggs
From: Tamara Boultbee
Date: April 17, 2006
Re: Additional comments, EIR for GP2020

In addition to the comments I submitied on February 24, 2006, please consider the
following comments and questions,

[. Transportation: In all arcas where new or amended policies talk about
road/intersection improvements, add to the proviso thal improvements are 1o be
consisten! with the designated road classifications, the following: “And meet the needs
and desires of the local unincorporated area residents.” {i.c, CT-6l, CT-6xx, yy, 2z
and CT-6aaz, bbb, cee,ddd, eee.}

2. Air Quality: 4.3-3 Policy OSRC-16k should have some reference to future health

siandards.
3. Noise: Clarify text so that noise barriers (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

i |
I W =

to LTS7777(4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-4, 4.5-6.) 1 question the LTS impact rating prior to A
mitigation. ™

In 4.5-3, why was a slope of 35% chosen instead of a slope of say 20%7 Runoff H
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? R

4.5-7 Define “high capacity.” — """ =T

4.5-10 Question how the impact at any time could be LTS,  cmmmm——mmm=""""_

Lad

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 drafi GP2020, the impacts could be

considerable and irreversible.
6. Public Services; Why aren’t the water consumption estimates of uses outside the |0

county borders considered???

i

- WA S

by

I think one of my biggest concerns 1s the seeming absence of supportive documentation
for the conclusions drawn throughout the document.
Thank you for your consideration.






ALEXANDER VALLEY ASSCUIATION

April 15, 2006

Permit & Resource Management Dept.

2550 Ventura Ave.
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95403

‘Re: General Plan Draft EIR

Ladies and Gentleman:

On behaif 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 conseguences 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
erronecus material be corrected and that the environmentai assessments

hased upon them be reevaluated. .

Very truly yours,
o \ RN

Candy Cadd, President
Alexander valley Association

cc: SCGGA r
{
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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 Commaissioners: '

I am a second generation grape«grower, living and working in Knights 1
Valley, which to my understanding still has the zoning protection of Franz
Valley Area Plan which overlay this planning unit as a resource
conservation, scenic resourcej," and scenic corridor and should be identified
with these designations in the draft EIR and GP2020 update.

JL

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.

e

Allow me to count the ways:

—rv—

1) Lack of standards for rural noise sensitive areas must be addressed in
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 unincorporated
sections. Why is Sonoma County not addressing noise
polluters like event centers, retail outlets and casinos in rural

areas? RECEIVED
FEB 7 8 2006

PERMIT AND RESOQURCE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

—



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. |
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.
o 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 etec. actually
decreases noise?

?
|
-

3) Averaged values negate true noise impact in rural areas and must be
addressed in EIR.

a) “dB L “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
sofution 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.




¢) Include an accurate measure of notse in open spaces that are
natrow 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” 1s anything else but a
“noise buffer”. I am sure there are many such affected areas in i
Sonoma County area. The draft EIR considers topography when
it buffers noise, and must consider topography that amplifies
noise (as occurs in Knights Valley)

|

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 to however increasing air traffic will somehow be mitigated
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)? .

—

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 ‘T
complaining “after” the fact. The degree of non-permitted
events occurring, and the fact that noise standards are enforced
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. |

¢) No consideration is given to noise generated from other
counties. I live about %2 mile from the Napa County line at
which a new winery is under construction. Noise and light
pollution are quite evident, sometimes even at night hours,
along with the occasional cacophony from the Calistoga 1
racetrack at the fairgrounds...Sound carries very far in rural
areas and does not stop at the county line! Consequently |
would kindly request that the thought of “open space as a
buffer” be dropped. | —

)




|E~

d) All-night casino traffic noise impacts were not considered i the
draft EIR. 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 on noise (light, traffic, and public safety) must be
assessed in the draft EIR 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
PRMD Comprebensive Planning:

2550 Venturg Drive

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Re: Draft Sonoms General Plan 2020 Environmental Impact Report Comments
Dear Commission Members:

Western United Dairymen would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on the Draft Sonoma Geperal 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 Imipact 4.5-3, Water Quality- Agricuitural and Resource T
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 lamd use
activities inchude hay forming and grazing, dairies...” Although historically dairies may
have contributed to water quality problemns, it does not mention what the industry has
done to improve this sttuation. The California Dairy Quality Assurance Program is a
voluntary program that was brought together by 2 partnership between dairy producers,
government agencies and academia. To become Environmentally Certified a dairyman
has 1o 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 ,J

—

time, 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 4.6-2, Sensitive Natural Communities, raises several concerns, the first of which
is the Designated Streams setback distances. Western United Dairymen believes there
should not be a set requirement on the setback from & riparisa corridor, a8 this limits the
amonnt of grazing area that can be utilized effectively. The estimate of effected
agricultural acres in the EIR is over 30,000 and although later on in the document it states
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.




FROM

FAX NO. 5388657210 Apr. 17 2886 B3:57PM

County of Sonoma Planning Commission
April 17, 2006
Page 2 of 2

Another concern is the prohibition of mechanical removal of vegetation within stream
comidors. At times, particularly with invasive species, mechanical removal of vegetation
is necessary. If aliowed to prosper in riparian aress, blackberries, as an mple, 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 provgdmg a
provision in the EIR for maintenance of riparian areas by rotationsl grazing and in some
circumstances, such as when needed to prevent encroachment on producing lands,

equipment,

Impact 4,6-4, Wildlife Habitat and Movement Opportunities, states “Policy OSRC-7¢
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 encourage wildlife to cccupy their property. In most areas, it would be
unnecessary 1o impose regulations on fence placement and type of fencing. This would
dismupt the already established patterns of wildlife and burdens landowners with a loss of
fand and higher costs for fence maintenance. Also “wildlife exclusionary fencing”, in
some instances, prevents predation on fivestock and limits public trespassing.

Again, Western United Dairymen would like to thank you for allowing us the opportunity
to comment, and will provide further commentary when individual elements come up for
public comment. We look forward to working with the County and our members to
insure that dairies stay an asset to Sonoma County.

Sincerely,

paliop0

Leslie Dapo
Field Representative
Western United Dairymen

P2
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fr~ = Brock Dolman <.
' <BGAISER{@sonoma-county.org>
Y 04/16/2006 11:49 PM

subject: Brock's DEIR communets

li Bob,
iere are my DEIR comments,
had been hoping that much of the material that I had submitted during the WRE CAC process could be included in the the

YEIR puslic record as it specifically pertains to afl of my cornments and also provides back ground support far many of the
omments submitted by others that T am collaborating with such as Sonoma County Water Coalition or others.

hank you,
srock Doiman
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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 | wholly support, submitted by SWIG,
RRWPC and Sonoma County Water Coalition.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Brock Datman

The DEIR reviews the GP 2020 Draft and comments on Impacts and Mitigation
Measures by specifically reviewing the proposad GP2020 policies. | 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. | find the cases where the determination of impact hy the DIER has
been justified as Less Than Significant (LTS) as based directly on GF 2020
objectives and policies that use non-binding terms such as "promote”,
“encourage” or “support”, is problematic and legally guestionable. Unless ali such
terms mentionad above are changed to legalily binding terms, such as shall or
will, the ability to legaily assure that a proposed policy will mitigate the
environmental significance of a recognized impact to Less Than Significant is
tegally false and thus such language must be changed acoordingly, as it
otherwise does not constitute an adequate mitigation measure.

The DEIR censistently articulates under “Responsibility and Monitering that the
Board of Supenvisors are responsible for adopting such policies and PRMD is
responsible for implementing them. | also would like the preparers of the DEIR
and members of the Planning Commission and PRMD staff to atticulate binding
language about funding for such policies; better arliculate how monitoring will
happen as part of PRMD's implementation role and clarify the establishment of
rigorous timeiines for the implemantation of proposed policies that are being
used to justify mitigation measures to less than sighificant for identified
significant environmental impacts by the DEIR. Policies that do not have
mechanisms for secure funding, and will be impiemented 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 biue
italics directly info the draft GP2020 language below. Included in these

commentis as well are propesed fanguage changes by the Sgnoma County
Water Coalition, which are dencted in either red or seen as grey.

~ regycied =

e e e e e ———




i R B

ob Gaiser - DEIR commentson frhesd — ~  ~  ~

Page 2]

—ree

SONOMA COUNTY
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

25580 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 85403-2829
(707) 565-1900 FAX {707) 565-1103
SONOMA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE 2020

DRAFT WATER RESOQURCES ELEMENT
RECOMMENDED FEBRUARY 2003 BY WATER RESOURCES

SUBCOMMITTEE
WITH REVISIONS PROPOSED BY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

3. WATER RESOURCE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES
3.1 WATER QUALITY

GOAL WR-1: Protect, restore and enhance the guality of surface and groundwater
rasources to meel 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 reguirements

and
provide input to triennial updates of the North Coast and San Francisco Bay Area Basin

Flans to reflect goals and objectives of this General Plan elemant.

Objective WR-1.2: Require quality of treated water to conform with beneficial water use
standards to the maximum extent feasible.

Obijective WR-1.3: Establish deveiopment standards to maximize retention of runoff and
regulate developmant to avoid, to the maximum extent practicable, pollution of storm

water, water badies and groundwater.

** Objective WR-1.4: Encowrage-CH: Reguire tc the maxirmum exten! praclicate new
groundwater recharge opportunities and protection of existing State-identified natural
groundwater recharge areas; natural groundwalser recharge i defined as increasing
groundwater quantity by natural percolation of rainfall or by suriace irrigation so as not
o have any significant impact an groundwater guality, anc excludes intentional
ungerground injection of treated waslewaier or other contaminants that degrade

aguifers.
Objective WR-1.5: Infarm the public about practices and proarams to minimize water

poliution 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 waler as a vajuable
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
RWAQCE {o educate the public on evaluating the guality of groundwater.

~recyeled ~
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Objertive WR-1.8- Work with the SWRCB, DWR, California Depariment of Health
Services (DHS), CalEPA, and anplicabie County and City agencies tc sesk and secure
funding sources for development of County-wide groundwater quality assessment,
monitoring, remedial and corrective action and awareness/education programs.

Objective WR-1.9: Ensure that groundwater will not be adversely affected by saltwater

|___intrusion.

T DER impacts and Mitigation Measures:

impact 4.5-1 Water Quality — Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public Uses
Residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses ¢onsistent with the Draft GP
2020 could introduce additional non-point source poliutants to downstream
surface waters. However, existing regulations and water guality policies and
programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 would reduce this to a less-than-

significant impact (LTS)-

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-1a: Coordinate with the RWQCB, SCWA contractors, Cities, Resource
Canservation 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
RWQCB reguirements and manage related County brograms. 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 managament practices for ongoing
maintenance and operation.

Nofe: To adeguately support the implementation and development of BMP's for the
paiicy the DEIR contractor and Drait GP2020 staff and Planning Commissioners should
review and incorporate recommendations from the 2007 Fishnet4C study Effecis of
County Land Use Policies and management Pragtices on Anadromous Salmonids and

Ther Habitals

WR-1c¢: Prioritize storm water managemant measures in coordination with the
RWQCE direction, focusing first upon watershed areas that are urbanizing and
watershads with impaired water bodias. Work cocperatively with the RWQCBs to
manage the quality and quantity of storm water runcff 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 exisnt practicable, storm water flows from post

development sites to pre-development quantities and quaiities,
™(3) Conserve and protect natural Siofiltration and recharge areas to the maximum

extent practicable. -

WR-1d: Suppeit RWQC3 waste discharge reguirements for all wastewatsr

~ recycled ~
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treatmenl syslems and other point sources.

WR-1e: Participate in the development of Total Maxirnum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for
the impaired waler hodies and poliutants of concern identified by the RWQCE o

achteve to the maximum extent practicable compliance with adopted TMDLs, Work
with the RWQCB to develop and implement measures consistent with the adopled

TMDLs.

WR-1f; Waork closely with the RWQCB, incorporated cities, SCWA and other
interested parties in the development and implementation of water quality plans and

mEeasures,
T

Impact 4.5-2 Water Quaiity — Scoil Erosion and Sedimentation Related to
Construciion

L and uses and development consistent with the Drafl 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
pelicies and programs contained in the Draft GP 2020 would reduce this to a tess-than-

significant impacl. (LTS)

Mitgation Measure 4.5-2 None Required. For this to be considered LTS the fanguage of
WH-1g & WR-1h must be changed as indicated below or else the exisling proposed

language does not insure poficies that mitigate the impacts. :

¥FWR-1g: Minnnize Prevent lo the maxinnun exient practicable deposition and discharge
of sediment, debris, waste and other poliutants 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 eensider upgrade requirernents as needed to avoid sedimentation in stormwater to the

maximuin extent practicable.

“*WR-1i: implement and monitor erosion and sediment control requirements for
vineyards and row crops. Develop and implement educationat and technical assistance

programs for
agriculturai activities including vineyard and crop production and maintenance
practices and educational programs and technical assistance to grazing, ranch, and

dairy operations. Ereetrage Reguire programs to disseminate information on the
benefils of —
on-site retention and recharge of storm waters.

—
Impact 4.5-3 Water Quality — Agricultural and Resource Uses
Agricifiural and resource developmeni (ie., fimber harvesiing and mineral resources extraction) land uses 7

consisfen! with the Drall GP 2020 could result in an increase In sedimen! and nulnenls in downstream
walerwavs. This woutd be a significant impact. [\S)

The DEIR recommends modifying policy WR-1i and the associated WR Frogram

I
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by adding: ... devetopment of BMPs which focus on reduction of peak runoff rates on
all cultivated slopes, and erosion and sedimentation on siopes greater than 35 percent

I absolute support of the need for peak runoff reduction, ! question why the suggested
language is timited in it's application to slopes greater than 35%7 The percentage of
vinaeyards planted in Sonoma County on stopes greater than 35% is likely a relatively
small proportion of the total acreage, please gquantify that numberfor me? The DIER has
determined that this impact is "Significant” and “Unavoidable”. One way fo dramafically
avoid much of this impact to reqguire the development of BMP's for peak runoff mitigation
on siopes much less that 35%. | would advocate that all vineyard development, on any
slope angle, should mitigate it's peak runoff through on-site refention/detention BMP's.

To paraphrase the Hydrology and Water Resources — Significance Criteria in the
context of the newly suggested DEIR language as, any vinevard regardiess of it's %
slope angie mus! mitigate 'substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of-a site or
area’ so thal the vineyard does nof ‘substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would resuit in substantial erosion, sitiation on or off-site... or
result in floading on or ofi-site’. Obviously the acknowiedged need for BIMFP's to reduce
peal runoff directly invokes two other associated Criferia of Significance because the
BMP’s thal would be needed for this purpose would actually require the "construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or the expansion of exisiing facifities” to ensure that
the peak runoff from a vineyard af any slope angie would not "create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or plannad storm waler drainage

sysiems”

in addition, interestingly, the implementation of peak runoff BMF's that retain and/or
detain stormwater on vineyards of any siope, have the vary real potential of significantly
mitigating and reducingsavoiding the impact upon four of the other Significance Criteria
through not "violating waler quality standards” or “otherwise substantially degrade water
quality” due fo sediment setlling structures and importantly can significantly offset the
impact of not “substantially deplete grounowaler supplies or interfere subsiantially with
groundwater recharge,..” and positively atfenuating the peak “result in focding on or off-
site” due to the fact that on appropriaie soils these peak runoff control BMFP's can be
designed to increase groundwater recharge and thus enhance graundwater supplies
and detain peak flows fowards reducing downstrean fiood impacts,

By having no stope restriction for the requirement of peak runcff BME's the
“unavoidable” extend of impact could be signfficantly avoided! In eddition due fo the
DEIR assettion that “discretionary permif requirements may risk the economic vilality of
agricutture in Sonora County”, | would like the DEIR consultant tc answer for me what
are the econamic costs to agricultural productivity and thus long term econamic viability
from the continued loss of valuable topsolf and groundwaler direclly fo agricufiure and fo
our public trust resources? During the peak flows of the New Year's storm of 2006 |
personatly observed massive amounis of sediment pouring off vineyards of all sfope
angles, this is currently a reaf issue and our abilify to reduce the impairment of cur 303d
listed water bodies until agriculiure more aclively addresses it's impact on surface water

hydrology.

WR-1j: Seek opportunities to participate in developing programs and implementing
orojects for water guality restoration and remediation with agencias and
prganizations such as RWQCBs, CDFG and RCDs in areas where water guality

~ recycled ~
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impairment 15 a concern.

WR-1K: Consider development or expansion of community wastewater treatment
systemes in areas with wisespread septic syslem problems which are a heaith
concern and cannol be addressed by on-site maintenance and management

programs.
WR-11: Initiate a review of any sewer systems when they persistently fail io meet
applicabie standards. if necessary to assure that standards are met, the County may

deny new devetopiment preposals or impose moratoria on building and other permits
that would result in a substantial increase in demand and may impose sirict

monitoring requirements.
WR-1m. Ensewrage-Shall require pretreatment and wasle load minimization of
commerciai and industrial wastes prior to their connection {o sewer systems and require

source reduction and source contro! of contaminants thal have a reasonable potential {o
pass through water treatmenl and contaminate groundwaler and surface water due to

discharge and wastewaler reuse programs.

WR-1n: Establish 2 public education program to raise awarenass of the need far source
reduction

and source control of contaminants used in the home and office.

WR-1no: Consider on-site wastewater management districts in areas with septic
probiems.

WrR-1op: Actively pursue the abatement of failing septic systems tnat have been
demonstrated as causing a health and safety hazard.

**WR-1pq: Reguire new devsiopment projects to evaluate and consider naturally

oeeurring
and human caused contaminants in groundwater and surface water, and ensure that

proposed development causes no depleficn or degradafion of ground and surface water

quality and guantity.

WR-1gr: Work with the SCEHD and RWQCB {o educate the general public on
evaluating and monitoring the quality and quaniity of groundwater.

WR-1rs: Resist accepting administrative responsibility for regulatory programs
required of State or Federal agencies unless & State or Federal subvertion will
compensate the County for costs associated with such shift in administrative

responsibility.
WR-15t" Where area studies or menitoring fina that saftwater inirusion has cecurred,

suppart analysis of how the intrusion s related to groundwater extraction and
develop a groundwater managerment pian to avoid further intrusion and reverse past

intrusion.

WR-1tu: Ir the marshiands and agricultural areas scuth of Sonoma and Petaluma,
require all environmental assessments and discretionary approvats to analyze and

~ regyoied ~
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avoid any increase i1 saltwater intrusion into groundwater,

WR-1v Include in the mandate of the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and
Open Space

CQ{H‘; - Distitcl the acquisition and enhancement of designated groundwater recharge arzas.

WR-1w: Establish requirements for new construction to halt loss of groundwater

recharge
capacity of aguifers 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 incorporaled in appropriate construciion standards inctuding
without limitation buiiding codes administered by the Sonoma County Permit and

Resource Management Department,
WR-1x: Prohibit intentianal point-source aquifer mjection of treated wastewater or other

conteminants that may degrade aquifers within the County. Nothing in this language is
intended to prahibit customary on-site wastewater disposal through percolation or evapo-

transpiration.
WR-1y: Protect waler quality for beneficial use by maintaining base-iine in-stream flows
consistent with TMDL abjectives,

WR-1z: Develogp and enforce performance standards for package treaimeni plants to

prevent
J degradation of aquifers within the County.

~ resycfed ~




Fram: "Brock Dolman" -
To: greg carr <gcarr@sonoma-county.arg>
Date: 3/25/02 14 AM

Subject: FW: Background info on impervious surfaces as por groundwater &ficoding issues.

Hi Greg, Bah, Scott, Lisa, Andy and Rue,
As aresull of a discussion al the end of the CAC meeting on 3/21/02 between

Greg, Rue, and myself, I pui a bit of time inlo finding some background info
on the relationship between impervious surtaces and groundwater recharge. |

have atlached several ilems below.

[ recommend slarting with the one titled GP2020 impervious info. ltis a
compilation of sixieen documents thal | excerpted sections of, each with
specific info as il relates to impervious surfaces, groundwater recharge and
fivoding. For vour ease of perusal, | took the liberty of further

highlighting in vellow the specific areas or sentences that affirm an
unequivosal relationship between imperviousness and groundwater recharge
impacls. Relative 1o Lisa's work on public salety and flooding, | also
highlighled areas that speak to the relationship of imperviousness and
exacerbaled flooding. | did not highlight the areas that link imperviousness

o waler temperature increases, delivery of non-point pollutants, sediment
procucls, stream down- cutting, endangered salmonids, etc, although it is
clear these are dramatic conseguences as well. The other three are the fuil
PDF documents. The LID (low impacl development) PDF document maybe the most
interesting, the first 10 pages speaks to background info on these subjects.

Itis fuil of greal ideas for the "options” phase.

Suffice it {o say thal from the perspective of the Water Resources Eiement
there may be no area with more pofential impact to water resources needing
arficulation than impervious surfaces as they relate to land

use/development. Also a caveat is that when one says "impervious surfaces"

it Is important to keep in mind the ides of differential imperviousness. For
example, pavement is 100% impervious whereas lawns, vineyards, over-grazed
fields, recovering clearcut forests, ele are semi-impervious and intact

nalive forests are the leasl impervious or most pervious.

[ am providing this info in the spirit of the "background" phase of the
update process. | inlend to make this information available o the CAC anc
community al large as an important componen of their watershed liieracy.
Many of these documents also provide ideas for the future "analysis® and

"options” phases as well.

I have a few final questions:
1. Whal is the reiationship between the SCWA and its contractors, all of f '

whom are incorporated citizs and thus not governed by Sonoma County general
plan provisions for the unincorporaled areas of the county and the water

issues for the remainder of people whe live in the unincorporated areas
governed by the GP? | am stiil trying to understand where the SCWA and the »

GP2020 process intersec! and where they don't.

2. An essential point made to me by Roe is this: Where imperviousness ocueurs
is perhaps more imporiant than the total County-wide percentage of

impervious surface area. Are there maps that show currentty ideniified l 9\
oriority ground water recharge areas? | presume there are al least for the
valley hased allivial aguifers. | sugges! thal we compare these priority
recharge areas with maps of inlensive development {urban, sub-urkan,

Page-
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agricuitural etc.) which correspond to the most impervious surfaces. This
will help us assess the degres to which our alluvial aquifers are at risk of
poor recharge by surface water. Where imperviousness ocours is as important

as how much of 2 % area coverage.

[ again want to thank you alf for your hard work and general openness
towards really striving to have the best GP we can.

in sum | also would like to officially offer as part of the

background/analysis or options phases to provide a presentation to the CAC
water sub-commitiee or whole CAC on this subject area of water
resources/watershed as it still appears to me that much canfusion persists.

Brock Dolman
B874-1557 x2086

cC: <hgaiser@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs1 @sonoma-county.org>,
<lpostern@sonoma-county.orgs, - el -1 X ’ t>
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Attachment

Brock Dolman
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Attachment available for review at
PRMD Comprehensive Planning
2755 Mendocino Ave, Suite #203,

or by request.






?’} P 7 0.W.L. Foundation
> 9( President, H.R. Downs
-k, " i Secretary, Deborah Hunt

. Treasurer, Heidi Dieffenbach-Carie R.G

. ® Ay ’ Bonnie Kneibler, M.D..
FOUNDATION Jane Nielson, Ph.D.
Opan $paes Woler Rosowrcy Pratoclion Lo bse Susan Panttaja, R.G.
QWLIDUKDAITIONR  KNET RayP_eterson
www.owlfoundation.net

2/10/06

Chairman Richard Fogg

Sonoma County Planning Commission
2550 Ventura Ave.

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Chairman Fogg and Commissioners:

——
T 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 sericus 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 strongly 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 all of you very much for the time and attention you have devoted

to this important project. ' ,J

Sincerely,
/‘M
H.R. Downs

President

cc: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

7 California No-Profit 7
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4/17/06

Sonoma County PRMD
Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, California 95443

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Réport {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 namrative form and a list of comments in numbered paragraph form, and we are
requesting that the County prepare ifs responses in a form that corresponds to our letier. We
assume that the County will respond fully to each of the following comments in light of the strict

requirements of CEQA, as discussed at the end of this letter.

No UWMP is a vielahion of a state statute and CEQA

We are forced to protest at the outset that the public 1s 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

AA S
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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 contain crucial
i water calculations of supply and demand that are crucial to making mformed comments on the
j— DEIR under examination. The deadline for the 2005 UWMP was last December however, we
‘oﬂ‘“aac stitl have no UWMP and yet evervone involved in_the General Plan Undate process_fully

4

I expected to benefit from the data that is required 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 EIR 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 yon to continue the comment period until after the UWMP is made available to all

L_stakeholdcrs.
No stable and finite 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 mitiate policy changes in the General Plan Update, necessitating a re-write of the
CQ\ 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 curtai] 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 i Planning

r“— Mr. Carr publicly announced, at the first public Planning Commtission review of
¢ the DEIR, that the Board of Supervisors instructed him that the General Plan Update will jgnore
3 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.
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The DEIR claims at least 38 Significant Unavoidable impacts and at most around
47 Significant Unavoidable impacts. Obvionsly, every 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 vse issues, then the public is excluded firom commenting on the very process

of planning itself. Such exclusion is a violation of CEQA.
Sonoma County in “Most Studied” Category

Official representatives of the County have repeatedly claimed that nothing, or
very 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 various 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, eams an “A” rating by
DWR as one of Califomia’s most-studied areas. DWR labels this area as: “Groundwater budget

understood™’.

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 Plan® or a straightforward water budget. However, the County’s
allows increasing water demand without these future data. Protecting water resources 1s 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" century, all development must be understood as water demand. Water

' DWR Bulletin 118 Update 2003, pg 5
? Pursuant to AB 3030, Groundwater Management Act (Califomia Water Code § 10750)
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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 amy mention of this warning® let

alone plans to mitigate this threat.

The aforementioned studies have shown a general frend in Sonoma County of
degraded water supplies, falling groundwater levels and in some cases massive cones of
depression triggered by unreguiated groundwater pumping. We have further evidence that
traditional supplies of water from outside the County will dry up* and the SCWA has already
issned warnings to contractors future, expected water supplies will not be available’. 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 SCWA water.

Yet in light of these reductions, degradations, 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.

St

The County is the “Policeman*

eyppri—

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.

3 Water 2025 — Preventing Crisis and Conflict in the West, DOl August, 2005

* Friends of the Eel River v. SCWA
3 1.etter from SCWA General Manager Randy Poole to “All Contractors, Customers, and Water Diverters under

Agency Rights”, August 11, 2003,
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A. 8B 221 and SB 610 Promote “Responsible Growth”

Effective since January 2002, Californiz’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

maore,

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 m addition to
existing and planned future uses, inclnding agricultural and industrial uses. Particularly relevant
to Sonoma County, Iif the water supply for the proposed project includes groundwater, the
purveyor must consider and analyze multiple factors concerning the condition of the supplying

groundwater basin and its rights to extract 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 Solutiens for Overdraft

Cities and counties in Califormia have the authonty 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 umform
groundwater regulatory scheme, nearly half of its counties, and ma:iy 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.
Ordmances 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 & certain set of

Cﬂﬂ‘l", .’
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circumstances, over a given amount of time, without causing basin overdraft and without causing

other adverse impacts.

e v - The O.W.L. Foundation and numerous individuals and other organizations have proposed
the 1dea of using groundwater ordinances to the County Board of Supervisors, the County Water
Apency, and vanious municipalities as 2 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.

i

C. Groundwater Management Plans Can Harmenize Countywide Efforés fo
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 groundwater resources within their jurisdictions.”

A gronndwater 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 inirusion; (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; (1) identifying well construction
policies; (j) constructing and operating groundwater contarnination 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 respense to the Eel River
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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. 1t 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 California 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 concomtitant
measures to ensure that these demands can be met by managing water resources with an AB

3030-style groundwater management plan.

Please explatu 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, Klenfelder 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 expenencing serious water scarcity. The Kieinfelder
Report concludes, in part, that “{ajdditional 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 exiraction exceeds recharge.” PRMD reported 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 permits) because “at a

minimum, the Report will constitute ‘substantial evidence’ under CEQA that a cumnulative

groundwater impact may exist .,,”

e ———— - r——irim

P e IR

it b 2 g e e T et

6‘0"’}%; o



3

!JI}.'_%F:-F

0O.W.L. Foundation GP 2020 Update/DEIR comments
page § of 30
4/17/06

The California Department of Water Resources (OWR) has conducted a series of
Bulletin 118-4 studies that have evaluated the South Santa Rosa Plain (SRP) Subbasin. In
addition, numerous other studies have been undertaken over the last 45 years concerning the SRP
Subbasin. See e.p. (Geology and Groundwater in the Sa_ﬁ;a Rosa and Petaluma Valley Areas
Sonoma County g;alifomia, G.T. Cardwell, 1958; Meeting Water Demands in the City of Rohnert
Park, Department of Water Resources, 1979; Evaluation of Groundwater Resources Sonoma

County, Department of Water Resources Bulletin 1184, 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 Supply Alternatives, Water Supplv 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 wams of the

dechining water levels in the SRP Subbagin, 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 “[Glreatly increasing the
number of pumping wells may cause an overdraft situation.” Critically, the 1982 DWR study
states that the SRP 1s “about in balance” with increased groundwater levels in the nostheast and
decreased water levels in the south (emphasis added). Thus, these two DWR studies confinm 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 cue to growing population demand.

More recent studies dvaw 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 imporied 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 render 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.

i e p———— 2 e .

P

Planned monitoring installations omiftted from DEIR

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.™

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 foliowing;

... during our February 3 meeting, the County and SCWA staff expressed their commitment to
expand the scope of the hydrogeologic assessment lo monilor for the effects of potential
cumulative impacts in the Lichau Creek watershed, including lowering of the groundwaler table
and loss of surface water base-flow.

Additionally, we were informed by County siaff that any fiture 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 suvface water
base-flow in Lichau and Cold Springs Creeks, will be monitored and investigated through the

comprehensive hydrogeologic assessment project . . . »7

AR AT ok Ty 22

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

R R it

installations would put in further jeopardy the already-impenled aquifer of the South Santa Rosa

Plain, and in this case, exacerbate the removal of water from an entirely 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 permitted to continue

o mmi g odm ot eeoe pus——

without a mitigating plan to balance extraction with demand, there is a high likelihood of surface

% Letter from William Hurley (SFWQUB) 1o Sally Bryan McGough, Deputy County Counsel {PRMD), Feb, 7, 2005
¥ oer -
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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 sieps 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 EIR provide enough analysis
and detail about environmental impacts to enable decision-makers 10 make intelligent judgments
in light of the environmental consequences of their decistons. See CEQA Guidelines § 15151,
Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App.3d 652 (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 existiﬁg
setting information is complete. See County of Invo 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).

i —

r 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). “[IIndividual 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 fo create informed opinions, For example, it is known
that the dramatic drop in the water fable m 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 supplv and demand, but does not. This omission is a clear violation of

CEQA and must be rectified and resubmitted for public comment,
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A complete three-dimensional model of the interlocking and contignous
groundwater subbasins In the entire Santa Rosa Plain would provide a predictive tool useful in
determining additional depletion in the Lapuna de Santa Rosa and in the subbasins beneath the

City of Santa Rosa, Since increased pumping in these areas has already been announced, the

Ar P e =

DEIR must analyze and guaniify 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 determining

water supplies before creating a demand for them, as outlined in requirements for SB 610, not

apply to the General Plan Update? ;
et

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 beforg all crucial, and pending information were made

available to them. Three members of that committee formally have expressed concem about this

deprivation in communications to County staff in October and Novermber 20042, 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.

..i

¥ CAC members mentioning these and other new information included T. Boultbee on Oetober 14 and November 15,
2004, V. Mulas on November 18, 2004, and R. Savel on October 14, 2004,

MY
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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 Associgtes “Pilot Study of Groundwater Conditions™) This report,
commissioned by Sonoma County, confirmed local knowledge that groundwater levels in three
sample water-scarce arcas had declined significantly over the previous fifly 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.
L}‘iopulation in several of these areas, including the Joy Road neighborhood, has since doubled.

3. SCWA Contraciors to Becomé More Dependent on 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

groumdwater, Of these, groundwater would be the most significant “other source’.

| FN

4. Sonoma County Grand Jury Calls for Groundwater Management Planning

o 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 the guidelines set forth under AB 3030. Representatives of Sonoma County and

the municipal governments within the County rejected the Grand Jury’s recommendations.

Numerous questions go unanswered in DEIR

m. 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-significant 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 6107 Please explain the rationale for the County’s position on this matter.



0. WL, Foundation GP 2020 Update/DEIR comments
paee 13 of 30
4/17/06

2. The California Supreme Court in Pasadena v. Countv 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 overdrafl assumed iz the DEIR consistent with the Califormia Supreme Court’s

treatment of overdraft as the production of groundwater in excess of safe yield? Please explain

how the defimtions are consistent or inconsistent.

3. In 1972, the United States Geological Service (USGS) mapped the “adequacy of
yield” of wells for a large swath of territory ingside the Santa Rosa Groundwater Basin, The USGS
determined that the cities of Santa Rosa, Sebastopel and Rohnert Park were located in an area

deemed “inadequate for municipal supplies™,

Since 1972, water demand has been allowed to increase exponentially. What is
the County’s rationale behind allowing water demand to increase for 34 years in this area as well
as the current plan for foture increases cutlined 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 vield” 1s a “sustamnable” pumping rate
equivalent to natural recharge. However, this assumption 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 hydrogeology journal, Ground Water’, explains:

“If pumping equals recharge, eventually sireams, marshes, and springs dry up.

Continued pumping in excess of recharge also eventually depletes the aquifer.

A better definition of safe yield would address the susiainability of the system —
not just the trees, but the whole forest; not jus! the fish, but the marine food
chain; not just the ground waier, bul the rurming 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
cwnulative mmpacts 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

coeordinated water management scheme? If no action has been taken, please explain. If no plans

? Sophocleous, M., {1997}, Managing Waier Resource Systems; Why “Safe Yield” is nol Sustainable, Ground Water,
v.33,n.4,p. 561
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‘Girrede  exist to coordinate water resources, please expand upon why this seemingly crucial planning step

s
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|__is missing from the DEIR,
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

L_Bcrmett Valley.

o mhay

7. - 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 determined the annual natural recharge rate for the Basin as of today

or more recent vears? If so, is that recharge rate greater or less than the recharge rate reported by

L......I-)WR in Bulletin 1187 Please explain any differences between those recharge rates.

T 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 (“SCWA”) 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

i less than that amount?

9, 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 tﬁe Basin?

fIO Will any of the areas of the related projects listed in the DEIR cover that area

E identified in DWR Bulletin 118-4 2s an area of natural recharge? If yes, what affect will
i development of those related projects have on the annual natural recharge rate for the Santa Rosa
/
¥

£ Plain Groundwater Basin?

Il. In the event that independent municipalities within the County build upon and
cover any of that arca identified in DWR Bulletin 118-4 as an area of natural recharge, please
quannfy the loss of recharge water to County-controlied unincorporated lands. Will the County

pertnit development on lands affected by the hydrologic influence of municipal water users? If so,

hn—mma—"—.. “in At
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please identify these areas and explain the estimated water loss caused by municipal consumption Corvt. v~

of the adjoining aquifer.

12. Various technical reports, including Rohnert Park’s Water Supply Assessment
(“WSA™ 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

s
o

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 had to either abandon the well or
diili 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. SN/8W-2H1 located south or north of the groundwater -
divide? Are the DWR Wells 27H1, 26L1, 02H1, and 011.2, and 31J1 located north or south of
the groundwater divide? Are they located north or south of the Sebastopol Fault? How has the

n o
|

County used information 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 e
far into County-controlled unincorporated lands does this depression extend? Will the County

oy

permit development on County land affected by this depression? If so, please explain why.
15, Impact 4.5-3 Water Quality — Agricultural and Resource Uses
Agricultural and resource development (i.e., timber harvesting and mineral

extraction) land uses consistent with the Drafi GP 2020 could result in an
increase in and nutrients in downstream waterways. This would be a significant

impact. (8)

"

Significance After Mitigation While the recommended mitigaton measures and other policies
and programs of the Draff GP 2020 would reduce these impacts related to hydrology and water
guality 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 tmpact. (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 imber. What is the estimate on

community health due to the increase of water pollutants caused by “resource development™?
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16. Impact 4.5-5 Groundwater Level Decline
Land uses and development consisient 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. (S)

Significance After Mitigation Adoption of revised policy as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.5-
5, together with existing and proposed regnlations, 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 2 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 in California already have such plans. What are the differences between Sonoma County

i and these other counties, districts and regions?
—

Y

17. Which of the County’s wells experienced a decline in water levels in any zone
during the period from 1987 to 20007 If any such well experienced such a decline, please
provide the Couuty’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 natoral

0

51

Erm

recharge intto the Basin? If ves, what 1s the amount of that decrease in recharge?

b'“'-&
r 19. DWR well 07NOIW26P00IM is located near SCWA’s Occidental Road Well.
i

The groundwater level decline beginning in 1999 in that well may be due to pumping by
Sebastopol Road and Occidental Road wells. Has the County accounted for the water level
declines in that well inn the WSA or the DEIR?

20. DWR well 06NO8W26MO0IM 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?

b
(=

21. DWR well 06NO8W22R001M 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?
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22, DWR well 06NO7WI19EGO1M i1s located ecast of Rohnert Park and shows water -[ 2 :?3

levels between —13.4 ft and —-55.6 feet in elevation, far below historic water levels of about +100 _i

to +110 feet. 1s that conect?

23. The Penngrove Water Company well is located within the Basin immediately
east of Rohnert Park, This well shows water level depths of 200 feet below the ground surface in

2004, far below historic water level depths of 5 to 20 feet. Is that correct?

24, Recently the RWQCB 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 Waier 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 IRWP

holding ponds will leak and contaminate the entire Basin?

26. The Press Democrat newspaper recently reported that the proposed site for 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-controlied unincorporated argas?

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 Manin 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 Rohnert Park will bring on line all of i#ts 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 impairment agreement aliow the County fo pump more than
the agreed upon amount of 2.3 mgd? Will the Southem region of the Santa Rosa Plain
Groundwater Basin decline? At what rate will it decline for every year an impairment or
emergency takes place assuming normal years of rainfall? Under abnormal years of rainfall?
How will this impairment agreement affect private well owners in surrounding areas of the same
basin assuming Rohnert Park's accelerated pumping rate? Will the accelerated punping rate

exceed the subbasin recharge rate?

¥z e

wed b

Ua

bs
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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 Jead to disapproval of the project. Further, in a final EIR,
the lead agency must eveluate and respond to all the relevant comments on the Draft EIR that it
receives within the public review pericd. The responses must describe the disposition of the
environmenta] 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(C"), the
O.W.L. Foundation fully supports the SCWC version of the Water Resources Element of the
General Plan Update and we urge the Planming 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

orgamizations.

We look forward to receiving the County’s wriiten fesponses to our comments

that are consiétent with these principles under CEQA, the Guidelines and applicable case law.
Sincerely,

President

0.W.L. Foundation
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documents:

Monierey County GP Folder

The Community General Plan, Monterey County, General Plan, January 2005.

NYC Watershed Folder

Watershed Management for Potable Water Supply: Assessing the New York Ciy Strategy,
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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 1/14/05

Santa Rosa Dox Folder

Santa Rosa Southwest Area Project documents, including comments and WSA.

SCRPC v RP Folder

Sounth County Resource Preservation Committee v. Rohnert Park, briefs and exhibits

SCWA Matertals 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 of Sebastopol’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 warming 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. - _
WSTSP NOP

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 — 118 — 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 — “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

453 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 — October 12, 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 Histoncal Well field Information — 127 Pages

60) City of Cotati — Well field Information — 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) SCWA WAC Memo - Expected Future Water Demand - April 1, 2004 - 26

Pages

2) Attachment A — Sonoma County Water Agency Lefter — 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 Pian — July 2001 —
Cover Page

17} SCWA 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) SCWA - 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) SCWA Letter — May 14, 2002 — 2 Pages

25)SCWA Letter — May 28, 2004 — 2 Pages

26) SCWA Letter — June 6, 2002 — 1 Page

27)CRWQCB Letter — March 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

31) Cooper Road & Sebastopol’s Groundwater — January 2000 - 9 Pages

32} Well Survey Form — Penngrove — September 12, 2004

33) Press Democrat Article — State Blasts County Water Conservation Eftforts —

November 19, 2004 — 3 Pages
34)Robhnert Park — Historical Well & SCWA 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 — Sebastopo! Laguna Vista Project — Biological Resource
Assessment — June 17, 2003 — 33 Pages

38) State Water Resources Control Board — Workshop / Public Heartng Agenda For
Sacramento — November 18, 2004

39)Photograph - Well Survey Summary Map Prepared By John King / Includes
Identifying Penngrove Zip Code Area 94951 — Dated 11/17/2004

40) Water Watch in Sonoma County, League of Women Voters ~ October 2004 - 42
Pages

41)O.W.L. Foundation Letter - SCWA - Information Request — November 15, 2004

- 1 Page

Book 3 — Exhibit #

1) CAC Letter — January 11, 2003 —~ 152 Pages

2) CAC Letter — January 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) SCWA Letter Paul Stutrud — May 14, 2002 - 1 Page

8) SCWA Letier Jeremy Nichols — May 14, 2002 — 2 Pages
9) To SCWA — May 20, 2002 - 1 page

10) Rohnert Park / SCWA — October 22, 2002 — 1 Page

11) SCWA / 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 Letler — July 10, 2003 — 2 Pages

6) Canon Manor Submittal To PRMD - July 14, 2003 — 19 Pages
7) “Weston Benshoof Letter - July 10, 2003 - 3 Pages

8) SCWA Water Deliveries/Demands/Projections — 1 Page

9) SCWA Board of Directors — May 28, 2002 — 3 Pages

10y 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 — PRMD — July 17, 2003 —~ Genetal Plan —
April 15, 1996 - 9 Pages '

14) IRWP -~ 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 — |
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/ John King Letter — Regulating Groundwater - Aprit 1, 2004 -
4 pages

&) 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

{1} 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 of Reserved Water Rights - November 29, 1998 — 2 Pages

27yMojave Basin Area Watermaster - 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 Temporary Urgency Change in Russian River Basin - SCWA — 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 Subsiitute Wells - 9 Pages

35)John King Letter / 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 / Rohnert Park Letter — April 7, 2004 - 7 Pages

40) Rick Savel — Rohnert Park Letter — April 7, 2004 — 1 Page

41) Weston Benshoof / Rohnert Park Letter — April 13, 2004 — 8 Pages

427 Susan Brandt-Hawley / Rohnert Park Letter — April 27, 2004 — 3 Pages

43) O.W L. Foundation Letter — April 27, 2004 — 1 Page

44)Weston Benshoof / Rohnert Park Letter — April 27, 2004 — 5 Pages

45) John King / Rohnert Park Letter — May 13, 2004 - 9 Pages

46) John King / Rohnert Park Letter — May 26, 2004 — 24 Pages

47)John King / Peter Siggins Letter — October 20, 2004 - 16 Pages

48) John King / 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) SCWA 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 Jetter to Codding Enterprises - February 15, 1977 ~ 2 Pages

11)Rohnert Park population, production, water use data — February 25, 1998 — |

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) PES 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 11, 2003 - 6 Pages

23) Friends of the Eel River vs. SCWA appellate court decision - May 16, 2003 — 25
Pages

24) O.W.L. Foundation letter - November 15, 2004 ~ request for information — 1
Page

25) SCWA 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 SCWA — January 19, 2000 — I Page

30) City of Santa Rosa Grand Jury 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 - | Page

36) “White Paper”; Managing Califomia’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 - 40 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) Califomia Water Code excerpt — 19 Pages

43) Rohnert Park General Plan EIR - May 2000 — 17 Pages

44) Rohnert Park historical well production reports — various dates - 77 Pages

45) PES letter — December 21, 2001 ~ 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 8B 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 guestionnaire ~ 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 #

1. 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. SCWA Memo — SCWA & Rohnert Park Well Drilling Programs —~ 27 — 53
12. Codding Enterprises Letter — Rohnert Park — February 15, 1977 — Page 54 — 55
13. City of Rohnert Park, Population, Water Production, and Water Use Data —
February 25, 1998 - Page 56 - 57

14, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Model — September 1987 — Page 58 — 62
15. Earth Metnics — May 1990 — Final EIR — Page 63 — 66

16. PES Environmental, Inc. December 21, 2001 - Page 67

17. PES Environmental, Inc. March 22, 2002 — Page 68

18. PES Environmental, Inc. August 27, 2002 — Page 69

19. PES Environmental, Inc. September 30, 2002 — Page 70

20. PES Environmental, Inc. January 24, 2003 - Page 71

21. PES Environmental, Inc. May 12, 2003 — Page 72

22. PES Environmental, Inc. November 11, 2003 — Page 73

23. PES Environmental, Inc. June 25, 2004 - Page 74

24. PES Environmental, Inc. June 28, 2004 — Page 75

25. PES Environmental, Inc. July 21, 2004 — Page 76

26. PES Environmental, Inc. October 26, 2004 — Page 77

27. Rohnert Park Power Point Presentation June 7, 2004 — Page 78 — 96

28. PES Environmental, Inc. — December 21, 2001 — Page 97 - 103

29, City of Cotati — John King — 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, SCWA 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 A/F — 12/21/04 - Page 122

38. Histoncal 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 257 — 305

47. Thomas 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

316317

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 — PRA 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. O.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

3. Map Overlay of “Location of Faults 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. Classtfication of Ground-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 11/17/04,
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13. Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District DEIR Volume 1 6/28/04.

14. Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District DEIR Volume I} 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 Impairment, (Note; Became effective

March 1, 2001), 15 pages

17. East Rohnert Park Storage Area, Incremental Recycled Water Program, 17 pages

18. UDSP storm drainage detention analysis Appendix A, May 2004, 13 pages

19. UDSP storm drainage detention analysis May 2004, 59 pages

20. Storm Water Quality Management Program, University District LLC

Development, Oct 15, 2003, 28 pages

21. Storm Water Quality Management Program, University District Specific Plan,

Vast Oak Property, 42 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} Petaluma River Basin Watershed Map

5) Department of Water Resources — AREATL GEOLOGY AND LOCATION OF CROSS ~
SECTIONS ~ Sonoma County 1975

6) Sonoma County General Plan Land Use Zoning Map For Penngrove and Sumrounding
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 Alien (2001 — 2002) Plate # 2
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Sonoma County GP DEIR schedule update

Greg Carr - Fw: Sonoma County GP DEIR

from;  "Craig Enyart"~ = >

To: <gcarr(@sonoma-county.org>, <sbriggs1@sonoma-county.org>
Date: 03/06/2006 11:19 AM

Subject: Fw: Sonoma County GP DEIR

Greg Carr and Scot! Briggs:
[ think all the citizens of Sonoma County appreciate the time and commitment of Staff, and in particular you and Scott

Brigps, with regard to the DEIR and the GP2020Update process. {t's an enormous task, and you both have worked at it
exhaustively. 1 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 iast pubiic CAC meeting in February, and I attempted to get into the first :I_
PC hearing. Due to the number of handouts that Staff made available thaf evening I think you may have anticipated a longer
actual turn out as well, and 1 can appreciate that you will anticipate betler in the future. Having said that, I think o strong
recopimendation from Staff that the DEIR process be extended would go along way in assisting the BOS and the PC in

making the right desision. 1 think this is the right recommendation for staff to make, and [ am making a personal request to
you that you make that strong recemmedation to the PC to grant the extension, and embrace the public's participation and

their enthusiasm for this process. o
Together we can all make a better Sonoma County.

Sincerely, '

Craig Enyart

(4
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Knights Valley / Franz Valley Association

FERMIT anip HES :

. i ESQURCE

MAN\AC—;I:MENT DEF‘AFET':IFLEEN'
C,OUF\J'!‘_'Y QF SONCOWA :

FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD
April 17, 2006

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.’ 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 impacts, providing disclosure where the DEIR
does not adeqguately address significant and cumulative impacts, and identifying policies or alternatives
to mitigate the impacts as required by CEQA. Our mtent 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.

" Policy LU-1a 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
guality of our area for future generations. We are concerned that a number of the pelicies in GP 2020 (e.g. related to
allowable agricultural support uses, etc.) may weaken key provisions in the Franz Valiey Plan that are protective of visaal,
biological, water, and other resource values., We will be contacting the County staff 1o discuss solutions to these conflicts.
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I. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (DEIR 6.3)
The primary goal of CEQA is mitigation / 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 EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. The document mmst provide sufficient anaiysis 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 o identify feasibie 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 / Urban Uses, 4.1-2
Incompatible Land Uses in the Rural Area, 4.1-3

At

Sonoma County’s General Plan glossary does not define “Agricultural Support Uses.” Uses beyond
“Agricultural Production Activities” that are routinely approved during the usc permit review process
on agricutturally zoned parcels conflict with goals and policies within the Water Resource, Open Space
& Resource Conservation, Circulation, Noise, and Public Safety Flements. 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 Agricuitural 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. 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 (TAZ) demonstrate the
mtensification 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 current _

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 2004

study “The Potential Events Facilities on Agricultural Land in Sonoma Valley” conducted by the Valley

of the Moon Alliance shouid be included in a revised DEIR and considered in revised analysis of

ey

potentially significant growth inducing and other impacts in that revised document, —_
Policies within the Agricultural Resource Element that include event centers, tasting rooms, offices

ind retail outlets under “Agricultural Support” encourage development on agricultural land. These land

uses creale significantly more traffic, noise, light and other impacts on visual resources than does o
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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:

r‘-Sepg_l‘_a_lte “Right to Farm” policies from tourism, events, offices, and retail uses in agricultural
zones which conflict with Land Conservation Act principles.

e

- -Designate within Area Plan (or overlay zoning of the General Plan) where “agricultural support”
uses can be accommodated.

sell, and/or process products in locations with existing public services and infrastructure.

o ’ -Develop incentives for wine appellations or other regional associztions, to collectively market,

W~

-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.

r!"'-"
~-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 visual quality of county lands that are not designated Scenic Resources,
including impacts from light pollution.” The Franz Valley / Knights Valley area is recognized as a visual ‘5
resource in the Franz Valley Area Plan and one of few remaining regions in Sonoma County where the
night sky is not tlluminated 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 lipht sources. Although nighttime lighting may be conditioned through the use permits, the

DEIR does not consider that conditions of approval to mitigate light poliution from rural development

are often changed to provide security lighting. Requests to remove conditions of approval are common -4

and violations are enforced on a complaint basis only. Moreover, the DEIR fails to consider the effects 3 \ 7
{
[

of lighting on biological resources. (See Attachment A) ek

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 yvista
applied to 4 planning wunits 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.)

o

i

-GP2026 should include Healdsburg / 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,

PR
)
e,

M

-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

R
.

N [ L O B
o0
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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 peographical
area of the Franz Valley Area Plan, The DEIR did not constder 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 carties 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 noise exposure in 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.

—_ Inaddition, “Cumulative development” (6.0-7) has not been quantified in the document and requires

full disclosure. The DEIR should include actual data on “cumulative development” used for “the
analysts 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 unaeceptable noise impacts on existing uses, or result in new uses in areas of
unacceptable noise exposure. See also below.

!

-County Noise Ordinance must be adopted {(as required in 1989 General Plan)

-Noise Sensitive Areas and Noise Sensitive Uses should be mapped in Noise Element to prevent
L noise conflicts in the project review process. (See Napa Co. GP map of Noise Sensitive Areas )

[ Area 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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. D. HYPROLOGY 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 ——i

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 [1I 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 Jimit new demands on water

resources and mitigate the water-related impacts of GP2020. A statement of overriding conditions will/J

not be legally defensible where measures have not been implemented.

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measure for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR:

-GP2020 should commit to 8 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
Landshiding, 4.7-3 Soil Erosion, 4.7-6

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. Ripanan 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 [easible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in a Revised DEIR:

-P2020 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
aabitat so that the goals of GP2020 support each other and are implemented and any conflicts
reconciled in favor of public safety and environmental protection.

20
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II. 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 significant irreversible environmental change

Proposed Feasible Mitigation Measures for Inclusion in 2 Revised DEIR:

-Enact policy to prokibit 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 sheuld have buyers and sellers who request certificates of compliance for Williamson
Contract properties sign a disclosure that the lJand must continue to be used for agriculture,

Conversion of Timberland to Agriculture cannot be considered replacement for Joss 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 agricuiture 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 timberiand 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: o

-The DEIR should identifyv the loss of native forests as significant unavoidable impact (6.3) and ‘%“‘]

significant irreversible environmental change (6.4) resuiting from GP2020. DEIR must document
how the loss of native forests as a result of GP2020 15 not a significant unavoidable impact. A

~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 z 53

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 - 7

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 inchudes assumptions about how
many of these uses would occur by 2020, but does not cap the uses.®! The DEIR does not disclose
how many of thesc uses and at what locations could occur under draft GP2020. This impact should

be redesignated as significant and unavoidable,

A,

-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 1o 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 assoctated 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 1dentified as significant and unavoidable.

i3] County staff went through a process to estimate the Hkely 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 aliowed 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. Al allowable development must be analyzed in the DEIR, A County may not properly
claim that its land vse efement 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.

Hl
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A revised DEIR should redesignate the above impacts to significant 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 cumrent 1989 land uses and
land use designations, adopticn 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
i 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 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 peneral plan is the land nse 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,

L.

™" An EIR must disclose and analyze the project’s impacts as compared with the environment, including
ievel 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 Drraft GP2020,
including both residential and non-residential uses and the location of those uses.

EF—- The 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 ulfimate amount of
development allowed by the planning enactment. See City of Redlands, 96 Cal.App.4™. Critically,

environmental review of the development allowed by a planning cnactment must take place regardless
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Hip
e ) 4.
" of whether that development will actually matenialize. See Bozung,13 Cal.3d at 279, 282; Christward Cont

Ministry, 184 Cal.App.3d at 194-95. —

The County must analyze the impact of its overall poliey 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 constituie a present commitment

to future development of the unincorporated County, whether or not construction of particular projects H?
are imminent. Therefore, planned development must be analyzed in the DEIR. A County may not
property 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 Jevel 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. 4

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 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 “Ua
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 GP20207 How does this differ from the number
that would be allowed under the current 1989 GP? How would this leve] of winery development impact
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 permitied 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 4 "f
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
residential 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 ¢ 50
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:



At

e e g

GP2020 DEIR, BVEV ASSOC. COMMENTS, p. 12

New Table X

For the Franz Valley Area

Growth and Development Under Existing Conditions, Existing GP and Draft GP 2020

Hacilities, ete.)

General Plan Land Use [Fxisting IExisting Fxisting General IDraft General Plan
Designation'™ Conditions Undeveloped Legal Plan Beyond 2020 beyond
Setiing) Lots of Record {all [Allowable IExisting Conditions
(all of the of the following.  Development on {all of the following:
following: acres/uniisfnon-  Legal Lots acres/units/non-
mcres/units/non-  residential 5.1, (alt of the residential 8.1,
residential s.f,,  [including wineries, following: micluding wineries,
including PTocessing cres/umits/non-  processing facilities,
wineries, facilities, etc.) restdential 5.1,  fetc}
processing including
facilities, ete.} wineries,
processing

égricuimmi Land Tiees

Diverse Agriculiore

Land Extensive Ag

Land Intensive Ag

Ag Total

kesources and Raral )
Development

Rosidential Uses

1ist each densily category

P

Commercial Uses

A i T T e i an

List each use/intensity

Industrial Land Uses

List cach use/intensity

Crther Land Lises

List cach use/Intensity

Total Planning Area

Fotal Umincorporated County

6{3 {?(“)1"'!%\- -

I This same information shouid be provided for the eities for the cumulative analysis. 2 may be useful t expand the table to
include existing vacant acres for sach wse/potential new devetopment.
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2. Deferring adoption of Draft GP 2020, until key planning studies (e.g. groundwater management {'ofﬁ '
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.
V. DEIR FAILS TO INCLUDE A STABLE AND CONSISTENT DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT
1

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 Jegally sufficient EIR.” San Joaquin
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.app.4™ 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 19,0064 additional

residents.” DEIR at 4.1-32.

Based on our review of the land uses listed by TAZ 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 altowed 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 vse, transportation, etc.)? Why are they different? Are any of these sets of assumptions
based on allowable developroent under GP20207 If not, why not? If not, we belicve a revised,

complete and stable project description must be completed based on the total allowable development

50
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under Draft GP 2020. Revised impact analyses must be completed based on that revised project

description.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

For the reasons set forth above, we beheve 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 area, We believe that means significant reductions in allowable

LM
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 te get this important blueprint for

our future right,

Submitted by,

President, Knights Valley / Franz Valley Association

ce. Sonoma County Agricultural Commission
US Fish and Wildlife Service
California Dept. of Fish and Game
Regional Water Quality Control Board
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RECEIVED
FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD
FEB 15 2006
ERMIT AND RESOURCE
TO: Citizens Advisory Commitiee - Sonoma County GP2020 Update MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

FROM:  Craig Enyant, President, Knight Valley / Franz Vallcy Association
Jaime Zukowski, Winegrape grower, Knights Valley / Franz Valley Assoc. Board

DPATE: February 16, 2006

SUBJECT: GP2020 DEIR
Sonorma County streams —Public Trust Resources

Background:
* The draft EIR for GP 2020 is inadequate in not addressing the importance of strearns and forested or

naturally-vegetated buffer zones along waterways in conteibuting to public safety, flood and erosion contral as i

well as for supporting g clean and plentifiil supply of water for domestic, industrial, agricultural uscs and al}
forms of Life. The draft EIR should be able to demonstrate that the Public Safety, Agricultural, Open Space and
Resource Conservation Elements and new Water Resource Element are mternally consistent as required by Jaw

under CEQA. {Pub. Res. Code 21000 and 15000)

et

Recommendation:

Woe strongly urge you to recomumend to the Planping Commission and Board of Supervisors that

langurge pertaining to Sonoms County’s streams be added to the Open Space and Resource 2

Conservation, PPublic Safety, Agricultural Resource, and Waiter Resource Elements, Natorallv-vegetated

buffers along _streams are nceded to protect these waterways fwnctions o slowing runoff to reduce
flooding, erosion and landglides, to maintain agricuftural soils. and te allow the recharge and filtering of

Senoma County’s water resource for human needs and biolegical habitat profection. =

Specifically, the Public Safety Element requires policy statements specific to streams and stream corridors for 1

flood and landslide preventon. The Agricultural Element requires additional empbasis on the importance of o
=

stream setbacks not only for meintaining soils, and agricultura} lands, but for water quality, aguifer recharpe,
and public safety. Supportive language needs to be incorporated into these interrelated elements of the general
plan so that the goals and policies of GP2020 are not in conflict or legally indefensible. The following sections
of the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element are amended below {in bold fent) o include these

recommended additions.

3.1 POLICY FOR BIOTIC HABITAT AREAS —

Objective OSRC-7.5 Maintain conncctivity between natural habitat areas, particularly stream chaonels,

e
3.2 POLICY FOR STREAM CORRIDORS o
Add to policy summary to read *Elimination of natural plan! communities along sircams can increasc surlace

~un-off , siltation, erosion, flooding, and land instability, contribute to water temperamres tao warm for
2ethead, salmon, and other fish, reduce long-term water availabijity, and allow urban and apeicultural run-

off to enter surface and ground water,
-
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GP2020 Sonoma County Streams, page 2

GOAIL OSRC-8

—
Amend to read “Protect and enhance riparian corridors and functions along selesied streams, balancing the need

Q;, for agricultural production, urban development, timber and miming operations, flood control and other land uses

with the preservation of riparian vegetation, habitat functions and values. and the natural filtration and

recharpe of Sonoma County’s water resource.
Policy OSRC-8i

Add policy dircction. As a part of the permit review process provide cducational information to

7 landowners on the rofe of streams for hahitat protection and connectivity, public safety in preventing
crosion, floading, and tandslide hazards, and the recharge and filicring of surfuce and ground water

supplics for agriculture and ali human uscs.

" Conclusion:

[

p—

Public policy throughout the United States recognizes the necessity for natarally vegetated and forested
buffers along sireams for maintaimng stable sotls, to slow storm munoff for flood control, to allow filtration of
3 contaminants, and to increase the recharge of ground and surface water supplies. 36,000 landowners in Sonoma
County have been notified principally because the General Plan update will include policy recommendations on
stream setbacks. The DEAR must address the cumulative impacts of build out on Sonomsa County’s
streams and ap analysis regarding recommended policies pertaining to stream setbacks for the protection
of human and biological habitat, for preventing public safety hazards and for preserving the quality and
availability of our water resovree in order to complete x legully defensible General Plan.

b



-~ - f
0’2 : Q\ Page | 0f 2

Greg Carr - RLF GP 2020 Draft EIR Comments
J Dick  Fogq
From:

To: <barrert! @sonoma-county.org>, <gcarr@scnoma-county.org>, <SBRIGGS1 @sonoma-

county.org>
Date: 05/01/2006 6:33 PM
Subject: RLF GP 2020 Draft EIR Comments

You asked for DE!IR commentis in writing before our Tuesday, 5/2 Pianning Commission meeting -- and this
provides a rough outline of my current thoughts:

BACKGROUND:
* I'm impressed by the high caliber and apparent technical preficiency of many of the comments. Some of

the Agencies are "sand box protecting” but that probably was predictable.

* A great number of the comments strongly address perceived CEQA inadeguacies and I'm going to have :L
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/promaote/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 reiatively minor suggested changes (ie. road and strearm nomenclature
and updated infarmation 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
all make good arguments, | iean towards moderating the CAC recommendations due to the possible 60,0600+ 9’2

acres involved and the concomitant negative economic impact. The "taking" argument is topical -- see the current
situation in Napa County. | 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. _J

———

* 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, numberitype of special events, etc. from which to measure cumulative impacts of new or expanded
winery operations, especially including visitor serving uses. I'm not sure this "fits" anywhere in the GP, but the ]

concept woulid greatly help implementing the GP.

W

—

* | believe that the several challenges to the lack of a definitive/actionable County-wide ground water

management pian have merit and we need to re-review this issue. My feeling is that we need to be more specific, L{
proactive and aggressive in addressing and attempting to manage the ground water resource. | understand given
the state of the art that this is tough to do but we must make a good faith attempt. | see this as fundamentally a

leadership issue for the Planning Cammission, ’ o
* Somehow and somewhere we need to address the issue of global climate change/global warming - 5

perhaps in the Circulation Element or the Land Use Element. Given that the BCS have set goals far climate

protection and adopted a greenhouse gas reduction target, we need to back those actions,

gy

* Why can't we reasonably expect that the County's 2005 Urban Water Management Plan will be .
released/adoptec and made available to us in a timely fashion? Given that long-term water supply and demand is i,
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 7
Department of Fish and Game? Page 7 of their 4/17/06 letter.

L AT mninant e e d UottimerrtionaeddT Amal Qartism et Toamnh 3 WLNONONT HTRA 0s/02/2006
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6 * We need {o 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.

Ci ' * Should we consider adding a policy that would lead to the development of "Green” building measures,

at least for County buildings? This is a big Issue with a certain Sonoma Valley Hospital that I'm familiar with.
T * 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 landfiil will be closed in perpituity and that all
Il I solid waste will have to be sent out of the County for disposal?

e
W

* I'm still bothered that we really haven't addressed the two major Indian Gaming Casinos in the County.

[
| hepe the above is useful. We have the bones of an excellent 2020 General Plan; maybe the above
{2 1 comments can help strengthen it.
" Dick Fogg
5/1/086

file://C:\Documents and Settings\ecarr\Local Settinegs\Temm\GW 00001, 1TM 05/02/2004
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To Sonoma County Planmug Commission ECE/VED
. o ¥
From Nick F'rey " PERM;U ¢ 4?005
Sonoma County Grape Growers Association AMGEME*.‘:-':I"Tf;::isOURCE

AR MR
The Sonoma County Grape Growers on hehall of its 750 members appreciates «u—?’f?
opportunity 10 comment on the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020.

Thie 1989 General Plan has and 1s serving the county well. The Sonona County Grape
Growers Assoclialion supports minor updales 1o 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 {cel that conflicts between goals have not been adequately addressed in the draft EIR.
Goals 1o preserve agriculture and to provide affordable housing need greater

consideraijon when assessing the impacts of policy recommendations in other areas of the
General Plan.

The EIR must be adequate te inform dectsion makers of the environmental impacts of
their policy decisions. We feel the document includes inappropriate and inaccurate
information, making it difficult fo assess impacis and recommend appropriate mitigation.
We highlight the following deficiencies as examples:

s Vineyvard 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)

» [Dstimates of applied water for crops are excessive. Cropland other than grapes
total 12,000 acres and the estimated Applied Water averages 4 acre-fi/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 1s reporled to average 1.2 acre-fi/grape acre,
which s likely twice the county average. (Lixhibits 4.9-3 and 4.9-4)

» The beneficial impacts of the Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Conirol Ordinanice
reducing sediment movement from vineyards have not been considered when
recornmending 1increased setbacks. Literature showing the effectiveness of bufler
strips in sediment remoeval exists to show the adequacy of buffer strips required
under VESCO and 1t appears not to have been constdered when assessing policy
recommendalions [or incieased riparan sethacks.

»  Requests were made during public comment before the CAC for acreage
designated as wetlands (Exhibit 4.6-3) and the addittonal acreage affected by 100-
i sethacks from thosc wellands. No acreage was supplied, nor was there any
biological rationale given 1o justify the setback recommendations. The EIR fails
1o address these issues as well.

I

L
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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 Jands 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 fand values and County tax

e revenues?

The feasibility of policy recommendations was not discussed for the following:

e 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.
Furthermore, 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 maintatn or increase the site’s predevelopment absorption. What impacts
might this have on project costs and on groundwater quality?
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Chairman Richard Fogg

Sonoma County Planning Commission
2550 Ventura Ave.

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

PERMy
MANAGe . ND REg
AGEMENT osm%l;ﬁgsir

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 apply 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 1

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

L A Y R P

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.

Singerely,

hen Fuller-Rowell
onoma County Water Coalition
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Sonoma County Water Coalition
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4/14/06 !
Sonoma County PRMD i,
Attn: Scott Briggs, Greg Carr P77

2550 Ventura Avenue,
Santa Rosa, California 95403

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sonoina County
General Plan

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 27,0600 Sonoma County citizens, The unifying momentum
behind this coalition s 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 sciutiny 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 langnage 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 comunents 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 DXEIR 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 1s subject to change,
therefore the “project” lacks a stable and fintte project description rendering the process worthless. If
comments trigper any changes at all, in language, goals and pelicy, 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 projsct description
and are due full analysis, including Alternatives Analysis, review and comment by the public and

Memibrers: AlascaderyGreen Valley Creck Watershed Council * Conlétion {or Unineorpuraled Soncind County * Conmnunity Chean Water Institte * Frignds of Mark West
Warershed ¥ O W.].. Faundation * WG (Scbasiopal Water infonmation Group) * Valley of the baoun Alliance * Supporting Organizations: Action Against the Casing *
Blucher Creek Walershed Couneil * Coalition for & Better Sonoing County ™ Coast Action Jroup © Constal Forest Albance * Commumity Alliance with Family Famers
{M.Cunsl Chapler) * Earth Ebders of Sonoma Counly * Forest Unlimited * Forestville Cilizens Jor Sensible Growth 4 Friends of tie Fel Juver * Friends of the Gualalz River
* Lagdna Lovers * Madrone Anduben Socrety * Motk West Watershed Alliance ® Coaidentnl Arls and Eeology Center * Petubuna River Councl * Russian River
Advaentes * Russion River Chamber of Cunvieerce * Sierra Club (Sonoma Couwsty Groupy * Sunoma Coundy Conservabion Action * Western Sonoma Coundy Rural

Alhanee ¥
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corte. ‘ participating agency. To do otherwise denies the public the opportunity of a stable and finite project

1!—._.-

N

A4

escription and permits the project to “float” in unpredictable directions

B. Missing current water supply and consumption data

The UWMP, apparently still in preparation, is 2 criclal estunated 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 envisaped 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) reguires these data to be published every 5
years--in years ending with zero or 5, thus, the UWMP was due last December, 2005,

Attt

T "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 Ecl River, (3) a possible mandated increase in required minimum instream flows in the
Russian River, and (4) changes in the hydrologic cycle resulting from global warming. A comprehensive
assessment of the three scenarios would undoubtedly roveal additional impacts and potentially beneficial

mittigations.

i We propose that the period for comments on the General Plan Update/DEIR shoukd be extended until the

UWMP data are made public. In kieu of a continuance of the current comment period deadline, the DEI’
should be recirculated 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

[,

1. Sonoma County has serious water problems that must be_ addressed. Numerous studies have
demonstrated Itmited 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 1 1§ series (see DEIR p. 4.5-20) are reconnaissance level, and never were
intended to be scientifically definitive, even for their time. More detatled 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 Transmigsion System Project, Parsons

Engineering Science, Inc,, 1995.

| S

Other references to groundwater conditions include:

Rohnert Park Revised DEIR, May 5, 2000, page 4-132, Water Resources scection 4.10; Hydrologic study
by PES Environmental Inc. including Groundwater Model: Revised Draft Environmental Impac
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Report EIR, Rohnert Park General Plan 2020.

Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessmment District DEIR vol. I & II, Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public Works, June 28, 2004

Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment Districi Final EIR, Sonoma County Depariment of
Transportation and Public Works, January 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 logs" from 1985 throupgh 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, 19771,

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 Febmary 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 rclease) Continucus Water lLevel Monitoring Data; Excel
Spreadsheets on CD. Monitoring well data, giving date, time, temp (°C), depth to water. water
level elevation data for SCWA wells on Qccidental Rd,, Sebastopol Rd., and Todd Rd.; 5/01 -
10/03. Files: OCC MW _1.XLS, 5/22/01-9/30/03, 20668 records;, OCC MW _2,XLS, 5/22/01-

/30/03, 20668 records; OCC_ MW _3.XLS, 5/22/01-10/2/03, 12149 records; OCC_MW 4.XILS
not reviewed, OCC MW _5.XLS, 7/27/03-10/2/03, 1975 records; 5616 VER.XLS, &/28/02-
10/2/03, 9575 records; SANTA RO.XLS, 8/28/02-2/11/03, 3736 records; SEB MW 1.XLS,
8/7/01-10/2/03, 15369 records; SEB MW 2.X1.S8, 5/11/01-10/8/03, 16082 records;
SEB MW 3.XLS, 5/11/01-10/8/03, 20445 records; SEB MW _4 XLS5/11/01-10/24/02, 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, Californra, 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 omussion from the current DEIR of the findings concluded in these reports render the DEIR legally
inadequate.

Please explain the rvationale 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?

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.” Crtically, 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 twe 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 umported 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 recharpe 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 “[Glroundwater pumping has lowered the water table on the order of 100 feet in
this area.” The SCWA Water Supply Workshop and other recent SCWA 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 WRE emphasis on reducing
groundwater dependence, and the DEIR must consider policies that can mitigate current water crises.

3. The DEIR mentions the County Board of Supervisors (BOS)-commissioned Pilof Study of Graundwater
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 “[ajdditional 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 tnitiate 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 Countv, 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 nsage or withdrawals in order to broadly manage
these water resources.” To the contrary, the California Departiment 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 weli-dependent County in
Cahifornia, 1s notable for an absence of any groundwaler management plan at all.

Please explain the rationaie 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 grouadwater resources. AB 3030 was developed in response to
the federal Environmental Protection Agency's Comprehensive State Groundwater Protection Proprams.
AB 3030 allows, but does not require, local water providers to devetop a groundwater management plan
for DWR-defined groundwater basins.” Although technically accurate, AB 3030 does not reguire 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 explam in detail the rationale for not implementing a comprehensive water management plan in
fight of the above-referenced data that indicate such a plan 1s needed.

Please explain why Sonoma County does not have a comprehensive water management plan when 167

other locales in the State of California already have implemented such plans,

D. Proposed policies do not provide needed mitigations
.y

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 (IDEIR 4.5-37,38). If used properly, these tools can address and

alleviate the water crists 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 alrcady 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 cutside of the basin or county
boundaries, degrade groundwater quality, or cause land subsidence. Groundwater ordinances of broader
scope are geared 1o 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 15 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

o
k'o:"
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of Sonoma County’s water crisis has increased dramaticalty since the first draft of the General Pls
Update/DEIR, and numerous past studies attest to imperiled supplies of fresh water in Sonoma Count
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 atterttion to the need for groundwater

planning and implementation to mitigate serious, ongoing groundwater overdrafts?

1. AB3030 Groundwater Management Planning

‘r’l:dore people rely on groundwater in Sonoma County than in any other county in California. [t 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. Virfually all of the County’s water resousces 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 tr
adopt an AB 3030-style groundwater management plan tmmediately, or to adopt policies that requn
groundwater management wherever groundwater depletion is indicated (with reference to appropriat
standards). Why does the EIR avoid requiring implementation of a groundwater management plan or
groundwater protection ordinances in light of what 1s known about depleted supplies, to avoid putting the

County’s future water supphes at risk?

More data are welcome, but the stadies 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; (¢) mitigating the effects
of groundwater overdraft, (f) replemshing groundwater extracted by prodacers; (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 (0 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 Connty Water Agency to

4

develop and implement a groundwater management plan. Recently, as part of 1ts process to restructare |£fo/

the entitlement contracts to Lake Scnoma 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
) er

production and conserve resources.

2. DEIR misinterprefs 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 stze 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 4.9-19, 20). Those projects cannot be
approved unless the proponent can provide verification from the local water purveyor that a sufficient
water supply is avaitable 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 assumnes that SB 221 and SB 610 projects are unlikely in umincorporated 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.

et

3. DEIR policies omitted planned moenitoring installations

At

The EIR for the Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District 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 fo 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 February 3 meeting, the County and SCWA staff expressed
their commitment to expand the scope of the hydrogeologic assessment to monitor for the cffects of
potential cumulative impacts in the Lichau Creck watershed, including lowering of the groundwater table

and loss of surface water base-flow, i IH

: |
“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 |

: |

hvdrogeologic assessment project....” }

The County’s General Plan and DEIR omit both these promised monitoring installations and descriptions :
of the abilities and accuracy of the installations. Ignoring the agreement with the SFWQCB and not!
implementing these monitoring installations would further jeopardize the already-imperiled south SRP
aquifer, and exacerbate the water extractions in an entirely different waiershed, in violation of state'

statutes.

RS-
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If the current level of groundwater over-production 1s permitted to continue without a mitigating plan t-

balance extraction with demand, there ts a high likelihood of surface land deformation, also known a

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 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 (sec numerons exampies below).
CEQA requires that an EIR provide enough analysis and detail about environmental impacts to enable
decision-makors tc make inteltigent judgments in light of the envirommental consequences of their
decisions. See CEQA Guidelines § 15151, Kings County Farm Burean 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 Invo v. City of Los Angeles, 7!
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 Laurgl
Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Repents of University of California {Laure]l Hetghts 1), 6 Cal.4th 1112,

1123 (1988).

™ E. The DEIR is inadequate based on the emission 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). “[IIndividual 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 opimions. 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 CEQA and must be rectified and resubmitted for public comment.

|

|

1' A complete three-dimensional model of the interlocking and contiguous groundwater subbasing in the
I entire Santa Rosa Plain would provide a predictive tool nseful 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
i
i

compare with existing conditions.
F. 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, ¢
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identified impact that is not being mitigated to the greatest practical extent, discussion in the form of IL
Alternative Analysis must be included in the EIR/DEIR with assessment, logical discussion, and findings Py
regarding the full 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.

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 Statc Impaired Waters listing, for all listed pollutants and related conditions
inust 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 Amnalysis indicating what
action(s) will be taken by the County to reduce poliutants, with the objective of meeting Basin Plan }7
standards and over time meeting Federal Water Qualitv Standards (WQS). Current instream and
nearstream conditions are noted as limiting factors for listed species of salmonids.

Land use, and water use, projects are controliable under County permitting and oversight authority (e.g.
Grading Ordinance, Hillslope Planting Ordinance, Non-Peoint Source program implementation, Riparian
Protection — Goals and Policy, etc.) - with implementation and cffectiveness monitoring to be included.
The County has both the authority and jurisdiction to assert control over projects adversely affecting
water quahity and water use. Such analysis, using the best available science, must demonstrate how Goals

and Policy will meet WQS and comply with the Basin ’lan, —

H. Mitigations are stated in language that does not guarantee thaf mitigarions will be
implemented

A

{0

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 environimental significance of a rccogmzcd i
impact to ‘Less Than Significant’ is legally false and thus such langnage must be changed accordingly, as 1t

otherwise does not constitute an adequate mitigation measure.

P —

L. 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 specifving the time frame within which mitigation policies will be i?
implemented. Likewise, all mitigation policies must reference funding sources, or the seeking of such

funding sources,

J. The General Plan Update Process and thus the DEIR Process was flawed
o
Members of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) were encouraged to complete their deliberations on
water in early 2003 before all available information was 1n hand, Three members of that committee have
expressed this concern in communications to County staff in October and November 2004 (attached).

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 Chict Engineer of the Sonoma County Water
Agency (SCWA) in a letter to their contracting cities and other water retailers (Contractors) announced
that planoed 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 Houstr
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 leveis in three sample water-scarce areas--the Joy Road and
Bennett Valley areas, and the Mark West Creek watershed--had dechined 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 iis 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 the
recommendations of AB3030. This recommendation was immediately rejected by representatives

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

pE———

Impact 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 introducc 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 belicve 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-1m: 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 (reatment and contaminate groundwater,

WR-1n: 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.
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WR-1x: Prohibil infenfional point-source aquifer injection of treaied wastewaier or other contaminants
titat mav cleorade squifers within the Countyv. Nothing m this languace 15 intended o prohibit customary

on-site wastewalter disposal through percolation or evapo-transpivation,

WR-1y: Protect water quality for beneficial use by maintaining base-tine m-stream flows consisignt with
TMDL objectives. -

o

Impact 4,5-5: Groundwater Level Decline
Land uses and development consistent with the Draft General Plan 2020 would increase demand

on groundwater supphes and could therefore result in the decline of groundwater levels. This would
be a signtficant unpact.

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 Supplies to Meet the Future Water Demand of the Urbdn |

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 Iemam
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 Rural |
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 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 mect the future demand of rural private domestic, small municipal, and
agricultural wells. This uncertainty combined with the current regulatory approach could resnit in
insufficicnt 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 4.9-30G through 4.9-31. 1t 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 hmpact of the increasing
density of single-family homes ir rural arcas and the impact of high-capacity irrigation wells installed for

agricultural purposes.
Language submitted to the CAC by SCWC in October 2004 (attached and underlined in red below) would
strengthen proposed matigations, lowering the significant impacts,

WR-1 (mew v} Include in the mandate of the Sonomea County Agricultural Preservation and Open Spac
District the acquisitiop and enhancement of desienated sroundwaier recharpe arcas.

WR-T{new w): Establish requiraments for new constuetion to halt loss of wroundwater recharve capaciny
of aguifers causad by construction thet mereases imnpervious surfaces. Proactive measures gre reguired 1o
reduce nesative impacts of imnervious surfaces pnd encowrape lang use practigas thal incresse patural

A2

2L

sroupdwater recharge, These reaqutrements shall be incorporaied m approprisie construciion sisnhdads
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inchding without limitation building codes admunistered by the Sonoma County Permit and Resourc
Management Department,

WR-2 (renumbered a): Establish specific and comprebensive groundwater management plans for
groundwater basins in_the County_including but not limited to: the Santa Rosa Valiey, Sonoma Valley,
Petaluma Valley, the Alexander Valley, Knights Valley, the Wilson Grove Formation Hightands bordering

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 1s to take step 1 of DWR’s
recommended Components of Local Groundwater Management Plans (see State of Califormia DWR,
California’s Groundwater, Bulletin 118 Update, 2003, Appendix C, p. 230). This siep is to hold a
publicty-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 comprehgnsive groundwater management plans for the
populated outlving 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 Canvon area.

WR-2 (renumbered c): Establish 8 CEQA 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 Countv.

WR-2i (10) Suspend permit approvals within special study areas until a comprehensive groundwat
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 puzsuant to AB3030 within five vears of the adoption of this Geperal Flan 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.

T

L. Impact not Addressed by DEIR: Potential Impact of Water Exports on Water Availability

Jraweer

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 sabmitted 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 1ssued a
permit for such exportations. In the event a permit is issned, it shall set forth with specificitv the details
of the exportations {e.z. quantity. orizination location, destination location. period of exportation. etc,),

WR-5ab; Require full assessment of impacts on the environment and impacts on the gualitv and quantity
of water for Sonoma County water users of all existing and new proposals to_phvsically export water fior
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Sonoma Ceounty. Any consideration of exporting water resources shall place prinary priority upon the
benefit of and need for the water resources in Sonoma County and shall assure that water resources needed
by urban, rural and agricultural water users and dependent naturaj resources in Sonoma County will net be

exporied outside the County.

M. Reducing exposure to legal jeopardy r

The current DEIR suffers from obvicus, pervasive deficiencies thal require extensive revision and
recirculation for public comment. Failure to do so will result in a legally indefensible document. expose n

Sonoma County 1o substantial legal costs, and further delay what has already been an extraordinarity c?“{"
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

legal challenge. A

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 for the purpose of then responding to
those abbreviated comuments 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 inadcquate 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 helieve 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 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 alsc 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 cutlined.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesttate to contact the Senoma County Water Coalition
if we can assist you in this very important endeavor.

Sincerely yours,

iy

Tor the Sonoma County Water Coalition






[ Greg Carr - GP2020: Sonoma toxic waste and garbage to Marin fandfil """ ™ "

JRETI WS S

From: Rue <pgrst@monitor.net>

To: '

Date: 03/22/2006 5:17:40 P\

Subject: GP2020: Sonoma toxic waste and garbage to Marin landfill

FY1 ... In case you've not received it. Apologies if this is a duplication,
| thought you might be interested.

Have a great gay, or evening - depending on when you cpen this,
Rue

" .. this is the link for the groups opposing expansion of the Redwood
landfili north of Novato. § 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 ‘i_
legacy tandfill 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 buildaut 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 Marin7??

Bay Area and Marin Sierra Club are suppaorting this effort.

hitp.//noexpansion.org/ ..."
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eneral comments RCE
o i i ‘ B finding that an jmpact is unmitigatable
There are MY Jnstances 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 mutigation
is infeasible, and this has to be based upon evidence regarding legality, economics, timeliness, etc. In
fact, mitigation is required ta the extent feasible even if the impact remains significant. Just because you
cannot make the problem disappear completely doesn’t mean you don’t bave 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 limitetions of the policies proposed in

the General Plan. It is obviously feasible procedurally 1o strengthen policies to further reduce some of

these impacts. What is the basis under CEQA law for the DEIR to say the “project” (meaning the

General Plan Update policies) cannot be modified to reduce impacts? That seems contrary to the entire
principle of mitigation undex CEQA. That approach also implies the alternatives analysis is essentially
irrelevant, since the DEIR essentially rules out any appreciable modification for the putposes of further _J
reducing impacts by looking at other approaches. .
Why 15 “avoidance” not used as a feasible mitigation in many instances? For example, in areas of setsmic
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. What thresholds or standards might be
applied to all hazard areas? Please suggest language to qualify the restriction by creating an escape
mechanism if the parcel js otherwise un-buildable

——

Complicati f preparing a self-mitigati gneral 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
rehied upon te 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 amendments, etc. But a “policy” that is also identified as a mitigatior or mutigating 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 changei
are handled properly under CEQA?

The EIR frequently relies upon unenforceable mitigations

Te qualify as a mitigation, 1t 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 ne action or result is required,
no mitiganon 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. i

Ihe DEIR takes an arbitrary approach te modifying General Plan policies through the rOCEss

The purpose of doing a sell-mitigating General Plan is to have 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. -

Aty
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The General Plan is a “project” and like any project can be modified to reduce or eliminate impacts.
Where the DEIR doesn’t provide an enforceable mitigation with the explanarion that the palicies as
written, don’t mitigate the impact, new policies should be offered. In some cases, the DEIR actual%y
identifies weaknesses in policies as contributing to significant impacts, and then says there i3 nothing to
be done. Obviously the policies can be strengthened in some sitnations, and that should be discussed. A
decision o not strengthen policies as a means to further reduce or eliminate significant impacts should
only be suggested if jt 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 furthex 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 diseussion. Please explain why policy
adjustments are not done &s a means of further reducing tmpacts. Please explain why project
modifications ate appropriate under CEQA to reduce impacts, but not if the project is a General Plan.
The Draft EIR as circulated wil] not support 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),

What will Sonoma Couaty 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 measuted 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 20207 What remains? .

If mitigations are partially achieved, what analysis would need to be done to complete mitigation and/ot
will Significant Unavoidable impacts increase over time?

What is not included in the “bujldout” assumption? The EIR seems to generally address this in terms of

residential umts. To the extent that a significant part of the County 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 Jand.

In the “buildout” scenario — how would maximum (or even a reasonable percentage) approval of Use
Permits affect the scenario?

What is the actua] infil] capacity within urban areas?

Please analyze likely growth patterns and implications with aliowable package treatment plants. How
will this change the stated constraint of growth by relying on limitations on sewer and water extensions
outside of USAs?

(]
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How well are the Policies for concentrating growth in the cities working if the percentage of population
(27%) remains the same in 20207 What Policies might shift a greater percentage of growth 1ato urban
areas? Would these palicies also serve to further reduce unmitigated impacts?

—
It is said that our #2 growth economy is “the Sonoma County experience” - What are the predictable !
impacts of current traffic trends on our Ag Tourism industry? (any kind of tourism?) l

What are the predictable forces that will effect greatest losses of Ag land production? i.e.: Lack of
water? Parcelization? Residentia) uses? Loss of processing facilities? Some other pressure? -

4.1-23 How does GP 2020 realize the goal of concentrating future growth using community sewer and
water systems if increased use of package treatment plants is allowed? 1f more PTPs are used,
theie prices are likely to come down (certainly relative to land costs) and more could be put to

use. Please analyze implications. Consider too, the potential impacts on ACC Lots. o
4.1-29 Please analyze using “other infrastructure”, including alterations of “intensity of exisung land
uses”. 4.1-35 How does this “reduce” potential for growth? —

4.1-32 Assunung a 19% iocrease in population above 2000, with an increase in the county identical to -
that of the cities (same 27% of county’s populace) — is goal of city centered growth achieved? .

4/1-35 What axe the predictable impacts of the proposed changes to Rohnert Park’s USB, and including_

Canon Manor? (195 + 80 acres) What densities can be expected? What are the predictable impacts of
traffic, water use, sewer capacity and treatment, gtc.? -

Policies LU-3a, 3b, 3¢, and 3d are said to ensure that growth will be contained within the unincorporated |

and incorporated USAs, by denying land use amendments that increase residential density beyond
projected growth (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 reason that incompatible land uses in the rural areas “would primanly result from |
the development of agricultural processing and visitor serving uses.”? How can this be quantified? What

P

are predictable trends given the changes in economic forces? What additional mitigations could be placed
in policies to avert the conflicts? o
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Is the greatest pressure for higher densitiss in RR or in farm and/or grazing lands? 4.1-7 indicates range —; Qe

and rimber are areas of greatest pressure. Please provide more information and analysis to assess the
areas experienicing the greatest pressures.

The statement is made that the “majority of rural home construction requires” a range of acres per aouse,
What 1s 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 3¢, L& 34, 4.1-36, etc.)

Please analyze types, levels, and repetitions of complaints regarding agricultural cultivation vs.
processing, and / or wineries (with and withiout 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

e

A

A1
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A7

identify areas or uses particularly prone to causing localized impacts.

o

4.1-39 MM 4.1-2 What would the affects be of limiting types of operations that cause these impasts? \f 20

Of limiting them in “sensitive” or already impacted areas?

4.1-40 Examine impacts of putting Ag processing and/or Ag support services in congentrated areas,
possibly 1n USA’s vs. throughout the county. —-[

Huw would clustering Ag support and/or processing facilities affect Ag and affect traffic?

I
4.1-% ditto MM 4.3-2 |
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4.2-10 Why is analysis done relative to speed as the primary measure of determining LO$? How
would the outcome be different if safety, trave! time, delays at secondary intersections or
continuous flow were used?

4,2-19 Is the change 10 Sonoma County 1o San Francisco ridership due to auto use, transilt ease (or lack of
ease), and/or changes in jobs? Please compare use of bus to rail lime service provided by
AMTRAK as an integrated systern. How might ridership be improved?

Please examine results of adding freight stops in the county (city or unincorporated) to alleviate some of

101 traffic congestion, improve air quality, offset costs of rail, etc. _

4.2-26 It js stated that .. some roadways operate at LOS D, E, or F in future and these LOS are

acceptable due to a variety of circumstances ..” Please explain these circumstances and state how

standards / policies can be applied equally/fairly if the same outcomes are not achjeved. be improved
through modification of the policies?

Please provide an evaluation of how speed standard use can be applied to evaluate safety standards
(especially at intersections and where there conld be pedestrians and/or bieyelists). 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 anly be as accurate as
projected growth in the area. Please include the maximurn build out forecast including nuraber 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 Jack 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 jmnpacts of extending Llano Road north through Ag lands, Laguna uplands, wetlands, etc?

Do Policigs CT-6xx and CT-6yy, CT-6zz, CT 6ana, constitute mitigations? They ask for consideration of

certain actions. How can this be quantified for impact analysis? Also CT-6bbb, CT-6¢ce, CT-6ddd, CT-

feee, etc. state ‘work with in considering ... Are these useful as mitigations?

CT-3.3 would allow a Jower LOS if warranted by local environmental or community values. How will
either be determined? What findings are required? What will ensure this is consistently applied?

4.2-45 & 46 Please analyze effects of alterations to on-ramps as traffic mitigations. It was studied in one
of the mynad 101 Corridor groups and shown 1o 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 fransit service in Sonoma County?”

What can be predicted for air quality in: the Santa Rosa plain / 101 corridor area, the Forestville / 116
area, the atrport / 101 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 unincorporated area?
What can be predicied to be the impacts of a water treatment facility for Lake Sonoma water?

What are predictable impacts of contimung, and possible increased use of wastewater at the geysers? Are
there potential seisinic 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 year?
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4.3-12, 13, 14, 15 Same question re. language that uses worcs like *“support” and “encograge” in 50
Programs (how likely?). Are they considered mitigations? Would the state agency consider them

adequate to meet their standards?

OSRC-16h Requires certain uses to *... incorperate air quality mitigations in their designs.” To meet ] 51

what standard, or set by when?

4.4-3 Existing traffic volume is not based on Sonorma County realities. The “baseline” is a combination
of data and assumptions from Caltrans, DPW, consultant observations (were these studies?), statewide AN
wends, 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
“yehicular traffic {s the largest contributor to noise levels in unincorporated Sonorma 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 52,
about 250 feet inside the entry gate and/or sometimes at the property line. How can neise 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 nther 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

1o 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 vaty widely. o
4.4-23 “Noise sensitive projects that do not require environmental review that may occur in close ] 5éh

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. —
4.4-27 Please evaluate the noise created by the Sonoma County airport. The fleet mix can be generally 5:1
predicted by using the mix allowed by the GP ATE breakdown and by consulting the airport

manager re. projected uses and contracts, .

How wauld limitations to hours of aperation on certain types of aircraft improve airport noise impacts? 2 O

Where are repetitive flood arcas in Sonoma County that differ from outdated FEMA 100 year flood {Q‘
maps?

N

o i

i

4.5-2 Impacts, soil erosion ... ,
- refers to “no” roads on slopes greater than 30% for discretionary permits; does this include all roads for o A

any use? oy
How would establishing building standards for driveways (for example) improve soil erosion regulation i

through ministerial permits?

h
-

LN

——
What are siltation inplications 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 geperally 3 to 4 days ..” Is this still true? Are there changes 1o receding waters? Recent "'J
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 runoft and wastewater {rrigation has historically contributed to degradation in
the Laguna, in addition 1o Ag runoff. See studies done by NCWQCB and ACE. Currcntly 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 recant studies that show where groundwater decline is a problem. Rescarch is
available. (SCWA/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) Whatlocat policies and/or programs would b.e neede{}?
4.5-34 What is the predictable cumulative impact of development in GP scenarios of construction on 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 stadies
(SCWA & USGS) that were to be completed in 2005 (four year studies). o
4.5-41 Please clarify water quality impact 4.5-1 — where is Ag processing addressed, and how 15 it
distinguished from industrial uses in Ag lands? _ o
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 alteriog the direction and/or rate of
groundwater flow.
WR-1b “ would reduce sediment and other pollutants” by preparation and implementation of a BPU
manual. Until the manual is written, and practices described - how can it be assured that the
implementations will reduce sediment and other pollutants?
WR-1g could “lead to’ new storm water regulations. How can these regulations be eredited as a
mitigation when it is speculative that they would even be an outcome of WR-1g7?
Is “seek to protect” by “coordination” used as a mitigation? .
Is “work towards” new regulations without a timeline or thresholds a mitigation?
WR-1j policy could potentially involve stream restoration and/or the construction of wetlands. Isthisa
mitigation?
WR-1h “encourage, “‘consider”, “avoid” to the “maximum extent practicable” How would success be
measured on any of the above Policies?
4.5-45 If most Ag doesn’t require a permit, how do we address water quality impacts cumulatively?
4.5-48 What is predictable sediment runoff of soils from slopes below 35%7
(iven 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 produetion 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 unmitigated impact remains.

Since the discussion does not establish that such extra regulation is infeasible, and the alternative is not

wheolly 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 measwrably? Policies WR-4a — WR-40 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
significant level?

In the “setting” 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 and may not
accurately represent existing conditions, How can we confidentty or safely rely on Class I, [T, TIT and IV
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designations for any Policies and/or mitigations? We know cities and other uses have been using more -.
Lont.

water over time as growth has occutred, and we do not have accurate recharge data.

Please analyze the reliability of the Class 1, 11, 111 and 1'V water availability system currently. zmd

suggest alternate methods of gauging water availability that would be more religble. Please determine them_I

irends 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 tn
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 R

recharge characteristics 0 or are underlain by hard bedrock formations, ¢tc. In such areas, the majority of

groundwater recharge oceurs along streams. What is the impact of the 50% reduction of setbacks in these
poor recharge areas? Additionally, the GP would allow more impetvious surfaces (and highly
compressed soils from some uses) — please factor in these changes.

If it cannot be determined conclusively that current and futwe groundwater supply would be sufficient -

no assurance of surface or groundwater supply — what are the implications of exportation policies unti!
such a determination can be credibly and reliably made? Please proved thresholds or Policy suggestions

that would improve reliability for Sonoma County uses.

4.5-34 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 Q0
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 further mitigation. In
addition, 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
requirements, :

4.5-56 If there are no limits to some wells (no permits), how can saltwater intrusion be prevented from q;
traveling further into Sonoma County? E

What is the predictable impact of the use of cities’ and SCWA's emergency wells as standard supply ) -

wells over time? 9

What 1s the likely impact of cities drilling and using new wells for their needs — on local Ag and/or

residential wells?

What is the likely impact of increased areas of compacted soils? Along streams or over wetland recharge ™) o] %

B

|
B
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arsas?

Since the DEIR discusses the factors that contribute to saline intrusion but then dismisses any impact
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 nses in these areas, the C?5
residential densities are not the greatest concern but the large agricultural 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 and maps used during planning and review processes do not illustrate current 1
conditions. How can they “ensure” development would not exacerbate flooding problems? C?(‘p
4.5-61 If a farmer brought in fertilizer and spread it — would it inctease flooding? If gravel was used o
improve a roadway — at what point would that increase flooding?
What are the implications of using repetitive flooding areas over the designated 100 vear flood areas? =
Would number of ACC Lots in flood areas increase flood hazards/impacts? What policies could mitigate C? B
(feasibly) residences allowed on Lots established through ACCs?

a7

——
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& Please assess groundwater availability tends, Also predicuble grpmzdwaz:g;s depands. (Lot égsz;zibcg‘
1 by type/quantity of use, times water demand - sould use the same wformation from growth predichons?)
156 l‘:‘ Please exaniine the impacts of reduction of Ruysiar. River flows en groundwater and also on wells -
- including SCWA's and private wells,
Y 'C What would itapacts be of droughts? What mitigarions woitld be requjred initally and over (ime?

1od [: How will irrigation with wastewater affect agticultural soils and water quality over tima?

" What will imnpact of increased use of package treztment plants be on agricultural soils over time? What
YOZ | would the predicmable cost of remediation be?
7 What could be predicted to be developmems’ contributions to groundwater depletion?

wy [

~ The DEIR acknowledges chaniges to drainage patierns, What is the predictable cumulative impact of

OB | development related to watexsheds? (sze Ventura County?

16t [ Please extend the BAWQUB comments/questions to inchude the entire county whete ever possible.

1677 -~ Hydeology 4.5-40

PMOU | Why is there no stated goal of 00t 10 going inte aéjild:caticn?\

" 482 What is considered “critical mass” for Ag support? Daines have been impacted by lask of support

e services — won't the same be true for other Ag production (even beyond grapes).

T 4.8-3  Althongh limited acres would be lost to tousist facilities ~ what would the impact be regarding

g{;?_ changing the economic emphasis? At what point would Sonoma Coumy be more yehiant on
tenrism than on Ag production? '

. " What is the predictable reliability of water sources given the changing situation with the Eel River, Pouter

HO | Valiey and hydro-elestric regulations?

.. T What would be the impacts of an extension of the ARM plan to allow continuing gavel extractions iror

111 ] pear the Russian River?

™" What is the actual pumber of affected acres if Drafi GP sweam setbacks were implemented? Le, Reduce

, the number by areas inside urban areas, inside cities, those acres already under cultivation, those areas

2 that cannot be used for Ag crops (i.e. timber, steep slopes, eic.} and other areas where setbacks would not

- Lunit eultivation - hatving setback areas whers Ag receives 2 30% reduction.

l = EGSRQ”’&{E} Address the effects of determining cumulative hupacts as part of site assessment.

X E OSRC-7¢ Provide a definition of “larger ministerial permits” and what a2 interin threshold might be

for warranting = referral to regulatory agencics, and possible site assessment.

" OSRC-7d What are the long term impacts of not tequiring farther site assessment if evidence of
Al spearal-gtatus species are discovered during permit review or site inspection?

i [: QSRC-T What are the cunalative impacts of habitat loss and conversion?

" OSRC-Tn How can existing mapping be improved to meet the goal of improving protection for
(7 valley oak habitat?

iR l’_’ OSRC-8¢(12) Define habitat “values” in the reforence to “functions” in protecting riparian hebitat,

e OSREC-8o(13) Whatis the intent of mitigation optons toward achieving no net loss of sensitive riparian
M - habitar? What can be predicted over time?

#5

=4

~ QSRC Progeamy: What is the impact if program 7 is not implemanted?

How will Sonoma County monitor effectively to see if BPUs really work here (.. messure sedimen?
- wield for ope vs. ancther to find the best designs)

4.5-26 Public Service- future wats supply
|4 What are seasonal impacts — SCWA 3ays i can meet the needs of its Contiacts, bat doesu’t discuss
seasonal fluctuations, -
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There was no meption of the Eel Rivet, etc. unresolved conflicts, also Lake Sonon’_la WaS assurped as P
supply source but there is no timeline or funding for implementation. How will this be reconciled? _

How can goal to reduce grounidwater use be implemented if there is an exception for WAC contractors? 7, 2 L{
How will this effect neighboring wells?

What role should Urban Water Management Plan (SCWA) play? How will it affect water supply in the i25
unincorporated areas? .

What would be impacts of wastewater re-use? Could it induce growth? 12
Tf wastewater is offered for agricultural use; who owns the wastewater (how will rights be transferred), :l 127
and how does it relate to the SCWA contracts? ,
How can climate chém'ge predictably affect soil moisture, runoff, evapo -transpiration, etc? 120

State Planming Law & counties regulate uncertain risks already (i.e. FEMA, faults, etc). The county ] 199
seerns to regulate against statistical probability; please provide analysis of drought circumstances (3 year,

6 year, €ic)

WR_3.S — Ties land use to water, talks about a moratorium, but without standards, please provide ] 150
reasonable criteria, thresholds

4.5-33 Water — under what circumstances could a short term water emergency can be declared? Given j 13)
that cities are already using their “gmergency” wells, etc.

If the SCWA 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 132,

are under cultivation that are over 35% slope? What 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) recorumends things not in the DGP ~ including |
mitigations like road improvements. How much of the Reduced Alternative is likely to be done? How | EH
many of the Programs from the 1989 GP were achieved? s it more or less likely that the GP2020

programs will be implemented? —

The septic section doesn’t acknowledge new state standards j ¢

WR.1-F Please examine naturally occurring contammination “evaluate & consider” language :l Ve
il

1iza

-t
s

P

5
-

i
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¥

Please research any instances of toxic plumes -
Please include Mark West Creek flowing into the Russian River, Please list all creeks as part of the enti
integrated watershed. '

=7

Please analyze SCWA, Ap and other users of surface water, including uses below Lake Mendocino which | 128
affect Sonoma County’s water supply, =
Please update the Laguna’s cutrent histing status using the most recent listing of impairments, 1 iz r.:[
I

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 1s the predictable trend in cost of PTPs if more are e
used? : bl
What is predictable increase in traffic by 2020 if exportation of solid waste becomes a permanent i
solution? Will there be any energy impacts due to loss of methane production? '
Where will performance standards be defined? =

: " T e
What are standards of significance s
Please integrate strean). segments in order to more accurately analyze curmulative impacts. H1g
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)4 [ When programs were not 1mplemcntcd from 1989 GP — are they identified? E,S the “no project”
H | 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 1, IL, [II, & IV water

10 L maps?
™ V\?hl:;t is the County’s Planning Department’s role in water supply planping? How much can water supply
P | and/or wastewater treatment affect land uses and visa versa?
‘Lr{ L What policies should be ¢nacted during intenm to avoid unintended consequences? ; N
A E When using the word “encourage’, is there a standard to be met? How can mlttgatlon. be detzrmined’

— How does UWMP evaluate and / or acknowledge unincorporated arca well users? 1f it does not, where is
119 1 itdone?
™ What are predictable trends in use of geothermal fields re. energy supply? Seismic activity? What are the

150 | _implications?
{7 f gravel cannot be extracted within Sonoma County to meet the county’s needs — what are the
Vo | implications? (roads, air quality, water quahtv)

What are predictable impacts of continuing floods on gravel pits and surrounding land uses along the
152 [ Russtan River? .

Given the “70%" predictability of a major earthquake — what timetable for improvements should be
ey [: adopted? What types of avoidance policies might optimize human safety?
Loy " What are landslides likely to cost in road mamtlenancc over the next 20 years? What policies could reduce
i w77 | 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
and soils likely be affected?
o — 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?

] 5"( [~ How will tourism be affected by LOS F traffic?
Given historical changes in agriculture in Sonoma County — what would predictable and allowable uses of
|58 [ processing facilities, tourism facilities, etc. be for wineries if winery facxlmes were no longer viable for

that use?
What are likely impacts on agricultural production (growers) if more grapes from Sonoma County are
159 r processed and bottled in Sonoma County? What would be predictable traffic impacts, if any?

Please update the section on water supply to reflect the current conditions. Please include impacts of
arban and Distnct wells on county’s Ag and resideptial well users. Whai can be expected to b the impact
of transiion {rom emergency wells to more permanent use (SR and/or SCWA) on Sebastopo] wells?
L How could TDRs be best used? Any opportunities in Community Separatots? To affect ACCs?
N What advantages does the Russian River Watershed Council’s Watershed Management Plan provide the
e f county for long term planning?
" What are impacts over time of reuse of wastewater produced by package treatment plants? What is likely
| ©3 _ cost of remediation for failure?
" Can irrigation and/or frost protection with wastewater predictably affect water quality? Are there soils
ru*‘i that are more susceptible to negative impacts? :

LD

P |

- . Typo:
HEEAD J: Pg. 4.1-28 fourth paragraph fourth line: .. voters in every city ...

s inin r Pg. 4.2-29 Ely Road ... where necessary from Old Redwood Highway ....
ol 4’ R .
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1 akeville hi : | : : ( 1 7
eville highway - ... four lanes from the City of Petalwma Hill Road to Highway 37 .

(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 Ho ©
several valleys with varving climate regimes.” "

 Pg 4.4-8 third paragrapb, last line: ... type of vehicle ... . j PR
4,5-11 Final paragraph, 6" line: “.. Elevations in range from 50 ... '—J 7D

=t ]

Tgiveup ...






enise Peter - Knights Valley Noise Evaluation

r¢ "Michael Grable"

a: "Denise Peter'™ <DPETER{@sonoma-county.org>, ~sbriggsl @sonoma-county. org>
ate: 03/28/2006 6:38 PM

ubject; Knights Valley Noise Bvaluation

enise,
ar our last conversation, and with input from neighbors, 1 feel the following locations would be good
spresentatives for a current noise ievel evaluation:

o Corper of Franz Valley Rd. and Hwy 128
¢ 18655 Foss Hill Road

o 17050 Highway 128
e Corner of Ida Clayton and Hwy 128, ' 4

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
1as 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

an do. Thank you again for your help with this matter, : ]
RECEIVED
APR 0 & 2006
URCE
RMIT AND RESO
MEEAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
04/04/2006

le://C:ADocuments and Settings\dpsterilocal Settings\Temp\GW 00001 HTM
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General Plan 2020 Citizen Advisory Commitiee
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, {aulty reasoning, and inadeguacies.

The DEIR identifies 78 impacts in its analysis, Of these, 43 are 1dentified as significant
before recommended mitigalion measures are incorporated. If these additional
recommmended mitigation measures are incorporated, the riumber of significant
unavoidable impacts including loss of farmlands and habitat lands is reduced to 38.

This DEIR is deficient in that il does not address cumulative impacts, including potential
conversion of agricultural lands to other uses, conversion of forests to other uses, and the 1
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 1I1 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
qualtty and quantity? What impact does forest conversion have on habitat for a 2
diversity of species including pellinators necessary for agricultural production?
What impact does forest conversion have on siltation and turbidity which destroys

|
!
steelhead and salmon spawning grounds? o
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Town Hall Coalition Commenis
DEIR-Gencral Plan 2020

»  What positive 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 mncluded 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 permeability from pavement, eic?
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?

o  What is the impact of limiting agricultural processing and winery uses and
support services in agricultural land to those that would not generate significant
mmpacts on the environment and public health and safety?

The DEIR is faulty and it 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 15 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 devcloped for residential use. How many
new lots can be created on agricultural land?

Page 2 of 12



Town Hall Coalition Comments
DEIR-General lan 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 10 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?

o What will be the impact on ongoing agricultural uses if these units are permitied

(e.g. replace units needed for agricultural 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
agricuttural parcels be accessory to agricultural purposes.

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 hes failed to address a major impact to public health and safety and the
environment 1n this section.

e The General Plan allows “unlimited” agricultural processing and “support nses”
sprawled on rural agricultural lands outside the city limits throughout the County
in areas where there is absolutely no infrastructure. Agnicultural 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 o comply with State law and to allow analysis of
potential impacts in the General Plan DEIR.

#» What 1s 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?

o 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 agricuitural support and winery uses as permitted by the General
Plan.

s How many wells and how much water i1s needed to support the agricultural
processing and support uses? What is the impact on the water table and existing
wells on surrounding properties?

Page 30 12
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Town Hall Coalition Comments
DEIR-General Plan 2020

» How many acres of septic sysiems, leach fields and helding 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, crecks, and other waterways?

» How much traffic will these uses generate throughout the unincorporated arcas 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?

o 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 51gmf' icant impact. We request data
to support findings in the DEIR.

s 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 Califorma, 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
ouidoor recreational uses, bed and breakfast inns of five or fewer rooms,
campground of up to 30 sttes 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, eic.? What is the adverse impact on financial activities other

than agriculture?

Page 4 of 12



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 1o traffic,
water, air, biotic resources, and public health and safety? What is the
poiential 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 agriculiure, intensive agriculture and rural

residential?

4.8-4 Timberland Canversion

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 guantity, 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. What 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 altematives have been proposed in the DEIR to protect the forestlands
such as: include Site Class I1I 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 uvse conflicts between Agricultural and Residential/Urban Uses

o Implementation of the Draft GP 2020 would result in the intrusion of industrial,
cominercial, entertainment, and other development into agricultural and forestlands in
established rural ncighborhoods. 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 usc incompatibility. The creation of Agricultural
Support Service Areas with adequate infrastructure and prohibition of industrial and
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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 Raral 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.

o 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 Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App.3d 692
(1990). Under the Jaw, 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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Complete and accurate project description information is a prerequistte 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 fand, 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
10 allow full disclosure and analysis of all potentially significant impacts.

In addtiion to project description information, the DEIR fails to provide all of the setting
information necessary 10 support an adeqguate 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 of CEQA: to
“inform the public and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their
decisions before they are made.” Laure]l Heights [, 6 Cal.4th at 1123. To do this, an EIR
must contain facts and analysis, not merely bare conclusions. See Citizens of Golcta
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, unsupporled 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 mumber 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 falls 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 resources.
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The biological analysis section of the DEIR is inadequate for mumerous 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 1s no discussion of alternatives to reduce the

Impact.

s

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.

will be significant. The DEIR states that due to the lack of comprehensive information

}‘_’ DEIR lacks “analysis” of cumulative water impacts and simply concludes that impacts

T e b ey e iy e,

regarding the county’s groundwater resources, it 1s unicertain 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 21* 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, sca level rise, water scarcity and more.
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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 s the goal adopted by the Sonoma
County Board of Supervisors {or both county internal operations and for the community
al large, including private businesses and residences. New policies to implement the goal

include theJollowing:
1) Include greenhouse gas emission impacts 1n all CEQA reviews done by and for the

County of Sonoma

2y 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 agricultural 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). *[T]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 (1973). Alternatively, an EIR may utilize a sumumary 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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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 expecied 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 “[tjhe 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 meaningfud 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 umpact 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 ata
minimum, include the areas where trips will be initiated and end, including employee

trips to and from their homes, and recreation trips to the area.

—_—

The DEIR fails to adequately apalyze 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 Cal. App.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

mducemeni, 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 1dentified 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 . . . " 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 thoronghly 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 10 avoid mitigation: “The agency should not
be allowed to hide behind its own failure 10 collect data.” Sundstrom v. County of
Mendoctno, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 361 (1988). Nor may the agency use vague mitigation
measures to aveid 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, “[m]itigation
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or legally
binding instruments.” 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 of land use
changes and policies capable of reducing and/or eliminating significant impacts.

The DEIR’s consideration of mitigation is inadequate hecause 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 mittigation
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
1dentification 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.

Coenclusion
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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 ma