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INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132).
The City of Santa Rosa (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed
North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan. The City has the principal responsibility for
approving the project. This Final EIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from
approval and implementation of the proposed project, as well as responds to comments
received on the Draft EIR.

1.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT
The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the proposed North Santa
Rosa Station Area Specific Plan that has led to the preparation of this Final EIR.

Notice of Preparation
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was submitted for public review on
December 13, 2011, with the review period ending on January 12, 2012. A scoping meeting was
held on January 4, 2012, to solicit input from interested agencies and the public. The City
received several comment letters on the NOP and during the public scoping meeting. These
comments are summarized and a copy of each letter is provided in Appendix A of the DEIR.

Draft EIR
The Draft EIR was released for public and agency review on April 12, 2012, with the 45-day
review period ending on May 29, 2012. The Draft EIR contains a description of the project,
description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and mitigation
measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project alternatives. The
Draft EIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public and was made available for
review at City offices, the Sonoma County Library, and on the City’s website.

Final EIR
The City received comment letters from public agencies, interest groups, and the public
regarding the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments and Planning
Commission public hearing comments received as required by CEQA. This document also
contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 3.0, Minor Revisions to the
Draft EIR. This document constitutes the Final EIR.

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration
The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is “adequate and
complete,” the City may certify the Final EIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR
can be certified if it: (1) shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information;
and (2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in
contemplation of its environmental consequences.
Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to adopt, revise, or
reject the proposed project. A decision to approve the proposed project would be
accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091
and 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a
City of Santa Rosa
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe measures that have been adopted or
made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment.

1.2

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent
possible. This EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, should be used as the
primary environmental document to evaluate all planning and permitting actions associated
with the project. Please refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a detailed
discussion of the proposed project.

1.3

ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR

This document is organized in the following manner:

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION
Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the Final EIR is required to
contain.

Section 2.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Section 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference),
and the responses to those written and oral comments made on the Draft EIR.

Section 3.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
Section 3.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received
and other staff-initiated changes.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
2.1

LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written
comments on the Draft EIR.
Letter

2.2

Agency, Organization, or Individual

Date

A

California Department of Fish and Game

5/9/2012

B

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

5/29/2012

C

State of California Department of Transportation

5/25/2012

D

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

5/25/2012

E

Sonoma County Water Agency

5/25/2012

F

Coddingtown Mall

5/16/2012

G

Doug Van Deren

5/28/2012

H

Tomaras & Ogas, LLP

5/29/2012

I

Planning Commission Hearing

5/24/2012

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed,
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written
response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by
commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204).
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed
comments which focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project
might be avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that
commenters should provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant
to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the
absence of substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments
results in revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or
as a separate section of the Final EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses
to those comments.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout
for deleted text). The responses to comments were prepared by City staff and PMC.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Letter A

California Department of Fish and Game

Response A-1:

The comment states that the Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is a
trustee agency and potential responsible agency for the proposed
project. This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues
that require further response.

Response A-2:

The comment states CDFG’s recommendation that, as part of mitigation
measure MM 3.4.1, pre-construction surveys for nesting birds should be
conducted within 14 days prior to tree removal and that buffers should be
established if nesting birds are found.
The DEIR author concurs that providing the specificity of the timing of
nesting bird surveys strengthens the mitigation measure. Buffers for active
nests were provided in mitigation measure MM 3.4.1: “(a) 300 feet for
raptors; or (b) 75 feet for other non-special-status bird species.”
The requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.

Response A-3:

The comment states CDFG’s recommendation that, as part of mitigation
measure MM 3.4.1, a habitat assessment for potentially suitable bat
habitat should be conducted within six months of project activities and
that tree and structural work should only be conducted during seasonal
periods of bat activity if suitable habitat is found.
The comment provides clarification for mitigation measure MM 3.4.1. The
requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.

Response A-4:

The comment states CDFG’s recommendation that exclusion devices be
installed on structures to prevent bats from accessing structures and that a
plan should be developed on how to monitor and exclude bats from
structures.
Mitigation measure MM 3.4.1 ensures that effects to hibernating bats and
maternal roost sites are avoided. Flushing of bats and removal of nonmaternal roost sites ensure that construction impacts to bats are avoided.
Exclusionary devices will not be needed.

Response A-5:

The comment states CDFG’s recommendation that trees suitable as bat
habitat be trimmed and/or removed in a two-phased removal system
conducted over two consecutive days.
The comment provides clarification for mitigation measure MM 3.4.1. The
requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.

Response A-6:

The comment states CDFG’s recommendation that, as part of mitigation
measure MM 3.4.1, a biological assessment should be conducted prior to
project activities to ensure avoidance or minimization of impacts to
endangered and threatened plant species. The comment also
recommends that project proponents consult the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
The Santa Rosa General Plan Policy OSC-D-1 states that the city will utilize
existing regulations and procedures, including Subdivision Guidelines,
Zoning, Design Review, and environmental law, to conserve wetlands and
rare plants and comply with the federal policy of no net loss of wetlands
using mitigation measures such as:
• Avoidance of sensitive habitat;
• Clustered development;
• Transfer of development rights; and/or
• Compensatory mitigation, such as restoration or creation.
MM 4.F-5 of the Santa Rosa General Plan DEIR further identifies the City’s
obligation under the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy and reads as
follows.
Mitigation Measure 4.F-5: The City of Santa Rosa shall incorporate the
avoidance and mitigation measures described in the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy and the USFWS Programmatic Biological Opinion,
as conditions of approval for development in or near areas with suitable
habitat for California tiger salamander, Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma
sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and many-flowered navarretia.
However, in accordance with the USFWS Programmatic Biological
Opinion, projects within the Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System will be
evaluated individually and mitigation may not necessarily adhere to the
ratios described in the Conservation Strategy.
The City will ensure that the necessary studies including Biological
Assessments are conducted as a component of implementing the above
referenced policy and mitigation measure.
No revision of the DEIR is required.
Response A-7:

The comment states if the project has the potential to result in the
unavoidable take of species listed under CESA, the project proponent will
obtain a CESA permit from CDFG and consult and obtain applicable
permits from the USFWS prior to project activities. DFG recommends that
MM3.4.2 be amended to ensure that proper permits are obtained for
project activities.
The City’s obligation is to ensure significant impacts are mitigated through
their approval processes. Subsequent resource permits authorizations are
the legal obligation of the individual project proponents outside of the
CEQA process. As these permits are already required if there is potential
for take, this requirement would not be needed as part of the EIR
mitigation measure. No revision of the DEIR is required.

Response A-8:

The comment states that the project proponent shall submit a Lake and
Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) notification to CDFG if the
project may affect a stream and/or riparian habitat prior to project
activities.
See Response to A-7. No revision of the DEIR is required.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Letter B

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Response B-1:

The comment states the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
(BAAQMD) support of the North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan. The
comment is not related to an environmental issue, and, therefore, does
not require further response.

Response B-2:

The comment states that since the DEIR concludes that impacts to air
quality remain significant after mitigation, BAAQMD recommends that the
City also consider including additional mitigation measures, such as
parking pricing strategies, car sharing, a tree replacement policy, a
requirement of employers to provide on-site bicycle amenities, and
reducing the minimum size requirements of employers targeted for
transportation demand management (TDM) programs to capture
employers of fewer than 50 employees.
The following Specific Plan components and other City programs and
policies provide methods for development in the Specific Plan area that
would reduce emissions. It is important to note that the proposed Specific
Plan was designed to be a transit-oriented development (TOD). The intent
of TOD is to give people the opportunity to live, shop, work, and recreate
in areas that are close together. In addition, the TOD area is anticipated
to provide a variety of transportation options, which would then lead to a
reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and thus criteria air pollutants.
However, the exact amount of VMT reduction cannot be accurately
predicted because so much of the decision where to drive, live, work, or
recreate is a personal choice. The proposed project differs from more
traditional development because it significantly increases the
opportunities for residents to use transportation methods other than their
private automobile, thereby potentially reducing VMT and resultant air
pollutants.
In addition, as stated on page 3.14-17 of Section 3.14, Climate Change
and Greenhouse Gases, of the DEIR, the City of Santa Rosa complies with
CALGreen Tier 1 statewide green building standards. Therefore, the
proposed project will comply with the updated Title 24 standards,
including the new 2010 California Building Code (CBC), for building
construction. Furthermore, project designs that incorporate renewable
energy sources, such as integrated solar panels, are encouraged per the
Specific Plan design guidelines, and the Specific Plan also states that
buildings should be oriented to maximize passive solar heating during cool
seasons, avoid solar heat gain during hot periods, and maximize natural
ventilation.
The Specific Plan proposes a number of improvements to the pedestrian
and bicycle network, including continuous sidewalks, improved crossings
at intersections, installation of street furnishings, and new pedestrian and
bicycle routes. New pedestrian routes are provided on sidewalks and
bicycle lanes along streets as well as along off-street dedicated
pedestrian/bicycle paths. Chapter 6 of the North Santa Rosa Station Area
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Specific Plan illustrates the location of the primary off-street and on-street
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
Furthermore, Section 20-36.040 of the City Municipal Code contains
provisions mandating a minimum number of bicycle parking spaces. For
instance, Section 20-36.040 requires that multi-family residential projects
provide one bicycle parking space for every four units if the units do not
have a private garage or private storage space for bike storage. A
minimum of two short-term bicycle parking spaces and one long-term
bicycle parking space is required to be provided for new non-residential
development. When the bicycle parking required for a non-residential
land use is based on square footage, at least 25 percent of the bicycle
parking spaces have to be provided in long-term bicycle parking facilities
and at least 50 percent need to be provided in short-term bicycle parking
facilities. Similarly, Section 20-36.090 requires showers for office, retail trade,
service uses and manufacturing and industrial uses based on squarefootage (see Table 3-7 of Municipal Code Section 20-36.090). In addition,
Section 20-36.090 requires locker and dressing room facilities for the uses
that require showers.
Finally, the City of Santa Rosa has recently adopted a Climate Action Plan
as part of its long-standing commitment to implementing environmental
programs and reducing emissions. The policy provision, Action 4.3.2 of the
City Climate Action plan ensures that the City works with large employers
in Santa Rosa to create rideshare programs including carpool and
vanpool options for employees. In addition, Action 4.3.3 requires the City
to evaluate the effectiveness of Action 4.3.2 and consider expanding
existing programs including guaranteed ride home, employee transit pass
programs, and cash for parking pass programs. Action 4.3.4 of the
Climate Action Plan will provide recognition, awards, competitions, or
other incentives related to employee commutes in regard to walking,
biking, carpooling, transit, or other non-single-occupancy vehicle use and
finally, Action 4.3.5 requires new developments with more than 50 on-site
employees to provide subsidized or free transit passes to employees.
As the proposed project will develop over time, it is reasonable to assume
that new policies and methods of reducing VMT and impacts to air quality
will be incorporated into future development. Perhaps the largest
improvement to air quality will be from informed residents in the proposed
project who take advantage of the transit opportunities and who make
choices to reduce vehicle trips and take the other personal actions that
will substantively reduce air quality impacts.
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Letter C

State of California Department of Transportation

Response C-1:

The commenter states that traffic analysis for the weekday a.m. peak hour
was not included in the DEIR or the accompanying traffic impact study,
and that it should be included in the analysis.
The transportation analysis conducted for the DEIR focuses on p.m. peak
hour operation. During development of the traffic analysis scope, the
most recent set of 24-hour traffic counts maintained by the City for Steele
Lane were reviewed. Based on the traffic volume trends (shown below), it
was apparent that traffic volumes are substantially higher during the p.m.
peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour and that assessment of the p.m.
peak hour would therefore capture “worst-case” vehicle operation.
24-Hour Traffic Flow on Steele Lane at US 101 Interchange

24-hour traffic data for Steele Lane between the U.S. 101 northbound and southbound ramps on January 13, 2009,
collected by Quality Traffic Data under contract to the City of Santa Rosa
With respect to operation on US 101, the Caltrans Performance
Measurement System (PeMS) was utilized to determine how the freeway is
operating in the project area. PeMS operational information is based on
actual flow data collected at monitoring sensors along the freeway. A
typical three-week-long, non-holiday period in October 2011 was chosen
for review, focusing on mainline freeway performance during the Monday
through Friday workweek while all area schools were in session. The PeMS
data plots (shown on the following page) indicate that average
operation in the level of service (LOS) B range occurred during this
observation period in the southbound direction during both the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours. LOS C operation was observed in the northbound
direction during both peak hours, though both the percentage of vehicles
experiencing LOS C operation and the actual duration of LOS C
operation was higher in the a.m. peak hour than in the p.m. peak hour.
While actual operation of the freeway varies on a daily basis, this data
representing typical conditions provides anecdotal evidence that US 101
operates at somewhat lower levels of service during the p.m. peak hour
than in the a.m. peak hour.
City of Santa Rosa
June 2012
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Based on this information, the analysis provided in the DEIR for both US 101
and local streets is considered to be sufficient, as it represents worst-case
operating conditions upon which to gauge the Specific Plan’s potential
traffic impacts.
US 101 Mainline Hourly Operation – October 2011 Weekday (Third Street to Bicentennial Way)
Observed Performance (Southbound)
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Observed Performance (Northbound)

Response C-2:

The commenter states that the study limits for the traffic section should
include one interchange upstream and one interchange downstream
from the project area, specifically the US 101/3rd Street and US
101/Bicentennial Way interchanges and their adjacent local streets.
The DEIR presents an analysis of mainline operation on three segments of
US 101: the Bicentennial Way interchange to Steele Lane interchange, the
Steele Lane interchange to College Avenue interchange, and the
College Avenue interchange to the Downtown Santa Rosa (Third Street)
interchange. The traffic analysis also includes intersection LOS and
queuing evaluations at the Steele Lane and College Avenue interchange
freeway ramps. The commenter appears to be requesting that additional
analysis be provided of the ramp intersections at the Bicentennial Way
and Downtown Santa Rosa interchanges, as well as local streets serving
those interchanges.
The study area for the Specific Plan traffic analysis was coordinated with
City of Santa Rosa staff and developed in consideration of the Plan area’s
boundary, which extends in an approximately half-mile radius around the
SMART station on Guerneville Road. Based on the configuration of the City
street network and locations of intensified development associated with
the Plan, it was determined that the majority of freeway-oriented Specific
Plan traffic would occur via the Steele Lane interchange, with a smaller
portion utilizing the College Avenue interchange to the south. Because
access to the Plan area via the Bicentennial and Downtown Santa Rosa
interchanges would be more circuitous and involve greater travel times
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for drivers, Plan-related traffic increases at these freeway ramps and
adjacent local streets are anticipated to be negligible.
Response C-3:

The commenter states that the results of the roadway segment LOS
analysis are not adequate to fully identify project impacts to State
Highway facilities and that the intersection LOS analyses for Existing,
Existing Plus Project, Future, and Future Plus Project conditions should be
performed and included in the DEIR.
The DEIR includes intersection level of service calculations at the Steele
Lane and College Avenue ramp intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction.
Results for existing conditions are shown in the DEIR in Table 3.13-3. Future
conditions are shown in Table 3.13-9, and Future plus Project conditions in
Table 3.13-15. The DEIR does not include an Existing plus Project scenario
since the Plan is a programmatic document intended to guide
development over at least a 20-year time horizon. Detailed LOS
calculations for these intersections are included in Appendix E of the DEIR.

Response C-4:

The commenter states that queue length analyses for the US 101 on-ramp
intersections and off-ramp intersections, and adjacent intersections to the
on-ramps and off-ramps, should be included in the DEIR.
The DEIR includes queue length analyses at the Steele Lane and College
Avenue ramp intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction. Results for existing
conditions are shown in the DEIR in Table 3.13-3. Future conditions are
shown in Table 3.13-9, and Future plus Project conditions in Table 3.13-15.
As noted above, the DEIR does not include an Existing plus Project
scenario since the Plan is a programmatic document intended to guide
development over at least a 20-year time horizon. Queuing calculation
results for these intersections are included in Appendix E of the DEIR.

Response C-5:

The commenter states that mitigation for DEIR Impact 3.13.2 needs further
analysis to determine feasibility, as not being identified in long-range
local, regional, or state transportation plans, or otherwise not having a
funding mechanism in place at the time of environmental review, is not by
itself a valid reason to determine infeasibility.
The DEIR identifies that US 101 will operate at deficient levels of service in
the vicinity of the Plan area in the future both without and with
development associated with the Plan, and that the Caltrans standard of
LOS C/D operation could only be achieved through widening of the
freeway. The DEIR indicates that widening is not envisioned in the Sonoma
County Transportation Authority’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan and
no financial mechanisms currently exist to fund such an improvement. The
commenter is correct that this, by itself, is not sufficient reason to deem
mitigation infeasible. However, the DEIR goes on to describe the social
and environmental impacts that would be associated with such
mitigation. Freeway widening in this core area of Santa Rosa would entail
demolition of homes and businesses, full or partial closures of several city
streets (potentially including Cleveland Avenue, Armory Drive, Davis
Street, and Morgan Street), and the creation of secondary environmental
and social impacts such as congestion on local roadways and partial
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demolition of existing neighborhoods. These combined factors provide
substantial evidence that mitigation through freeway widening is
infeasible.
In establishing the LOS C/D threshold, described in the Caltrans Guide for
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Caltrans “acknowledges that this
[maintaining operation at or above the LOS C/D threshold] may not
always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult with
Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS.”
Response C-6:

The commenter states that the funding mechanism in question may be
mitigation obligations under CEQA, but this must also be associated with
substantial evidence in analysis, and that there are multiple funding
options that the City may consider to address the significant cumulative
impacts to US 101, including Regional Fee Programs or specific
agreements with Caltrans.
It is acknowledged that some sort of regional impact fee program and/or
agreements overseen by the Sonoma County Transportation Authority or
Caltrans could be established in the future, though no such programs are
currently under development. Mitigation measures adopted by an
agency must be fully enforceable (California Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6[b]). Because no funding mechanisms are currently
available for the City to contribute toward mitigation of US 101, and
because no such programs can be implemented within the time frame of
the Plan’s environmental analysis, the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.

Response C-7:

The commenter states that the City should examine the possibility of
reducing the project’s direct and incremental impacts to the
transportation network through modifications to signal and ramp meter
timing or to intersection geometry as appropriate, even if impacts cannot
be fully mitigated.
The types of improvements identified by the commenter have been
incorporated into the Specific Plan. Through analysis of the Guerneville
Road-Steele Lane and College Avenue corridors, in addition to analysis of
the US 101 freeway ramp intersections on these corridors, it was
determined that future improvements would be needed (specifically at
the Steele Lane ramps) to reduce congestion-related impacts on both
city streets and US 101. An excerpt of Specific Plan Policy C-6.3 follows:
Policy C‐6.3. Modify roadways and signal timing to improve traffic flow
and reduce congestion, including… [coordination] with Caltrans to
ensure that long range congestion‐management improvements take
place at the Highway 101/Steele Lane interchange. Such
improvements could include lengthening the right turn lane on the
southbound off‐ramp and constructing a new right turn lane on Steele
Lane at the northbound ramps, or other measures deemed by the City
and Caltrans to achieve acceptable operation as long ‐term growth
associated with buildout of the Specific Plan area occurs.
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As indicated in Policy C-6.3, the City commits to coordinating with
Caltrans to identify intersection improvements that best achieve
acceptable operation, thereby reducing the potential for adverse
congestion to affect the city’s roadways or mainline US 101.
With respect to improvements to signal timing, both the Guerneville RoadSteele Lane and College Avenue corridors utilize state-of-the-art adaptive
signal timing that constantly adjusts to best meet traffic demands. The City
commits to maintaining and potentially expanding these systems to
further improve efficiency and will coordinate with Caltrans when making
adjustments or changes that affect operation of the ramps. Ramp
metering installed by Caltrans at both interchanges has not yet been
activated, though it is anticipated to be operational within the next
several years. The City will coordinate with Caltrans to ensure that timing
of both the ramp traffic signals and ramp meters remains efficient over
time as traffic volumes increase.
Response C-8:

The commenter states that transportation demand management
measures should be incorporated to the fullest extent practical to reduce
vehicle trip impacts.
A broad range of transportation demand management (TDM) measures
were considered during development of the Plan, many of which were
incorporated into the structure of the Plan itself, as well as specific policies.
The publication Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures
(California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2010)
includes a comprehensive list of transportation demand management
measures and their associated effectiveness. Following are components
from the CAPCOA list that the Specific Plan has incorporated:
Increased density
Location efficiency
Diversity in design
Destination accessibility
Transit accessibility
Below-market-rate housing
Proximity to bike paths
Create a pedestrian-oriented network
Incorporate traffic calming
Provision for unbundled parking
Encouraged use of priced parking
Expansion of the transit network
Increase in transit frequency
Local shuttles
Require large employers (50+ employees) to establish TDM programs
The Specific Plan includes two policies directly relating to TDM. Policy
C-2.1 of the Specific Plan requires new developments with more than 50
employees to implement transportation demand management (TDM)
programs. Policy C-2.2 encourages all developments to reduce parking
demand through an appropriate mechanism such as pricing, unbundling
parking, shared parking, transit passes, bicycle amenities, pedestrian
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amenities, car-share program, employee TDM, or employer-provided
discount transit passes.
Response C-9:

The commenter states that in addition to reducing parking minimums, the
Plan should include parking maximums to avoid excessive parking supply,
especially near the proposed transit station.
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 2007 report Reforming
Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth – Toolbox/Handbook: Parking
Best Practices & Strategies for Supporting Transit Oriented Development in
the San Francisco Bay Area includes recommended parking strategies for
transit-oriented development. While this publication recommends
consideration of parking maximums at “Regional Center” or “City Center”
place types, parking maximums are not shown in the preferred list of
measures for a “Suburban Center” place type like the North Santa Rosa
Plan area (typified by bus and commuter rail–based transit service). The
Specific Plan establishes reduced parking requirements within the Plan
area boundary, maximizes parking efficiency through the use of shared
parking, encourages the use of “unbundled” parking and employer “cash
out” incentives, and requires large employers to establish TDM programs
to reduce vehicle travel and parking demand. Policy C-2.3 of the Specific
Plan also requires reassessment of parking policies after the SMART station
is operating and development in the area intensifies, suggesting that
additional parking reductions or establishment of parking maximums may
be appropriate in the future.

Response C-10:

The commenter states that new transit-oriented development should not
only be allowed to provide unbundled and shared parking, but should be
required or have incentives to do so.
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (2007) report Reforming
Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth – Toolbox/Handbook: Parking
Best Practices & Strategies for Supporting Transit Oriented Development in
the San Francisco Bay Area does not include mandatory unbundled
parking in the preferred list of measures for a “Suburban Center” place
type such as the North Santa Rosa Plan area. The Specific Plan does,
however, allow private development to utilize unbundled parking on a
voluntary basis. While mandatory provision of unbundled parking is a
logical requirement for major transit-oriented development areas with
high transit frequencies, it is less appropriate for an area such as that
encompassed by the proposed Specific Plan. In regard to shared parking,
buildout of the Specific Plan relies upon this practice. The level of
development envisioned by the Plan would in fact not be possible without
shared parking.

Response C-11:

The commenter states that the measures outlined above, along with the
proposed improvements in non-motorized transportation facilities, will
further help reduce significant impacts on the State Highway System.
This comment is noted and has been addressed in Responses C-1 through
C-11 above.
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Letter D

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Response D-1:

The commenter states that the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Water Board) is a responsible agency for the proposed
project, with jurisdiction over the quality of ground and surface waters
and the protection of the beneficial uses of those waters.
The City acknowledges the Water Board as a responsible agency and
includes it under subsection 1.2, Trustee and Known Responsible Agencies,
in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the DEIR. This comment does not set forth
remarks on environmental issues that require further response.

Response D-2:

The commenter states that coverage under the Construction General
Storm Water Permit, Conditional Waiver of WDRs, the Water Quality
Certification (401 Certification), and the Industrial Storm Water Permit may
be required by the Water Board.
The potential to violate waste discharge requirements is discussed in
Impact 3.8.1 of Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. The
Regulatory Framework subsection of DEIR Section 3.8 discusses the permits
and certifications listed in this comment.

Response D-3:

The commenter defines “waters of the state” and goes on to state that
any adverse impacts to wetlands associated with the proposed project
must be fully permitted and mitigated, including avoidance and
minimization measures.
Wetlands impacts and mitigation measures are addressed in Impact 3.4.2
in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR, including conducting
formal wetland delineations for areas that will be permanently or
temporarily impacted by the project. Mitigation measure MM 3.4.2
acknowledges the Regional Board’s permitting authority. Mitigation
measure MM 3.4.2 has been amended to include waters of the state; see
Section 3.0 of this FEIR.

Response D-4:

The commenter states that if hazardous materials are discovered on-site,
development may continue if it is compatible with ultimate cleanup
actions, and goes on to state that mitigation measures should be
included to require soil and/or groundwater management plans for
cleanup sites when development and/or utility lines are proposed and to
include requirements to contact and coordinate with all appropriate
public agencies.
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 contains Policy NS-F-5, which
requires commercial and industrial compliance with the Sonoma County
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Plan. Furthermore, the
Santa Rosa Fire Department requires a Phase I environmental site
assessment for subdivisions, multi-family residential, and commercial
developments where the project has not already gone through a Phase I
as part of a previous subdivision or other review. Mitigation measure MM
3.7.2 in DEIR Section 3.7, Hazardous Materials, Human Health, states that if
contamination is discovered in the Phase I, developers shall complete site
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remediation in accordance with OSHA standards, Santa Rosa Fire
Department, Sonoma County Environmental Health Department, and
State Water Resources Control Board requirements. The Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) may become involved wherever toxic
levels of contamination are found that pose an immediate hazard.
Remediation shall reduce human exposure risk and environmental
hazards, both during and after construction. The remediation plan, if
needed, shall be prepared in accordance with recommendations of the
environmental consultant and established procedures for safe
remediation. Specific mitigation measures designed to protect human
health and the environment will be provided in the remediation plan.
Response D-5:

The commenter states that the Water Board requires the use of low
impact design (LID) and best management practices (BMPs) to mitigate
potential impacts to water quality and discusses LID preservation
strategies.
The Low Impact Development Technical Design Manual was adopted by
the City of Santa Rosa in October 2011, and is applied to both privately
sponsored projects and capital improvement projects. As new
developments are planned, measures for treatment of stormwater are
addressed as close to the source as possible. As the area is gradually
redeveloped consistent with the storm water LID Manual, the water
quality associated with stormwater runoff would gradually increase over
existing conditions.

Response D-6:

The commenter states that LID requires the use of landscape-based BMPs
that filter stormwater runoff and lists the criteria for which LID BMPs need to
be sized to treat stormwater runoff.
Every project that is subject to the storm water LID requirements within the
city must develop and implement a project-specific standard urban
stormwater mitigation plan (SUSMP). Implementation of these
requirements would ensure that the potential for violation of water quality
standards poses a less than significant impact, after construction.

Response D-7:

The commenter states that BMPs to prevent erosion and the release of
sediment or hazardous materials should be included in the subsequent
environmental review documents.
Subsequent environmental review documents under the Specific Plan will
contain their own BMPs to prevent erosion and the release of sediment or
hazardous materials. The EIR states that to comply with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction
Permit, a project applicant is required to submit a Notice of Intent to the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of Water Quality.
The Notice of Intent includes general information on the types of
construction activities that will occur on the site. The applicant (for a sitespecific project) is also required to submit a site-specific plan called the
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to minimize the discharge
of pollutants during construction. The SWPPP must include a description of
BMPs for preventing the discharge of silt and sediment from the site. The
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SWPPP must also include BMPs for preventing the discharge of other
nonpoint source pollutants besides sediment (e.g., drilling lubricant, oil,
concrete, cement) from the site, as well as a detailed description of (and
schedule for) all sampling and monitoring. Construction activities that are
subject to these requirements include, but are not limited to, clearing,
grading, demolition, excavation, construction of new structures, and
reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and replacement
that results in soil disturbance over one acre. All projects that disturb less
than one acre of soil, and thus do not require coverage under the
General Construction Permit, will be required to submit construction BMP
plans to the City for review as required by City Code.
Response D-8:

The commenter states that a minimum setback of 100 feet from the top of
the bank of a stream, watercourse, or the edge of a wetland should be
used to reduce or avoid impacts to riparian habitat.
Santa Rosa City Code Section 20-30.040, Creekside Development,
established the following creek setback requirements for any new
development:
•

Waterways with a defined bank will have a setback area of 50 feet
from the top of the highest bank. When the bank of a waterway is
steeper than 2.5:1, the exterior setback boundary shall be measured
by the projections of a slope of 2.5:1 from the toe of the stream bank
to ground level, plus 50 feet.

•

Waterways without a defined bank will have a setback area of 50
feet, measured horizontally, from the established 100-year storm
freeboard level. Exceptions are permitted for any defined channel
that is owned by the Sonoma County Water Agency, for
developments in compliance with setback requirements prior to
September 3, 2004, for new developments that are surrounded by
existing structures that were developed in compliance with setback
requirements prior to September 3, 2004, and for bridges and utilities.

Additional setbacks can be established through Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreements 401/401 permits obtained during specific project
permitting. No revision of the DEIR is necessary.
Response D-9:

The commenter details the following permits that may be required for the
proposed project: Construction General Storm Water Permit, Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs, Water
Quality Certification (401 Certification), and Industrial Storm Water Permit.
This comment is noted. Individual development projects under the
proposed Specific Plan will obtain these permits as necessary, as
described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR.
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Letter E

Sonoma County Water Agency

Response E-1:

The commenter states that for site-specific improvements, Sonoma
County Water Agency (Water Agency) staff recommends that the
drainage design for the project comply with the Water Agency’s Flood
Control Design Criteria.
The Regulatory Framework subsection of Section 3.8, Hydrology and
Water Quality, in the DEIR includes a description of the Water Agency’s
Flood Control Design Criteria, and, per Impact 3.8.5 in the DEIR, the
proposed project will comply with these criteria and any subsequent
revisions.

Response E-2:

The commenter states that a Revocable License will be required for
access or construction work within the Water Agency’s Steele Creek and
Paulin Creek properties.
Impact 3.8.3 of the DEIR states that Individual project applicants under the
Specific Plan would be required to obtain a revocable license from the
Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) prior to construction within the
agency’s property.

Response E-3:

The commenter states that the Water Agency is concerned with any
activity that may affect the operation and maintenance of their facilities.
They go on to state that the Water Agency’s Santa Rosa Aqueduct lies
west of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad, and any project activity in this
area may require acquisition of property rights over Water Agency–
owned property.
The comment is noted. Prior to any development activity, the City would
ensure that access to public utilities is not hindered and any acquisition of
Water Agency property would be subject to Water Agency discretion.

Response E-4:

The commenter asks that design plans be provided for Water Agency
review.
Impact 3.8.3 in the DEIR states that Individual project applicants under the
Specific Plan would be required to submit drainage design plans for
review and approval by the SCWA.

Response E-5:

The commenter states that the EIR should be changed to delete the
reference of the Ranney water collector system on page 3.12-16.
These requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this Final
EIR.

Response E-6:

The commenter states that there is uncertainty in the Water Agency’s
ability to provide water supply beyond its existing water permit amount,
and that in planning for future water supply, the City should not assume
that the Water Agency will be able to deliver the City’s current
entitlement limit. The commenter then states that the FEIR should
acknowledge that this allocation was premised on the buildout of certain
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Water Agency facilities and requires State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) approval of increases in the Water Agency water rights and that
the Water Agency’s diversions from the Russian River will be limited to
those allowed by its existing water right permits from the SWRCB.
SCWA’s comment states there are numerous uncertainties regarding
SCWA’s ability to meet Santa Rosa’s current entitlement of 29,100 acrefeet per year (AFY) because SCWA’s current water right permits limit
Russian River diversion to 75,000 AFY. These uncertainties are discussed in
detail in Section 1.4.3 – Conditions Which Could Affect SCWA Supply of
the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared for this project (WSA pages
10 to 13). Santa Rosa limits its existing supply from SCWA to its current
entitlement of 29,100 AFY. The expectation of delivery of this supply is
based on the contractual provisions of the Restructured Agreement for
Water Supply, including the provisions of Section 3.5 of the Restructured
Agreement that SCWA will at all times have a water shortage allocation
methodology adopted sufficient to inform each customer of the water
available to it in the event of a shortage. As stated on page 9 of the WSA,
the Chair of the SCWA Board of Directors wrote to the City on April 18,
2006, addressing the Section 3.5 allocation methodology adopted by the
SCWA as follows: “Under this allocation methodology, if the Agency’s
surface water rights and supply remain limited to 75,000 afy for some time,
and the water contractors demands reach their maximum entitlements
from the Agency, the City’s allocation would be 29,100 afy.”
Response E-7:

The commenter states that, due to reductions in diversions from the Potter
Valley Project into the Russian River watershed, and the requirements of
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Russian River Biological
Opinion, the amount of water the Water Agency could divert and deliver
to meet peak summertime demands has been limited, and the FEIR
should discuss any impacts related to water supply that would occur as a
result of the Specific Plan if the Water Agency is unable to deliver the
City’s entitlement limit in the future.
The effect of the Biological Opinion, including reduced flows during
normal and dry years, as well as the effect of the changes in operation of
the Potter Valley Project are described in detail in Section 1.4.3 –
Conditions Which Could Affect SCWA Supply of the WSA prepared for this
project (WSA pages 10 to 13). The expectation of delivery of the SCWA
supply is based on the contractual requirements of the Restructured
Agreement for Water Supply, including the provisions of Section 3.5 of the
Restructured Agreement that SCWA will at all times have a water
shortage allocation methodology adopted sufficient to inform each
customer of the water available to it in the event of a shortage. As stated
in the WSA Section 1.7 – Dry Year Analysis, to the extent that the SCWA’s
ability to meet peak summer demands is affected, available supply
during these periods will be allocated per Section 3.5 of the Restructured
Agreement as further defined in the SCWA’s adopted Water Shortage
Allocation Methodology. If needed, the City would also enact the
appropriate stage of the City’s Water Shortage Plan.
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In addition, while the primary source of water supply for the City of Santa
Rosa is contractual entitlement from the SCWA as defined in the
Restructured Agreement for Water Supply, Santa Rosa’s water supply
portfolio is made up of multiple sources of supply, including Santa Rosa’s
groundwater sources, recycled water sources, and water conservation
that offsets current and future demands. Assuming these supplies and
water conservation, the WSA concluded that the City has adequate
projected water supplies, including existing and additional water supply,
to meet existing demands and planned future demands plus the
maximum anticipated demand associated with the project.
Response E-8:

The commenter states that alternative sources of supply to serve the
water demands of the project should be identified and the environmental
impacts of the use of alternate sources should be analyzed. The
commenter then states that the analysis and determination of
significance of Impacts 3.12.4.1 and 3.12.4.3 should be revised based on
updated demand estimates and available supplies given the constraints
described above.
As discussed above, the City of Santa Rosa relies upon its contractual
entitlement from the SCWA as defined in the Restructured Agreement for
Water Supply, as well as groundwater and recycled water sources, and
water conservation that offsets current and future demands. Based on
these supply sources, the WSA concluded that the City has adequate
projected water supplies, including existing and additional water supply,
to meet existing demands and planned future demands plus the
maximum anticipated demand associated with the project Therefore, the
City would not rely upon additional alternative sources and further
analysis would not be required.

Response E-9:

The commenter requests minor textual changes on page 3.12-16
regarding the City’s entitlements and requests that the FEIR state that the
allocation model is being updated, and consequently, the City’s
allocation may change.
Section 1.4.2 – Existing Wholesale Water Supply SCWA of the WSA
describes the Restructured Agreement, the shortage provisions of Section
3.5 of the Restructured Agreement, and the City’s entitlement amount of
29,100 AFY (WSA pages 8 – 9). As stated in the WSA, the Restructured
Agreement includes specific rates of delivery and maximum amounts of
water that the SCWA is required to supply to the City. As defined in the
Restructured Agreement Section 3.1, the City’s current annual entitlement
is 29,100 AFY. The WSA further states that in the event of a shortage or
other limitation on the SCWA’s supply, the shortage provisions of Section
3.5 and the SCWA’s adopted Water Shortage Allocation Methodology
would be implemented.

Response E-10:

The commenter states that the Regulatory Framework for the Water
Supply section of the EIR [see DEIR Section 3.12, Public Services and
Utilities] could include water conservation requirements for agricultural
and urban water suppliers legislated by Senate Bill x7-7.
These requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this FEIR.
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Letter F

Coddingtown Mall

Response F-1:

The comment expresses support for the general vision of the Specific Plan
and concerns over specific provisions of the Specific Plan and EIR.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response.

Response F-2:

The comment expresses concerns over dedications, street and
roundabout dimensions, and similar public improvement requirements.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response F-3:

The comment states that the impacts related to the demolition or removal
of 30,000 square feet of existing retail space, along with the removal of
469 parking spaces, are not addressed in the EIR. The comment also states
that physical impacts related to relocation of development within the
Coffey Lane extension and the economic harm that the mall site would
suffer as a result of forced dedications or condemnations are not
addressed in the EIR.
The City is considering adoption of the proposed North Santa Rosa Station
Area Specific Plan, and, appropriately, the Draft EIR analyzes at a
programmatic level the impacts of development of the entire Specific
Plan area. The City is not proposing the development of any of the
properties within the Specific Plan area and has not speculated as to
which property owners may propose development of their properties first.
If improvements are proposed on the Coddingtown Mall site, the City
would review the application, including appropriate environmental
review, to determine the extent to which circulation improvements would
be required. Further, while the proposed Specific Plan includes changes
for the Coddingtown Mall site, the Specific Plan does not mandate these
changes. For these reasons, the assumption in the comment that the
proposed project would result in the loss of 469 parking spaces and cause
anchor tenants and retail businesses to relocate are not a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the adoption of the Specific Plan.

Response F-4:

The comment states that the feasibility of acquiring and/or condemning
property is not addressed in the DEIR and that there is a low likelihood of
the City obtaining funds sufficient to acquire the necessary private
property interests required to develop the Coffey Lane extension. The
comment also states there is substantial evidence that there would be
physical impacts on the environment.
The EIR considers physical impacts related to construction and demolition
in the technical sections of the EIR (e.g., Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, and Climate Change). The comment, however,
provides no evidence regarding additional physical effects, only
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supposition that development could harm the viability of existing
businesses in the project vicinity. An underlying assumption in the
comment is that construction of the Coffey Lane extension would occur
independent of any redevelopment activities in the area and apparently
against the will of the property owners. As discussed in more detail in
Response F-5, the City assumes the Coffey Lane extension would occur as
part of development activities in this portion of the Specific Plan and that
this new development would replace and augment existing businesses.
As such, impacts referenced in the comment would not be considered
reasonably foreseeable. No additional analysis is required, as it would be
speculative at this time to attempt to determine the extent to which
businesses would be affected by a future project whose components
have not yet been proposed. See Response F-16 for a discussion of “fair
argument.”
Response F-5:

The comment states that the feasibility of acquiring or condemning
private property for the Coffey Lane extension is not address in the DEIR.
The Specific Plan includes an extension of Coffey Lane south from its
current terminus at Guerneville Road to a new roundabout-controlled
intersection on Range Avenue. The connection would provide access to
the SMART Guerneville Road station and its parking lots, and create a
direct linkage between the Northside Transit Center/Coddingtown Mall
and the SMART station. In discussing concerns with creation of this new
street connection, the commenter indicated that the DEIR traffic analysis
could be flawed if the connection were never actually built, since the
Plan’s traffic impacts assume the connection to be in place.
The two fundamental reasons for including the Coffey Lane extension in
the Specific Plan are (1) to create a strong east–west linkage for
pedestrians and bicyclists between the central Plan area and the
Guerneville Road SMART station, and (2) to support intensification of land
uses on parcels served by the new roadway. While not critical to bus
transit operations in the area given the proximity of the Northside Transit
Center at Coddingtown Mall, an additional benefit to the new street
would be the flexibility it creates with respect to creating efficient bus
routing.
The Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Guerneville Road Rail Station
Addendum to the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report, prepared by
Aspen Environmental in 2010 (herein referred to as the Guerneville Station
FEIR Addendum) indicates that a drive aisle and pedestrian connection
would be created between the SMART station and Range Avenue. The
connection is shown in Figure B-1A of that analysis to align approximately
in the same area as the Specific Plan shows the Coffey Lane extension.
Following are excerpts from the project description contained in the
Guerneville Station FEIR Addendum.
The station site would include parking along a 700-foot linear parking
drive currently owned by the Coddingtown Apartments that would be
used for station parking by agreement with the owner. As many as 14
carports that currently serve the residents of the apartments would be
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removed by the project and relocated to an existing adjacent
Coddingtown shopping center parking lot on Range Avenue by
agreement between the shopping center, apartment owners and
SMART (see Figure B-1A).
At the linear parking drive, the current sidewalk on the south edge
from the Herbert Street cul-de-sac to the Range Avenue parking lot
would be widened. At the Range Avenue parking lot, a designated
pedestrian path would be developed through the lot and would
connect to existing sidewalks on Range Avenue.
The Guerneville Station FEIR Addendum assumes creation of a
pedestrian/bicycle connection between the SMART station and Range
Avenue, as well as establishment of a minor vehicular connection through
parking areas. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) has been
coordinating with the owner of Coddingtown Apartments and the owners
of Coddingtown Mall to establish this linkage. The Specific Plan builds on
this concept by creating a public street and wider pedestrian/bicycle
facility along the linkage envisioned by the Guerneville Station FEIR
Addendum.
Provision of a public street connection between Guerneville Road and
Range Avenue via the Coffey Lane extension would create a new option
for non-local drivers. The greatest benefit to using the new street would be
realized by drivers traveling between the southern Coddingtown Mall
area and areas to the west of the Plan area reached by Guerneville
Road. Based on an evaluation of vehicle volumes and turning movements
at the Guerneville Road/Range Avenue intersection (through which
drivers traveling between these points must currently pass), it was
determined that this traffic diversion effect would be relatively small at
approximately 25 vehicles in each direction during the p.m. peak hour in
the buildout year. The remainder of traffic on the Coffey Lane extension is
anticipated to be associated with land uses served by the street itself,
including the SMART station and any intensified land uses possible under
the Transit Village Medium land use designation created by the Plan on
both sides of the street. These assumptions were applied in the DEIR traffic
analysis.
If the Coffey Lane extension were not completed as envisioned by the
Specific Plan, the level of development allowed by the Transit Village
Medium land use designation may not be achievable on the
Coddingtown Apartments and Coddingtown Mall west parking lot
parcels. In fact, construction of the street itself would likely occur only with
associated intensification of these two parcels. The largest component of
vehicle traffic on the Coffey Lane extension would be associated with this
development. If no such development intensification occurred, and the
connection between the SMART station and Range Avenue remained as
depicted in the Guerneville Station FEIR Addendum, traffic patterns on
surrounding streets would be only slightly different than analyzed in the
Station Area Plan DEIR. The primary difference would be that
approximately 25 vehicles in each direction would remain on Range
Avenue and Guerneville Road instead of the Coffey Lane extension
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during the p.m. peak hour. At the Range Avenue/Guerneville Road
intersection, through which these trips would pass, average delay would
be expected to increase from 49.1 seconds to as much as 52.3 seconds
during the future p.m. peak hour, both of which are indicative of
acceptable level of service (LOS) D operation. The relatively small
increases in intersection delay would become largely imperceptible at
the corridor level, and the corridor LOS results presented in the DEIR would
remain within acceptable levels.
In conclusion, while the Coffey Lane extension as proposed by the
Specific Plan provides a benefit to vehicular and transit circulation, the
lack of this connection would not be expected to create adverse traffic
impacts. The largest impact would likely be the future development
potential of the parcels currently occupied by the Coddingtown
Apartments and the Coddingtown Mall west parking lot, since the Coffey
Lane extension would provide primary vehicular access to these areas.
Impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists would also be negligible: while the
Specific Plan includes a wide multi-use path facility along the Coffey Lane
extension, SMART’s plans for the Guerneville Station also provide
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, albeit in a more modest manner.
Response F-6:

The comment states that the economic impacts of the proposed Coffey
Lane extension and related bike path and “complete street”
improvements should be reconsidered, and if the Coffey Lane extension
would not be viable, to reflect alternatives to these improvements and
analyze these changes in the EIR.
See Response F-5.

Response F-7:

The comment states that the Coffey Lane extension, bike path, and
complete street improvements need to be thoroughly analyzed and that
the EIR must analyze the financial viability of these improvements.
The comment is correct in that the Draft EIR does not contain adequate
analysis of the Coffey Lane extension, bike path, and complete street
improvements to construct those improvements without further
environmental documentation. As discussed previously, the North Santa
Rosa Station Area Specific Plan EIR is a programmatic document that
assumes future development in the area would be analyzed at a projectspecific level at the time future development is proposed.
The
programmatic analysis assumes physical impacts in the general footprint
area of the Specific Plan and considers the intensity of construction that
would occur in the area. Potential site-specific impacts, such as those
related to relationships with existing and future uses or precise footprint
impacts, cannot be determined at this time due to lack of details on
future development.

Response F-8:

The comment expresses concern over the designation of parcels in the
mall as Transit Village Mixed Use and continues that the designation has
not undergone CEQA review and is not consistent with the General Plan.
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The Transit Village Mixed Use designation for the project site is analyzed in
the Draft EIR. With regard to perceived General Plan inconsistency, the
proposed project includes an amendment to the General Plan to ensure
consistency. State law allows amendments to the General Plan and
therefore the General Plan need not have envisioned this site for the
currently proposed use. While the proposed North Santa Rosa Station Area
Specific Plan envisions development that is more intense than the General
Plan assumptions, physical effects of the increase in intensity are
considered in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.
Response F-9:

The comment states that there is a discrepancy in housing assumptions
between the Existing Conditions Report’s statement of 4,310 residential
units and 5,909 households in the project area, and this discrepancy is not
addressed in the DEIR.
The comment refers to a discrepancy that needs to be addressed in the
EIR, and refers to a figure (households) not referenced in the EIR.
Regarding the data for households, as discussed in the Marketing Report
(page 7), the household data was obtained from the US Census, which is
available at the block group level, several of which extend outside of the
Specific Plan boundaries. Because the household data encompassed an
area greater than the Specific Plan area, the data was not used in the EIR
analysis. The source of the residential unit data used in the EIR is the City’s
Existing Land Use GIS data, which was obtained only for those areas within
the Specific Plan boundary. Consequently, the data used in the EIR was
accurate for the purposes of the analysis. No revisions to the EIR are
required.

Response F-10:

The comment states that the DEIR does not address whether market
conditions can support the residential development under the Transit
Village Mixed Use designation and that the Existing Conditions Report
states that feasible market conditions for residential properties might only
support a maximum of 645 units, 1,069 units less than allowed under the
Specific Plan.
While the market data suggests that the level of density called for in the
plan may be greater than can be supported in the study area, it
specifically states that this would occur in the near term. As discussed in
EIR Section 2, Project Description (page 2.0-26), the life of the Specific Plan
is expected to be approximately 23 years, during which time market
pressures and other concerns may result in some variation in development
use and intensity. While the commenter may be correct that
development of the Transit Village Mixed Use site may not be profitable to
develop at the proposed densities today, the City assumes a longer time
frame to develop the site, as noted above.
The land uses in the Specific Plan are intended to transform the area into
a regional hub that enhances activity around the proposed SMART
station. The Land Use Map includes a dense development pattern with a
mix of residential, retail, office, and industrial uses to establish a transitoriented environment that supports the proposed SMART station. The
Transit Village Mixed Use designation allow for higher-density residential
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and a diverse mix of uses, but allow for some flexibility in uses as the
market dictates. Thus, the Specific Plan recognizes that some sites may
not develop as anticipated and, while residential uses are part of the
Transit Village Mixed Use designation, development of residential uses
within the Transit Village Mixed Use designation is not required.
Response F-11:

The comment states the residential densities designated in the Transit
Village Mixed Use designation would lead to blighted, vacant,
undevelopable properties and that the EIR should analyze the significant
negative impacts this designation would cause.
If, as the comment contends, the site would not be developed as
designated in the Specific Plan, the site would remain in its current
condition. The comment provides no evidence that the proposed project
would lead to blighted conditions or physical environmental effects if the
site is not developed as designated in the Specific Plan. In addition, as
noted in Response F-10, while residential uses are part of the Transit Village
Mixed Use designation, residential uses are not required in that
designation.

Response F-12:

The comment expresses concern over the effects of the proposed Coffey
Lane extension pedestrian/bike path (the bike path extension) on
Coddingtown Mall.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response F-13:

The comment states that the DEIR provides almost no description of the
bike path extension, nor does it provide any meaningful analysis or
consideration of “tangible environmental impacts” that development of
the bike path extension would cause.
The comment provides no description of the environmental effects of the
project. The Specific Plan depicts the Coffey Lane extension
pedestrian/bike path extending through property owned by
Coddingtown Mall, bounded on the north by land designated in the
Specific Plan as Retail/Business Services and on the south by land
designated as Transit Village Mixed Use. Because the EIR is a
programmatic document, it is recognized that the precise location of this
pedestrian/bike pathway is conceptual. Further evaluation of the
pathway’s precise location and interaction with the mall property’s on-site
circulation would be conducted by the City at the project level during the
development of future development plans.

Response F-14:

The comment states that the bike path extension is inconsistent with the
2010 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, because a path through the
mall is not included in the Master Plan. The comment also contends that
as the Master Plan does not include this path, it does not provide a
sufficient basis upon which to measure the bike path extension’s impacts.
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This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.
Response F-15:

The comment states that the bike path extension route is derived from the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study, which provides routes that
are not a part of the Master Plan and have not undergone CEQA analysis.
The comment also states that the City Council did not approve any route
through Coddingtown Mall, nor could it have unless CEQA analysis had
accompanied such action, and therefore the DEIR’s analysis is
incomplete, does not address consistency with the 2010 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan, and does not meet CEQA standards which require a
lead agency to evaluate any feature of a project which has the potential
of causing significant environmental impacts. The 2010 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan does not prohibit bicycle paths not considered within
the plan. Therefore, an additional path would not be considered
inconsistent with that plan. While the physical effects of the path were not
previously addressed when the 2010 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
was considered, the effects of the path are considered in the Draft EIR
(see Response F-4). No additional analysis is required. It should also be
noted that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is being amended as
part of this project to be consistent with the Specific Plan.
The City acknowledges that the proposed bike path extension has not
previously undergone CEQA analysis, and the Draft EIR does not claim
that such an analysis has been prepared. As noted above, the Draft EIR
considers the bike path extension in the development assumptions for the
EIR. Consequently, the effects of the path have been considered. See
also Response F-13.

Response F-16:

The comment states that a “fair argument” can be made that
development of the bike path extension will require reconfiguration of the
site itself, resulting in impacts to parking, circulation, trees, utilities, and
other impacts which are not addressed in the DEIR.
The comment appears to be referring to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(f)(1), which states “if a lead agency is presented with a fair
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may
also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not
have a significant effect.” Thus, the referenced text provides the
standards for preparation of an EIR, not the determination of an impact.
The City has previously made the determination that an EIR was required
for the Specific Plan. CEQA relies upon “substantial evidence” in
determining the severity of an impact (“The decision as to whether a
project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency” CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064[f]).
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As noted in Response F-13, the City does not propose a specific location
for the construction of the bike path. Therefore, the location for the path is
depicted in the EIR as only a dotted line, which represents a general area
for the path. Because the precise location of the path has not been
determined at this time, the City cannot speculate as to the potential sitespecific effects. However, as noted above, the Draft EIR does disclose
potential effects of construction of the project as a whole. The City
assumes construction of the path through the Coddingtown Mall site
would occur in tandem with any major redevelopment of the site’s
southernmost area, at which time the precise physical effects can be
determined. Because the physical effects of the path are considered at
the program level in the EIR, no additional analysis is required.
Response F-17:

The comment states that the location of the pedestrian/bicycle bridge
proposed over US 101 (the bike bridge) has not been defined by prior City
Council action, and the impacts associated with the siting of the bike
bridge at this location are not adequately addressed in the DEIR.
As with the pedestrian/bike path discussed in Response F-15, the EIR does
not claim that the bridge has been analyzed in a previous document, nor
is a project-specific analysis of the bridge required for the Specific Plan. It
should be noted, however, that the Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian
Bridge Feasibility Study does consider a pedestrian crossing in the vicinity
of Edwards Avenue and Elliot Avenue. Regarding City Council actions, a
City Council determination on a previous document is not required for its
inclusion in the North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan and the City
Council still has discretion of whether or not to approve the bicycle and
pedestrian bridge and its location.
Regarding physical impacts of the proposed pedestrian bridge, like the
bike path, the precise location of the bridge is not known or proposed at
this time. For this reason, the EIR analyzes the effects of the bridge
programmatically, such as in the discussions of air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, and climate change. Impacts specific to the
bridge are not called out separately, but, based on the information
available at this time, the programmatic analysis adequately discloses
potential impacts.

Response F-18:

The comment states the EIR should be revised to either indicate that the
exact location and alignment of the bike bridge are not part of the
Specific Plan or assess the full range of potentially significant impacts
associated with the bike bridge.
Like the bike path, as discussed in Response F-16, the City does not
propose a specific location for the construction of the pedestrian/bicycle
bridge. Like the location of the bicycle path, the location of the bridge
would be dependent upon future development plans in the vicinity of
Edwards Avenue. At that time, the City would conduct environmental
analysis to determine the physical impacts associated with the selected
location and the bridge itself, as the bridge has not yet been approved
by the City.
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Response F-19:

The comment states that if the EIR deletes references to the specific
location and alignment of the bike bridge, the Specific Plan should also
be revised to indicate only the general area proposed for the bike bridge
and that the Specific Plan and EIR should delete current depictions of the
bike bridge.
As noted above, the precise location of the bridge is not defined in the
Specific Plan and approval of the Plan would not commit the City to its
construction and the City Council still has discretion of whether or not to
approve the bicycle and pedestrian bridge and to its location.
The comment also provides a list of “concerns” listed in the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study (these are noted as “impacts” in the
comment). Of these concerns, the potential impact on trees (and
potentially bird nests in the trees) is an impact of the project that could be
determined at this time. This impact is addressed in the Draft EIR in Impact
3.4.1 on pages 3.4-10 and -11 (Section 3.4, Biological Resources). The other
concerns would be design considerations of the project, but impacts
could not be determined until the location is finalized. For instance,
midblock touchdown is not an impact unto itself, but could result in an
impact depending on the location. Thus, the programmatic analysis in the
adequately addresses impacts of the project based on the details
available at this time.

Response F-20:

The comment links consistency with alignments for the pedestrian/bike
bridge in the 2010 Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan and adequacy of
analysis in the Specific Plan EIR. The comment also states the EIR depicts
the bridge as part of the existing conditions.
Regarding the commenter’s implication that the bridge is required to
have been analyzed in a previous EIR to be adequately analyzed in the
current EIR, there is no requirement in CEQA that the bridge be analyzed
in both documents. As noted previously, the effects of construction of the
bridge have been analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR at a program level,
and at the time of any proposal to construct the bridge, the City would
prepare a project-level analysis to determine any project-specific effects.
Regarding depicting the bridge as part of the existing conditions, the
figure to which the comment refers, Figure 2.0-5 (Draft EIR page 2.0-15), is
clearly labeled as “proposed” land uses. Thus, the EIR does not depict the
bridge as part of the existing condition.

Response F-21:

The comment states that unless the Specific Plan’s depiction of the bike
bridge is revised, additional CEQA problems, such as the DEIR’s lack of
analysis of impacts created by development of a new urban plaza at
landings depicted under Alignment A-1 of the Feasibility Study, will exist.
As noted above, the physical effects of development of the areas
designated for land use changes have been analyzed in the Draft EIR at a
program level. The EIR acknowledges changes to the aesthetics of the
area (see Impact 3.1.3 on Draft EIR pages 3.1-11 and -12, Section 3.1,
Aesthetics and Visual Resources) and assumes the need for parking,
structures, and trees with any new development in the area. At such time
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that a development is proposed, the City would review the proposal for
design features and require that all projects meet City requirements for
parking, circulation, and provision of utilities.
Response F-22:

The comment states that the Specific Plan and DEIR depict a specific
location and alignment for the bike bridge which appears identical to
Alignment A-1 without preserving the flexibility to site and align the bike
bridge at different locations, which causes substantial deficiencies in the
DEIR’s scope and analysis.
The comment, however, does not state what the particular deficiencies
would be. Nonetheless, neither the Specific Plan nor the DEIR provide a
specific location for the bridge. The Specific Plan description for the
bridge describes it merely in terms of function in its connection with the
project site and uses east of Highway 101: “A pedestrian/bicycle bridge
connection over Highway 101 to provide a critical link from the station
and project area to the high school and junior college” (Specific Plan
page 6-7). Consequently, the City would not be bound to a specific
location for the bridge, not to the bridge itself, with approval of the
Specific Plan as proposed.

Response F-23:

The comment states that the EIR must analyze economic impacts if they
could result in physical environmental effects. This comment generally
summarizes portions of the letter, contending that proposed land use
changes in the Specific Plan would result in vacancies and physical blight
in the project area.
As previously noted, however, the comment provides no evidence that
the changes would result in vacancies, let alone physical deterioration.
The comment also seems to assume that development in the Specific
Plan area would occur absent any consideration of market conditions. To
the contrary, the City assumes that any project applicants would base
any development plan on the market conditions and would size facilities
accordingly, such that there would not be substantial vacancies which
would affect those or any other properties. Additionally, as noted above,
approval of the Specific Plan would not require development of the
property referenced in the comment. See responses to previous
comments regarding the pedestrian/bicycle path and bridge.

Response F-24:

The comment contends that the changes proposed by the Specific Plan
have the potential to impact businesses so significantly as to harm the
vitality of businesses in the area and result in physical blight.
Again, the comment only speculates that changes to the land use
designations would affect existing businesses and provides no evidence to
suggest that the project would result in physical effects. While
development of new businesses in the area could compete with or
otherwise economically affect existing businesses in the area, the extent
to which this would occur cannot be determined at this stage in the
planning process. Further, even if some businesses may be economically
affected by development within the Specific Plan area, the extent to
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which those economic effects could result in physical effects that could
be determined in the Draft EIR would be purely speculative.
The commenter is also referred to the City’s objectives for the Specific
Plan. As discussed on page 2.0-11 of the Draft EIR (Section 2.0, Project
Description), the proposed Specific Plan is in response to Sonoma-Marin
Area Rail Transit’s plan to locate the commuter rail station in the area. The
intent of the Specific Plan is to create a transit-supportive environment
through increasing residential density, promoting economic development,
improving pedestrian, bicycle, auto, and transit connections between the
station and adjacent destinations, and enhancing the aesthetics of the
area. Therefore, while the City acknowledges the commenter’s concerns,
the City believes that implementation of the Plan would result in
development that would improve, not harm, economic vitality in the
project area and vicinity.
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Letter G

Doug Van Deren

Response G-1:

The commenter states that the EIR shows vehicles traveling through the
Guerneville/North Dutton Avenue intersection during the p.m. peak hour
would increase from 3,007 vehicles to 4,417 vehicles, a 46 percent
increase over current levels.
While the DEIR states the p.m. peak hour trips for present conditions, the
environmental analysis uses 2035 General Plan conditions as a baseline.
Therefore, the baseline p.m. peak hour would produce 3,610 trips. The
4,417 p.m. peak hour trips under the proposed project would therefore
result in a 22 percent increase over General Plan 2035 levels.
The EIR determined that continued monitoring of corridor operation over
time through review of traffic impact studies conducted for proposed
development will ensure that this impact is less than significant.

Response G-2:

The commenter states that the EIR shows that the level of service ratios for
Guerneville Road and North Dutton Avenue range from A to C and are
expected to range from B to D after buildout of the Specific Plan.
While the DEIR states the level of service (LOS) ranges for present
conditions (which, according to the referenced Table 3.13-1, range from
A to D), the environmental analysis uses 2035 General Plan conditions as a
baseline. Therefore, baseline LOS would, according to Table 3.13-7, be B
for automobiles, C for transit, D for bicycles, and C for pedestrians. Under
Specific Plan 2035 conditions, the LOS for automobiles would decline to
C/B, while transit LOS would improve to B. Bicycle and pedestrian LOS
would remain the same. These LOS standards are within Caltrans
thresholds.
The EIR states that this corridor is expected to operate at the LOS B/C
threshold for vehicles and LOS B for transit service. The bicycle result of
LOS D is largely attributable to the speeds of adjacent auto traffic, despite
the presence of on-street bicycle lanes; however, the SMART multi-use
path would run parallel to Dutton Avenue and would provide an
alternative off-street facility for cyclists. Where feasible, the Specific Plan
directs reallocation of portions of the center two-way left-turn lane to
provide wider bicycle lanes and/or buffers between bicycle and vehicle
lanes, improving bicyclists’ comfort. Pedestrian circulation is projected to
be LOS C due to the speed of traffic and long intersection crossing
distances, but would benefit from buffers between the street and sidewalk
and the presence of enhanced midblock crossing locations.
The EIR determined that continued monitoring of corridor operation over
time through review of traffic impact studies conducted for proposed
development, will ensure that this impact is less than significant.

Response G-3:

The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate in that it does not
consider the effect of the SMART train on vehicle traffic on Guerneville
Road and the potential effects on other roads and intersections. The
commenter states that the train will delay vehicle traffic as it passes
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through and stops at the SMART station, and asks how long the delay
would be and what the effect on vehicle traffic would be.
The Methodology subsection of Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, of the
DEIR states that that the transit LOS methodology considers only bus transit
service and would not account for the proposed SMART rail service. The
LOS “grades” reported for transit only reflect bus service, consistent with
the national standards and methodologies included in the Highway
Capacity Manual 2010.
The SMART FEIR addressed delays at rail crossings (see page 3.2-23 of that
FEIR). Rail crossing delays are something tied to the SMART project itself,
not the Station Area Plan. Based on information in the SMART FEIR and
understanding how SMART intends to operate crossing gates, the delays
would be negligible over the course of a peak hour and have little to no
influence on the calculations performed. SMART intends to utilize
technology that allows gates to remain upright while trains are stopped at
adjacent stations, such as the configuration at Guerneville Road.
Railroad gates are projected to create a delay of no more than 35
seconds near stations, and SMART would cause such occurrences no
more than four times per hour. The adaptive signal control system
operated by the City of Santa Rosa along the Guerneville Road-Steele
Lane and College Avenue corridors will also adjust traffic signal timing to
accommodate fluctuations in traffic volumes associated with rail crossing
activity.
The DEIR notes that the analysis for future freeway operation assumes
SMART will be operational with a station at the proposed Guerneville Road
site by 2035. All factors relating to mode choice, trip distribution, trip
generation, and travel patterns reflect this assumption. Trip generation
rates for the SMART station were obtained from research completed and
published by the San Diego Association of Governments for commuter rail
stations.
According to Impact 3.13.6 in the DEIR, the population increase
associated with the proposed Specific Plan is projected to translate to
approximately 269 added daily SMART trips at the North Santa Rosa
Station, including 123 trips from employment-based uses and 146 trips from
residential uses. This impact is considered less than significant.
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Letter H

Tomaras & Ogas, LLP

Response H-1:

The commenter states that the letter is submitted on behalf of the Lytton
Rancheria of California (Lytton tribe) and requests that the comments be
included in the record for approval of the project. This comment does not
set forth remarks on environmental issues that require further response.

Response H-2:

The commenter states that the Lytton Tribe formally requests to be notified
and involved in the entire environmental review process under CEQA,
including being added to any distribution lists for the project and being
directly notified of all public hearings and scheduled approvals.
This comment is noted. The Lytton Tribe will be notified for the
environmental review process for the proposed project.

Response H-3:

The commenter states that the Tribe is concerned about the protection of
unique and irreplaceable cultural resources, and with the proper and
lawful cultural treatment of cultural items, Native American human
remains, and sacred items likely to be discovered in the course of
development and improvement of the Specific Plan area.
The DEIR includes Impact 3.5.2, regarding the potential disturbance of
known and undiscovered archeological resources, including consultation
with representatives of the Native American community when necessary
to ensure the respectful treatment of Native American sacred places (see
DEIR Section 3.5, Cultural and Paleontological Resources). Any significant
historical or archaeological impacts identified on the site must be
mitigated in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code. Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 Policy HP-B-8 requires sites to be
preserved that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and pursue listing eligible sites in the register. Additionally, the
California Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites Act and
General Plan Policies HP-A-2 and HP-A-3 require proper notification of
experts upon discovery of human remains, significant artifacts, or cultural
resources for proper assessment and to determine the necessity for
construction or excavation activity to cease.
Impact 3.5.3, regarding the potential disturbance of human remains,
states that the proposed project would be subject to the provisions of
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources
Code Section 5097.94 et seq., regarding the discovery and disturbance of
human remains. These provisions include contacting the Sonoma County
Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission if the discovered
remains appear to be human.
Additionally, the California Native American Historical, Cultural, and
Sacred Sites Act and General Plan Policies HP-A-2 and HP-A-3 require
proper notification of experts upon discovery of human remains and for
construction or excavation activity to cease.

Response H-4:

The commenter states that the Pomo people traditionally occupied the
Sonoma County geographic area and that tribal ties to these territories
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have been maintained to the present day through cultural and
governmental actions.
This comment is noted. The Pomo people are discussed in the Prehistoric
and Ethnographic Overview in the Existing Setting subsection of Section
3.5, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the DEIR.
Response H-5:

The commenter states that there are some inaccuracies in the
ethnographic discussion section of the DEIR, including the date the Lytton
Rancheria was established. The commenter goes on to provide corrected
information regarding the Lytton Rancheria and suggests refraining from
specific discussions about any one tribe in the ethnography, as there are
over 14 different Pomo tribes in the area.
These requested changes have been added; see Section 3.0 of this Final
EIR.

Response H-6:

The commenter states that the Tribe should be allowed to be involved in
developing all monitoring and mitigation plans for the duration of the
project. They go on to state that mitigation measures must account for
state law associated with finding human remains, which states that the
Native American Heritage Commission must name a “most likely
descendent” who shall be consulted as to the appropriate disposition of
the remains.
The DEIR includes Impact 3.5.2 regarding the potential disturbance of
known and undiscovered archeological resources, including consultation
with representatives of the Native American community when necessary
to ensure the respectful treatment of Native American sacred places. Any
significant historical or archaeological impacts identified on the site must
be mitigated in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code. Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 Policy HP-B-8 requires sites to be
preserved that are eligible for the NRHP and pursue listing eligible sites in
the register. Additionally, the California Native American Historical,
Cultural, and Sacred Sites Act and General Plan Policies HP-A-2 and
HP-A-3 require proper notification of experts upon discovery of human
remains, significant artifacts, or cultural resources for proper assessment
and to determine the necessity for construction or excavation activity to
cease.
Impact 3.5.3, regarding the potential disturbance of human remains,
states that the proposed project would be subject to the provisions of
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources
Code Section 5097.94 et seq., regarding the discovery and disturbance of
human remains. These provisions include contacting the Sonoma County
Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission if the discovered
remains appear to be human.

Response H-7:

The commenter states that EIRs must provide adequate protection for
significant archaeological and cultural sites, and states that the Tribe
requests to continue working with the City to assure adequate protection
when any previously unknown resource is discovered.

City of Santa Rosa
June 2012

North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-69

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
See Response H-6 above. The City will continue to work with the Tribe to
assure adequate protection when any previously unknown resource is
discovered.
Response H-8:

The commenter states that the Tribe looks forward to working to protect
any invaluable Pomo cultural resources found in the Specific Plan area.
This comment is noted, and does not set forth remarks on environmental
issues that require further response.
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Letter I

Planning Commission Hearing

Response I-1:

The commenter asks what traffic congestion would be like on North
Dutton under the Specific Plan and if any traffic studies have been done
for this project.
Traffic congestion on North Dutton Avenue is discussed in the EIR in
Chapter 3.13, Traffic and Circulation. The EIR determined that
incorporation of the roadway improvements identified in the Specific Plan
into the traffic impact fee program or another appropriate long-range
funding mechanism, and continued monitoring of corridor operation over
time through review of traffic impact studies conducted for proposed
development, will ensure that this impact is less than significant. The traffic
section was based on an analysis conducted by Whitlock & Weinberger
Transportation, Inc.

Response I-2:

The commissioner asks if the path on Guerneville Road will take the place
of the existing Class II facility and if there is an inconsistency in the
document regarding this issue.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response I-3:

The commissioner asks if the path on Steele Creek will be partially Class I
and partially Class II.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response I-4:

The commissioner asks why there is no mention of access of the bicycle
paths on the Coddingtown property in the traffic section of the DEIR.
As noted on Draft EIR page 1.0-2 (Section 1.0, Introduction), the North
Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan EIR is a program EIR, consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. A program EIR is prepared on a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project, with subsequent
environmental documentation prepared for subsequent projects that are
part of the larger program. Any future development plan, whether it
includes a bike path/bridge or not, would be subject to review by the City
to determine the potential effects of that project on parking, circulation,
public safety, and aesthetics, consistent with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168 with regard to subsequent projects.
The Specific Plan depicts the Coffey Lane extension pedestrian/bike path
extending through property owned by Coddingtown Mall, bounded on
the north by land designated in the Specific Plan as Retail/Business
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Services and on the south by land designated as Transit Village Mixed Use.
Because the EIR is a programmatic document, it is recognized that the
location of this pedestrian/bike pathway is conceptual in nature. Further
evaluation of the pathway’s precise location, configuration, and
interaction with the mall property’s on-site circulation would be
conducted by the City at the project level during the development of
future development plans.
Response I-5:

The commissioner asks how one would access the bicycle path on Coffey
Lane and how the path would interact with cars in the parking lot.
See Response I-4 above.

Response I-6:

The commissioner asks how the projections that there will be more cars in
the long term under the proposed project can be correct if the Plan
discourages the use of vehicles.
The EIR makes the assumption that while various transit options are
provided, there is no guarantee that people will use these options. Given
this assumption, the EIR looks at the “worst-case scenario” of no transit use.
Given this assumption, the project could result in more cars in the city in
the long term. While this would not necessarily happen under the actual
buildout of the Specific Plan area given the use of the transit system, this is
the scenario the EIR analyzed.
Although the project is projected to result in an overall net increase in
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), it is important to note that the proposed
Specific Plan was designed to be a transit-oriented development (TOD).
The intent of TOD is to give people the opportunity to live, shop, work, and
recreate in areas that are close together. In addition, the TOD area is
anticipated to provide a variety of transportation options, which would
then lead to a reduction of VMT. However, the exact amount of VMT
reduction cannot be accurately predicted because so much of the
decision where to drive, live, work, or recreate is a personal choice. The
proposed project differs from more traditional development because it
significantly increases the opportunities for residents to use transportation
methods other than their private automobile, thereby reducing VMT. The
proposed Specific Plan would result in an increased development density
within the Plan area and in close proximity to the planned SMART station.
In comparison to traditional development, the TOD mixed-use design of
the Specific Plan would be anticipated to result in long-term reductions in
vehicle trips, trip distances, and overall reductions in regional VMT, which
may not be fully accounted for in the transportation modeling conducted
for the project.

Response I-7:

The commissioner states that the LAFCo letter in the appendices discusses
the fiscal impacts of the three properties being annexed, as do the
Coddingtown and Finali comment letters, and asks if these comments are
addressed in the EIR.
The LAFCo and Finali Family Partnership comment letters were submitted
as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process for the DEIR. Neither
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submitted comments on the DEIR. These comments were addressed as
part of the NOP scoping process, as discussed in Appendix A of the DEIR.
The letter from Coddingtown Mall is addressed above as Letter F. The
reader is referred to Responses F-5 and F-7 specifically for questions
related to the proposed project’s fiscal impacts.
While development of new businesses in the area could compete with or
otherwise economically affect existing businesses in the area, the extent
to which this would occur cannot be determined at this stage in the
planning process. Further, even if some businesses may be economically
affected by development within the Specific Plan area, the extent to
which those economic effects could result in physical effects that could
be determined in the Draft EIR would be purely speculative.
Response I-8:

The commissioner asks what kinds of adverse effects wetlands-related
mitigation measures would have on development, as avoidance has a
profound effect on development.
This is not a physical effect on the environment and not within the purview
of CEQA. Wetland avoidance in the Specific Plan and DEIR is consistent
with the City’s General Plan policies.

Response I-9:

The commissioner asks if mitigation measure MM 3.12.1’s statement that
public services costs will be borne by a Special Tax District means that the
North Santa Rosa Station Area Plan would be cost-neutral to City services.
Impact 3.12.1.1 in the DEIR states that development under the proposed
Specific Plan could increase the need for public safety services, including
fire protection, emergency medical response, and law enforcement.
Because residential development does not generate revenue for city
services, as commercial development does, primarily through sales tax,
new residential units planned in the area will contribute to a gap in
funding for public safety services. In order to mitigate the impact of the
funding gap, mitigation measure MM 3.12.1 provides the following options
for future residential subdivisions and multi-family residential development:
to annex to the city’s special tax district; pay a lump sum to cover
increased public service costs associated with the development; provide
these services privately in perpetuity; or include other uses which would
offset the costs of public services.
While mitigation measure MM 3.12.1 will assist in the provision of some
public services, other costs, such as the maintenance of parks and roads,
are ongoing services that are not addressed through this mitigation
measure. Other area-wide improvements, such as street beautification,
cannot be funded by development and will need to utilize the City’s
Capital Improvement Program or park or utility fees as appropriate for
funding.

Response I-10:

The commissioner asks how Impact 3.12.2.1, which states that the
population increase associated with the proposed Specific Plan would
have a less than significant impact on schools, reached this conclusion, as
schools are costly. The commissioner goes on to ask if existing schools
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have adequate capacity for the increase in students brought about by
the proposed project.
Public school impacts are discussed in subsection 3.12.2 of the DEIR (see
Section 3.12, Public Services and Utilities). Impact 3.12.2.1 found that the
population increase associated with the proposed project would produce
an estimated 686 students by 2035. These students would attend the
various schools operated by Santa Rosa City Schools within and adjacent
to the Specific Plan area. The need for new schools is dependent upon
existing and projected enrollment, service areas, transport needs, and
other constantly changing parameters. School districts must assess the
projected demand based on their current ability to provide services and
either construct new, or expand existing, school facilities. Public school
facilities and services are supported through the assessment of
development fees in addition to funds from the state and local school
districts. All new development in the Specific Plan area will be required to
pay impact fees to offset the impact of new development on the school
system. These fees will be assessed in accordance with provisions detailed
under Government Code Section 65995. Given that student generation
expected to result from the Specific Plan would develop over the next 25
years and would be supported in already planned educational facilities
as identified in the General Plan, the Specific Plan would not result in the
need for new, unplanned facilities. Therefore, the Specific Plan was found
to result in a less than significant impact to schools.
Response I-11:

The commissioner asks if pedestrian and bicycle safety around the Steele
Lane crossing is discussed in the EIR.
The West Steele Lane roadway segment is expected to operate at LOS C
for vehicle and transit modes. Despite the presence of continuous onstreet bicycle lanes, bicycle operation would be LOS D, negatively
affected by the frequency of driveways and parking activity along the
segment. Pedestrian operation is projected to be in the LOS C range,
benefitted by crossing and streetscape improvements included in the
Specific Plan.
Improvements to the transportation and circulation system within and
surrounding the Specific Plan area will be implemented over time. Any
such improvements will be designed and constructed to local, regional,
and federal standards, and as such, would not be expected to introduce
any hazardous design features. New development allowed within the
Specific Plan area would include new streets, access points, pathways,
and other circulation improvements that will be checked for compliance
with these standards as part of the entitlement process conducted by the
City of Santa Rosa.
All existing and planned streets within the Specific Plan area would
include full sidewalk facilities at buildout, supplemented by a network of
off-street mixed-use pedestrian and bicycle paths that connect the
station to nearby activity centers.
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Response I-12:

The commissioner asks how the apparent conflict between Caltrans
saying the LOS on some area roadways, especially the Steele Lane
crossing, is operating deficiently and the EIR saying that the project has
less than significant impacts related to level of service is reconciled.
Table 3.13-13 shows that West Steele Lane would operate at LOS C for
automobiles, transit, and pedestrians, and LOS D for bicycles under future
plus proposed Specific Plan conditions. These LOS designations are the
same as under the baseline General Plan 2035 conditions. The LOS on
these roadways did not worsen under the Specific Plan versus the General
Plan 2035. Furthermore, several improvements to key intersections have
been incorporated into the Specific Plan in order to achieve acceptable
corridor operation at buildout. The Specific Plan also includes a policy to
coordinate with Caltrans to ensure that long-range congestionmanagement improvements take place at the Highway 101/Steele Lane
interchange. Incorporation of the roadway improvements identified in the
Specific Plan into the traffic impact fee program or another appropriate
long-range funding mechanism, and continued monitoring of corridor
operation over time through review of traffic impact studies conducted
for proposed development, will ensure that this impact is less than
significant.

Response I-13:

The commissioner asks about the short-term strategy to get people east–
west within the Specific Plan area safely.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response I-14:

The commissioner states that there is an element showing circulation
through the Coddingtown Mall property and the extension of Briggs
Avenue and asks if these are implementable, as they seem to limit
development potential in the area.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response I-15:

The commissioner states that the Transit Village Mixed Use mandate for a
minimum of 40 dwelling units per acre may not work, as mandating 40
dwelling units per acre may lead to issues such as having to underground
parking. The commissioner suggests that it would be better to say “40 or
above” rather than mandate the minimum of 40.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
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comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.
Response I-16:

The commissioner asks what the project’s impacts are on private property
of the paths going through Coddingtown Mall.
This comment does not set forth remarks on environmental issues that
require further response in this Final EIR, rather the comments relate to the
Draft North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan itself. Response to this
comment has been provided in the June 14, 2012 Planning Commission
staff report for the project.

Response I-17:

The commissioner states that the actual building of the proposed bicycle
bridge will have impacts on public safety, such as potential
encampments and graffiti, and will require additional maintenance. The
commissioner goes on to ask if these public safety issues can be
evaluated more specifically in the EIR.
The precise location of the bridge, including approval of the bridge itself,
is not known or proposed at this time. For this reason, the EIR analyzes the
effects of the bridge programmatically, such as in the discussions of air
quality,
biological
resources,
cultural
resources,
hazardous
materials/human health, and climate change. Impacts specific to the
bridge are not called out separately, but, based on the information
available at this time, the programmatic analysis adequately discloses
potential impacts. As discussed in Response F-16 above, the City does not
propose a specific location for the pedestrian/bicycle bridge. At the time
construction of the bridge is proposed, the City will conduct
environmental analysis to determine the physical impacts associated with
the bridge, including its selected location.
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3.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from responses to comments received during the Draft
EIR public review period as well as staff-initiated changes.
Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information, and do not alter
the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strikeout for deleted
text).

3.2

MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR

SECTION ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Table ES-1 is revised as follows:

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

3.4 Biological Resources
Impact 3.4.1

Implementation of the Specific Plan could
result in impacts to special-status species and
their habitat from redevelopment activities, but
not to wildlife movement corridors.

LSAM

MM 3.4.1

If there is the potential for destruction of a nest
or substantial disturbance to nesting birds or
bats due to construction activities, a plan to
monitor nesting birds or bats during
construction shall be prepared and submitted to
the USFWS and CDFG for review and
approval. The City shall comply with all
USFWS or CDFG guidance for protection of
nesting birds.

LS

If vegetation, buildings, or bridges that
potentially provide nesting sites must be
removed between February 1 and August 31, a
qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys no greater than 14 days
before removal. If an active bird nest is found,
the bird shall be identified as to species and the
approximate distance from the closest work site
to the nest estimated. No additional measures
City of Santa Rosa
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

need be implemented if active nests are more
than the following distances from the nearest
work site: (a) 300 feet for raptors; or (b) 75 feet
for other non-special-status bird species.
Disturbance of active nests shall be avoided to
the extent possible until it is determined that
nesting is complete and the young have
fledged. To ensure Bbats shall be are absent or
flushed from roost locations prior to demolition
of buildings, trees and construction activities on
bridges, preconstruction surveys should be
undertaken no more than 6 months before
construction activities to identify suitable bat
habitat. If flushing of bats from buildings
construction sites is necessary, it shall be done
by the qualified biologist during the nonbreeding and non-hibernating seasons: from
October 1 to March 31 August 31 through
October 15 and March 1 through April 15,
respectively. When flushing bats, structures
shall be moved carefully to avoid harming
individuals, and torpid bats given time to
completely arouse and fly away. During the
maternity season from April 1 to September 30,
prior to building demolition or construction, a
qualified biologist shall determine if a bat
nursery is present at any sites identified as
potentially housing bats. If an active nursery is
present, disturbance of bats shall be avoided
until the biologist determines that breeding is
complete and young are reared. Where
feasible, trees that are determined to be suitable
habitat will be trimmed and removed in a twophase, two-day method. The first day, limbs
and branches will be removed by a chainsaw.
Limbs with cavities, crevices, or deep bark
fissures would be avoided. On the second day,
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

the tree would be removed.
Timing/Implementation:

Prior to construction of any
subsequent project that could result
in disturbance to bird or bat nests

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Santa Rosa Community
Development Department, Planning
Division
Impact 3.4.2

Implementation of the Specific Plan could
result in fill of seasonal wetlands that may be
present within the Specific Plan area.

LSAM

MM 3.4.2

A formal wetland delineation shall be
conducted for areas that will be permanently or
temporarily impacted by the project. If
jurisdictional waters cannot be avoided, the
City shall apply for a CWA Section 404 permit
from the USACE and a Section 401 permit from
the RWQCB. These permits shall be obtained
prior to issuance of grading permits and
implementation of the proposed project.

LS

The City shall ensure that the project will result
in no net loss of waters of the U.S. and/or of the
State by providing mitigation through impact
avoidance, impact minimization, and/or
compensatory mitigation for the impact, as
determined in the CWA Section 404/401
permits.
Compensatory mitigation may consist of (a)
obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; (b)
making a payment to an in-lieu fee program
that will conduct wetland, stream, or other
aquatic
resource
restoration,
creation,
enhancement, or preservation activities (these
programs are generally administered by
government agencies or nonprofit organizations
that have established an agreement with the
regulatory agencies to use in-lieu fee payments
collected from permit applicants); and/or (c)
providing compensatory mitigation through an
aquatic resource restoration, establishment,
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

enhancement, and/or preservation activity. This
last type of compensatory mitigation may be
provided at or adjacent the impact site (i.e., onsite mitigation) or at another location, usually
within the same watershed as the permitted
impact (i.e., off-site mitigation). The project
proponent/permit
applicant
retains
responsibility for the implementation and
success of the mitigation project.
Evidence of compliance with this mitigation
measure shall be provided prior to construction
and grading activities for the proposed project.
Timing/Implementation:

Prior to any vegetation removal or
ground-disturbing activities

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Santa Rosa Community
Development Department, Planning
Division
3.12 Public Services and Utilities
Impact 3.12.1.2 Implementation of the Specific Plan, in
combination with other reasonably foreseeable
development, could increase population in
Santa Rosa and could contribute to the need for
expanded fire protection services, emergency
medical services, and law enforcement, thus
requiring additional facilities, the development
of which could cause significant physical
impacts to the environment.

LCC

None required. Implementation of MM 3.12.1.
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SECTION 3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 3.4-10 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measures
MM 3.4.1

If there is the potential for destruction of a nest or substantial disturbance to
nesting birds or bats due to construction activities, a plan to monitor nesting
birds or bats during construction shall be prepared and submitted to the
USFWS and CDFG for review and approval. The City shall comply with all
USFWS or CDFG guidance for protection of nesting birds.
If vegetation, buildings, or bridges that potentially provide nesting sites must
be removed between February 1 and August 31, a qualified wildlife biologist
shall conduct pre-construction surveys no greater than 14 days before
removal. If an active bird nest is found, the bird shall be identified as to
species and the approximate distance from the closest work site to the nest
estimated. No additional measures need be implemented if active nests are
more than the following distances from the nearest work site: (a) 300 feet for
raptors; or (b) 75 feet for other non-special-status bird species. Disturbance of
active nests shall be avoided to the extent possible until it is determined that
nesting is complete and the young have fledged. To ensure Bbats shall be are
absent or flushed from roost locations prior to demolition of buildings, trees
and construction activities on bridges, preconstruction surveys should be
undertaken no more than 6 months before construction activities to identify
suitable bat habitat. If flushing of bats from buildings construction sites is
necessary, it shall be done by the qualified biologist during the non-breeding
and non-hibernating seasons: from October 1 to March 31 August 31 through
October 15 and March 1 through April 15, respectively. When flushing bats,
structures shall be moved carefully to avoid harming individuals, and torpid
bats given time to completely arouse and fly away. During the maternity
season from April 1 to September 30, prior to building demolition or
construction, a qualified biologist shall determine if a bat nursery is present at
any sites identified as potentially housing bats. If an active nursery is present,
disturbance of bats shall be avoided until the biologist determines that
breeding is complete and young are reared. Where feasible, trees that are
determined to be suitable habitat will be trimmed and removed in a twophase, two-day method. The first day, limbs and branches will be removed by
a chainsaw. Limbs with cavities, crevices, or deep bark fissures would be
avoided. On the second day, the tree would be removed.

Pages 3.4-11 through -12 are revised as follows:
MM 3.4.2

A formal wetland delineation shall be conducted for areas that will be
permanently or temporarily impacted by the project. If jurisdictional waters
cannot be avoided, the City shall apply for a CWA Section 404 permit from
the USACE and a Section 401 permit from the RWQCB. These permits shall be
obtained prior to issuance of grading permits and implementation of the
proposed project.
The City shall ensure that the project will result in no net loss of waters of the
U.S. and/or of the State by providing mitigation through impact avoidance,
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impact minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation for the impact, as
determined in the CWA Section 404/401 permits.

SECTION 3.5 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 3.5-2, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
By the mid-1800s, Spanish missionization, diseases, raids by Mexican slave traders, and dense
immigrant settlement had disrupted Southern Pomo culture, dramatically reducing the
population and displacing the native people from their villages and land-based resources. In
1920, the Bureau of Indian Affairs purchased a 15.45-acre tract of land in Graton for the Marshall,
Bodega, Tomales, and Sebastopol Indians. This land was put into a federal trust, and these
neighboring peoples that included both Coast Miwok and Southern Pomo were consolidated
into one recognized group called the Graton Rancheria. The Lytton Band of Pomo Indians was
first established in 1937 1926 when Bert Steele, who was part Achomawi and part Nomlaki, and
his Bodega Pomo wife, petitioned the government for a 50-acre parcel north of Healdsburg. In
1958, the U.S. government enacted the Rancheria Act of 1958, transferring tribal property into
private ownership. Forty-four rancherias in California were affected, including the Graton and
Lytton rancherias (Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, 2009). The Lytton Rancheria was established
through a program established by Congress in which funds were appropriated to purchase
lands to address the needs of homeless California Indians. The Rancheria was illegally
terminated by Congress in the 1960s and later restored to federal recognition in 1991.

SECTION 3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Page 3.12-6 is revised as follows:

Cumulative Impacts to Fire Protection, Medical Services, and Law Enforcement
Impact 3.12.1.2

Implementation of the Specific Plan, in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable development, could increase population in Santa Rosa and
could contribute to the need for expanded fire protection services,
emergency medical services, and law enforcement, thus requiring additional
facilities, the development of which could cause significant physical impacts
to the environment. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
3.12.1 would ensure that this impact is considered less than cumulatively
considerable.

Cumulatively, in conjunction with the anticipated buildout of the General Plan 2035, the Specific
Plan may require increased fire, emergency medical, and police staffing and equipment, as
implementation of the Specific Plan increase the number of residents, customers, and employees
in the area, resulting in the need to increase the number of full-time equivalent fire, emergency
medical, and police staff necessary for adequate staffing ratios and public safety coverage.
However, the Specific Plan would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to the
creation or expansion of physical fire, emergency medical, or police protection facilities, since it
would not result in the need for additional facilities beyond those already planned.
Furthermore, implementation of the General Plan 2035 policy provisions, which include mutual
aid agreements with surrounding communities, and continued funding from property taxes,
developer fees, and other alternative sources, would provide sufficient resources to serve the
projected needs of the Fire Department under buildout conditions, including future
development within the Specific Plan area. These provisions would also ensure adequate
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response times and high-quality law enforcement services are maintained in Santa Rosa.
Sonoma County has established an Emergency Operations Plan in compliance with the
California Emergency Management Agency’s SEMS program to address regional emergency
disasters. Furthermore, the SRFD and SRPD will utilize Measure O funds, as described above, to
help construct new fire and police stations, provide for new equipment, fire engines, and police
vehicles, and fund firefighter and police positions. Individual development projects would be
subject to SRFD and SRPD review and approval. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure MM 3.12.1, described above, the increased cumulative demand for fire, emergency
medical, and police service in Santa Rosa would be offset and would result in a less than
cumulatively considerable impact.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

Page 3.12-16, first paragraph, is revised as follows:

Surface Water Supply
The City of Santa Rosa receives its primary potable water supply from the Russian River
watershed. Water is provided through the Russian River Project managed by the Sonoma
County Water Agency (SCWA). The SCWA has supplied water to meet the City of Santa Rosa’s
demands since the 1970s. From its headwaters in central Mendocino County, the Russian River
drains a 1,485-square-mile area. Principal tributaries of the Russian River are the East Fork of the
Russian River, Big Sulphur Creek, Mark West Creek, Maacama Creek, and Dry Creek. Two major
reservoir projects located within the Russian River watershed (Lake Mendocino on the East Fork
of the Russian River, and Lake Sonoma on Dry Creek) provide water supply storage. A third
reservoir project, Lake Pillsbury, indirectly contributes to the water supply through releases into
the Eel River, a portion of which are diverted into the East Fork of the Russian River, through the
Potter Valley project. The SCWA source of water is collected from the Russian River through
Ranney water collector systems from two intake sites at Wohler and Mirabel located near
Forestville. Infiltration ponds surround the SCWA river collectors, and an inflatable dam on the
Russian River assists in raising the water level during periods of low flow. The dam serves to divert
water from the river into the infiltration ponds and also raises water levels upstream that supply
the intake sites.
Page 3.12-18 is revised as follows:

STATE
Urban Water Management Planning Act
The Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water Code Sections 10610–10656) requires every
urban water supplier that either provides over 3,000 acre-feet of water annually or serves more
than 3,000 connections to assess the reliability of its water sources over a 20-year planning
horizon considering normal, dry, and multiple dry years. This assessment is to be included in an
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP); these plans are required to be prepared every five
years and submitted to the Department of Water Resources (DWR 2012).
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Senate Bill SBx7-7 2009
Senate Bill x7-7 was enacted in November 2009, requiring all water suppliers to increase water
use efficiency. Below are the highlights of this legislation.
The bill also requires, among other things, that the Department of Water Resources, in
consultation with other state agencies, develop a single standardized water use reporting form
(DWR 2012).

Urban Water Conservation
The legislation sets an overall goal of reducing per capita urban water use by 20 percent by
December 31, 2020. The state shall make incremental progress toward this goal by reducing per
capita water use by at least 10 percent by December 31, 2015.
Each urban retail water supplier shall develop water use targets and an interim water use
target by July 1, 2011.
An urban retail water supplier shall include in its water management plan due July 2011
the baseline daily per capita water use, water use target, interim water use target, and
compliance daily per capita water use. The Department of Water Resources, through a
public process and in consultation with the California Urban Water Conservation Council,
shall develop technical methodologies and criteria for the consistent implementation of
this part.
The Department of Water Resources shall adopt regulations for implementation of the
provisions relating to process water.
A Commercial, Institutional, Industrial (CII) task force is to be established that will develop
and implement urban best management practices for statewide water savings.
Effective 2016, urban retail water suppliers who do not meet the water conservation
requirements established by this bill are not eligible for state water grants or loans.
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