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Introduction
1.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), which has been prepared in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), provides responses to comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (2017 Draft EIR) and the Revised Draft EIR for the adoption and
implementation of the proposed Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and Rezoning project,
herein referred to as “proposed project.” The 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR identify significant
impacts associated with the proposed project, identifies and considers alternatives to the proposed
project, and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts. This Final
EIR also contains text revisions to the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, where warranted. This
Final EIR, together with the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, constitutes the complete EIR for the
proposed project.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a
proposed project, and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.
This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised
Draft EIR.

1.2.1

2017 DRAFT EIR

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15085, a Notice of Completion (NOC) of the 2017 Draft EIR was
filed with the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) State Clearinghouse and circulated to State agencies
on Monday, August 21, 2017 for a 45-day review period ending on Wednesday, October 4, 2017. Pursuant
to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, the City provided at the same time a Notice of Availability (NOA)
and the 2017 Draft EIR was distributed to various local and regional agencies, and the general public and
private organizations for the 45-day public review period. During the 45-day review period, a public
meeting was held during the Planning Commission meeting held on Thursday, September 14, 2017 in the
City Council Chambers to provide an overview of and to invite public comments on the 2017 Draft EIR.
Copies of the 2017 Draft EIR were made available for review to interested parties at the Santa Rosa City
Hall (100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95404), in the Planning and Economic Development
Department (Room 3) and the City Manager’s Office (Room 10) and the Sonoma County Library (211 E
Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404), as well as the “Plan the Southeast Greenway” website at
http://planthegreenway.com/.
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1.2.2

REVISED DRAFT EIR

After preparation of the 2017 Draft EIR, but prior to its certification, the City prepared additional
transportation analysis and subsequent noise impact analysis to reflect the changes in traffic flow as a
result of the additional traffic impact analysis. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f), the
2017 Draft EIR was revised to include the new transportation and noise analysis (i.e., Revised Draft EIR). As
with the 2017 Draft EIR, an NOC for the Revised Draft EIR was filed with the OPR State Clearinghouse and
circulated to State agencies on Monday, January 28, 2019 for a 45-day review period ending on
Wednesday, March 13, 2019. Concurrent with the NOC, the City circulated and NOA for the Revised Draft
EIR to various local and regional agencies, and the general public and private organizations for the 45-day
public review period. During the 45-day review period, a public meeting was held during the Planning
Commission meeting held on Thursday, February 14, 2019 in the City Council Chambers to provide an
overview of and to invite public comments on the Revised Draft EIR. The purpose of the recirculation was
to allow interested public agencies, groups, and individuals the opportunity to review and comment on
the adequacy of the updated information provided in the Revised Draft EIR and to submit testimony on
the possible environmental effects of the proposed project.

1.2.3

COMMENTS RECEIVED

Written comments received on the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are included in their original
format as Appendix A, Comment Letters, and in Chapter 5, Comments and Responses, of this Final EIR.
Verbal comments were given at two public hearings on September 14, 2017 and February 14, 2019, which
were recorded by the City as part of the administrative record. Verbal comments are summarized1 in
Chapter 5, Comments and Responses, of this document, and responses to comments on environmental
issues are provided.

1.2.4

EIR CERTIFICATION

This Final EIR will be presented at a Planning Commission hearing at which the Commissioners will advise
the City Council on certification of the EIR and approval of the proposed project. However, the Planning
Commission will not take final action on the EIR or the proposed project. Instead, the City Council will
consider the Planning Commission’s recommendations on the Final EIR and the proposed project during a
noticed public hearing and will make the final action regarding certification of the Final EIR. All responses
to comments submitted on the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR by agencies will be provided to those
agencies at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR. The City Council will make findings regarding the
extent and nature of the impacts as presented in the EIR. The EIR will need to be certified as having been
prepared in compliance with CEQA by the City Council prior to making a decision to approve or deny the
proposed project. Public input is encouraged at all public hearings before the City Council or Planning
Commission. The City Council is currently scheduled to consider certification of the Final EIR at a public
hearing in summer 2019.
1 Verbal comments included in Chapter 5, Comments and Responses, of this Final EIR, are not verbatim, but are summarized
based on recordings posted on the City of Santa Rosa website. To listen to the recording, please refer to the City of Santa Rosa’s
Legislative Portal for the recording of the Planning Commission dates listed above.
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Executive Summary
This Final EIR has been prepared to provide an assessment of the potential environmental consequences
of approving and implementing the proposed Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and
Rezoning project, herein referred to as “proposed project.” This Final EIR contains responses to comments
received on the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR. This Final EIR also contains corrections,
clarifications, and changes to the text and analysis of the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, where
warranted.
Table 2-1 summarizes the conclusions of the environmental analysis contained in the 2017 Draft EIR and
the Revised Draft EIR and presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified for the
proposed project. Table 2-1 has been reprinted from the 2017 Draft EIR. The impacts and mitigations
listed in Table 2-1 have been revised to reflect changes made to Chapter 4.13, Transportation and
Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR. Other than Chapter 4.13, no impacts or mitigations have been
changed since the publication of the 2017 Draft EIR.
Table 2-1 is organized to correspond with the environmental issues discussed in the 2017 Draft EIR and
the Revised Draft EIR. All information in Table 2-1 is a duplicate of that which was published in the 2017
Draft EIR with the exception of the noise and transportation and circulation chapters. These chapters
(Chapter 4.10 and 4.13) have been revised to reflect information as presented in the Revised Draft EIR.
Table 2-1 is arranged in the following 4 columns: 1) impact; 2) significance without mitigation;
3) mitigation measures; and 4) significance with mitigation.
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

AESTHETICS
AES-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
AES-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
substantially damage scenic resources, including but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a State scenic highway.
AES-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings.
AES-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not
create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
AES-5: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to aesthetics.

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

AQ-2: Prior to issuance of construction permits, development project
applicants that are subject to CEQA and exceed the screening sizes in the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines
shall prepare and submit to the City of Santa Rosa a technical assessment
evaluating potential air quality impacts related to the project’s operation
phase. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with the
BAAQMD methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If operationrelated criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to
exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of significance, as identified in
BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, the City of Santa Rosa shall require that
applicants for new development projects incorporate mitigation
measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during operation activities.

SU

AIR QUALITY
AQ-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan.
AQ-2: Operation of the proposed project could contribute to
an existing or projected air quality violation.

S

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact
AQ-3: Future potential development projects associated
with the proposed project could cumulatively contribute to
the non-attainment designations of the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin (SFBAAB).
AQ-4: Construction activities associated with potential
future development projects accommodated under the
proposed project could expose nearby receptors to
substantial concentrations of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs).

Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

S

Mitigation Measures
AQ-3: Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-2.

AQ-4: Applicants for construction within 1,000 feet of residential and
other sensitive land use projects (e.g., hospitals, nursing homes, day care
centers) in the City of Santa Rosa, as measured from the property line of
the project to the property line of the source/edge of the nearest travel
lane, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of Santa Rosa
prior to future discretionary project approval. The HRA shall be prepared
in accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District. The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used
for the analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and
body weights appropriate for children ages 0 to 16 years. If the HRA
shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E06), PM2.5 concentrations exceed 0.3 µg/m3, or the appropriate
noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required to
identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of
reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable level
(i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of 1.0), including
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk may
include, but are not limited to:
 During construction, use of construction equipment fitted with Level 3
Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF) for all equipment of 50 horsepower or
more.
 Use of construction equipment fitted with Tier 3 engines for all
equipment of 50 horsepower or more.
 Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance
with manufacturer recommendations.
 The construction contractor shall ensure that all non-essential idling of
construction equipment is restricted to five minutes or less in
compliance with Section 2449 of the California Code of Regulations,
Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9.

Significance
With
Mitigation
SU

LTS

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

AQ-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
create or expose a substantial number of people to
objectionable odors.
AQ-6: Despite implementation of the proposed project
policies, criteria air pollutant emissions associated with the
proposed project would generate a substantial net increase
in emissions that exceeds the BAAQMD regional significance
thresholds.

LTS

Mitigation Measures
Measures identified in the HRA shall be included in the environmental
document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a
component of the proposed project. Prior to issuance of any construction
permit, the construction contractor shall ensure that all construction
plans submitted to the City of Santa Rosa Planning Division and/or
Building Division clearly show incorporation of all applicable mitigation
measures.
N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation

N/A

S

AQ-6: Implement Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4.

SU

S

BIO-1a: Ensure Avoidance of California red-legged frog (CRLF). The
following measures shall be implemented in locations within 100 feet of
any drainage or seasonal wetland on the site to ensure avoidance of
individual CRLF (CRLF) in the remote instance individuals were to disperse
onto the site in the future in advance of or during construction:
 Wildlife exclusion fence: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be installed
prior to the start of construction and maintained until construction of
the proposed project is complete. Such fencing shall, at a minimum,
run along the proposed project boundaries with riparian habitat and
for a distance of at least 100 feet perpendicular to riparian habitat. Silt
fence material may be used to also provide erosion control, however,
per CRLF standards, it must be at least 42 inches in height (at least 36
inches above ground and buried at least 6 inches below the ground)
and stakes must be place on the inside of the project (side on which
work will take place).
 Pre-construction survey: Pre-construction surveys for CRLF shall be
conducted prior to initiation of project activities (including fence
installation) and within 48 hours of the start of ground disturbance
activities following completion of exclusion fence installation. Surveys

LTS

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1a: Proposed development could potentially result in an
inadvertent take of individual California red-legged frog
(CLRF) in the remote instance that individuals were to
disperse onto the site in the future, in which case this could
result in a potential violation of the federal and California
Endangered Species Acts if adequate controls and
preconstruction surveys are not implemented.

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

BIO-1b: Project implementation could potentially result in
loss or modifications to special-status plant species if
present on the site and systematic surveys and adequate
avoidance are not implemented.

S

Mitigation Measures
are to be conducted by qualified biologists with experience surveying
for CRLF.
If project activities are stopped for greater than 7 days, a follow-up preconstruction survey may be required within 48 hours prior to reinitiating
project activities.
 Worker Training: All workers for activities within 100 feet of riparian
habitat shall be trained by the qualified biologist to understand the
remote potential for occurrence of this listed species, need to avoid
any potential inadvertent take, and process to follow if a frog is
encountered, that all work must stop and the qualified biologist must
determine whether it is CRLF before work proceeds.
 Earth Disturbing Activities only during dry weather: No earth disturbing
activities shall take place during rain events when there is potential for
accumulation greater than 0.25 inch in a 24-hour period. In addition,
no earth disturbing activities shall occur for 48 hours following rain
events in which 0.25 inch of rain accumulation within 24 hours.
 Biological monitoring: An approved biologist shall be required to
inspect and approve installation of the exclusion fence.
 Erosion Control Materials: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar
material shall be used for erosion control or other purposes to ensure
amphibians do not get trapped. Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion
control matting), rolled erosion control products, or similar material
shall not be used.
BIO-1b: Appropriate measures shall be implemented to ensure adequate
avoidance of special-status plant species, if present in the remaining
natural areas on the project site east of Summerfield Road. A qualified
botanist shall conduct systematic surveys of the portion of the project
site east of the Summerfield Road in spring and summer months to
confirm absence of any special-status plant species on the site. The
survey shall focus on the special-status plant species considered to have a
remote probability for occurrence on the project site. The surveys shall
be completed and a report of findings submitted to the City before the
onset of any initial ground-disturbing activity or construction associated
with project implementation.

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

If any special-status plant species are encountered, then any
occurrence(s) shall be avoided or potential impacts adequately mitigated
as part of potential future project development. The qualified botanist
shall develop and implement a Special-Status Plant Species Mitigation and
Monitoring Program (SSPSMMP). The SSPSMMP shall only be required if a
listed species or those with a ranking of 1A, 1B or 2 of the California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory are encountered during the
preconstruction survey. Potential impacts on any species with a ranking
of 3 and 4 of the CNPS Inventory would not be considered significant and
no additional mitigation would be required for these species if
encountered during the systematic survey(s).
The SSPMMP shall be prepared in consultation with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and shall be approved by the City
prior to any initial ground-disturbing activity or construction. The
SSPMMP shall be based on the status and vulnerability of the species
present, with avoidance of all or a majority of any populations on the site
the preferred method of mitigation. Where complete or even partial
avoidance of any special-status plant populations on the site is
considered infeasible, options for mitigation may include a program to
salvage and reestablish the population at an alternative, suitable location.
Details of any salvage and habitat recreation effort shall include the
following criteria and performance standards measures may include:
 Collection of seeds during the appropriate developmental stage of the
plan.
 Procedures for sowing techniques appropriate to the life cycle of the
plant.
 Preparation of a maintenance and monitoring plan specific to the
environmental conditions necessary for survival of the new
population. Maintenance and monitoring shall be provided for a
minimum of five years to determine success of re-seeding and habitat
creation and need for additional preservation.
 Identification of funding sources to provide implementation of the
plan in consultation with the qualified plant ecologist, landscape
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

BIO-1c: Proposed development could potentially result in
inadvertent loss of bird nests in active use, which would
conflict with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and
CDFW code if adequate controls and preconstruction
surveys are not implemented.

S

Mitigation Measures
architect, and civil engineer.
 In addition, preservation of another existing occurrence of the
affected special-status plant species shall be required if monitoring
indicates that the reestablishment efforts have not been successful
after five years. The preservation program shall provide for permanent
protection of a different existing population in Sonoma County, which
is equal or larger in size than that encountered on the site (minimum
1:1 replacement), through land acquisition or use of a conservation
easement. Any off-site mitigation lands shall include establishment of
a management endowment as necessary to provide for long-term
management of the preserved population.
BIO-1c: Ensure Avoidance of Bird Nests in Active Use. Tree removal,
landscape grubbing, and building demolition shall be performed in
compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and relevant sections of
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) code to avoid loss
of nests in active use. This shall be accomplished by scheduling tree
removal and landscape grubbing outside of the bird nesting season
(which occurs from February 1 to August 31) to avoid possible impacts on
nesting birds if new nests are established in the future. Alternatively, if
building demolition, tree removal and landscape grubbing cannot be
scheduled during the non-nesting season (September 1 to January 31), a
pre-construction nesting survey shall be conducted. The pre-construction
nesting survey shall include the following:
 A qualified biologist (Biologist) shall conduct a pre-construction nesting
bird (both passerine and raptor) survey within seven calendar days
prior to tree removal, landscape grubbing, and/or building demolition.
 If no nesting birds or active nests are observed, no further action is
required and tree removal, landscape grubbing, and building
demolition shall occur within seven calendar days of the survey.
 Another nest survey shall be conducted if more than seven calendar
days elapse between the initial nest search and the beginning of tree
removal, landscape grubbing, and building demolition.
 If any active nests are encountered, the Biologist shall determine an
appropriate disturbance-free buffer zone to be established around the
nest location(s) until the young have fledged. Buffer zones vary

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

BIO-2: Implementation of the proposed project would
generally not have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or United
States Fish and Wildlife Service.
BIO-3: Potential future development would result in adverse
impacts to regulated waters and special-status species
within the regulatory waters, and would require appropriate
authorizations from regulatory agencies and adequate
compensatory mitigation where avoidance is infeasible.

LTS

S

Mitigation Measures
depending on the species (i.e., typically 75 to 100 feet for passerines
and 300 feet for raptors) and other factors such as ongoing
disturbance in the vicinity of the nest location. If necessary, the
dimensions of the buffer zone shall be determined in consultation with
the CDFW.
 Orange construction fencing, flagging, or other marking system shall
be installed to delineate the buffer zone around the nest location(s)
within which no construction-related equipment or operations shall be
permitted. Continued use of existing facilities such as surface parking
and site maintenance may continue within this buffer zone.
 No restrictions on grading or construction activities outside the
prescribed buffer zone are required once the zone has been identified
and delineated in the field and workers have been properly trained to
avoid the buffer zone area.
 Construction activities shall be restricted from the buffer zone until
the Biologist has determined that young birds have fledged and the
buffer zone is no longer needed.
 A survey report of findings verifying that any young have fledged shall
be submitted by the Biologist for review and approval by the City prior
to initiation of any tree removal, landscape grubbing, building
demolition, and other construction activities within the buffer zone.
Following written approval by the City, tree removal, and construction
within the nest-buffer zone may proceed.
N/A

BIO-3: Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Wetland Modifications. The
City shall require future project applicants to develop and implement a
compensatory mitigation program to provide adequate mitigation for
jurisdictional waters affected by proposed improvements in the
Southeast Greenway Area for submittal to the City. A jurisdictional
wetland delineation shall be prepared by a qualified wetland specialist
and submitted for verification by the United States Army Corps of

Significance
With
Mitigation

N/A

LTS

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures
Engineers (USACE) where jurisdictional waters may be affected by
project-related improvements. A Wetland Protection and Replacement
Program (WPRP) shall be prepared by the qualified wetland specialist and
implemented to provide compensatory mitigation at a minimum 2:1 ratio
where wetland habitat is affected, shall minimize disturbance to
unvegetated waters, and shall be reviewed and approved by appropriate
regulatory agencies (e.g., USACE, Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The
WPRP shall include appropriate implementation measures to prevent
inadvertent loss and degradation of jurisdictional waters to be protected,
and replacement for those wetland features eliminated or modified as a
result of potential future project development. The WPRP shall contain
the following components:
 Where verified waters of the United States are present and cannot be
avoided, authorization for modifications to these features shall be
obtained from regulatory agencies with jurisdiction. This includes the
USACE through the Section 404 permitting process where waters of
the United States are affected by the potential future project
development and the RWQCB as part of the Section 401 Certification
process. Together with a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA)
secured from CDFW, if required as part of the SAA Notification process
for proposed fills to the man-made ditch and possibly the pond on the
golf course. All conditions required as part of the authorizations by the
USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW shall be implemented as part of the
project.
 Consultation or incidental take permitting may be required under the
California and federal Endangered Species Acts. Future project
applicants shall obtain all legally required permits or other
authorizations from the USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries), and CDFW for the potential “take” of protected
species under the Endangered Species Acts.
 Install orange construction fencing around the boundary of all wetland
areas and waters to be preserved at the interface with proposed fills
and grading so that they are not disturbed during construction. The
fencing shall be placed a minimum of 25 feet out from the boundary of
the wetlands/waters but may need to be adjusted if restoration

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

BIO-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not
substantially interfere with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
BIO-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance.

LTS

Mitigation Measures
activities are to be conducted within this area. Grading, construction,
and restoration work within the wetland/waters buffer zones shall be
conducted in a way that avoids or minimizes disturbance of existing
wetlands and aquatic habitat.
 A qualified biologist/restoration specialist shall be available during
construction to provide situation-specific wetland avoidance measures
or planting recommendation, as needed.
 Success criteria, maintenance and long-term management
responsibilities, monitoring requirements, and contingency measures
in the WPRP should be specified. Monitoring shall be conducted by the
qualified wetland specialist for a minimum of five years and continue
until the success criteria are met. Permanent monitoring transects
shall be established as part of the program and vegetation data
collected in the spring and summer months when plant identification
is possible. Photo stations shall be established along each monitoring
transect, and photographs taken every year during the required
monitoring period.
 Annual monitoring reports shall be prepared by the qualified wetland
specialist and submitted to resource agency representatives by
December 31 of each monitoring year for a minimum of 5 years or
until the defined success criteria are met. The annual report shall
summarize the results of the monitoring effort, performance
standards, and any required contingency measures, and shall include
photographs of the monitoring transects and program success. Maps
shall be included in the monitoring report to show the location of
monitoring transects and photo stations.
N/A

LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation

N/A

N/A

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact
BIO-6: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan.
BIO-7: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts
with respect to biological resources.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

CULT-2: If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are
discovered during ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of
the resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall be
consulted. If the resource is a tribal resource – whether historic or
prehistoric – the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to
evaluate the resource and determine appropriate avoidance,
preservation or mitigation measures. If the resource is non-tribal, the
archaeologist shall assess the significance of the find according to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant,
representatives from the City and the archaeologist would meet to
determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate
mitigation. All significant non-tribal cultural materials recovered shall be,
as necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject
to scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and documentation
according to current professional standards. Where the materials are
tribal, the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to determine
what types of testing and preservation are acceptable. In considering any
suggested mitigation to mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources,
historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the City, in
consultation with the tribe(s) where appropriate, shall determine
whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as the

LTS

Mitigation Measures

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CULT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5.
CULT-2: Implementation of the proposed project would
have the potential to cause a significant impact to an
unknown archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5.

S

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
PLACEWORKS
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Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

CULT-3: Implementation of the proposed project would
have the potential to directly or indirectly affect a unique
paleontological resources or site, or unique geological
feature.

S

CULT-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
have the potential to disturb humans remains interred
outside of formal territories, the disturbance of those
remains could result in a significant impact under CEQA.

S

Mitigation Measures
nature of the find, proposed project design, costs, and other
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures
(e.g., data recovery) may be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts
of the project site while mitigation for tribal cultural resources, historical
resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out.
CULT-3: In the event that fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are discovered
during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be
temporarily halted or diverted. The contractor shall notify a qualified
paleontologist to examine the discovery. The paleontologist shall
document the discovery as needed, in accordance with Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology standards (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
1995), evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance of the
finding under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
The paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine
procedures that would be followed before construction is allowed to
resume at the location of the find. If the project proponent determines
that avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an
excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the project based on the
qualities that make the resource important. The plan shall be submitted
to the City for review and approval prior to implementation.
CULT-4: Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains
have been mandated by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations
Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA). According to the provisions in CEQA, if human
remains are encountered at the site, all work in the immediate vicinity of
the discovery shall cease and necessary steps to ensure the integrity of
the immediate area shall be taken. The Sonoma County Coroner shall be
notified immediately. The Coroner shall then determine whether the
remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines the remains are
Native American, the Coroner shall notify the NAHC within 24 hours, who
will, in turn, notify the person the NAHC identifies as the Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) of any human remains. Further actions shall be
determined, in part, by the desires of the MLD. The MLD has 48 hours to
make recommendations regarding the disposition of the remains
following notification from the NAHC of the discovery. If the MLD does
not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall, with

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

LTS

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

CULT-5: Implementation of the proposed project would
have the potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources
(TCRs) the disturbance of which could result in a significant
impact under CEQA.
CULT-6: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact with
respect to cultural resources.

S

S

Mitigation Measures
appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the property secure
from further disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the
MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent may request
mediation by the NAHC.
CULT-5a: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-2
CULT-5b: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-4

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

CULT-6: Implement Mitigation Measures CULT-2, CULT-3, CULT-4, and
CULT-5.

LTS

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
GEO-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
GEO-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in a significant impact related to development on
unstable geologic units and soils or result in on- or off-site
landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse.
GEO-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
create substantial risks to property as a result of its location
on expansive soil, as defined by Section 1803.5.3 of the
California Building Code.
GEO-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not
have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater.
GEO-5: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less than significant cumulative
impacts with respect to geology, soils, and seismicity.

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
GHG-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
directly and indirectly generate greenhouse gas emissions
that would result in an increase in community emissions
from baseline conditions that would have a significant
impact on the environment.
GHG-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases.
GHG-3: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts
with respect to greenhouse gas emissions.

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
HAZ-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials.
HAZ-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment.
HAZ-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25-miles
of an existing or proposed school.
HAZ-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not
be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment.

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact
HAZ-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport
or public use airport resulting in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area.
HAZ-6: Implementation of the proposed project would not
be within the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area.
HAZ-7: Implementation of the proposed project would not
impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.
HAZ-8: Implementation of the proposed project would not
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands.
HAZ-9: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to hazards and hazardous materials.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measures

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
HYDRO-1: Implementation of the proposed project would
not violate any water quality standards or discharge
requirements.
HYDRO-2: Implementation of the proposed project would
not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted).

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
PLACEWORKS
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Environmental Impact
HYDRO-3: Implementation of the proposed project would
not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site.
HYDRO-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site.
HYDRO-5: Implementation of the proposed project would
not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff.
HYDRO-6: Implementation of the proposed project would
not otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
HYDRO-7: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to hydrology and water quality.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measures

LAND USE AND PLANNING
LU-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
physically divide an established community.
LU-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
LU-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan.
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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LU-4: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts
with respect to land use and planning.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measures

NOISE
NOISE-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause exposure of people to, or generation of, noise levels
in excess of standards established in the General Plan or the
Municipal Code, and/or the applicable standards of other
agencies.
NOISE-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause exposure of people to, or generation of, excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.
NOISE-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
proposed project.
NOISE-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project.
NOISE-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause exposure of people residing or working in the vicinity
of the study area to excessive aircraft noise levels, for a
project located within an airport land use plan, or where
such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public
airport or public use airport.
NOISE-6: Implementation of the proposed project would not
cause exposure of people residing or working in the project
site to excessive noise levels, for a project within the vicinity
of a private airstrip.
NOISE-7: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts
with respect to noise.
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
PLACEWORKS
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Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

POPULATION AND HOUSING
POP-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure).
POP-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.
POP-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
POP-4: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impact
with respect to population and housing.

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION
PS-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the need for new or physically altered fire
protection facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives.
PS-2: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to fire protection services.
PS-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the need for new or physically altered police
protection facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives.
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact
PS-4: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in
less-than-significant cumulative impacts with respect to
police services.
PS-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the need for new or physically altered school
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, or other performance objectives.
PS-6: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to school services.
PS-7: The proposed project would not result in the need for
new or physically altered public facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, or other
performance objectives.
PS-8: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, would result
in less-than-significant cumulative impacts with respect to
the construction of other public facilities.
PS-9: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the need for new or physically altered park
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, or other performance objectives.
PS-10: Implementation of the proposed project would not
increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated.
PS-11: The proposed project would include recreational
facilities and would not require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measures

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact
PS-12: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in
less-than-significant cumulative impacts with respect to
parks.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
LTS

Mitigation Measures
N/A

Significance
With
Mitigation
N/A

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
TRANS-1a: The Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-rampHoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8) currently
operates unacceptably at LOS E during the PM peak hour
and is projected to continue operating at LOS E upon the
addition of project-generated traffic, with increases in delay
of approximately 9.6 seconds.

S

TRANS-1a : In order to improve operations to an LOS D in the near-term,
an additional eastbound through-lane from the SR 12 eastbound off-ramp
onto Hoen Avenue Frontage Road could be added and Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road could be widened downstream of the intersection to
include two eastbound lanes.

SU

As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Revised Draft EIR under impact discussion TRANS-1, measures that could
potentially reduce this impact were considered and were determined to
be infeasible. See Chapter 4.13 for more discussion.
TRANS-1b: On Farmers Lane under Future plus Project (With
Farmers Lane Extension) conditions, the project is
anticipated to cause operation to drop from LOS D to LOS E
in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour.

S

TRANS-1b.1: The Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway
intersection (#1) could be widened in the future to include dual
northbound right-turn lanes and triple westbound left-turn lanes,
including widening of Farmers Lane to provide three southbound lanes
for a distance of approximately 350 feet south of the intersection, or
otherwise modified as determined appropriate by the City Traffic
Engineer to provide equivalent or superior operation. This is a major
roadway and bridge widening project that would affect traffic flow and
operations on circulation facilities that are owned and maintained by
Caltrans, as well as additional environmental review including assessment
of potential impacts to Santa Rosa Creek, and would require substantial
review and approval of any modifications by Caltrans.

SU

TRANS-1b.2: The City shall consult with Caltrans to modify the signal
phasing at the Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue intersection (#5) in the future
to include protected-permitted left-turn phasing on Hoen Avenue, or
otherwise modified as determined appropriate by the City Traffic
Engineer to provide equivalent or superior operation.
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact

Significance
Without
Mitigation

TRANS-1c: The Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma
Highway intersection (#1) is projected to operate
unacceptably at LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours
without the project and with the addition of project traffic
would drop to LOS F during the AM peak hour.

S

TRANS-1d: The southbound stop-controlled approach the
Hoen Avenue/Franquette Avenue intersection (#13) is
projected to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour, with
a 6.1-second increase in delay attributable to the project,
which would meet the CA-MUTCD “Peak Hour Volume”
warrant for signalization.

S

TRANS-1e: Under the Future plus Project (Without Farmers
Lane Extension) scenario, the Farmers Lane/SR 12
Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road
intersection (#8) is projected to operate unacceptably at
LOS E during the PM peak hour, with the project increasing
the intersection’s average vehicle delay by 8.0 seconds.
TRANS-2: Implementation of the proposed project would
not conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to, level-of-service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways.
TRANS-3: The proposed project would not result in a change
in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks.
TRANS-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature

S

Mitigation Measures
As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Revised Draft EIR under impact discussion TRANS-1, measures that could
potentially reduce this impact were considered and were determined to
be infeasible. See Chapter 4.13 of the Revised Draft EIR for more
discussion.
Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b.1.
As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Revised Draft EIR under impact discussion TRANS-1, measures that could
potentially reduce this impact were found to be infeasible.
TRANS-1d: The City shall ensure that a traffic signal is installed at the
intersection of Hoen Avenue/Franquette Avenue in the future. The City’s
Department of Transportation and Public Works should monitor
operation at the intersection through field observations and review of
development traffic impact studies, to assure signalization of the
intersection either through future development requirements or as part
of the City’s Capital Improvement Program once the City Traffic Engineer
determines that signalization is warranted.
Implement Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a.

Significance
With
Mitigation

SU

LTS

SU

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Revised Draft EIR under impact discussion TRANS-1, measures that could
potentially reduce this impact were found to be infeasible.
LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersection) or
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment).
TRANS-5: Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in inadequate emergency access.
TRANS-6a: The proposed multi-use pathway crossings could
result in pedestrian and bicyclist safety concerns.

Significance
Without
Mitigation

LTS
S

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

N/A

N/A

TANS-6a.1: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossings on Summerfield
Road and Yulupa Avenue should include, at a minimum, an active
pedestrian warning system (such as, but not limited to, pedestrianactivated flashing beacons or rapid rectangular flashing beacons) as well
as high-visibility crosswalk markings.

LTS

TRANS-6a.2: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossing on Franquette
Avenue should include, at a minimum, high-visibility crosswalk markings
and signs.
TRANS-6a.3: The multi-use pathway crossing at the Hoen Avenue/Hoen
Avenue Frontage Road-Cypress Way signalized intersection should
include, at a minimum, new high-visibility crosswalk markings and signal
phasing to serve pedestrians and bicyclists, as well as signage (such as
“Yield to Bikes” signs) alerting drivers to the presence of bike crossings.

TRANS-6b: Adequate pedestrian and bicycle circulation
facilities to cross the SR 12 Westbound On-ramp cannot be
assured, as both of the options in the proposed project for
creating this linkage entail modifications to Caltrans facilities
that are outside of the City’s control.

S

TRANS-6a.4: The ultimate configuration of multi-use pathway street
crossing designs, including selection of warning devices if appropriate,
shall be determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer, in consideration of the
physical characteristics of each site and best design practices that exist at
the time the design is initiated.
TRANS-6b: The City shall ensure that whatever entity ultimately
constructs the pedestrian and bicycle circulation facilities to cross the SR
12 Westbound On-ramp obtains an encroachment permit and design
approval from Caltrans prior to implementing either of the new
pedestrian-bicycle crossing options, and shall oversee the preparation of
preliminary designs and studies needed for Caltrans review.

SU

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Revised Draft EIR under impact discussion TRANS-6, measures that could
potentially reduce this impact were found to be infeasible.
LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Environmental Impact
TRANS-6c: Potential development of an at-grade crossing at
the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound Onramp intersection could result in pedestrian safety concerns.

Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

TRANS-6d: Construction activities associated with
development in the Southeast Greenway Area may
temporarily affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
circulation.

S

Mitigation Measures
TRANS-6 c.1: If an at-grade pedestrian crossing is to be implemented at
Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound On-ramp intersection, the
intersection would need to be modified to include, at a minimum, the
following components:
 Signal or pedestrian hybrid beacon with an exclusive phase for
pedestrian-bicycle movements.
 Horizontal realignment that regulates vehicle speeds to no greater
than 35 mph at the crossing.
 Maintained clear line of sight between drivers and
pedestrians/bicyclists on the crossing.
 Right-turn pocket on westbound Hoen Avenue Frontage Road to
provide vehicle queue storage.
TRANS-6 c.2: The ultimate configuration of any at-grade pedestrian
crossing at the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound On-ramp
intersection shall be evaluated and determined by the City’s Traffic
Engineer, in collaboration with Caltrans, and in consideration of the
physical characteristics the site and best design practices that exist at the
time the design is initiated. The City shall obtain an encroachment permit
and design approval from Caltrans prior to implementing the new
pedestrian crossing.
TRANS-6d: Prior to commencement of construction activities, applicants
seeking to construct projects within the Southeast Greenway Area should
submit a construction traffic control plan to the City of Santa Rosa for
review and approval. The proposed project should identify the timing and
routing of all major construction-related traffic to avoid potential
congestion and delays on the local street network. Any temporary road or
sidewalk closures should be identified along with detour plans. If
necessary, movement of major construction equipment and materials
should be limited to off-peak hours to avoid conflicts with local traffic
circulation.

Significance
With
Mitigation
SU

LTS

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
UTIL-1: Implementation of the proposed project would have
sufficient water supplies available to serve the proposed

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact
project from existing entitlements and resources, and would
not require new or expanded entitlements.
UTIL-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
require or result in the construction of new water facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
would cause significant environmental effects.
UTIL-3: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to water service.
UTIL-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.
UTIL-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not
require or result in the construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects.
UTIL-6: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it does
not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.
UTIL-7: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts with respect to wastewater service.
UTIL-8: Implementation of the proposed project would be
served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.
UTIL-9: Implementation of the proposed project would
comply with federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.
UTIL-10: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact
development, would result in less-than-significant impacts
with respect to solid waste.
UTIL-11: Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in a substantial increase in natural gas and electrical
service demands, and would not require new energy supply
facilities and transmission infrastructure or capacity
enhancing alterations to existing facilities.
UTIL-12: Implementation of the proposed project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development, would result in less-than-significant impacts
with respect to energy conservation.

Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

LTS = Less than Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Revisions to the Draft EIR
This chapter includes text revisions to the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR that were made in
response to public, agency, and organization comments, as well as staff-directed changes. These text
revisions include typographical corrections, insignificant modifications, amplifications and clarifications of
the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR. In each case, the revised page and location on the page is
presented, followed by the textual, tabular, or graphical revision. Underlined text represents language that
has been added to this Final Revised EIR; text with strikethrough represents language that has been
deleted from the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR.
None of the revisions to the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR constitute significant new information
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5; therefore, the Draft EIR does not need to be recirculated.

CHAPTER 3, PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Parks and Recreation description under Section 3.5.1.1, Proposed Land Use Concept, on page 3-17 of
the 2017 Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:



Parks and Recreation. Parkland with a mostly natural appearance would maintain a minimum width of
100 125 feet (but often wider) for the length of the Southeast Greenway Area, and would include
pathways for pedestrians, bicyclists, and non-motorized access; native plantings; and some areas
dedicated to play areas and picnic areas near access points. Within the parkland, select areas are
appropriate for the following uses:



Greenway, Picnic Areas, and Playgrounds. These areas of the Greenway would have pathways,
playgrounds, picnic areas and other recreational uses serving the needs of the neighborhood and
community. Native vegetation and plantings would be incorporated where possible to maintain a
natural appearance.

Policy LUL-NN-3 under subheading “Land Use and Livability Goals and Policies, on page 3-22 of the 2017
Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
Policy LUL-NN-3 Improve stormwater management to increase infiltration and groundwater recharge,
reduce flood risk, and/or enhance the environment. Increase stormwater infiltration
and groundwater recharge.
Policy LUL-OO-4 under subheading “Land Use and Livability Goals and Policies, on page 3-22 of the 2017
Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
Policy LUL-OO-4 Seek opportunities for shared parking to serve the Southeast Greenway. These include
Montgomery High School, Spring Lake Regional Park, and adjacent non-residential uses.
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Policy LUL-PP-4 under subheading “Land Use and Livability Goals and Policies, on page 3-23 of the 2017
Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
Policy LUL-PP-4

In future design phases of the project, minimize parking impacts on surrounding
neighborhoods by providing parking on the Southeast Greenway and seeking
opportunities to share parking with adjacent non-residential uses, such as Montgomery
High School and Spring Lake Regional Park. Provide for parking on the Southeast
Greenway in future design phases of the project to minimize parking in surrounding
neighborhoods.

CHAPTER 4.1, AESTHETICS
The first bullet in the list of zoning districts in the Southeast Greenway Area on pager 4.1-8 is hereby
amended as follows:



Open Space Recreation (OSR) district. The maximum height for allowable residential uses in the
OSR district is 35 feet; non-residential structures may be greater height if authorized by a
Conditional Use Permit per Zoning Code Section 20-26-040. However, no residential development
is permitted in the OSR district in the Southeast Greenway Area.

CHAPTER 4.2, AIR QUALITY
The mitigation numbering under Impact AQ-6 on page 4.2-36 is here by amended as follows:
Mitigation Measure AQ-56: Implement Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4.

CHAPTER 4.4, CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
The text under subheading “Outreach to Native American Tribes” on pages 4.4-4 to 4.4-5 of the 2017 Draft
EIR is hereby amended as follows:
In compliance with SB 18, on July 29, 2016 a letter was sent to the NAHC seeking information from the
sacred lands files, which track Native American cultural resources, and the names of Native American
individuals and groups that would be appropriate to contact regarding this project. The NAHC replied with
a letter dated August 12, 2016, in which they indicated that the sacred land file has no information about
the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area, and provided a list of
Native American contacts (groups and individuals) who may have information regarding known and
recorded sites. The NAHC also provided a list of additional Tribal contacts.
In response to AB 52, the City received requests from Tribes to be notified about projects in the City of
Santa Rosa, which is the geographic area with which they are traditionally and culturally affiliated. Tribes
include the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, Lytton Rancheria of California, and Middletown
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Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California. In February 2017, the Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians
notified the City that notification of projects in the city was no longer required.
Letters of project notification were also sent to the following contacts on the dates listed:
Sent by the City on August 12, 2016:
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
 Buffy McQuillen

Lytton Rancheria of California
 Brenda Tomaras

Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians
 Stephanie Reyes, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer
Sent by Tom Origer and Associates on August 26, 2016:
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
Lytton Rancheria of California
 Lytton Rancheria of California
 Marjorie Mejia
 Greg Sarris
 Buffy McQuillen
 Gene Buvelot
 Peter Nelson
 Buffy McQuillen
 Peter Nelson
A complete log of contact efforts is provided in Appendix D, Cultural Resources Data, of this Draft EIR,
along with copies of all responses received. While responses were provided by the Lytton Rancheria of
California on September 3, 2016, the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria on September 19, 2016, and
the Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians on November 30, 2016, no specific requests for consultation
regarding the proposed project were made. However, the Lytton Rancheria of California did request that a
sensitive location be avoided during any future development and that they would be consulting further
with the appropriate lead agency. In response to AB 52, the City has not received any request from any
Tribes in the in the geographic area with which it is traditionally and culturally affiliated with or otherwise
to be notified about projects in the City of Santa Rosa. Nonetheless, t The evaluation of potential impacts
to TCRs, including mitigation to avoid sensitive resources, is addressed below in Section 4.4.3, Impact
Discussion, of this chapter.
Mitigation Measure CULT-2 under Section 4.4-3, Impact Discussion, on page 4.4-8 of the 2017 Draft EIR is
hereby amended as follows:
Mitigation Measure CULT-2: If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered
during ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources shall be halted and a qualified
archaeologist shall be consulted. If the resource is a tribal resource – whether historic or prehistoric – the
City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to evaluate the resource and determine appropriate
avoidance, preservation or mitigation measures. If the resource is non-tribal, the archaeologist shall to
assess the significance of the find according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined
to be significant, representatives from the City and the archaeologist would meet to determine the
appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation. All significant non-tribal cultural
materials recovered shall be, as necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and documentation according to current professional
standards. Where the materials are tribal, the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to determine
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what types of testing and preservation are acceptable. In considering any suggested mitigation proposed
by the consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources, historical resources or
unique archaeological resources, the City, in consultation with the tribe(s) where appropriate, shall
determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find,
proposed project design, costs, and other considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate
measures (e.g., data recovery) would may be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project
site while mitigation for tribal cultural resources, historical resources or unique archaeological resources is
being carried out.

CHAPTER 4.7, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The second paragraph under heading “Chapter 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials” on page 4.7-1 of this
2017 Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
Some of the information in this chapter was derived from a recent Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA) of the Southeast Greenway Area dated June October 2017 and the Soil Sampling of Mound West of
Yulupa Avenue; Southeast Greenway, Santa Rosa, CA Memorandum Dated June 13, 2017 and prepared by
PlaceWorks. A copy of this report and memo is are included as Appendix E, Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment, of this Draft EIR. This chapter was prepared by a California Registered Engineer.

CHAPTER 4.8, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
The text under subheading “Sonoma County Water Agency” on pages 4.8-3 to 4.8-4 of the 2017 Draft EIR is
hereby amended as follows:
The SCWA is the flood control agency for the County. Their responsibilities include creek restoration,
pollution prevention efforts, and groundwater recharge. The SCWA has partnered with federal agencies to
help build and manage a variety of flood protection projects, including Warm Springs Dam, Spring Lake,
Coyote Valley Dam, Matanzas Creek Reservoir, Piner Creek Reservoir, Brush Creek Middle Fork Reservoir
and Spring Creek Reservoir. The SCWA also manages a proactive stream maintenance program for more
than 80 miles of creeks approximately 75 miles of engineered flood control channels and 100 miles of
natural channels throughout its service area, including portions of the three creeks that cross the
Southeast Greenway Area.
The third paragraph under subheading “Hydrology and Surface Drainage” on page 4.8-8 of the 2017 Draft
EIR is hereby amended as follows:
The SCWA maintains the system of open channels and creeks that divert flow to the Russian River.
Sonoma County is divided into nine flood control zones that are managed by the SCWA. The Southeast
Greenway Area and City of Santa Rosa are located in Flood Control Zone 1A (Mark West Creek-Laguna de
Santa Rosa Watershed). The SCWA provides system-wide maintenance and improvements activities along
69 miles of Zone 1A engineered channels funded through Zone 1A funds including the repair of box
culverts and dam spillways; cleaning of side drains leading into channels from subdivisions or city streets;
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repair/replacement of in-channel control structures; removal of siltation in low-velocity channels to
restore hydraulic capacity; repair of bank “wash-outs”; and removal of debris that collects in creek
channels.
Footnote 16 at the bottom of page 4.8-13 of the 2017 Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
16

Sonoma County, 2011 2017, Sonoma County Hazard Mitigation Plan.

The second paragraph under Impact Discussion HYDRO-2 on page 4.9-19 of this 2017 Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:
The new trail, bike path, and recreational space associated with the proposed project would not lead to an
increase in water demand. Future potential development of a joint school facility, plazas/trailheads, public
gathering place, urban agriculture, and commercial and residential uses associated with the proposed
project would create additional water demand. Additional discussion of the impacts associated with water
supply is provided in Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of this Draft EIR. In addition, the
proposed project would protect onsite groundwater recharge areas, including creeks and riparian
corridors in accordance with General Plan 2035 Policy OSC-I-6, and implement LID features that prioritize
infiltration. Additionally, proposed Land Use and Livability Policy LUL-NN-3 requires the City to improve
stormwater management to increase infiltration and groundwater recharge, reduce flood risk, and
enhance the environment increase stormwater infiltration and groundwater recharge in the Southeast
Greenway Area. This would allow for percolation, groundwater recharge, and minimize stormwater runoff
from the site, thus further reducing potential impacts to groundwater recharge.

CHAPTER 4.9, LAND USE AND PLANNING
The list of proposed policies under Impact Discussion LU-2, on page 4.9-7 of the 2017 Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:
Policy LUL-OO-4 Seek opportunities for shared parking to serve the Southeast Greenway. These include
Montgomery High School, Spring Lake Regional Park, and adjacent non-residential uses.
Policy LUL-PP-4

In future design phases of the project, minimize parking impacts on surrounding
neighborhoods by providing parking on the Southeast Greenway and seeking
opportunities to share parking with adjacent non-residential uses, such as Montgomery
High School and Spring Lake Regional Park.

Policy T-N-5

Provide for parking on the Southeast Greenway and seek shared parking opportunities
in adjacent non-residential uses, such as Montgomery High School, the Friedman
Center, and Spring Lake Regional Park in future design phases of the project to
maximize a park once experience and minimize parking in surrounding neighborhoods.
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Policy LUL-NN-3 under Impact Discussion LU-2, on page 4.9-9 of the 2017 Draft EIR is hereby amended as
follows:
Policy LUL-NN-3 Improve stormwater management to increase infiltration and groundwater recharge,
reduce flood risk, and/or enhance the environment. Increase stormwater infiltration
and groundwater recharge.

CHAPTER 4.12, PUBLIC SERVICES
The list of schools under the subheading for “Rincon Valley Union School District” on page 4.12-12 has been
amended as follows:
Although not identified as a school where future students generated by the proposed project would
attend by the Superintendent of the Rincon Valley School District (RVUSD), at the request of the public the
Village Elementary School is included as a school where students generated from the proposed project
could potentially attend.

CHAPTER 4.13, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
The text on item #5 of the list of study intersections on page 4.13-9 of the Revised Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:
5. Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue is a four-legged signalized intersection with permitted left-turn phasing
pockets on all four approaches, and marked pedestrian crosswalks on the north, east, and west legs.
The text in the second and third paragraphs under the subheading “Bicycles Facilities” on page 4.13-12 of
the Revised Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
There are some existing bicycle facilities which would provide access to the Southeast Greenway planning
area. There is an existing Class II bike lane on Yulupa Avenue, which runs for over 2 miles from Bennett
Valley Road to Montgomery Drive and passes through the Southeast Greenway Area. There are also
existing Class II bike lanes on the Hoen Avenue-Hoen Frontage Road corridor, parallel to the Southeast
Greenway, from Farmers LaneTownview Avenue (just east of Farmers Lane) to Summerfield Road. Existing
Class II bike lanes are also provided on Summerfield Road, extending from Bethards Drive to Montgomery
Drive for about two miles. There is also an existing Class III bike route on Hahman Drive, between
Montgomery Drive and Hoen Avenue.
Future bicycle facilities identified in the BPMP includes plans for a Class I multi-use path along an
approximately one-mile stretch of the Southeast Greenway Area, from Hoen Avenue/Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road to Spring Lake Regional Park. This path would provide interior connections to
neighborhoods and connect to Montgomery High School and Montgomery Village to the west. The
eastern end of the Class I path would access cross Summerfield Road, providing access on surface streets
and continue to Spring Lake County Regional Park. In the western portion of the Southeast Greenway
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planning area, the BPMP depicts the Class I multi-use path extending westward from Hoen Avenue,
crossing Matanzas Creek and connecting to the terminus of Vallejo Street.
Table 4.13-15 (Existing plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service) on page 4.14-27 is hereby
amended as follows:
TABLE 4.13-15

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Existing +
Project

Existing

Existing +
Project

Existing

#

Study Intersection/Approach

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

1.

Farmers Lane/Fourth St-Sonoma Hwy

48.9

D

49.0

D

51.2

D

52.1

D

2.

Farmers Lane/Montgomery Drive

28.4

C

28.5

C

37.9

D

38.2

D

3.

Farmers Lane/Sonoma Avenue

27.2

C

27.4

C

39.3

D

40.0

D

4.

Farmers Lane/Patio Court

11.9

B

12.0

B

12.5

B

12.9

B

5.

Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue

9.6

A

10.0

A

6.9

A

7.5

A

6.

Farmers Lane/Vallejo Street

19.5

B

19.3
19.6

B

6.9

A

7.3
7.4

A

7.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 West On-ramp

9.0

A

9.2

A

7.5

A

7.9

A

8.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 EastBound Off-rampHoen Avenue Frontage Road

40.6

D

41.9

D

57.2

E

66.8

E

9.

Farmers Lane/Bennett Valley Road

14.2

B

14.2

B

12.9

B

13.0

B

1.4

A

1.4

A

2.3

A

2.5

A

15.9

C

17.0

C

25.7

C

31.7

D

-

-

1.2

A

-

-

1.0

A

-

-

11.7

B

-

-

15.0

C

13.9

B

14.4

B

12.9

B

14.1

B

Hoen Avenue/Franquette Avenue

2.2

A

2.3

A

2.2

A

2.2

A

Southbound Approach

28.4

D

30.1

D

24.4

C

26.8

D

14.

Yulupa Avenue/Mayette Avenue

8.5

A

8.7

A

5.2

A

5.2

A

15.

Hoen Avenue/Yulupa Avenue

38.8

D

41.2

D

43.2

D

44.0

D

16.

Hoen Avenue/Summerfield Road

19.1

B

19.2

B

34.1

C

34.0

C

10.

11.

12.
13.

Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/Townview
Avenue
Northbound Approach
Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/New Mixed
Use Streeta
Southbound Approach
Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/Hoen AvenueCypress Way

Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service; Results for minor approaches to two-way stop-controlled intersections are
indicated in italics; Bold indicates operation below City level-of-service standard.
a. Future intersection.
Source: W-Trans, 2017. Traffic Impact Study for the Southeast Greenway Plan, July 10. Table 14.
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Table 4.13-18 (Future plus Project (With Farmers Lane Extension) Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service) is
hereby amended as follows:
TABLE 4.13-18

FUTURE PLUS PROJECT (WITH FARMERS LANE EXTENSION) PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
AM Peak Hour
Future

Future + Project
Delay

LOS

Future
Delay

LOS

Future + Project

#

Study Intersection/Approach

Delay

1.

Farmers Lane/Fourth St-Sonoma Hwy

57.6

E

58.5

E

78.5

E

81.4

F

2.

Farmers Lane/Montgomery Drive

30.2

C

30.5

C

47.0

D

47.8

D

3.

Farmers Lane/Sonoma Avenue

30.4

C

30.4

C

32.1

C

32.6

C

4.

Farmers Lane/Patio Court

7.1

A

7.2

A

11.4

B

11.7

B

5.

Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue

29.4

C

31.1

C

32.7

C

35.6

D

6.

Farmers Lane/Vallejo Street

11.1

B

11.6
12.2

B

8.1

A

8.7
9.3

A

7.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 West On-ramp

5.0

A

5.4

A

5.2

A

5.4

A

8.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-rampHoen Avenue Frontage Road

41.7

D

43.3

D

45.0

D

52.5

D

9.

Farmers Lane/Bennett Valley Road

43.9

D

43.9

D

46.5

D

46.6

D

10.

Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/Townview
Avenue

1.4

A

1.4

A

2.7

A

3.1

A

Northbound Approachb

17.6

C

19.1

C

34.2

D

44.4

E

Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/New Mixed Use
Streeta

-

-

1.1

A

-

-

1.0

A

Southbound Approach

-

-

13.2

B

-

-

17.6

C

12.

Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/Hoen AvenueCypress Way

19.3

B

20.0

C

27.2

C

29.6

C

13.

Hoen Avenue/Franquette Avenue

5.0

A

5.4

A

2.6

A

2.8

A

Southbound Approachc

53.9

F

60.0

F

31.6

D

36.1

E

14.

Yulupa Avenue/Mayette Avenue

10.3

B

10.6

B

6.4

A

6.5

A

15.

Hoen Avenue/Yulupa Avenue

44.6

D

47.0

D

44.1

D

44.6

D

16.

Hoen Avenue/Summerfield Road

20.7

C

20.8

C

35.0

C

34.8

C

11.

LOS

PM Peak Hour

Delay

LOS

Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service; Results for minor approaches to two-way stop-controlled intersections are
indicated in italics; Bold indicates operation below City level-of-service standard.
a. Future intersection.
b. Operation considered acceptable because the CAMUTCD “Peak Hour Volume” warrant would be unmet
c. The CAMUTCD “Peak Hour Volume” warrant would be met under all future scenarios both without and with the project.
Source: W-Trans, 2017. Traffic Impact Study for the Southeast Greenway Plan. July 10. Table 16.
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The traffic volumes for intersections #6 an #7 have been revised on Figures 4.13-3 (Project Traffic Volumes),
4.13-4 (Existing plus Project Traffic Volumes), 4.13-5 (Future plus Project With Farmers Extension), and 4.137 (Future plus Project Without Farmers Extension Traffic Volumes) of the Traffic Impact Study of the Draft
EIR and are hereby amended as follows:
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CHAPTER 4.14, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
The second paragraph under Impact Discussion UTIL-1, on page 4.14-8 and 4.14-9 of the 2017 Draft EIR is
hereby amended as follows:
As shown on Table 4.14-2, the projected water demand for the proposed project would be 36 AFY. Given
that the City would have 3,297 AFY of potable water available for future projects in 2035, sufficient water
supplies would be available to serve the proposed project and impacts would be less than significant. In
addition, the General Plan 2035 also includes policies (listed above) which require that an adequate
amount of water supply be available to serve existing and future needs of the city. The proposed project
would also be required to comply with the standards for water efficient landscape design included in SRCC
Chapter 14-30 in an effort to reduce water consumption in the city. To supplement these existing
regulations, the proposed project includes proposed Policy LUL-NN-3, which requires the City to improve
stormwater management to increase infiltration and groundwater recharge increase stormwater
infiltration and groundwater recharge, which will ultimately improve water supply conditions in the
region. Consistency with these regulations and additional water from groundwater wells would ensure
that future development under the proposed project would reduce impacts to the City’s water supply.
Furthermore, as part of the City’s Emergency Groundwater Supply Program implementation discussed in
the GWMP, the City would seek to design and construct emergency wells and associated facilities in the
Southeast Greenway Area due to a successful test well in the Southeast Greenway Area near Martha Way.

CHAPTER 6, CEQA MANDATED ASSESSMENT
The list of impacts under Section 6.2, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, of the 2017 Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR are combined and Table 6-1 is hereby amended as follows:
TABLE 6-1

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Air Quality
Impact AQ-2: Operation of the proposed project could contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.
Impact AQ-3: Future potential development projects associated with the proposed project could cumulatively contribute to the
non-attainment designations of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB).
Impact AQ-6: Despite implementation of the proposed project policies, criteria air pollutant emissions associated with the
proposed project could generate a substantial net increase in emissions that exceeds the BAAQMD regional significance
thresholds, and impacts would be significant.
Transportation and Circulation
Impact TRANS-1a: The Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8) currently
operates unacceptably at LOS E during the PM peak hour and is projected to continue operating at LOS E upon the addition of
project-generated traffic, with increases in delay of approximately 9.6 seconds.
Impact TRANS-1b: On Farmers Lane under Future plus Project (With Farmers Lane Extension) conditions, the project is
anticipated to cause operation to drop from LOS D to LOS E in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour.
Impact TRANS-1c: The Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1) is projected to operate unacceptably at
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours without the project and with the addition of project traffic would drop to LOS F during
the AM peak hour.
Impact TRANS-1e: Under the Future plus Project (Without Farmers Lane Extension) scenario, the Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound
Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8) is projected to operate unacceptably at LOS E during the PM peak hour,
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TABLE 6-1

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Air Quality
with the project increasing the intersection’s average vehicle delay by 8.0 seconds.
Impact TRANS-6b: Adequate pedestrian and bicycle circulation facilities to cross the SR 12 Westbound On-ramp cannot be
assured, as both of the options in the proposed project for creating this linkage entail modifications to Caltrans facilities that are
outside of the City’s control.
Impact TRANS-6c: Potential development of an at-grade crossing at the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound On-ramp
intersection could result in pedestrian safety concerns.

The third paragraph under Section 6.3, Growth Inducement, on page 6-2 of the 2017 Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:
Future development of the proposed project would involve demolition and construction activities that
could generate some temporary employment opportunities; however, given the temporary nature of such
opportunities, it is unlikely that construction workers would relocate to Sunnyvale Santa Rosa as a result of
the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would not be considered growth-inducing from an
employment perspective.

APPENDIX E, PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT
The text under Section 6.3.13, Monitoring, Water Supply or Dry Wells, on page 17 of Appendix E of the 2017
Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
There is one inactive groundwater test monitoring well owned by the City located adjacent to in the
central portion of the Site at the end of Martha Way, east of Albert Drive. Off-site, there are two
abandoned or inactive groundwater monitoring wells just south of the Site in the side walk north of Hoen
Frontage Road. The two monitoring wells are associated with the Valero cleanup site, as discussed in
Section 5.2. No other evidence of active groundwater monitoring wells, water supply wells, or dry wells
were observed on or in the vicinity of the Site during the inspection.
The description of Photo Number 6 included in Appendix G, Site Photographs, on page 487 of Appendix E of
the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
View looking to the northeast along Martha Way. A water well, owned by USGS the City of Santa Rosa, is
shown in the background on the left side of the photograph. The Greenway is shown on the right side of
the photo, south of Martha Way.

APPENDIX 1: JULY 2017 W-TRANS TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY &
NOVEMBER 2018 W-TRANS TRANSPORTATION MEMORANDUM
The first paragraph under subheading, “Study Intersections” on page 5 of the 2017 Traffic Impact Study for
the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
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Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue is a four-legged signalized intersection with protected left-turn pockets
phasing on the northbound and southbound approaches, permitted left-turn phasing on the eastbound
and westbound approaches, and marked pedestrian crosswalks on the north, east, and west legs.
The text in the second paragraph on page 8 under the subheading “Bicycle Facilities” is hereby amended as
follows:
There are some existing bicycle facilities which would provide access to the Southeast Greenway planning
area. There is an existing Class II bike lane on Yulupa Avenue, which runs for approximately 1.2 miles from
Bennett Valley Road to Montgomery Drive and passes through the Southeast Greenway. There are also
existing Class II bike lanes on the Hoen Avenue-Hoen Frontage Road corridor, parallel to the Southeast
Greenway, from Farmers LaneTownview Avenue (just east of Farmers Lane) to Summerfield Road. Existing
Class II bike lanes are also provided on Summerfield Road, extending from Bethards Drive to Montgomery
Drive for about two miles. There is also an existing Class III bike route on Hahman Drive, between
Montgomery Drive and Hoen Avenue.
The text in the third paragraph on page 8 under the subheading “Bicycle Facilities” is hereby amended as
follows:
Future bicycle facilities identified in the BPMP includes plans for a Class I multi-use path along an
approximately one-mile stretch of the Southeast Greenway, from Hoen Avenue/Hoen Avenue Frontage
Road to Spring Lake Regional Park. This path would provide interior connections to neighborhoods and
connect to Montgomery High School and Montgomery Village to the west. The eastern end of the Class I
path would access cross Summerfield Road, providing access on surface streetsand continue to Spring
Lake County Regional Park. In the western portion of the Southeast Greenway planning area, the BPMP
depicts the Class I multi-use path extending westward from Hoen Avenue, crossing Matanzas Creek and
connecting to the terminus of Vallejo Street.
The text in Table 2, Bicycle Facility Summary, on page 9 of the Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:
Table 2 – Bicycle Facility Summary
Class

Length
(miles)

Begin Point

End Point

Sonoma Ave

II

1.56

Santa Rosa Ave

Hahman Dr

Sonoma Ave

III

0.46

Hahman Dr

Yulupa Ave

Sonoma Ave

II

0.51

Yulupa Ave

Summerfield Rd

Yulupa Ave

II

2.35

Bennett Valley Rd

Montgomery Dr

Hoen Ave

II

1.50

Farmers Ln

Summerfield Rd

Summerfield Rd

II

1.93

Bethards Dr

Montgomery Dr

Hahman Dr

III

0.59

Montgomery Dr

Hoen Ave

I

1.00

Hoen Ave

Spring Lake Regional Park

Status
Facility
Existing

Planned
Southeast Greenway Multi-Use

3-12

MAY 6, 2019

SOUTHEAST GREENWAY GENERAL PLAN AM ENDMENT AND REZONING FINAL EIR
CITY OF SANTA ROSA

REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIR

Table 2 – Bicycle Facility Summary
Status
Facility
Path

Class

Length
(miles)

Begin Point

End Point

Vallejo St

Vallejo Street

III

1.12

Farmers Lane

South E Street

Hoen Avenue

III

0.52

Farmers Lane

Sonoma Ave

Franquette Ave

III

0.75

Hoen Ave

Montgomery Dr

Source: Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, City of Santa Rosa, 2010.

The text under subheading “Crossing of SR 12 Eastbound Onramp” on page 37 of the Traffic Impact Study of
the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
Crossing of SR 12 EastWestbound Onramp
The Plan identifies two potential options for establishing a pedestrian and bicycle crossing of the SR 12
eastwestbound onramp. One entails constructing an underpass for exclusive use by pedestrians and
bicyclists, connecting the Mixed Use area to an area designated by the Plan for 2- to 3-story multifamily
housing. This option would create an off-street connection to the Greenway’s multi-use path, as well as
Vallejo Street and the surrounding pedestrian and bicycle network.
The second crossing option would be to construct an at-grade crossing on the north leg of the Hoen
Frontage Road/SR 12 eastwestbound ramp intersection. Currently, the westbound right-turn movement
from Hoen Frontage Road onto the SR 12 eastwestbound ramp is a high-speed movement that is
inappropriate for pedestrian crossing activity. The Plan indicates that implementation of this option would
entail modification of the intersection to create a viable location for a crossing to be installed. The
intersection would need to be modified to include 1) a signal or pedestrian hybrid beacon that provides
an exclusive phase for pedestrian-bicycle movements, stopping the traffic flow to the on-ramp while the
phase is active, 2) horizontal realignment that geometrically regulates vehicle speeds to no greater than
35 mph at the crossing, 3) clear lines of sight between drivers and pedestrians/bicyclists on the crossing,
and 4) a right-turn lane on westbound Hoen Frontage Road, if needed, to provide vehicle queue storage
for the brief periods when the crossing phase is active.
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List of Commenters
Comments on the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR were received in writing during the 45-day
public review periods from Monday, August 21, 2017 to Wednesday, October 4, 2017 for the 2017 Draft
EIR and Monday, January 28, 2019 through Wednesday, March 13, 2019 for the Revised Draft EIR. Verbal
comments were also received at the public hearings held on Thursday, September 14, 2017 for the 2017
Draft EIR and Thursday, February 14, 2019 for the Revised Draft EIR.
The names of the commenters are listed below and organized by comments provided in writing by public
agencies and private individuals and organizations, and comments provided verbally at public hearings.
Each comment has been assigned a letter and number by the following three categories as indicated
below.
 A = Agencies and Service Providers
 B = Private Individuals and Organizations
 C = Public Hearing Comments

4.1 AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS
A01
A02
A03
A04
A05
A06
A07

Brenda L. Tomaras, Lytton Rancheria of California, September 12, 2017
Anne Crealock, Sonoma County Water Agency, October 3, 2017
Patricia Maurice, California Department of Transportation, October 9, 2017
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, October 11, 2017
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, March 14, 2019
Stephen Conteh and Patricia Maurice, California Department of Transportation, March 15, 2019
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, March 25, 2019

4.2 PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS ORGANIZATIONS
B01
B02
B03
B04
B05
B06
B07
B08
B09
B10

Sally Cataldo, August 21, 2017
Cathleen Caffrey, August 22, 2017
Edward E. Rybat, August 23, 2017
Mike Raymond, August 23, 2017
Andrew Wilt, August 24, 2017
Roger Wilson, August 27, 2017
Janet Barrows, September 9, 2017
Lynn McGarvey, September 9, 2017
Dorothy Weicker, September 10, 2017
Joan Kolari, September 10, 2017
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B11
B12
B13
B14
B15
B16
B17
B18
B19
B20
B21
B22
B23
B24
B25
B26
B27
B28
B29
B30
B31
B32
B33
B34
B35
B36
B37
B38
B39
B40
B41
B42
B43
B44
B45
B46
B47
B48
B49
B50
B51
B52
B53
B54
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Greg Eldridge, September 11, 2017
Jeffrey Sheff, September 11, 2017
Katharine Anderson, September 11, 2017
Barbara Moulton, September 12, 2017
Jon Paschke, September 12, 2017
Lisa Pierce, September 12, 2017
Marie F. Piazza, September 13, 2017
Thea Hensel and Bob Gaiser, Southeast Greenway Campaign, September 13, 2017
Tom Helm, September 13, 2017
Jane Brenner, September 14, 2017
Neil and Lorne Myers, September 14, 2017
Robert Harder, September 14, 2017
Bob Harder, September 15, 2017
Stephen Fuller-Rowell, September 18, 2017
Mike Raymond, September 19, 2017
Roberta L. Delgado, September 19, 2017
Dr. David Stohlmann, September 22, 2017
Greg Badano, September 25, 2017
Jad Smalls, September 25, 2017
Bonnie Butwin, September 26, 2017
Stephen J. Barnhart, September 28, 2017
Wendy Krupnick, October 1, 2017
Tony White, October 2, 2017
Vincent Hoagland, October 3, 2017
Renee Riggs, October 1, 2017
Patricia Melosh, October 3, 2017
Louisa Morris, September 27, 2017
Leslie Allyn, October 4, 2017
Alan Proulx, October 4, 2017
Pete Dellavalle, October 4, 2017
Victoria Soto, October 4, 2017
Aaron Heuser, October 4, 2017
Thea Hensel and Bob Gaiser, Southeast Greenway Campaign, October 4, 2017
Thea Hensel, October 4, 2017
Linda Proulx, October 4, 2017
Grace Cheung-Schulman, October 4, 2017
Bertha Powell, October 4, 2017
Cailyn McCauley, January 28, 2019
Charlotte Tressler, January 28, 2019
Catherine Monique Boissonnas, January 29, 2019
Sean Brown, January 30, 2019
Edward Rybat, February 1, 2019
Peter Bassing, February 2, 2019
Kathy Doig, February 7, 2019
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B55
B56
B57
B58
B59
B60
B61
B62
B63
B64
B65
B66
B67
B68
B69
B70

Mike Raymond, February 14, 2019
Christina Cramer, February 17, 2019
Benita Mattioli, February 17, 2019
Anna Rybat, March 4, 2019
Mike Raymond, March 10, 2019
Jennifer Liss, March 11, 2019
Mary Lou Velasquez, March 11, 2019
Peter Bassing, March 11, 2019
Tony White, March 11, 2019
Zene Fenton, March 11, 2019
Jayne Rosenberg, March 11, 2019
Paula Zerzan, March 11, 2019
Chris and Lynn Royston, March 12, 2019
Wendy Krupnick, March 12, 2019
Bob Gaiser and Thea Hensel, Southeast Greenway Campaign, March 13, 2019
Wendy Eliot, Sonoma Land Trust, March 18, 2019

4.3 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
C01
C02
C03
C04
C05
C06
C07
C08
C09
C10
C11
C12
C13
C14
C15
C16
C17
C18

Stephen Barnhart, September 14, 2017
Susan Bennett, September 14, 2017
Bob Harder, September 14, 2017
Duanne DeWitt, September 14, 2017
Commissioner Duggan, September 14, 2017
Vice-Chair Edmondson, September 14, 2017
Commissioner Groninga, September 14, 2017
Commissioner Weeks, September 14, 2017
Chair Cisco, September 14, 2017
Bob Geizer, February 14, 2019
Mike Raymond, February 14, 2019
Peter Bassing, February 14, 2019
Duane DeWitt, February 14, 2019
Thomas Ells, February 14, 2019
Rick Coats, February 14, 2019
Vice-Chair Weeks, February 14, 2019
Commissioner Kaila, February 14, 2019
Commissioner Carter, February 14, 2019
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Comments and Responses
This chapter includes a reproduction of written comments and summaries of the verbal comments, and
responses to, each significant environmental issue raised during the public review period for the 2017
Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR. Written comments are presented in their original format in Appendix
A, Comment Letters, of this Final EIR, along with annotations that identify each comment number. Verbal
comments are not verbatim but are summarized based on recordings posted on the City of Santa Rosa
website. To listen to the recording, please refer to the City of Santa Rosa’s Legislative Portal for the
recording of the Planning Commission dates listed above. Comments in this chapter follow the same order
as listed in Chapter 4, List of Commenters, of this Final EIR. The comments are organized and categorized
by:
 A = Agencies and Service Providers
 B = Private Individuals and Organizations
 C = Public Hearing Comments
Responses to those individual comments are provided in this chapter alongside the text of each
corresponding comment. Letters are identified by category and each comment is labeled with the
comment reference number in the margin. Where the same comment has been made more than once, a
response may direct the reader to another numbered comment and response. Where a response requires
revisions to analysis presented in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR, these revisions are explained
and shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.
All comments included in this document are formally acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.

5.1 MASTER RESPONSES
Certain topics that are similar in nature were raised by multiple commenters. In order to minimize
duplication and to provide a more comprehensive discussion, “master responses” have been prepared for
these topics. Responses to individual comments reference these master responses as appropriate. Each
master response is intended to provide a general response to several comments on the given subject. A
particular master response may provide more information than requested by any individual comment.
Conversely, the master response may not provide a complete response to a given comment, in which case
additional information may be contained in the individual response to that comment.
The master responses address the following issues:
1. Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters
2. 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and Recirculation
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3. Future Project Specific Details
4. Farmers Lane Extension Project
5. State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge

Master Response 1: Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of
Review of Commenters
Project Merits
The potential environmental impacts of the adoption and implementation of the Southeast Greenway
General Plan Amendment and Rezoning project, herein referred to as the “proposed project” was the
subject of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. During the review of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR, commenters raised issues that relate to qualities of the proposed project itself or the project’s
community consequences or benefits, personal wellbeing and quality of life, and economic or financial
issues (referred to here as “project merits”), rather than the environmental analyses or impacts and
mitigations raised in the EIR. Similarly, some comments provided in response to the 2017 Draft EIR and
Revised Draft EIR express opinions for or against the project, or a project alternative. These comments
also do not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions in the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR, rather, these opinions also relate to the “project merits”.
Per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15358(b), CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes in the environment. The
environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The project merits are not treated as effects on
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the
2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR includes an analysis of the proposed project’s potentially significant
physical impacts on the environment and do not include a discussion of the project merits.
Just as the focus of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR is on the proposed project’s physical impacts
on the environment, the focus of the comments on the Draft EIR should also be on the physical
environmental impacts. Section 15204(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides direction for parties
reviewing and providing comment on a 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, as follows:
In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document 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. Comments are most helpful when they suggest
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic
scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding
to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to
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provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made
in the EIR.
In the Final EIR, the lead agency must evaluate comments on both the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR and prepare written responses to significant environmental issues raised by commenters (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15088(c), 15132(d) and 15204(a)). Comments that do not raise a significant
environmental question do not necessitate a response (Citizens for E. Shore Parks v. State Lands Comm’n
(2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549). The lead agency also need not respond to general reference materials
submitted in support of comments (Environmental Protection Info. Ctr. v. Department of Forestry & Fire
Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 483-484). Therefore, in accordance with Section 15204(a), the City is not
required to respond to comments that express an opinion or concern about the project merits, but do not
relate to environmental issues covered in the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, because
comments regarding the project merits do not pertain to the potential for significant physical
environmental impacts, they are not responded to in the Final EIR.
Lead agency review of environmental issues and project merits are both important in the decision of what
action to take on a project, and both are considered in the decision-making process for a project.
Although such opinions and comments on the project merits that were received during the EIR process do
not require responses in the EIR, as previously noted, they do provide important input to the process of
reviewing the project overall. Therefore, project merits and opinion-based comment letters are included
in the EIR to be available for consideration by the decision-makers at the merits stage of the project. The
Planning Commission and City Council will hold publicly-noticed hearings to consider action on the merits
of the project for approval or disapproval. The Planning Commission and City Council will consider both
the EIR and project merit issues that have been raised.
Speculation without Substantial Evidence
Various comments assert or request that impacts should be considered significant or that significance
conclusions of the EIR should be revised, but do not provide substantial evidence in support of their
assertion. Predicting the project’s physical impacts on the environment without firm evidence based on
facts to support the analysis would require a level of speculation that is inappropriate for an EIR.
CEQA Section 21082.2(a) requires that the lead agency “shall determine whether a project may have a
significant effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15384(a) clarifies that “‘substantial evidence’… means enough relevant information
and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made
that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the
whole record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not
contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment, does not constitute substantial
evidence.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(b) goes on to state that “substantial evidence shall include
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Where
there are no facts available to substantiate a commenter’s assertion that the physical environment could
ultimately be significantly impacted as a direct result of the project, the City acting as the lead agency is
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not required to analyze that effect, nor to mitigate for that effect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)
advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support:
Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references offering
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the
comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence.
Under CEQA, the decision as to whether an environmental effect should be considered significant is
reserved to the discretion of the lead agency based on substantial evidence in the record as a whole. The
analysis in the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR is based on scientific and factual data, which has been
reviewed by the lead agency and reflects its independent judgment and conclusions. CEQA permits
disagreements of opinion with respect to environmental issues addressed in an EIR. As Section 15151 of
the CEQA Guidelines states, even “[d]isagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 provides that:
If, after thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.
Additional Analysis
During the review period for the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, some members of the public
submitted comments that requested additional analysis, mitigation measures, or revisions that are not
provided in this Final EIR for reasons more specifically addressed in the individual comments. As described
above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) provides that CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. CEQA Guidelines Section 15003 also explains the emphasis of CEQA upon good-faith efforts
at full disclosure rather than technical perfection:
(i) CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a
good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR's
environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational document.
(Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692).
(j) CEQA requires that decisions be informed and balanced. It must not be subverted into an
instrument for the oppression and delay of social, economic, or recreational development or
advancement. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of U.C. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112 and
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553).
Sections 15204(a) and 15003 reflect judicial interpretation of CEQA. Under CEQA, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues, and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, so long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
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No comments received on the Revised Draft EIR warranted additional analysis or recirculation. See Master
Response 2 for discussion on the revisions to the 2017 Draft EIR.

Master Response 2: 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and
Recirculation
During the review period for the 2017 Draft EIR, comments requested that the 2017 Draft EIR be revised
and recirculated based on their comments or general opinions about the 2017 Draft EIR and how the
proposed project should be changed. As previously stated in Master Response 1, CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15204(a) and 15003 reflect judicial interpretation of CEQA. Under CEQA, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues, and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, so long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
Accordingly, the 2017 Draft EIR is not revised and recirculated simply because there is a request from a
commenter to do so. Under CEQA, recirculation is only required when the lead agency adds “significant
new information” to an EIR, after the public comment period but prior to certification. (Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1128.)
“Information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or
other information, while “significant new information” requiring recirculation can include, for example, a
disclosure showing any of the following:1



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



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



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



The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989)
214 Cal.App.3d 1043.)

In Laurel Heights, the California Supreme Court interpreted this “significant new information” standard
and explicitly rejected the proposition that “any new information” triggers recirculation; recirculation is
intended to be an exception, not the general rule. Thus, recirculation is required only if changes to the
draft EIR deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project.
As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, of this Final EIR, after preparation of the 2017 Draft EIR, but prior
to its certification, the City prepared additional transportation analysis and subsequent noise impact

1 Public Resources Code, Section 21092.1 and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section
15088.5(a).

PLACEWORKS
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analysis to reflect the changes in traffic flow as a result of the additional traffic impact analysis conducted
in response to comments on the Draft EIR. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f), the
2017 Draft EIR was revised to include this new and updated information to allow the public a meaningful
opportunity to comment on substantial adverse environmental effects of the project. However, no other
sections of the 2017 Draft EIR were required to be revised and recirculated.
Because recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies,
amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR,2 and because no “substantial adverse”
impact would result from any of the revisions to the portions of the 2017 Draft EIR that were not
recirculated or to the Revised Draft EIR (as shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final
EIR),3 no additional recirculation is required.

Master Response 3: Future Project-Specific Details
The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans that will guide future
development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a buildout horizon that is consistent with the
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 (General Plan 2035). No specific development projects are included as part
of the proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project.
As described in detail in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 2017 Draft EIR, this is a programmatic EIR;
therefore, it does not serve as project-level environmental analysis for any specific development project.
All future development, located within the Southeast Greenway Area requiring discretionary actions,
would be subject to project-specific environmental review as required by CEQA. Project-specific
environmental analyses may tier from this EIR. Under a program-level EIR approach, in order to identify
whether additional analysis would be necessary when a future development project is proposed, the City,
acting as the lead agency, would need to determine the following:



Whether the planned characteristics of the future project would be substantially different from those
defined in the programmatic EIR;



Whether the future project would require additional mitigation measures; or



Whether specific future project impacts were not evaluated in sufficient detail in the programmatic
EIR.

If any of these conditions apply and the subsequent activity (i.e., future project) would have effects that
are not within the scope of the program EIR, the lead agency must prepare a new Initial Study leading to a
Negative Declaration, a Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an EIR unless the future project qualifies for
CEQA streamlining or exemptions.

2
3
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Master Response 4: Farmers Lane Extension Project
In order to provide a consistent and meaningful long-range traffic impact analysis for buildout in Santa
Rosa, it is standard procedure for the City to use the Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s (SCTA)
Sonoma County Travel Demand Model. For example, similar to the analysis in the traffic impact analysis
for the proposed project, other programmatic EIR’s in the City of Santa Rosa, including the 2016 Roseland
Specific Plan EIR and the 2012 North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan EIR both assume future
circulation networks that are consistent with the City’s (programmatic) General Plan 2035.
As discussed above, in Master Response 3, and in the Draft EIR, this EIR is a program-level project and
does not include any specific development proposals. The Farmers Lane Extension Project is a reasonably
foreseeable project under cumulative conditions and is not speculative, because it is already identified in
both City and regional long-range plans and has at least one source of funding (Measure M sales tax).
Similar to other long-range, programmatic traffic impact studies, as discussed in Chapter 4.13,
Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR for year 2040 projections, the
traffic analysis includes the following scenarios for the weekday AM and PM peak hours (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m., respectively):



Existing Conditions: reflects current traffic levels and roadway configurations without the project.



Existing plus Project Conditions: includes buildout of the Southeast Greenway Area as well as
implementation of circulation network improvements outlined in the Southeast Greenway.



Future No Project Conditions: includes year 2040 buildout of the General Plan 2035 and planned
roadway improvements, with no changes within the boundaries of the Southeast Greenway.



Future plus Project Conditions: adds buildout of the Southeast Greenway to year 2040 buildout
conditions.

Also discussed in Chapter 4.13 of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, as the regional transportation
authority, the SCTA prepares the Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) for Sonoma County. Moving
Forward 2040 is the most recent CTP approved by the SCTA. Moving Forward 2040 is a 25-year plan that
establishes goals and objectives for improving mobility on Sonoma County’s streets, highways, transit
system and bicycle/pedestrian facilities, as well as reducing transportation-related impacts. Moving
Forward 2040 also includes the Sonoma County Travel Model that can be used to forecast future travel
patterns and demand based on changes to the transportation system (new roads, changes in capacity,
etc.), land use (changes in residential densities or locations, new job sites, etc.), or demographics (more or
less people in a certain area). The SCTA Sonoma County Travel Model 2010 includes roadway projects,
such as the Farmers Lane extension, as well as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit enhancement projects, that
have known funding sources, and therefore, are not speculative.
As described in Chapter 4.13 of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, the Farmers Lane extension
includes funding from the countywide Measure M sales tax. Furthermore, the environmental analysis of
the Farmers Lane extension has also been completed in the City of Santa Rosa Farmers Lane Extension
Draft Subsequent EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 1987122222). According to the City, preliminary
construction drawings for the project have been prepared for the Farmers Lane extension over the past
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few years but need to be updated to reflect current conditions as the project moves forward. Additionally,
it is important to note that several development projects have been approved along the future Farmers
Lane extension and have been designed to incorporate the future roadway.
As stated above and in Chapter 4.13 of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, the future year 2040
projections include traffic growth from future development within Santa Rosa and the region, assume
buildout of the City’s General Plan 2035 (i.e., cumulative conditions), and reflect the reality of changes in
the roadway, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR,
impacts from new vehicular traffic from the proposed project would result in significant impacts at some
of the 16 intersections, which are depicted by the “#” symbol, and the two corridors under Existing plus
Project Conditions and Future plus Project. Because the significant and unavoidable impacts under the
proposed project would occur at the Farmers Lane/State Route (SR) 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road intersection (#8), which currently operates unacceptably at LOS E during the PM peak hour,
this condition would remain with or without additional trips under the proposed project or the four
alternatives to the proposed project. The City’s ongoing plans to improve the Farmers Lane extension
between Bennett Valley Road and Petaluma Hill Road would change traffic patterns at the Farmers
Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8). The traffic pattern change
would result in more efficient operation that would continue under each alternative, eventually reducing
the impact to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, the Revised Draft EIR also identifies measures for
the Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1), which could reduce the impacts but
may not be achievable due to unknown funding sources, as well as the fact that such projects would
require Caltrans approval.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) the Draft EIR included the evaluation of four
alternatives to the proposed project that would reduce the number of vehicular trips and therefore
reduce the project’s significant impact. However, because the roadway deficiencies occur under existing
conditions, they would remain under each alternative as well under existing conditions, with or without
the project. All recommended and considered mitigation measures to improve vehicular, pedestrian and
bicycle facilities would occur under each alternative. While the number of vehicular trips would vary from
that of the proposed project under each alternative, because conditions at the Farmers Lane/SR 12
Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8) are currently unacceptable, the
addition of vehicular trips under each alternative is assumed to have similar impacts when compared to
the proposed project. Accordingly, not even the No Project alternative has the ability to eliminate the
significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
While there are numerous traffic scenarios that could be evaluated in the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised
Draft EIR provides an approach that is consistent with the City’s standard practices for evaluating longrange plans, it was recognized that additional traffic impact analysis for future cumulative scenarios
without the Farmers Lane extension may be of some value to the City for long-range planning.
Accordingly, the traffic impact analysis for the proposed project was revised to include the following two
scenarios:
 Future no Project (Without Farmers Lane Extension)
 Future plus Project (Without Farmers Lane Extension)
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As discussed in the Revised Draft EIR, under the Future no Project (Without Farmers Lane Extension)
scenario, the Farmers Lane/SR 12 East Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road (#8) would operate
unacceptably at level of service or “LOS” E during PM (evening) peak hour. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a
recommended in the 2017 Draft EIR was also recommended in the Revised Draft EIR as Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1e. In order to improve operations to a LOS D, an additional eastbound through-lane
from the SR 12 eastbound off-ramp onto Hoen Avenue Frontage Road could be added and Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road could be widened downstream of the intersection to include two eastbound lanes. As
stated in both the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, these improvements would be temporary
because the City already has long-range plans (i.e., the Farmers Lane extension) to improve the existing
deficiencies at this intersection that have identified funding sources and are also reflected in the Sonoma
County Travel Model. While the Farmers Lane extension is not assumed to be complete in the added
scenario before the buildout of the project and the General Plan, it is still a planned future improvement
with the potential to reduce the impact once constructed. The listed temporary improvements would
result in additional costs. The costs to implement both improvements could be considered an inefficient
and redundant use funds. Additionally, the intersection and its western leg (the SR 12 eastbound off
ramp) are also under Caltrans’ jurisdiction and there is uncertainty as to whether the City would gain
approvals to complete the improvements. Ultimately, because it is uncertain whether it will be possible to
implement these roadway improvements due to funding and/or physical constraints, the project impacts
under Future plus Project (Without Farmers Lane Extension) conditions would continue to be considered
significant and unavoidable.
If the City formally determines that the Farmers Lane Extension Project is no longer a realistic option, then
the improvement would need to be removed from the SCTA Sonoma County Travel Model for a consistent
and meaningful evaluation of projected traffic impacts in Santa Rosa. By continuing to require the
preparation of traffic impact studies for individual development projects, as required, the City of Santa
Rosa will effectively monitor conditions in the Southeast Greenway Area as new development in the area
occurs between now and buildout (year 2040 or longer). For the reasons outlined above, no additional
traffic impact analysis beyond what was prepared in the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR is
required under CEQA.

Master Response 5: State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge
Several commenters expressed opinions about and requested additional analysis regarding the inclusion
of an eastbound State Route (SR) 12 overpass (i.e., bridge) of Farmers Lane that connects directly to Hoen
Avenue (referred to as Hoen Avenue Frontage Road in this area).
With the added eastbound SR 12 overpass, drivers would be able to travel directly from the freeway onto
the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road, continuing to the Hoen Avenue corridor, without having to cross
Farmers Lane at grade. This would essentially mirror the westbound overpass that already crosses
Farmers Lane, connecting Hoen Frontage Road to the freeway. Adding the overpass would likely mitigate
Impact TRANS-1e, which occurs at the Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage
Road intersection (#8), as the eastbound through traffic passing through that intersection would instead
use the suggested overpass.

PLACEWORKS
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While the suggested overpass may mitigate Impact TRANS-1e, the resulting level of significance would
remain significant and unavoidable for the same reasons described under Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a
and TRANS-1e. Such reasons include that the improvements would be temporary since they would no
longer be needed once Farmers Lane is extended as planned, that the costs to build the overpass in
addition to the Farmers Lane extension could be considered an inefficient and redundant use of funds,
and that overpass would need to take place on facilities that are under Caltrans’ jurisdiction and there is
uncertainty as to whether the City would gain approvals to implement them.
In comparison to the mitigation described in TRANS-1a and TRANS-1e, the suggested overpass as a
potential mitigation measure would likely be more costly, more complex to implement, and involve even
greater uncertainty as to whether approval could be gained from Caltrans. Unlike the Farmers Lane
extension project, the overpass has not been contemplated by the City, no analysis has been conducted
and no funding for such an improvement has been established. Therefore, the possibility of such a
development is speculative and the overcrossing will not be incorporated. Further, adding the suggested
overpass would require reconfiguration of the roadway network between Farmers Lane and Hoen Avenue,
including roadway realignments that would pass through and potentially affect the viability of the mixeduse area shown at the western end of the Southeast Greenway project area.
Because the commenter’s suggested mitigation of adding an eastbound SR 12 overpass of Farmers Lane
would still result in significant and unavoidable impacts and entails greater uncertainties regarding
implementation than the mitigation measures identified in the Revised Draft EIR (TRANS-1a and TRANS1e), further analysis and consideration of the suggestion is unwarranted.
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5.2 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR
Responses to individual comments on the Draft EIR are presented in Table 5-1, below.
TABLE 5-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2017 DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment

Response

Agencies and Service Providers
A01 Brenda L. Tomaras, Lytton Rancheria of California
A1-01

A01-02

A01-03

This comment letter is submitted on behalf of the Lytton Rancheria of
California (hereinafter, “Lytton Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian
tribe and sovereign government. The Lytton Tribe submits the following
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and Rezoning. We
request that these comments, as well as any subsequent comments
submitted by the Lytton Tribe, be included in the record for approval of
the Project.
REQUESTED NOTICE AND INVOLVEMENT
The Lytton Tribe formally requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21092.2, to be notified and involved in the entire environmental review
process under CEQA during the Projects contemplated under this
amendment and rezoning. Finally, the Tribe would request that a copy of
these comments be provided to any project sponsors of any Projects
under the amendment and rezoning.

The comment serves as an opening remark and does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required.

LYTTON TRIBAL CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO THE PROJECT AREA AND
PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES
The Lytton Tribe is not opposed to this Project. The Tribe’s primary
concerns stem from the project’s potential impacts on Native American
cultural resources. The Tribe has a legal and cultural interest in the
proper protection of sacred places and all Pomo cultural resources. The
Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and
irreplaceable cultural resources, such as Pomo village sites and

The City acknowledges the Lytton Rancheria of California’s legal and cultural
interest as described by the commenter and has included long-term programlevel mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to ensure the proper protection of
sacred places and all Pomo cultural resources in the Southeast Greenway Area.
Specifically, Mitigation Measure CULT-4 describes the required protocol for
complying with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA)
for the protection of human remains and procedures for notification of the Native

PLACEWORKS

The comment is acknowledged for the record. The City will continue to follow the
appropriate notification and consultation protocol pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21092.2 (California Environmental Quality Act) for future projects in
Santa Rosa, including those in the Southeast Greenway Area.
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TABLE 5-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2017 DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment
archaeological items which would be displaced by development, and
with the proper and lawful treatment of cultural items, Native American
human remains and sacred items likely to be discovered in the course of
development and improvements within the Project Area.

Response
American Heritage Commission and the Most Likely Descendant. Further, the
2017 Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure CULT-2 that requires the protection of
unknown or undisturbed tribal and non-tribal prehistoric or historic subsurface
cultural resources, including the recommended edits to Mitigation Measure
CULT-2 as shown in the following Comment and Response to Comment A1-04.

The Pomo people, and the Lytton Rancheria in particular, traditionally
occupied the geographical area known today as the County of Sonoma
for thousands of years. This is verified through stories and songs of the
Pomo people that are cultural evidence of the Tribe’s cultural affiliation
with these lands. Occupation is also evidenced through the location of
the Tribe’s prior reservation, anthropological studies, archaeological
studies, and histories of the area. In addition, Tribal ties to these
territories have been maintained to the present day through cultural and
governmental actions.

A01-04

In addition, the Tribe believes that if human remains are discovered,
State law would apply and the mitigation measures for the Project must
account for this. According to the California Public Resources Code, §
5097.98, if Native American human remains are discovered, the Native
American Heritage commission must name a “most likely descendant,”
who shall be consulted as to the appropriate disposition of the remains.
COMMENTS ON 2017 DRAFT EIR AND MITIGATION MEASURES
General Comments
The following paragraph under Methodology (page 4.4-5) is inaccurate:
In response to AB52, the City has not received any request from any
Tribes in the geographic area with which it is traditionally and culturally
affiliated with or otherwise to be notified about projects in the City of
Santa Rosa.
The Lytton Tribe, according to the timelines of the AB52 statute, did
submit a formal request to the City of Santa Rosa to be notified of all
projects within the City in 2016 and met with the Planning Department
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As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural
Resources, of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the City has
received requests from Tribes to be notified about projects in Santa Rosa per
Assembly Bill 52, but that no requests for consultation regarding the Southeast
Greenway project were made. The revisions include edits to clarify the outreach
to Native American Tribes, and specifically includes the following as correctly
noted by the commenter:
In response to AB 52, the City received requests from Tribes to be notified
about projects in the City of Santa Rosa, which is the geographic area with
which they are traditionally and culturally affiliated. Tribes include the
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, Lytton Rancheria of California, and
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California. In February 2017, the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2017 DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment
regarding the same. Further, the Tribe believes that at least one other
tribe has, in fact, submitted such a request.

A01-05

REQUESTED REVISIONS TO MITIGATION MEASURES
The Tribe requests the following revisions be made to the proposed
mitigation measures (for ease of reading and to reduce space, portions
of the measures which are not impacted by the revisions will be left out
and noted with ellipses):
Mitigation Measure CULT-2:
If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered
during grounddisturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the
resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted
consulted. If the resource is a tribal resource – whether historic or
prehistoric – the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to
evaluate the resource and determine appropriate avoidance,
preservation or mitigation measures. If the resource is non-tribal, the
archaeologist shallto assess the significance of the find according to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be
significant, representatives from the City and the archaeologist would
meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other
appropriate mitigation. All significant non-tribal cultural materials
recovered shall be, as necessary and at the discretion of the consulting
archaeologist, subject to scientific analysis, professional museum
curation, and documentation according to current professional
standards. Where the materials are tribal, the City shall consult with the
appropriate tribe(s) to determine what types of testing and preservation
are acceptable. In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the
consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources,
historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the City, in
consultation with the tribe(s) where appropriate, shall determine
whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as

PLACEWORKS

Response
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians notified the City that notification of
projects in the city was no longer required.
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 2, Executive Summary, and
Chapter 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the 2017 Draft EIR have
been revised to modify Mitigation Measure CULT-2 per this comment. The
revisions are as follows:
Mitigation Measure CULT-2:
If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered
during grounddisturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resources
shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted. If the resource
is a tribal resource – whether historic or prehistoric – the City shall consult
with the appropriate tribe(s) to evaluate the resource and determine
appropriate avoidance, preservation or mitigation measures. If the resource is
non-tribal, the archaeologist shallto assess the significance of the find
according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be
significant, representatives from the City and the archaeologist would meet to
determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate
mitigation. All significant non-tribal cultural materials recovered shall be, as
necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and documentation
according to current professional standards. Where the materials are tribal,
the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to determine what types of
testing and preservation are acceptable. In considering any suggested
mitigation proposed by the consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to
tribal cultural resources, historical resources or unique archaeological
resources, the City, in consultation with the tribe(s) where appropriate, shall
determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such
as the nature of the find, proposed project design, costs, and other
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g.,
data recovery) would may be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2017 DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment
the nature of the find, proposed project design, costs, and other
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures
(e.g., data recovery) would may be instituted. Work may proceed on
other parts of the project site while mitigation for tribal cultural
resources, historical resources or unique archaeological resources is
being carried out.
A01-06
The Lytton Tribe looks forward to working together with the Sonoma
County Transportation Authority and other interested agencies in
protecting any invaluable Pomo cultural resources found in the Project
area. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Response
the project site while mitigation for tribal cultural resources, historical
resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out.
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The comment serves as a closing remark and does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No further response is required. The City will continue to
follow the appropriate protocol per Assembly Bill 52 for future projects in Santa
Rosa, including those in the Southeast Greenway Area.

A02 Anne Crealock, Senior Environmental Specialist, Sonoma County Water Agency
A02-01

A02-02

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southeast Greenway
Project Draft EIR. Sonoma County Water Agency (Water Agency) staff
has reviewed the Draft EIR and submits the following comments and
clarifications.
Regarding language describing the Water Agency's Stream Maintenance
Program, the following clarifications are proposed:
Page 4.8-4. "The SCWA also manages a proactive stream maintenance
program for more than 80 miles of creeks approximately 75 miles of
engineered flood control channels and 100 miles of natural channels
throughout its service area, including portions of the three creeks that
cross the Southeast Greenway Area."
Page 4.8-8. "The SCWA provides system-wide maintenance and
improvements activities along 69 miles of Zone 1A engineered channels
and creeks funded through Zone 1A funds including the repair of box
culverts and dam spillways; cleaning of side drains leading into channels
from subdivisions or city streets; repair/replacement of in-channel
control structures; removal of siltation in low-velocity channels to
restore hydraulic capacity; repair of bank "wash-outs"; and removal of
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The comment serves as an opening remark and does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No further response is required.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality,
of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to clarify the role of the Sonoma County
Water Agency as requested by the commenter.
The revisions for the text starting on page 4.8-3 and continuing on page 4.8-4 are
as follows:
The SCWA is the flood control agency for the County. Their responsibilities
include creek restoration, pollution prevention efforts, and groundwater
recharge. The SCWA has partnered with federal agencies to help build and
manage a variety of flood protection projects, including Warm Springs Dam,
Spring Lake, Coyote Valley Dam, Matanzas Creek Reservoir, Piner Creek
Reservoir, Brush Creek Middle Fork Reservoir and Spring Creek Reservoir. The
SCWA also manages a proactive stream maintenance program for more than
80 miles of creeks approximately 75 miles of engineered flood control channels
and 100 miles of natural channels throughout its service area, including
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Comment # Comment
debris that collects in creek channels."

Response
portions of the three creeks that cross the Southeast Greenway Area.
The revisions for the text on page 4.8-8 are as follows:
The SCWA maintains the system of open channels and creeks that divert flow
to the Russian River. Sonoma County is divided into nine flood control zones
that are managed by the SCWA. The Southeast Greenway Area and City of
Santa Rosa are located in Flood Control Zone 1A (Mark West Creek-Laguna de
Santa Rosa Watershed). The SCWA provides system-wide maintenance and
improvements activities along 69 miles of Zone 1A engineered channels
funded through Zone 1A funds including the repair of box culverts and dam
spillways; cleaning of side drains leading into channels from subdivisions or
city streets; repair/replacement of in-channel control structures; removal of
siltation in low-velocity channels to restore hydraulic capacity; repair of bank
“wash-outs”; and removal of debris that collects in creek channels.

A02-03

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The discussion of hazards related to dam inundation on page 4.8-13
The commenter provided a copy of the California Dam Assessment for Matanzas
would benefit from updated data included in a 2016 dam assessment
Creek Dam Sonoma County, CA dated April 2016 prepared by HDR|Kleinfelder
performed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (attached)
Joint Venture for the Natural Resources Conservation Service, which includes an
which provides an updated dam breach inundation map for Matanzas
updated inundation map for Matanzas Creek Reservoir. While, as the commenter
Creek Reservoir in Appendix C. This inundation map will be submitted to noted, this assessment provides additional details about dam inundation, the
the Division of Safety of Dams along with an updated Emergency Action description of dam inundation in the 2017 Draft EIR (page 4.8-13 and 4.8-15 in
Plan later in 2017.
Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) is only intended to serve as
introduction to the topic of dam inundation. Both the approved California Office
of Emergency Services dam inundation map used in the 2017 Draft EIR and the
updated dam breach inundation map for Matanzas Creek Reservoir show
portions of the project site are within the dam inundation zone. The 2017 Draft
EIR does not provide a comprehensive discussion of dam failure or the impacts
associated with dam failure. As described in Section 4.5.2, Standards of
Significance, on page 4.8-16 in Chapter 4.8, while the Southeast Greenway Area is
located within the Matanzas Creek dam inundation zone, future development
under the proposed project would not cause or exacerbate a hazards condition
related to flooding from dam inundation and there is no impact per the

PLACEWORKS

5-15

SOUTHEAST GREENWAY GENERAL PLAN AM ENDMENT AND REZONING FINAL EIR
CITY OF SANTA ROSA

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
TABLE 5-1
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Comment # Comment

A02-04

Regarding the proposed General Plan Goals and Policies included in the
project, the Water Agency would like to propose the following edits to
Policy LUL-NN-3 to add additional flexibility to stormwater management
practices that may be considered within the Greenway.

Response
December 2015 California Supreme Court ruling in California Building Industry
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Because there is no
impact related to dam inundation, no further discussion of this topic is warranted
and no changes to Chapter 4.8 have been made per this comment. Future
projects that undergo environmental review pursuant to CEQA would be required
to use the most current adopted and approved plans and reports, including the
updated dam breach inundation map for Matanzas Creek Reservoir in the 2016
report provided by the commenter.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description, Chapter
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, and
Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems of the 2017 Draft EIR have been
revised to modify Policy LUL-NN-3 per this comment. The revisions are as follows:

LUL-NN-3: Improve stormwater management to increase infiltration and Policy LUL-NN-3
groundwater recharge, reduce flood risk, improve water quality, and/or
enhance the environment.

A02-05

The Water Agency looks forward to continued collaboration on the
Southeast Greenway Project.

Attachment A copy of the California Dam Assessment for Matanzas Creek Dam
A02-01
Sonoma County, CA dated April 2016

Improve stormwater management to increase infiltration and
groundwater recharge, reduce flood risk, and/or enhance the
environment. Increase stormwater infiltration and
groundwater recharge.

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The comment serves as a closing remark and does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No further response is required.
The attachment to the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the project. The response referencing this comment is
provided in Response to Comments A02-03.

A03 Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, Local Development – Intergovernmental Review, California Department of Transportation
A03-01

5-16

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in the environmental review process for the above-referenced
project. In tandem with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's
(MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), Caltrans mission signals a

The comment serves as an opening remark and does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No further response is required.
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modernization of our approach to evaluating and mitigating impacts to
the State Transportation Network (STN). Caltrans' Strategic
Management Plan 2015-2020 aims to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) by tripling bicycle and doubling both pedestrian and transit travel
by 2020. Our comments are based on the DEIR. Additional comments
may be forthcoming pending final review.

Response

Project Understanding

The project involves a General Plan and Zoning amendment that will
enable future development of parks and open space, school facilities,
community gathering space, neighborhood retail/commercial, and
housing within the project site; no construction is currently proposed.
The project includes a Land Use Concept Plan that structures multimodal paths, crossings, and connections throughout the project site, and
proposed land use policies that provide a framework for future
development of the project area. The project would consist of up to 4 7
.2-acres of parks and recreational use, 244 multi-family housing units,
and 12,000 square-feet of commercial space. The 57-acre project site
follows a 1.9 mile linear path from Fanners Lane and State Route (SR) 12
to Spring Lake Regional Park in southeast Santa Rosa. The project site is
adjacent to the terminus of SR 12.
The City of Santa Rosa and Sonoma County Water Agency intend to
acquire the project area with a partnership. The land acquisition
partnership is made up of the following agencies and organizations: City
of Santa Rosa, Sonoma County Regional Parks (SCRP), Sonoma County
Water Agency (SCWA), Sonoma Land Trust (SLT), Land Paths, and the
Southeast Greenway.
The partnership seeks to acquire all of the land except: 1) the
approximately 16 acres east of Summerfield Road that would be owned
by the SCW A and managed by the SCRP; and 2) the parcels with
potential for private development into residential or mixed-use. The
parcels identified for possible school facilities may be acquired by the
City or another local public agency. The proposed changes to the
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General Plan land use designations are within the Southeast Greenway
Area only. The proposed potential allowable uses are as follows:
• Parks and Recreation: Parkland with a mostly natural appearance
would maintain a minimum width of 100 feet (but often wider) for the
length of the Greenway, and would include pathways for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and non-motorized access; native plantings; and some areas
dedicated to play areas and picnic areas near access points.

Response

Within the parkland, select areas are appropriate for the following uses:
• Public Plaza: Locations for small gatherings, trailheads, and gateways.
These areas would include signage and seating, and could include
restrooms, kiosks, public art, and public parking.
• Natural Open Space: These areas would be for wildlife habitat and
planted with appropriate native plants.
• Creek Restoration: Areas around creeks would be restored with
riparian vegetation where appropriate. Aside from designated trails,
these areas would have minimal access.
• School Facilities: This is intended to be an area for joint-use active
recreational uses (swim center, running tracks, and basketball or tennis
comis), "outdoor classrooms," and associated restrooms and lighting
that could serve as an extension of Montgomery High School. The area
could be usable by other schools, as well as the community at-large, and
could benefit from sharing the school's existing parking lots.
• Community Gathering Place: This space would benefit from its
proximity to the school facilities, potentially sharing Montgomery High
School's existing parking lot and would allow facilities for large,
organized community events like celebrations, festivals and concerts. It
could include a small amphitheater.
• Urban Agriculture: These areas would allow community gardens or
working fanns, including orchards. Community gardens serve the
neighborhood and bring more "eyes to the Greenway" enhancing the
safety for all users. They would be sited at pedestrian pathways to
neighboring residential areas.
• Utilities: In addition to the above-mentioned uses, the parkland must
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Response
accommodate the existing Spring Creek Diversion that runs east-west
along the south side of the Greenway and a new well field site and
associated treatment facilities that are needed to enhance the City's
water supply along the northern side of the Greenway at the terminus of
Albert
Drive.
• Mixed-use: Two locations are appropriate for residential development
with ground-floor retail uses, and potentially separate commercial
structures. This mix will adhere to.the land use designations of Medium
High Density Residential and Retail & Business Services. Residential uses
are required in this designation at a density of 18 to 30 dwelling units
per acre which would result in 106 to 177 units. The individual sites are
described below:
• One site is located on the 4. 7-acre triangular parcel at the terminus of
SR 12, bordered by Farmers Lane, Hoen Frontage Road and the SR 12
on-ramp. This site could result in up to 12,000 square feet of commercial
space and 85 to 142 multifamily units.
• The other site is west of Yulupa Avenue on a 1.2-acre site, adjacent to
other multi-family housing. This land use also could result in
approximately 2,000 square feet of commercial space and 21 to 35
multifamily units.
• 2- to 3-Story Attached Housing. Apartments or condos of 2- to 3stories in height would be allowed along Vallejo Street near housing of a
similar nature on a 3.7-acre site. This land use adheres to the Medium
Density Residential designation which would allow a density of 8 to 18
dwelling units per acre which could result in 30 to 67 residential units.
Adoption and implementation of the proposed land use designations
would result in a continuous linear mix of park and recreational uses
including open space with native plantings and areas restored to their
natural habitat, interspersed with picnic areas, playgrounds, community
gardens, educational/recreational spaces that can be used by
neighboring schools, and a strategically located place for community
gatherings. In addition, the proposed land use designations would allow
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for the future development of retail services, housing, and lodging for
Santa Rosa residents and visitors.

Response

We commend the Lead Agency for the following proposed multi-use
pathway cited in the August
21, 2017 DEIR:
Multi-use paths running east to west would be paved and would
accommodate pedestrians, runners, and possibly equestrians on the
path east of Summerfield Road. Mid-block crossings are proposed at
Summerfield Road, Yulupa Avenue, and Franquette Avenue. Intersection
crossings with enhanced signing, striping, and/or signal operations to
improve pedestrian/ bicycle travel are proposed at Hoen Avenue and
Cypress Way, and at the new driveway on the Hoen Avenue Frontage
Road just west of the Highway 12 on-ramp where the proposed
development is located. A number of north/south pedestrian/bicycle
connections have been identified to connect the neighborhoods, provide
safe routes to school, and to provide access to the Greenway between
the cross streets. Numerous access points would facilitate
pedestrian/bicycle access to the Greenway and allow areas between the
roadways to be activated with foot and bicycle traffic. The proposed
project would connect to a number of existing and planned City bicycle
facilities that lead to Downtown. In the western portion of the project
site, bicyclists traveling to Downtown Santa Rosa would connect to
bicycle facilities along proposed Class III routes on Hoen A venue to
existing Class III routes on Hahman Drive and existing Class II lanes on
Sonoma Avenue. Alternatively, bicyclists could choose to use proposed
Class III routes on Vallejo Street to existing Class II lanes on Sonoma
Avenue.
A preliminary analysis for circulation improvements was conducted for
the west side of the Southeast Greenway. The preliminary analysis
examined existing conditions of the SR 12 westbound on-ramp which
indicated that pedestrians would not be able to effectively cross rapidly
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moving traffic. The preliminary analysis proposed two options described
below for further study to address the direct access concerns to the
multi-use paths.

Response

Option one entails an undercrossing to connect the multi-use pathway
on the north side of the onramp to connect the mixed use development
on the south side. This undercrossing could be configured under the onramp in the fo1m of a box culvert.
Option two entails a Minor Modification to SR 12, which would slightly
reconfigure the on-ramp at the Hoen A venue Frontage Road
interchange, including pedestrian/bicycle crossing features to allow safe
access to the proposed the mixed-use development. The proposed
multi-use pathway crossings could result in pedestrian and bicyclist
safety concerns which the following mitigation measures below would
address:
TRANS-6a. l: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossings on Summerfield
Road and Yulupa Avenue should include, at a minimum, an active
pedestrian warning system (such as, but not limited to, pedestrianactivated flashing beacons or rapid rectangular flashing beacons) as well
as high-visibility crosswalk markings.
TRANS-6a.2: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossing on Franquette
Avenue should include, at a minimum, high-visibility crosswalk markings
and signs.
TRANS-6a.3: The multi-use pathway crossing at the Hoen Avenue/Hoen
Avenue Frontage Road Cypress Way signalized intersection should
include, at a minimum, new high-visibility crosswalk markings and signal
phasing to serve pedestrians and bicyclists, as well as signage (such as
"Yield to Bikes" signs) alerting drivers to the presence of bike crossings.
TRANS-6a.4: The ultimate configuration of multi-use pathway street
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crossing designs, including selection of warning devices if appropriate,
shall be determined by the City's Traffic Engineer, in consideration of the
physical characteristics of each site and best design practices that exist
at the time the design is initiated.
A03-02
Lead Agency
As the lead agency, the City of Santa Rosa (City) is responsible for all
project mitigation, including any needed improvements to the STN. The
project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation
responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for
all proposed mitigation measures. This information should also be
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan of the final
environmental document.
A03-03
Project Description
Please clarify the date of acquisition for the proposed project area.

A03-04

Response

The City of Santa Rosa complies with all applicable federal, State and local
regulations, including the payment of fees as required. See Chapter 6, Mitigation
Monitoring or Reporting Program (MMRP), of this Final EIR. No further response
is required. The mitigation measures in the MMRP shall be applied to all future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area unless otherwise specified in the
specific mitigation measure. The City of Santa Rosa must adopt the MMRP, or an
equally effective program, if it approves the proposed project with the mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval.
No acquisition has occurred as of the date of preparation of this Final EIR. As
described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the 2017 Draft EIR, the City has
undertaken a community-based planning process to review land use alternatives
as part of the proposed project. The planning process began on July 7, 2015 with
the authorization by the City Council to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the City of Santa Rosa and the Southeast
Greenway Community Partnership (Partnership). The purpose of the MOU was to
document the understandings, intentions and expectations with regard to
transferring the Southeast Greenway Area from its current owner, the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), to the City of Santa Rosa and the SCWA.
Cultural Resources
No future development would occur on the project site as a result of the
In section 4.4 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, under State
proposed project thereby resulting in an impact to any cultural or tribal cultural
Regulations (Page 4.4-2), California Public Resources Code (PRC) 5024
resource while the project is under Caltrans ownership. No changes to the 2017
should also be cited and described. PRC 5024 is relevant to State-owned Draft EIR have been made per this comment.
historical resources and is applicable while Caltrans remains the property
owner. Caltrans complies with PRC 5024 through adherence to a
Memorandum of Understanding with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol2/5024mou _ 15.pdf).

For Mitigation Measures CUL-2, CUL-4 and CUL-5, it needs to be clarified
that if unidentified resources are inadvertently discovered while Caltrans
is still the property owner, the Caltrans District 4 Office of Cultural
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Resource Studies (OCRS) shall be immediately contacted at (510)
622-1673. Per PRC 5024 and the Caltrans Standard Environmental
Reference (SER) Chapter 2 (http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol2/vol2.htm),
all construction within 60 feet of the find shall cease until it can be
assessed for significance by an OCRS staff archaeologist. Though we will
not require it for this project, please note that for all future projects,
cultural resource technical studies completed within the Cal trans rightof-way, such as Cultural Resource Data contained in Appendix
D, are required to be reviewed and approved by OCRS before the studies
are considered final.
A03-05
Vehicle Trip Reduction
Please provide supporting documentations including assumptions and
methodology for the VMT analysis.

Response

The extent of the data available for the traffic impact analysis shown in Chapter
4.13, Transportation and Circulation, is provided in the Traffic Impact Study
prepared by W-Trans on July 10, 2017 and included in Appendix H of the 2017
Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR. As described, the VMT values reflect total
Given the intensification of use and the opportunities to reduce VMT, we citywide vehicle miles as estimated by the SCTA 2010 regional travel demand
encourage the City to establish a Transportation Management
model. Note that Chapter 4.13 was revised and recirculated; however, the VMT
Association (TMA) in partnership with other developments in the area to discussion only included minor revisions that reflect updated regulations (i.e., the
pursue aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead Agency monitoring
State approved the CEQA Guidelines on December 28, 2018 and that cities and
and enforcement. In addition, the Transportation Demand Management other agencies have an opt-in period until July 1, 2020 before SB 743 compliant
(TDM) elements described below should be included in the program to
CEQA analysis becomes mandatory statewide).
promote smart mobility and reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to
The City acknowledges Caltrans’ request to establish a TMA and the benefits of
the STN:
such programs for the record and the comment will be forwarded to the decision• Ten percent vehicle parking reduction;
making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
• Transit and trip planning resources;
project.
• Enhanced bus stops including bus shelters;
• Carpool and vanpool ride-matching support;
• Electrical vehicle (EV) charging stations and designated parking spaces
for EVs and clean fuel vehicles;
• Carpooling incentives and dedicated parking spaces for carpooling
employees;
• Secured bicycle storage facilities;
• Bicycles for employees and residents to access nearby destinations;
• Showers, changing rooms, and clothing lockers;
• Fix-it bicycle repair station(s);
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• Transportation and commute information kiosk;
• Nearby walkable amenities;
• Kick-off commuter event at full occupancy;
• Employee transportation coordinator;
• Emergency ride home program;
• Bicycle route mapping resources and bicycle parking incentives; and
• Decrease headway times and improve way-finding on bus lines by
working with Santa Rosa City Bus to provide a better connection
between the project, nearby transit stations and regional destinations.

Response

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs should be
documented with annual monitoring reports by an onsite TDM
coordinator to demonstrate effectiveness. If the project does not
achieve the VMT reduction goals, the reports should also include next
steps to take in order to achieve those targets. Also, reducing the
parking supply can encourage active forms of transportation, reduce
regional VMT, and lessen future transportation impacts on SR 12 and
other State facilities. These smart growth approaches are consistent with
the MTC's Regional Transportation Plan and SCS goals and would meet
Caltrans Strategic Management Plan sustainability goals.
For additional TDM options, please refer to Chapter 8 of Federal
Highway Administration's Integrating Demand Management into the
Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference, regarding TDM at
the local planning level. The reference is available online at:
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop 1203 5/fhwahop
1203 5.pdf. For information about parking ratios, please see MTC's
report, Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth, or visit the
MTC parking webpage: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart
_growth/parking. To support the State's goal of lowering VMT and Green
House Gas Emission, please provide a feasibility analysis for a park-andride facility. The location of the area at the end of SR 12 seems to be
ideal for encouraging rideshare and/or transit opportunities.
A03-06

5-24

Multimodal Planning
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The project should be conditioned to ensure connections to existing bike connect with existing bike lanes and trails for the record and the comment will be
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lanes and multi-use trails to facilitate walking and biking to the project
site. Specifically, the project should provide connections to the following
destinations: Santa Rosa Creek Trail and Spring Creek Trail, Santa
Rosa - Brookwood Avenue Transit Center, Eastside Transit Center,
Downtown Transit Mall, existing and proposed class I and II bike lanes on
Hoen A venue, Sonoma Avenue, Yulupa Avenue, and Summerfield Road,
and the proposed Class III bike lanes on Creekside Road and Neotomas
Avenue, as identified in the 2010 City of Santa Rosa Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan. By providing these connections and configuring
streets for alternative transportation modes, the City will reduce VMT
and create multi-modal links to increase ridership for the nearby City of
Rosa bus route 8 and 18.
A03-07
Transportation Management Plan
Please identify whether any staging adjacent to SR 12 is anticipated. If it
is determined that traffic restrictions and detours might be needed on or
affecting SR 12, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) may be
required of the developer for approval by Caltrans prior to construction.
TMPs must be prepared· in accordance with California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Further information is available for
download at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/mutcd/pdf/
camutcd2014/Part6.pdf.
Please ensure that such plans are also prepared in accordance with the
TMP requirements of the City of Santa Rosa. For further TMP assistance,
please contact the Office of Operations Strategies at 510-286-4579.
A03-08

Traffic Impact Fees

Given the potential increase in VMT and proximity to SR 12, the project
should be conditioned to contribute fair share traffic impact fees toward
multi-modal and regional transit improvements to fully mitigate
cumulative impacts to regional transportation. These contributions
would be used to lessen future traffic congestion and improve
multimodal transportation facilities in the project vicinity. Caltrans
strongly supports measures to increase sustainable mode shares,
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Response
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the project.
Additionally, please note that the City has adopted the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan Update 2018 on March 12, 2019, which took into consideration
connections to existing bikeways and pedestrian paths and the proposed
Southeast Greenway.

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035). No specific development projects are included as part of the
proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. As described in detail
in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 2017 Draft EIR, this is a programmatic EIR;
therefore, it does not serve as project-level environmental analysis for any
specific development project. All future development, located within the
Southeast Greenway Area requiring access to staging areas adjacent to SR 12
would be required to comply with all regulations, including, but not limited to
those described, by the commenter, at the time of future development approvals.

As stated in Response to Comment A3-07, there are no specific development
applicants in the Southeast Greenway Area at this time. Future project applicants
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State and local
regulations, including the payment of fees and the application for an
encroachment permit as necessary. If traffic impact fees or encroachment
permits are required, the City will require applicants of future developments to
comply with all applicable regulations of Caltrans and other responsible agencies.
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thereby reducing VMT. The fair share information should also be
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan of the Final
Environmental Document. Required roadway improvements should be
completed prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Since an
encroachment permit is required for work in the state right of way
(ROW), and Cal trans will not issue a permit until our concerns are
adequately addressed, we strongly recommend that the City of Santa
Rosa work with both the applicant and Caltrans to ensure that our
concerns are resolved during the environmental process, and in any case
prior to the submittal of an encroachment permit application. Further
comments will be provided during the encroachment permit application.
A03-09
Transportation Permit
Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load
vehicles on STN requires a transportation permit that is issued by
Caltrans. To apply, a completed transportation permit application with
the determined specific route(s) for the shipper to follow from origin to
destination must be submitted to: Caltrans Transportation Permits
Office, 1823 14th Street, Sacramento, CA 95811-7119. See the following
website for more information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/permits.
A03-10
Encroachment Permit
The applicant will be required to apply for and obtain an encroachment
permit for any work within Caltrans ROW prior to construction. As part
of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide the
appropriate California Environmental Quality Act approval, where
applicable, for potential environmental impacts within the ROW. The
applicant is responsible for quantifying the environmental impacts of the
improvements within Caltrans ROW (project-level analysis) and
completing appropriate avoidance, minimization and mitigation
measures.

Response

As stated in Response to Comment A3-07, there are no specific development
applicants in the Southeast Greenway Area at this time. Future project applicants
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State and local
regulations, including the acquisition of a transportation permit as necessary. If
such a permit is required, the City will require the applicant to comply with all
applicable regulations of Caltrans and other responsible agencies.

As stated in Response to Comment A3-07, there are no specific development
applicants in the Southeast Greenway Area at this time. Future project applicants
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State and local
regulations, including the application for an encroachment permit as necessary. If
an encroachment permit is required, the City will require the applicant to comply
with all applicable regulations of Caltrans and other responsible agencies.

To apply for an encroachment permit, please complete an
encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and
five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating State ROW, and submit
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to the following address: David Salladay, District Office Chief, Office of
Permits, California Department of Transportation, District 4, P.O. Box
23660, Oakland, CA 94623-0660. Traffic related mitigation measures
should be incorporated into the construction plans prior to the
encroachment permit process. See the website link below for more
information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits.
A03-11
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact
Stephen Conteh at 510-286- 5534 or stephen.conteh@dot.ca.gov.

Response

The comment serves as a closing remark and does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required.

A04 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research
A04-01

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to
The comment acknowledges the City has complied with the submittal
selected state agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details
requirements under CEQA. No response is required.
Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies
that reviewed your document. The review period closed on October 4,
2017, and the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are)
enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may
respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21 104(c) of the California Public Resources
Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are
within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be
carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be
supported by specific documentation."
These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final
environmental document. Should you need more information or
clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact
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the commenting agency directly.

Response

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process.
Attachment A copy of the Caltrans comment letter denoted as A04 in this Final EIR.
A response to this comment letter is provided in Response to Comments A4-01
A04-01
through A4-11.

Private Individuals and Organizations
B01 Sally Cataldo
B01-01

How does a normal person read this? Cannot make heads or tails of this.
I have lived here a long time. My hope was for the greenway to beautify
S.R. Not have more ugly housing!! I may be for affordable housing, but
not ugly. Was hoping it would maybe, kind of, hopefully, look somewhat
like S.F. golden gate Park!! Guess S.R. does not have enough money for
that!! With all the schools around the area, we really need pedestrian
bridges over Summerfield Rd. , and Yulupa Ave. Hopefully separate bike
and pedestrian paths along the greenway. I wish for more trees and
plants. That is all. Good luck!! Sally Cataldo/artist

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future bike and pedestrian
pathways and any associated landscaping is not known at this time. The ongoing
implementation of General Plan Policy OSC-D-10 would require future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area to orient development and
buildings toward creeks, while providing privacy, security, and an open transition
between public and private open spaces. See Master Response 2, Future ProjectSpecific Details, for additional information about comments on future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area.

B02 Cathleen Caffrey
B02-01

5-28

Thank you for sending this out. However, I found it almost impossible to
understand. The one useful feature was the map, 3-10 I think, showing
the planned use for different areas of the greenway. However, the print
was unreadable and the colors in the table didn’t match the colors on
the map, so I am still not clear what is planned.

In response to the commenter’s request, the City provided the commenter with a
link to the Southeast Greenway’s website (https://srcity.org/2571/SoutheastGreenway) that included an image of the Proposed Southeast Greenway
Illustrative Map, which was included as Figure 3-10 in Chapter 3, Project
Description, of the 2017 Draft EIR, directly on the website, as well as a link to a
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JPEG of the image to get a larger view. The link to the project’s website has been
Please resend the map by itself on a larger scale taking care that colors
included on all the noticing for the project including the Notice of Preparation on
match and descriptions of each type of area are clear. If you have to split April 24, 2017 and the Notice of Availability on August 21, 2017.
it into two pages, that’s better than not being able to read it.

B03 Edward E. Rybat
B03-01
B03-02

We will not be able to attend the meeting on Sept. 14 and would like to
express our strong views.
We received the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) from the City of Santa Rosa. We do NOT support the
Greenway because of the lack of options to alleviate the traffic
congestion East and West on Route 12, just east of the 101 Interstate
interchange which puts a high volume of traffic onto Farmers Lane and
Hoen Ave.

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.
The comment expresses a concern about traffic congestion that could reduce
automobile congestion on the listed roadways.
Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the 2017 Draft EIR, includes a
range of alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Section
15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, "An EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and
public participation." Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states, "Because
an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project
may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project...."
As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft
EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, impacts from new vehicular traffic from the
proposed project would result in significant impacts at some intersections and
corridors under Existing plus Project Conditions and Future plus Project. Because
the significant and unavoidable impacts under the proposed project would occur
at the Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road
intersection (#8), which currently operates unacceptably at LOS E during the PM
peak hour, this condition would remain with or without additional trips under the

PLACEWORKS
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proposed project or the four alternatives to the proposed project. The City’s
ongoing plans to improve the Farmers Lane extension between Bennett Valley
Road and Petaluma Hill Road that would change traffic patterns at the Farmers
Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8),
resulting in more efficient operation, would continue under each alternative,
eventually reducing the impact. Additionally, measures to reduce impacts to the
Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1), would also be
unachievable due to unknown funding sources. This condition would remain
under each alternative as well under existing conditions, with or without the
project. All recommended mitigation measures to improve pedestrian and bicycle
facilities would occur under this alternative. While the number of vehicular trips
would vary from that of the proposed project, because conditions at the Farmers
Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Avenue Frontage Road intersection (#8)
are currently unacceptable, the addition of vehicular trips under each alternative
is assumed to have similar impacts when compared to the proposed project.
As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft EIR,
four alternatives were prepared for the proposed project, including the CEQArequired No Project Alternative. Each of the four alternatives would result in less
future development than that of the proposed project, which would result in less
vehicular trips generated from the proposed project. However, because the
deficiencies at the roadways of concern noted by the commenter, experience
unacceptable levels of service under existing conditions, none of the proposed
alternatives would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts resulting
from the proposed project. Because the proposed project is not responsible for
correcting existing deficiencies, preparing additional alternatives that consider
changes to the land use, size of the project or overall layout of the project are not
required as part of the CEQA process per the commenter’s request.
Additionally, as part of the Revised Draft EIR, which was released after this
comment was submitted, the City completed additional transportation analysis
that evaluated two new future scenarios. Please see Master Response 4, Farmers
Lane Extension Project, for additional details about this new analysis.
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B03-03
The traffic along this route has increased dramatically in the five years
since we moved to Santa Rosa.

B03-04

We support open spaces, parks, greenways, bike paths and all the rest,
but it MUST NOT take priority over the safety of motorists, pedestrians
and the driving public.

Response
This comment expresses an opinion about the volume of automobile traffic on
State Route 12 but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR
or Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.
Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus
of Review of Commenters.
This comment expresses an opinion about the selection of the proposed General
Plan land use designations for the Southeast Greenway Area and a concern for
the safety of alternate modes of automobile transportation. The comment does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis
or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.
As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft
EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed project would not
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses (see
impact discussion TRANS-4) and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities (see impact discussion
TRANS-6). As listed under Impact TRANS-6, Mitigation Measures TRANS-6a.1
through TRANS-6a.4 would ensure the proposed multi-use pathway crossings
would be designed to maintain the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. In
addition, Mitigation Measures TRANS-6b.1 and TRANS-6b.2, would ensure the
proposed at-grade crossing at the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound
On-ramp intersection to help maintain the safety of crossing pedestrians.

B03-05

See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of
Review of Commenters, regarding speculation of impacts.
This road is already precarious to navigate (the speed limits are too high The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the existing conditions on State
on Route 12) with a dead stop for eastbound traffic, where 12 and
Route 12 but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
Farmer’s Lane intersect. For motorists unfamiliar with the route, it can
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR
be, and sadly has been, a deadly route. There are really no alternate
or the Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.
routes for east/west traffic through the Sonoma Valley, except thru what The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
would have been the Greenway right-of-way.
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
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reviewing the project.

B03-06

Has a Projected Traffic Impact Study been done in addition to the
environmental impact study?

B03-07

This area continues grow in population and traffic due to the popular
attractions of our beautiful city.

As stated on page 4.13-1 of Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the
2017 Draft EIR, a Traffic Impact Study was prepared by W-Trans on July 10, 2017
and additional analysis was prepared for the Revised Draft EIR. The Traffic Impact
Study is included in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR. See Master Response, 2,
2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and Recirculation.
The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the existing conditions on State
Route 12. With respect to alternatives to the proposed project, see Response to
Comment B03-02. Also see Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project,
for additional details about this future improvement.

B03-08

We would like to support our neighbors as we are strong advocates of
protecting the environment and open spaces, but this time, we do not
support this effort. Please re-visit the plan to demolish what would have
been a good (not perfect) way to alleviate the traffic options away from
pedestrian, shopping and residential areas. We too are reluctant to build
a road thru Annadel State Park too, but right now it seems more sensible
for the greater good, to re-direct the Southeast Greenway back to what
it was originally intended, rather than to block it off for bikes and hiking
trails. We need to fix Route 12 soon and we need to re-consider the best
use of the Greenway. We made a mistake and hopefully it is not too late
to correct it.
Thank you all very much for your service to our community.

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the project.

The comment serves as a closing remark and does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required.

B04 Mike Raymond
B04-01

Can not believe that road improvements won’t be made and a east
bound Hi Way 12 over pass will not be built.
Over 10 years ago Santa Rosa installed the west bound over pass from
Hoen to Hi way 12 because of the S turn requiring drivers to turn right
on to Farmers lane then left to enter Hi way 12 from Farmers lane. At
that time it was considered a great improvement for the west bound
flow of traffic. It was determined at that time that east bound over pass
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The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the existing conditions on State
Route 12 and other land use options for the project site, as well as other planning
proposals in Santa Rosa. See Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details,
for additional information about comments on future development in the
Southeast Greenway Area.
The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR
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was not necessary.
There are several housing projects being built and being planned for the
east side. Which will increase the traffic volume on hi way 12 perhaps
now is the time to build the east bound over pass over Farmers lane and
a road to connect to Hoen, Yulupa and Summerfield, while the land is
still available. East bound traffic at times continually backs up to the
Fairgrounds seven days a week and sometimes to hi way 101 during the
week. The other impact on the intersection is the Farmers lane traffic
backs up to Neotmas and sometimes to Bennett valley road.

Response
and the Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue.
The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
reviewing the project.
With respect to alternatives to the proposed project, see Response to Comment
B03-02. Also see Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, for
additional details about this future improvement.

If more building is allowed it’s time to improve the flow of traffic east
bound while the land that was set aside for better east west traffic
corridor is still open. Years ago there was foresight to set aside land for
the east west roadway knowing that in the future it would be necessary.
I am sure the environmental studies were completed long ago when the
land was set aside for east and west bound traffic.
The other option may be to reconfigure the east bound lanes at Farmers
lane and change Hoen back to two lanes of traffic east bound to Yulupa.
Improve our roadway infrastructure before more building east of 101.
May not be able to attend the 4 pm meeting on 9/14.
B05 Andrew Wilt
B05-01

There is not enough housing included in this proposal. Are we in a
housing crisis or aren’t we? Here is a perfect opportunity for significant
infill housing and instead we are going to use most of land area for
another park for the east side of Santa Rosa. I guess the 152-acre
Howarth Park, 320 acre Spring Lake Park, and the 5,500 acre Annadel
State Park are not enough for the east side of Santa Rosa. Existing
homeowners will always vote for more parks next door instead of more
neighbors. Considering the existing extreme housing shortage in Santa
Rosa and Sonoma County the proposed average of 4 housing units / acre
is a crime. I guess the people can be homeless and live in the park

PLACEWORKS

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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instead.

Response

B06 Roger Wilson
B06-01

BUILD THE BRIDGE!
Or, do not allow any development of a permanent nature on the land
until a wiser, more crowded city changes their mind and realizes the
tremendous traffic problems manifested along the existing Hwy 12
corridor. Of course, there are a lot of rich folks on that hill… money can
buy anything, right?

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters, and Master
Response 5, State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge.

I oppose all permanent development on this land.
B07 Janet Barrows
B07-01

The opportunity and benefits of preserving a beautiful green space
smack in the middle of a developing city are so clear, but I do want to
state the obvious once again! There are many people and children who
will directly benefit from having a park in their back yard, literally, or just
a block away, if that. And the whole city can get there as part of a
network of bike paths, or simply for a stroll or a picnic. We know that
people leading stressful 21st-century lives need to get outside and walk
or ride bikes or just SIT and gaze at beautiful scenery. All of the above
are restorative and crucial for our community.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

When one really stops and thinks about it, this is an incredible
opportunity that many towns would give their left arms for. We are so
fortunate for the vision of Linda Proulx and her enthusiastic and
energetic team who have pushed this deal along. That nay-sayers are
coming out to the woodwork is no surprise, of course. But I’m sure that
their concerns can be addressed, and we will all enjoy a Central Park as a
life-giving force of nature in the middle of suburban Santa Rosa.
Thank you for all that you are all doing to make this vision a reality.
B08 Lynn McGarvey
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B08-01
I urge you to see that wildlife are discouraged from crossing
Summerfield Ave, where they would be endangered.
Also, more of the space should be used for desperately needed
affordable housing, keeping the trails and other plans, including the
school pool and neighborhood or pocket parks and "corner store" that
cuts down auto trips. Plenty of parks in our area already.

Response
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment
raise a new environmental issue.
In communities throughout California, especially those with a rural interface
(adjacent to open space) the incident of vehicular and wildlife collisions is an
expected and unpredictable hazard. The 2017 Draft EIR did not account for
unusual or episodic events. To predict the impacts resulting from wildlife and
automobile collisions would be speculative and outside the scope of CEQA. See
Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review
of Commenters, regarding speculation of impacts.
As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 2017 Draft EIR,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in any substantial
adverse impacts on wildlife movement opportunities or native nurseries. Wildlife
in the site vicinity is already acclimated to human activities and the proposed
multi-use path and associated uses on the project site would not result in
substantial disruption or obstruction of wildlife movement opportunities. Impacts
related to wildlife movement would be less than significant.

B09 Dorothy Weicker
B09-01

I am writing to express my strong belief in the benefits of the proposed
plan for the Southeast Greenway.
I walk my neighborhood a great deal and notice the numerous small
senior facilities. The residents travel by handicap transport, often to
destination such as Walmart. This seems a good deal less than inspiring
or healthful!!!
The Southeast Greenway would provide a most positive destination
which many could reach by their motorized wheelchairs.
This would provide them with access to fresh air; viewing birds and other
wild-life. Seeing youngsters of varying ages and families walking, biking,
and playing.
Opportunities for them to enjoy picnics, board games, interactions of

PLACEWORKS

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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various kinds among members of their own residence as well as meet
and engage with members of other residences.

Response

Seems to me a very positive possibility and prospect.
B10 Joan Kolari
B10-01

I am in support of the South East Greenway project.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
I believe that the area should be restored to a green way with bike
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
paths. We have five schools within a half-mile radius. The area's traffic
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
could be relieved if more children could have greater access two natural Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
areas and pav, so that they could ride their bikes.
Restoring the area to its natural habitat and allowing deer, turkeys and
other animals that are living there to continue to cohabitate in the
neighborhood, while rebuilding the Ecosystem by bringing in native trees
and plants.
It would also be a great place for a park or Center for Children as there is
nothing in this area and many multihousing dwellings. It would be
wonderful for the children in this area to have a space to actually play in
nature.
Thank you for sharing this letter with those who can make a difference
with this project.

B11 Greg Eldridge
B11-01

As a neighbor to the Greenway I support the preferred alternative land
use plan. I live in an apartment and the opportunity to experience
outdoor beauty is important to me. This park corridor will enhance the
livability of our neighborhood and Santa Rosa.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

B12 Jeffrey Sheff
B12-01
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As discussed in Chapter 4.2, Air Quality, of the 2017 Draft EIR, with
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says that there are requirements for any day-care center within 1,000
feet (I believe) of a project.

Response
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-4, which requires applicants for
proposed construction projects within 1,000 feet of residential and other
sensitive land use projects (e.g., hospitals, nursing homes, day care centers) in the
You are aware of the fact that Congregation Beth Ami has a nursery
City of Santa Rosa, as measured from the property line of the project to the
school/day care center within 50 feet of the greenway and the proposed property line of the source/edge of the nearest travel lane, shall submit a health
bicycle path to the elementary school located across the street.
risk assessment (HRA) to the City of Santa Rosa prior to future discretionary
project approval, would ensure impacts to sensitive land uses, including the
Since that part of the greenway is currently slated to support "urban
nursery school/day care center at Congregation Beth Ami, would be less than
agriculture" I hope that the planning commission took this into account significant. See Chapter 4.2 for the complete text of Mitigation Measure AQ-4.
when deciding which machines, chemicals, etc. would be used both in
the construction of the path and the cultivation in the agricultural area.
(The kids' outdoor play area is within 30 feet or so of the greenway too.)
Here is a link to the nursery school on the Beth Ami web-site:
http://bethamisr.org/education/nursery-school/

B13 Katharine Anderson
B13-01

First, I strongly endorse the Proposed Project for the Southeast
Greenway General Plan Amendment and Rezoning as presented in the
Draft EIR, August 21, 2017.
To be more specific in my comments, I appreciate the strong simple
planning moves of anchoring the west end of the project along Farmers
Lane at the terminus of Highway 12 with concentrated housing and
mixed use bridging the commercial retail areas typical of the Farmers
Lane corridor to the lower density housing to the east and, generally,
leaving all the land east of Hoen Avenue as a linear greenway park
connecting to the major regional park complexes of Spring Lake,
Howarth and Annadel parks.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and provides
suggestions for helping the City meet its parkland to resident standard of 6 acres
of parkland per thousand residents per General Plan Policy PSF-A-2. This
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does
the comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards
for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of
the 2017 Draft EIR, the No Commercial/Residential Alternative would eliminate
housing and commercial land use from the proposed project. As discussed in
Chapter 5, similar to the proposed project the No Commercial/Residential
Alternative would contribute to the City’s adopted parkland ratio and the demand
However, I do have two concerns, both in regards to the 1.2 acres of
would be less without the addition of new residents to Santa Rosa. Accordingly,
proposed mixed use west of Yulupa Avenue: the importance of acquiring the impacts would be less when compared to the proposed project under this
enough land for the park needs of the city in 2035 and the importance of alternative.
providing parks close to higher density, high rental and lower income

PLACEWORKS
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areas which are currently underserved (Policy PSF-A-5 p. 4.12-21).

Response

In regard to the first of the two concerns, as stated in section 4.12, Santa
Rosa’s city standards include 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community
parks and 6 acres total parkland per 1,000 residents. The 558 acres
currently developed as neighborhood and community parks meet the
3.5 acre per 1,000 residents for the 2015 population of 177,066 people.
By 2035 with a projected population of 237,000, 817 acres will be
needed for the 3.5 acre goal for neighborhood and community parks.
Using all of the land east of Hoen Avenue, the proposed 47.2 areas of
park and open space plus the 1.2 acres west of Yulupa Avenue for a total
of 48.4 acres will be important in approaching the future park goals.
If during the next General Plan update, as proposed in policy LUL-00-3,
the area south of the Southeast Greenway between Franquette Avenue
and Summerfield Road (p. 4.9-7), the zoning residential density is
increased as part of the land use review, and zoning density increases
are considered for other adjacent areas, the additional housing would
substantially offset the 1.2 acre parcel of proposed mixeduse west of
Yulupa Avenue, and that land would become much more important as
part of a contiguous recreational community resource.
In regard to the second of the two concerns, the center part of the
Southeast Greenway is a mile away from the larger regional or area
parks without access to community or neighborhood parks (see the
attached Santa Rosa Southeast Greenway Park Proximity Study). Under
Goal 1 – Park Development Standards Strategy 1.3 (p 4.14-23), which
states that distances to neighborhood and community parts should be
less than 1/2 mile, and Goal UD-E Policy UD-E-1 (p. 4.12-20), which
values providing “for new open space opportunities… especially in
neighborhoods that have less access to open spaces” maximizing the
available park and recreation land within the center of the greenway
from Franquette Avenue east just beyond Sierra Park Creek would be
essential to meeting these goals.
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Response

Policy PDF-A-5 (p 4.12-21) states that“……Priority for park development
should also be given to areas of greatest density…”. As you can see from
the attached Santa Rosa Southeast Greenway Demographic Study, the
surrounding areas from Franquette Avenue to east of Sierra Park Creek
the density is up to ten times that of the adjacent area next to Spring
Lake Park and that coincides with the income being about half and the
rate of home ownership at about 1/6th. Definitely the center part of the
greenway lands borders the area that most needs access to community
and neighborhood parks yet has the least access.
For these reasons, I strongly recommend that you amend the proposed
uses to change the 1.2 acres west of Yulupa Avenue to recreational
neighborhood uses that are greatly needed now and will be much more
so in the future more densely developed city of 2035.
Attachment A map showing the relationship to the existing surrounding parks to the
B13-01
Southeast Greenway Area.
Attachment A map showing the demographics within a one-quarter mile radius for
B13-02
each quarter of the Southeast Greenway Area.

The attachment to the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the project.
The attachment to the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their
consideration in reviewing the project.

B14 Barbara Moulton
B14-01

I am very grateful to you and other city staff for all your work on the
Southeast Greenway project.
I am a homeowner living adjacent to the Southeast Greenway location
and am very excited about the project. I hope it opens to the public
ASAP.
It will be a very important pedestrian and bicycle route. I serve on the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Board for the City of Santa Rosa. One of
the big issues is how to provide connectivity of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Bike riders in particular tend to feel safer and more willing to
use paths that are separate from city streets, so the Greenway will be a

PLACEWORKS

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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huge boon.

Response

It will provide much needed open space and outdoor amenities for the
neighbors and for all of the community. The children in our cohousing
community and all the other children in the neighborhood will have
quick and easy access to vehicle-free natural outdoor space, which is
hugely important for child development and health. It’s important for
everyone’s health to have nearby open space.
It will provide a needed wildlife corridor. It provides a great opportunity
for restoring the natural habitat and resources, planting trees, providing
cooling and even some carbon sequestration.
I foresee the impacts on my neighborhood as being overwhelmingly
positive.
I say “Full speed ahead.” Again, thanks for your efforts.
B15 Jon Paschke
B15-01

Please identify the entry points to the Greenway from Summerfield Rd
to the Park.
Where will parking be for that section?
Will there be fencing on either side of the Greenway?
What will the acquisition price be to acquire the land from CalTrans and
where will the money come from?
Will there be NO PARKING for park visitors on Sumner and Slate Dr.?

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future access points from
Summerfield Road, parking, and any associated fencing is not known at this time.
The ongoing implementation of General Plan Policy OSC-D-10 would require
future development in the Southeast Greenway Area to orient development and
buildings toward creeks, while providing privacy, security, and an open transition
between public and private open spaces.

Thank you very much.
No acquisition has occurred as of the date of preparation of this Final EIR. See
Response to Comment A03-03.
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Response
See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of
Review of Commenters for additional information about comments on future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area.

B16 Lisa Pierce
B16-01

I am writing to let you know that I love the current plan for the
Greenway. I think it will add to the quality of life for many hundreds of
people and animals, now and for many, many years to come. Our great
grandchildren will be grateful that people made this happen. It will
encourage fitness and getting closer to nature for all ages. Everybody I
know is really looking forward to it.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

Thank you. Sincerely,
B17 Maria Piazza
B17-01

I am writing to you in support of the Southeast Greenway plan.
As someone who has lived near the Greenway for more than ten years, I
am excited to see these plans coming into fruition.
I am a Marriage and Family Therapist who has worked with children and
their families for over thirty years.
I am more and more convinced that easy access to Nature is absolutely
essential to the mental well being of children and families.
I particularly like the idea of community gardens, to show young folks
beautiful plants and flowers and how to grow their own food. It is so
beneficial for kids to have a role in their community, and community
gardens is a great way to demonstrate this. Not to mention that being
close to Nature encourages healthy exercise, reduces stress and
promotes healthy interactions with adults and other children.
Thank you!

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

B18 Thea Hensel and Bob Gaiser, The Southeast Greenway Campaign
B18-01

On behalf of the Southeast Greenway Campaign, we would like to thank
the City and PlaceWorks for a very thorough and well-done draft
Environmental Impact Report on the Southeast Greenway project. We

PLACEWORKS

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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would like to affirm our support for the project and for the Preferred
Alternative Land Use Plan upon which this EIR has been based. This plan
is responsive to our community’s needs for urban open space,
alternative transportation, community gardens, restoration of creeks
and natural habitat, recreation, education, housing and retail activity.

B18-02

B18-03

B18-04

5-42

What follows is a list of comments we wish to submit on behalf of the
Campaign.
3.1 Project Objectives:
• The Southeast Greenway project has the potential to provide a host of
environmental and community benefits, which have been captured in
the project objectives.
3.5.1.1. Proposed Land Use Concept, Parks and Recreation:
• The stated 100-feet minimum width for “parkland with a mostly
natural appearance” should be changed to match the 125-feet minimum
width stated in Goal PSF-K on page 3-24. This minimum width is
important for making the Greenway visible and inviting to residents.

• In order to be consistent with the intent of the Parks and Recreation
designation and the “Greenway, Picnic Areas and Playgrounds” use
shown on the Land Use Concept Map (Figure 3 – 10) for 18.3 acres, the
list of allowed uses on page 3-17 should specifically include a use
category called “Greenway, Picnic Areas and Playgrounds” with the
following or similar description: “These areas of the Greenway would
have pathways, playgrounds, picnic areas and other recreational uses
serving the needs of the neighborhood and community. Native
vegetation and plantings would be incorporated where possible to

Response

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. See Master
Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of
Commenters.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description, of the
2017 Draft EIR has been revised to modify the Parks and Recreation description.
The revisions are as follows:



Parks and Recreation. Parkland with a mostly natural appearance would
maintain a minimum width of 100 125 feet (but often wider) for the length of
the Southeast Greenway Area, and would include pathways for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and non-motorized access; native plantings; and some areas
dedicated to play areas and picnic areas near access points. Within the
parkland, select areas are appropriate for the following uses:

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description, of the
2017 Draft EIR have been revised to modify the Parks and Recreation description.
The revisions are as follows:
 Greenway, Picnic Areas, and Playgrounds. These areas of the Greenway
would have pathways, playgrounds, picnic areas and other recreational
uses serving the needs of the neighborhood and community. Native
vegetation and plantings would be incorporated where possible to
maintain a natural appearance.
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maintain a natural appearance.”
B18-05

B18-06

B18-07

Response
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. See Master
Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of
Commenters. This comment does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the
2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.

3.5.1.3. Proposed Goals and Policies, Public Services and Facilities, p. 324:
• The City’s Climate Action Plan as reported on pages 4.14-29 and 30,
includes the following city policy under the heading “Goal 2: Renewable
Energy: Action 2.1.4: “Create and prioritize municipal projects that
incorporate or generate renewable energy.” The 47.2 acres of the
Greenway devoted to a variety of public uses including recreation,
school facilities, public plazas and a community gathering space, would
be an ideal location for including solar panels and other solar equipment
in the design of municipal projects.
• We recommend including this or a similar Greenway policy: “Policy PSF This comment suggests a new policy to the proposed project. This comment does
L-4: Incorporate solar energy generation where feasible in the public
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis
facilities in the Southeast Greenway.”
or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment
raise a new environmental issue. Pursuant to the energy impact discussion in
Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would not
prohibit the implementation of the City’s Action 2.1.4 to create and prioritize
municipal projects that incorporate or generate renewable energy sources. As
such, no new policy has been added.
4.12.3.1. Schools – Environmental Setting, p. 4.12-12:
As discussed in Chapter 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, of the 2017 Draft
• Please include Village Elementary School in the list of schools in the
EIR, the list of schools was provided by the Superintendent of the Rincon Valley
Rincon Valley District. This school is located near Yulupa and Mayette
School District (RVUSD). Nonetheless, the school has been added to the list at the
Avenues, within easy walking distance of the Greenway.
request of the commenter. As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 4.12
of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to include the Village Elementary School,
which is a school where students generated from the proposed project could
potentially attend. This revision does not affect any conclusions or significance
determinations provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR. As
discussed in Chapter 4.12, under Section 65996 of the California Government
Code, the payment of the developer fees for residential and commercial
development required for any future residential development in the RVUSD
would fully mitigate the impacts of new development on school facilities,
including Village Elementary School.

PLACEWORKS
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B18-08
4.12.5.3-26: Public Services and Recreation - Impact Discussion:
• See comment under 3.5.1.1.
B18-09
4.13 Transportation and Circulation:
• We are pleased that the EIR reiterates that the Greenway is in line with
state, regional and local mandates promoting pedestrian and bike
friendly environments as well as local and regional connectivity. Use of
the proposed multi-use trails offers the potential for increased biking
and walking to schools, work and shopping, which in turn would reduce
VMT and lighten traffic, especially during school opening and closing
hours.
B18-10
4.13.3-36 and 37: Multi-Use Pathway Crossings:
• The DEIR addresses safety issues at the 4 locations where the multiuse pathways cross public streets. This is of particular concern to the
Campaign and we would like the City’s Traffic Engineer to consider
additional traffic safety elements such as diagonal striping, “refuge
islands”, the use of bulb-outs to shorten the pedestrian path of travel
across streets, and other state-of-the-art safety measures.

B18-11

5-44

• The report mentions potential widening of Franquette Ave. and
improvements to curbs, gutters, sidewalks and on street parking
consistent with the City’s “Minor Street” street standard. We would like
to add that many improvements are needed to roads and sidewalks
surrounding the Greenway. Sidewalks that front the Greenway on
Yulupa Ave. are a good example of the need for these improvements.

Response
See Responses to Comments B18-03 and B18-04.
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. See Master
Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of
Commenters. This comment does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the
2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future bike and pedestrian
pathways is not known at this time. As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation
and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, implementation of
Mitigation Measures, 6a.1 through 6a.4 would ensure the future design of the
multi-use pathway crossings would be designed to ensure the safety of future
users of these crossways. As appropriate, the City’s engineers would consider the
use of refuge islands, bulb-outs, and other state-of-the-art safety measures as
suggested by the commenter.
The comment expresses a concern about needed improvements in the project
vicinity and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does
the comment raise a new environmental issue. While future projects are not held
accountable for correcting existing deficiencies, they are also not permitted to
exacerbate them. Future projects would be required to pay any required City fees
that contribute to the ongoing maintenance of infrastructure in the project
vicinity.
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B18-12
4.14-30: Utility and Service Systems:
• See comment under 3.5.1.3. Proposed Goals and Policies, Public
Services and Facilities above.

Response
See Responses to Comments B18-03 and B18-04.

B18-13

This comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this Draft
Environmental Report.

B19 Tom Helm
B19-01

I am excited and there is much to hope for now that the Greenway has
come this far. The Greenway can be a place for people to gather, and for
peaceful solitude. It can be a transportation link both between Farmers
Lane and Spring Lake, and for children to get to school. It can be a
natural and pleasant place in the midst of development.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

I strongly support the Southeast Greenway. Santa Rosa would benefit
greatly from it.
B20 Jane Brenner
B20-01

I urge the adoption of the Preferred Alternative Land Use Plan of the
Southeast Greenway. Living on the very edge of the greenway, I have
walked its neighborhoods and sensed the great opportunity to connect
its people with this magnificent space. It is a plan which ensures that all
people – young and old – can be connected do the natural world, a
significance that is so desperately needed for many reasons.
This very special opportunity to create something for future generations
is a responsibility which must be honored and implemented.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

B21 Lorna Myers
B21-01

My husband and I have lived in the Woodlake Villas in Bennett Valley
since retiring from the Midwest to Santa Rosa 16 years ago. We've
driven or walked past the broad expanse of open space between Hoen
and Mayette Avenues virtually daily, and it’s become clearer and clearer
that transforming that empty corridor into a continuous Greenway and a
link to Spring Lake Park, would be a superb gift to our region.
Santa Rosa has a unique opportunity here to develop this strip of land
into bike and pedestrian paths, community gardens, playgrounds and

PLACEWORKS

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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natural habitat, to enhance the vibrant outdoor experiences of all its
citizens, as well as many future generations of Santa Rosans!

Response

The development of this impressive vision is the result of a truly amazing
community effort. I now want to express my unqualified support for the
EIR, and strongly urge the city to embrace this extraordinary
opportunity.
Please do whatever is necessary to make the Southeast Greenway a
reality!
B22 Robert Harder
B22-01

B22-02

B22-03

5-46

TRANS-1 Implementation of the proposed project would conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit.
Traffic Impacts
• Does not comply with City General Plan
• Adverse traffic impacts with mitigations are still significant
• Levels of Service drop from LOS E to LOS F
• Mitigation timing and funding of Farmers Lane Extension uncertain
• Highest collision intersection in the City worsens

Problem:
• EIR appears inadequate on Traffic issues
• Project at risk of delay if challenged

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.

In general, this comment summarizes the conclusions of Chapter 4.13,
Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft EIR. This comment does not
state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR, nor
does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment appears to
make general assertions but does not provide substantial evidence to support the
assertions. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and
Focus of Review of Commenters, regarding speculation without evidence, and see
Master Response 4 Farmers Lane Extension Project, for additional details about
this future improvement.
The 2017 Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines using
industry standards and analyzes topics pursuant to the CEQA Appendix F, Energy
Conservation, and Appendix G, Environmental Checklist. The analysis of the 2017
Draft EIR is based on scientific and factual data, which has been reviewed by the
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B22-04

Solution:
• Add a Highway 12 Overpass to Hoen 'link' to the traffic model
• Re-run the traffic to verify that Levels of Service improve
• Add additional Mitigation Measure: Construct bridge to Hoen

Response
City of Santa Rosa acting as the Lead Agency and reflects its independent
judgment and conclusions in light of the whole record. See Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters,
regarding speculation without evidence. Also please see Response to Comment
B23-02, which addresses additional concerns from the same commenter.
The commenter provides suggestions for additional traffic analysis. See Master
Response 2, 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and Recirculation,
Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, and Master Response 5,
State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge.

B23 Bob Harder
B23-01

Thank you again for the opportunity at your meeting on September 14th This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
to share my concerns about the traffic issues reflected in the Southeast the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Greenway EIR. I hope you found them helpful.
As described in Chapter 4.13 of the Draft EIR, the Farmers Lane extension project
You may recall that I discussed the EIR's explicit admission that the traffic is included in the regional Moving Forward 2040, the most recent Comprehensive
studies, analysis of traffic impacts, and presumption of improved and
Transportation Plan approved by the Sonoma County Transportation Authority,
adequate traffic Levels of Service (LOS) were predicated on the
and includes funding from the countywide Measure M sales tax. Furthermore, the
assumption that the Farmers Lane Extension was fully constructed, in
environmental analysis of the Farmers Lane extension has also been completed in
operation, and available to relieve traffic issues. Some Commissioners
the City of Santa Rosa Farmers Lane Extension Draft Subsequent EIR (State
also expressed concerns about the Farmers Lane Extension. This, of
Clearinghouse Number 1987122222). Accordingly, the traffic analysis presented in
Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft EIR, for year 2040
course, is not the case now and that I believe it will not be fully
constructed and in operation in the near-time or projectable future. This projections, which included traffic growth from all future development within
Santa Rosa and the region, and assumes buildout of the City’s General Plan 2035,
is also clearly stated in the EIR.
included future transportation improvements with identified funding sources in
Here are excerpts of the applicable text in the EIR:
the Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s Sonoma County Travel Model
2010, including roadway projects, such as the Farmers Lane extension, as well as
Traffic Impact Study for the Southeast Greenway Plan – Page 19
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit enhancement projects (see page 4.13-5 of the
"Influence of Farmers Lane Extension - As noted above, the Future traffic 2017 Draft EIR).
projections are based on modeling that assumes the Farmers Lane
See Master Response 2, the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and
extension to be in place."
Recirculation, and Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, for
Traffic Impact Study for the Southeast Greenway Plan – Page 29
additional discussion on the modeling methodology applied for the proposed
"While the Farmers Lane extension is expected to be complete under
project.
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Future Conditions, it will not be complete in the near-term or under
Existing plus Project conditions."
B23-02
To my mind, this begs the obvious question: What WOULD be the traffic
conditions around the project area during the many years UNTIL the
Farmers Lane Extension was constructed and in operation? Obviously
they would be worse, but how much worse? This was apparently never
studied or analyzed in the project EIR. I, personally, believe that it should
have been … and can STILL be done.
My suggestion and request:
When the city's traffic staff and consultants re-run the traffic model with
the Highway 12 overpass extension and connection to Hoen Avenue
'link' included (which, hopefully, you will agree should be done), they
could easily also re-run the traffic model WITHOUT the Farmers Lane
Extension included (since this will, indeed, be the true condition for
many years in the future). My worry is that failing to do so may raise a
concern about the adequacy of the EIR with regard to traffic. I believe
that this should be avoided 'at all costs'. I sincerely believe that rerunning the project traffic model along the lines that I have suggested
will, indeed, result in the traffic impacts of the project EIR (as well,
perhaps, the air quality impacts due to excessive slow, idling, and
stopped traffic) to improve considerably. The last two remaining
'significant and unavoidable' impacts would, I believe, be mitigated
successfully so that all of the EIR's mitigated impacts would be
insignificant'.

Response

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035). No specific development projects are included as part of the
proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project.
In order to provide a consistent and meaningful long-range traffic impact analysis
for buildout in Santa Rosa, it is standard procedure for the City to use the Sonoma
County Transportation Authority’s (SCTA) Sonoma County Travel Demand Model.
As discussed in Chapter 4.13 of the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, as
the regional transportation authority, the SCTA prepares the Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP) for Sonoma County. Moving Forward 2040 is the most
recent CTP approved by SCTA and it includes the Sonoma County Travel Model
that can be used to forecast future travel patterns and demand based on changes
to the transportation system (new roads, changes in capacity, etc.), land use
(changes in residential densities or locations, new job sites, etc.), or demographics
(more or less people in a certain area). The SCTA Sonoma County Travel Model
2010 includes roadway projects, such as the Farmers Lane extension, as well as
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit enhancement projects, that have known funding
sources, and therefore, are not speculative.
The suggestion by the commenter to include a Highway 12 overpass extension
and connection to Hoen Avenue has not been considered by the City and there is
no known funding. Accordingly, to include this changed condition would be
speculative. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and
Focus of Review of Commenters, for additional discussion of speculative without
substantial evidence and providing additional analysis, and Master Response 5,
State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge.
Additionally, as part of the Revised Draft EIR, which was released after this
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B23-03

Response
comment was submitted, the City completed additional transportation analysis
that evaluated two new future scenarios. Please see Master Response 2, the 2017
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and Recirculation, for additional details
about this new analysis, and Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project,
for additional discussion on the modeling methodology applied for the proposed
project.
The Southeast Greenway Project, I believe, is the epitome of successfully The comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.
implementing innumerable goals and policies of the city's General Plan
and further fulfilling the city's vision as clearly stated in it's 2030
Initiative. I further believe that with the easily accomplished suggestions
I have offered, the 'jewel' that is the Greenway Project can proudly be
added to the 'crown' of the city's accomplishments.

B24 Stephen Fuller-Rowell
B24-01

I live two blocks from the Southeast Greenway just west of Summerfield
Road and have been involved with this project for nine years.
I support the Preferred Alternative described in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Southeast Greenway, and fully endorse the
comments made by the Southeast Greenway Campaign.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. The comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
The Southeast Greenway will provide many environmental benefits that
will offset environmental impacts mentioned in the DEIR and contribute
to climate change adaptation in Santa Rosa. Some of these benefits
(particularly those relating to hydrology) are already mentioned in the
DEIR, but three important benefits relating to Greenhouse Gas Emissions
that are not mentioned in Chapter 4.6 include:
Carbon Sequestration
The average acre of oak woodland in California sequesters an
accumulated total of 52 metric tons of carbon. (Carbon Resources in
California Oak Woodlands by Tom Gaman 2008 for the California Oak
Foundation). Existing oak woodlands along the SE Greenway have
already sequestered and continue to sequester carbon. Carbon
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Response
sequestrations rates will vary according to local growing conditions. The
land use concept developed for the Southeast Greenway designates 36
acres for “Greenway” or “Natural Open Space”, areas where native tree
plantings are possible uses. If the Southeast Greenway were to include
20 additional acres of restored oak woodland, using California average
values from the Gaman paper, these trees and associated vegetation
might eventually sequester a total of 52 metric tons per acre i.e. more
than 1,000 additional metric tons for 20 acres. This may take 20 years for
newly planted oaks. Thereafter, these oak woodlands would continue to
sequester additional amounts of carbon every year.
Mitigation of Urban Heat Island Effect
Restored oak woodlands and other planting of vegetation along the
Southeast Greenway will result in lower ambient temperatures in the
neighborhood. As average temperatures continue to rise, this mitigation
of urban heat island effect will offset the need for increased use of air
conditioners and the energy they require.
Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs)
The Southeast Greenway will facilitate mode shift from vehicles to
walking and biking. By making it easier for local residents to cross the
Southeast Greenway, some will be less likely to drive their car to shop at
local stores. Others may be more likely to allow their children to walk or
ride their bikes to school. This possibility will be increased by the Safe
Routes to School program. Additionally, the planned Class 1 bike path
running the length of the Southeast Greenway will make it more likely
that some bike riders will ride their bikes east to the parks, instead of
driving there with their bikes loaded on bike racks.
It is challenging to quantify the VMTs of locally trips originating in the
vicinity of the Southeast Greenway. However, from the data available it
is possible to estimate possible reductions in CO2 emissions that might
result in mode shift of a given percentages of locally originating trips.
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WATER FOR COMMUNITY GARDENS
Since this DEIR addresses environmental impacts at the programmatic
level, many possible comments on the DEIR would be more
appropriately made when specific projects are evaluated.

Response

It is worth mentioning now in the Hydrology and Water Quality section
(Chapter 4.8) that the proposed community gardens will require
irrigation. Since groundwater is so close to the surface (12.5 – 18.5 feet),
this can be provided by shallow wells. This would remove the impact of
this water use on the City’s water supply. Direct solar-powered
submersible pumps can pump to above-ground storage tanks at each
garden location to allow gravity-fed irrigation.
I thank you for the opportunity to make these comments and look
forward to seeing this project move through the planning process
expeditiously and come to fruition soon for the benefit of many future
generations to come.
B25 Mike Raymond
B25-01

B25-02

B25-03

4.13.3 Impact Discussion Trans-1
4.13.3.3 Study area
1. Famers Lane
2. Hoen Avenue
Traffic impacts refer to methodologies when Framers lane extension
takes place.
What hours were considered AM & PM peak traffic hours in the study.
Traffic will back up to the Fairgrounds in the early afternoon and
continues into the evenings.

In the meeting of 9/14/17 several references to the Farmers lane
extension by Planning Commission Members, Casey Edmonson, Karen
Weeks and others on the Planning Commission made mention that the

PLACEWORKS

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.

As described on page 4.13-4 of Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of
the 2017 Draft EIR, the traffic analysis focuses on the weekday AM and PM peak
hours (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m., respectively). This comment does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis
or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment
raise a new environmental issue. No further response is required.
See Master Response 2, the 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and
Recirculation, and Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, for
additional details about this future improvement.
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Response
extension was unknown and questioned the extension would take place.
Influence of Farmers Lane Extension
As noted above, the Future traffic projections are based on
modeling that assumes the Farmers Lane extension to
be in place. The Farmers Lane extension was included in the City’s
General Plan to improve connectivity between
the southern and eastern areas of the City, and its completion will
ultimately help to improve the operation of the
Farmers Lane corridor in the vicinity of the Southeast Greenway.
This influence can be seen in the case of the
intersection at Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-Ramp-Hoen
Frontage Road, where traffic shifts associated with
the Farmers Lane Extension will make the intersection operate more
efficiently, with a decrease in the number of
higher-delay left-turn movements and an increase in the number of
lower-delay through movements.

B25-04

B25-05
B25-06

5-52

This would mean that traffic studies in EIR should be redone without any
reference to the Farmers lane extension.
The Sonoma County Travel Model 2010 assumes no growth within the
Like the proposed project, as future development is considered that was not
Southeast Greenway Area under either existing or projected year 2040. included in the Sonoma County Travel Model, additional studies for that
What about the growth east, that will impact traffic.
development potential would have to be considered. As discussed in Chapter
4.13, Transportation and Circulation, the Traffic Impact Analysis includes year
2040 buildout of the General Plan 2035; therefore, all known development
potential has been included as part of the analysis in the 2017 Draft EIR and the
Revised Draft EIR.
Traffic should re-contact Cal Trans to explain the east bound hiway 12
This comment is noted for the record.
traffic will go to a higher unacceptable level.
Impact 2 – The intersection of Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound OffPlease see Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, for additional
ramp-Hoen Frontage Road currently operates unacceptably at LOS E details about this future improvement, as well as Master Response 5, State Route
during the p.m. peak hour, and is projected to continue operating at 12 Overpass/Bridge.
LOS E upon the addition of project-generated traffic, with increases
in delay of approximately 9.6 seconds. This is considered to
As discussed in Master Response 5, the suggestions by the commenter (e.g.,
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be a Significant impact.
The planned extension of Farmers Lane between Bennett Valley
Road and Petaluma Hill Road will change traffic patterns at the
Farmers Lane/SR 12 Eastbound Off-ramp-Hoen Frontage Road
intersection, resulting in more efficient operation (see “Future plus
Project” intersection analysis below). While the Farmers Lane
extension is expected to be complete under Future Conditions, it
will not be complete in the near-term or under Existing plus Project
conditions, and widening the intersection and Hoen Frontage Road,
as an interim measure would also be infeasible in the near-term. As
a result, the project’s impact under Existing plus Project conditions
would be considered Significant and Unavoidable until such time
that the Farmers Lane extension is completed in the future

Response
Highway 12 overpass extension, etc.) have not been considered by the City and
there is no known funding. Accordingly, to include these changed conditions
would be speculative. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters, for additional discussion of
speculative without substantial evidence and providing additional analysis.
With respect to the other suggestions for additional analysis, please see Response
to Comment A06-04.

Solutions
Add a Hi way 12 east bound over pass over Farmers Lane to link to Hoen
Ave.
Redirect east bound traffic to the current west bound bridge making it a
two lane east and west traffic bridge.
Reconfigure hi way 12 off ramp so that three lanes are available 100
yards sooner at the top of the ramp to allow better merging in a greater
distance.
Add additional mitigation Measure: for the above.
RE-run the traffic studies to verify that the levels of Service improve.
B26 Robert L. Delgado
B26-01

I first became aware of the Santa Rosa Southeast Greenway Campaign
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project. This comment
about 7 years ago and became a member of the Campaign Committee
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
earlier this year. After 30 years of residence in Santa Rosa Northwest and analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the

PLACEWORKS

5-53

SOUTHEAST GREENWAY GENERAL PLAN AM ENDMENT AND REZONING FINAL EIR
CITY OF SANTA ROSA

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
TABLE 5-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2017 DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment
Downtown, I recently moved to Sebastopol; but I continue to be very
excited about the prospect of this project being realized.

Response
comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for
Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

I have advocated for a Greenway land use that emphasizes open space,
woodland and creek restoration, maintenance of a wildlife corridor, and
alternative transportation. I altogether support the Preferred Alternative
that is shown in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Greenway. I also concur with the comments submitted by the Campaign
Committee.
I understand that the intention of an EIR is to identify any potential
negative impacts of a given project, relating to a number of pertinent
subjects. I am encouraged by the very benign impact of the Southeast
Greenway, as outlined in the DEIR. More than that, I look forward to our
experiencing the many ways that our community will benefit---now and
far into the future---from what amounts to a natural treasure in our
urban midst.
Thank you for this opportunity to offer my thoughts. I look forward to
our moving through the planning and acquisition process, so that we can
begin the work of turning the fine vision of a group of local citizens into a
true legacy.
Sincerely,
B27 The Rev. Dr. David Stohlmann
B27-01

A month ago I received a letter announcing the Draft EIR for the
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and introduces
Southeast Greenway Plan. I have gone back and forth whether to send a the comments on the 2017 Draft EIR.
response and/or attend the public hearing a week ago, but I finally
decided to do so even though I suspect I am wasting my time since I
believe the decision to proceed with the plan is a foregone conclusion. In
any event, here goes:
I think the plan for the area between Farmers Lane and Summerfield
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Road is a bad idea. What is done east of Summerfield Road does not
interest me. My reasons for this are as follows:
B27-02
1) The land has been planned as a freeway for decades (I have lived is
Santa Rosa since 1973 and have been hoping for a freeway since then!)
and the people who live on either side of the land have known this and
therefore have lived there or purchased homes knowing that the land
could some day become a freeway.
B27-03
2) Several years ago the city changed Hoen Ave. from a four lane road to
one lane each way with a center left turn lane thus making traffic along
Hoen much more congested especially when Montgomery High School is
beginning and ending the school day. Having the freeway completed
would eliminate the problem.
B27-04

B27-05

B27-06

Response

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters. With respect to building the
freeway, please see Response to Comment A03-03.
3) This leads me to my main objection: The elimination of the freeway
The comment makes a general assertion about air pollution, but does not provide
option is environmentally bad because it forces the large amount of
substantial evidence to support this assertion. As discussed in Chapter 4.2, Air
vehicle traffic that already is there to be forced to sit at traffic lights on
Quality, impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable at the programFarmers Lane and Hoen Ave filling the air with toxic exhaust that
level, but individual projects would be required to comply with Mitigation
contributes to air pollution, etc.
Measure AQ-2, which would require implementation of the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD)-approved mitigation measures if subsequent
environmental review determines that applicants for future development in Santa
Rosa could generate operational emissions in excess of the BAAQMD significance
thresholds. An analysis of emissions generated from the operation of potential
future projects allowed under the proposed project would be compared to
BAAQMD’s project-level significance thresholds during individual environmental
review.
4) In addition, elimination of the freeway option is another indication
The comment expresses general opinion but does not state a specific concern or
that the city does not care about people who live on the west side of
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
Santa Rosa since there is no simple way for us to go to Howarth/Annadel contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
park or bypass Montgomery Village in order to make a trip east on
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Highway 12.
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
5) Furthermore, from an aesthetic point of view I find it hard to believe This comment expresses an opinion about existing conditions and does not state
that the city is going to leave the current situation of one bridge over
a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
Farmers Lane westbound forever. Frankly, it looks unfinished.
mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise
a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
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B27-07

B27-08

Response
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters, and Master Response 5, State
Route 12 Overpass/Bridge.
6) Finally, dare I say it, but I wonder if the current situation where HWY This comment expresses an opinion about existing conditions and does not state
12 ends at Farmers Lane causing drivers to quickly come to a stop from a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
65 mph might in some way have contributed to the tragic rear end crash mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise
that took the lives of two women a year or two ago. If the freeway had
a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
been there the traffic would have been better disbursed and even the
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
offending text driver might have been more aware of fewer cars in front
of him. Who knows?
So as I said above, I doubt that my opinion and the opinion of all of the
This comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.
people in the city that I know will change the direction that seems to be
taking place, but I feel compelled to at least raise an objection to the
plan.
Thanks for listening.

B28 Greg Badano
B28-01

My name is Greg Badano and my family and I live at 1057 Slate Drive,
just opposite the proposed Greenway. While we are generally in favor of
the Greenway, particularly given the original Caltrans intent for the
property, we are very concerned that the current location of the path,
where it passes our home, appears to be positioned at the northwest
edge of the property, quite close to Slate Drive. This likely means a
steady stream of people literally across the street from our home. I
respectfully request that the path be moved, at minimum, to the center
of the property to allow us some semblance of privacy. We have two
young girls and have no desire to be on display for public viewing,
particularly in light of some of the events that have occured on the
Prince Greenway. I would be very interested in speaking with you about
this. Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
Thank you in advance,

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future bike and pedestrian
pathways and any associated landscaping is not known at this time. The ongoing
implementation of General Plan Policy OSC-D-10 would require future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area to orient development and
buildings toward creeks, while providing privacy, security, and an open transition
between public and private open spaces.
See Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for additional information
about comments on future development in the Southeast Greenway Area.

B29 Jad Smalls
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B29-01
I am in favor of the Greenway. Please return the area east of
Summerfield to where it joins Spring Lake park to a completely natural
state, with no fences or structures.
Developers want to build, don't let them! Plenty of green space and
access to nature are necessary for quality of life. The most liveable cities
are full of parks. Keep the Greenway green, no added roads or buildings.

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters

This is a once in lifetime opportunity for city leaders to create something
unique.
Please also budget in a way to prevent vagrants from occupying and
destroying the environment of the Southeast Greenway as they have
other areas of the city. If it is kept a safe and clean space it will be a true
gem, thoroughly enjoyed by all for generations to come.
B30 Bonnie Butwin
B30-01

Hello - I’ve reviewed the proposed development of the Southeast
Greenway and want to make a suggestion. The trail seems very close to
the street across from our home on Slate Drive. I’d love to see it moved
further in to provide more privacy for homeowners. I support the
Greenway but would prefer to not see people walking. I garden in our
front yard almost every day and appreciate the solitude.
Thanks for your consideration.

The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future bike and pedestrian
pathways and any associated landscaping is not known at this time. The ongoing
implementation of General Plan Policy OSC-D-10 would require future
development in the Southeast Greenway Area to orient development and
buildings toward creeks, while providing privacy, security, and an open transition
between public and private open spaces.
See Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for additional information
about comments on future development in the Southeast Greenway Area.

B31 Stephen J. Barnhart
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B31-01
I have lived in this area very near the designated Hwy. 12 right-of-way
since 1970. I have long desired to see this strip of land utilized for
recreational and educational purposes. As a retired SRJC biology
instructor, I am particularly supportive of uses that will enhance the
environmental education of students of all ages. This is especially
relevant given the proximity of several elementary schools, one middle
school and one high school in very close proximity to the proposed
Greenway. As a result of this interest, I have served as a natural
resources advisor to the Greenway Campaign for 7 years.

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

I support the Preferred Alternative Plan described in the Draft EIR (DEIR)
for the Southeast Greenway and fully endorse the comments made by
the Campaign Committee. The proposed Southeast Greenway will
provide numerous recreational and environmental benefits to the
immediate community and the entire city which will greatly offset any
impacts included in the DEIR.
B31-02

I have reviewed Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and the supporting
documentation in Appendix C of the DEIR. I find this section to be
entirely adequate with regard to possible natural resource impacts and
mitigation.

The comments express an opinion about how to conduct habitat restoration on
the project site and do not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.

However, while such an instrument can be useful in identifying possible
impacts on air quality, traffic, etc, a typical EIR does not adequately
address the issue of habitat restoration for a project such as the
Southeast Greenway. The unique feature of this project involves
restoring degraded natural habitat rather than preserving habitat that is
subject to some sort of development. Thus, it is obvious that subsequent
to the approval of this DEIR, planning for the restoration of the currently
degraded habitats will be required, including the woodlands, wetlands,
riparian corridors and grasslands.

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 2017 Draft EIR,
implementation of the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts
with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, and BIO-3.
Specifically, per the commenter’s concern regarding spring surveys, Mitigation
Measure BIO-1b requires appropriate measures to be implemented to ensure
adequate avoidance of special-status plant species and that spring and summer
surveys be conducted. Per the portion of the comment regarding the location and
boundaries of wetlands, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires a jurisdictional
wetland delineation shall be prepared by a qualified wetland specialist and
submitted for verification by the United States Army Corps of Engineers where
jurisdictional waters may be affected by project-related improvements.
Furthermore, the Open Space and Conservation (OSC) element of the General

My goal in this comment is to identify areas of restoration preparation
that can follow this DEIR into the Specific Planning Process. These areas
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include the following:

Response
Plan 2035 includes polices that would ensure the conservation and restoration of
wetlands, wildlife ecosystems, rare plant habitats, and waterways in the
Identification of Wetland Boundaries:
Southeast Greenway Area. Specifically, General Plan Policy OSC-D-1 would utilize
The location and possible boundaries of all wetlands and riparian
existing regulations and procedures, including Subdivision Guidelines, Zoning,
habitats, no matter how degraded, should be identified well enough that Design Review, and environmental law, to conserve wetlands and rare plants.
the proposed pathways, recreation facilities, housing and commercial
Policy OSC-D-3 requires the preservation and restoration of the elements of
uses can be located to avoid impacts on these sites. This includes the
wildlife habitats and corridors throughout the city. Policy OSC-H-1 requires the
marsh site between Boulder Lane and Slate Dr. east of Summerfield and preservation of trees and other vegetation, including wildflowers, both as
other wetlands in the central reach (Franquette to Summerfield) which individual specimens and as parts of larger plant communities. See Chapter 4.3
provide habitat for wetland plants, invertebrate and vertebrate animals for a comprehensive list of General Plan goals and policies related to the
as well as opportunities for ground water recharge to meet Santa Rosa
protection of biological resources.
City goals.
Floral indicators observed in the 2012 Campaign survey point to several The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in
possible seasonal wetland sites in this central reach, including a rather
reviewing the project.
large site immediately east of Yulupa Ave., now degraded by an
abandoned construction equipment parking area (clearly shown in Fig.
4.3.3).. Further study, including mapping and soils analysis are required.
Value of the SEG as a Wildlife Corridor:
Since the Greenway, including creek channels, already serves as habitat
and movement corridors for numerous wildlife species, restoration
should fully address all potential impacts and benefits to these species,
including gene flow and exchange. This area currently serves as a
corridor for wildlife from the wildlands east of Spring Lake to the Laguna
area west of town. Thus, all uses should be designed to minimize the loss
of wildlife habitat and to increase its value for these species with regard
to cover, food, water, breeding and movement through the area.
Native Vegetation and Habitat:
Restoration should maximize native plantings and native habitat
restoration in the areas designated Open Space, Creek Restoration and
Greenway, including areas for picnics and other public uses.
Timing of Field Surveys:
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Section 4.3 is largely dependent upon the study included as Appendix C.
The field survey portion of this study was done in late September and
November, 2016. The author of the study strongly recommends that
additional surveys of the site for special status species and nesting birds
be undertaken during the period of reproductive activity (spring and
summer). There are also other possible groups of special status species
besides vertebrates and flowering plants. CA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
may want a full spring survey following their protocol.

Response

Treatment of Non-Seed Plants and Invertebrates
As per CEQA, Section 15380 of the California Environmental Quality Act
[CEQA (September, 1983)] has a discussion regarding non-listed (State)
taxa. This section states that a plant (or animal) must be treated as Rare
or Endangered even if it is not officially listed as such. If a person (or
organization) provides information showing that a taxon meets the
State’s definitions and criteria, then the taxon should be treated as such.
The survey conducted by Barnhart and Kjeldsen, spring 2012, found such
a taxon- a rare lichen (Teloschistes flavicans).
Valley Oak Habitat:
Article 67 of the Sonoma County General Plan, Valley Oak Habitat
Combining District (VOH), highlights the importance of the restoration of
areas now or historically dominated by Quercus lobata (valley oak). The
Southeast Greenway, particularly in the central reach (Franquette to
Summerfield) includes classic valley oak/native grassland savannah
habitat. Valley oak woodland and native California grassland are
“sensitive natural communities” as defined by CEQA (seep. 4.3.4) and
the OSC element of the General Plan 2035 (see 4.3.5-6). The central
reach includes the most severely degraded area of the SEG, both due to
the loss of valley oak and native grasslands and the loss of ephemeral
wetlands.
B32 Wendy Krupnick
B32-01
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and participated on the Campaign Advisory Committee since its
inception. I support the goals and objectives of the SE Greenway
Campaign and the comments they have submitted regarding the DEIR.
I’m also an active member of the California Native Plant Society, Milo
Baker chapter, and support the specific comments they have submitted.

Response
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

I feel that it is of primary importance that this unique strip of land
provide alternate transportation along this east/west corridor yet use as
little paving and “hard-scaping” as possible, with much of the soil
planted with native plants. This will provide “ecosystem services” critical
to people and wildlife, especially in the face of climate change. I also
support community gardens, small sitting, play and gathering areas, to
serve the residents adjacent to the Greenway.
I feel that more attention needs to be given to the demographics of the
residents living within 2 blocks of the Greenway. There are several high
density and low income apartment buildings, duplexes and very modest
homes in this area. There are two food pantries within a mile of the
Greenway that have long lines every distribution day. We did a survey of
residents at those food pantries and found that they were very
interested in the possibility of growing some of their food in a
community garden.
There have been comments that more housing should be built in the
Greenway. Surely more housing overall is needed and there may be lots
in the area where increased density would be appropriate. But this
neighborhood is not one that has been identified as a high priority for
increased housing and the residents in the immediate area are already
underserved by parks.
There are still many details to be worked out regarding any commercial
development that does happen in the Greenway or adjacent areas. I
hope the priorities mentioned above will be considered paramount as
these decisions are made.
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B33 Tony White
B33-01

As a neighbor of Spring Lake Park and resident of Southeast Santa Rosa, The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
I have been a supporter of the Southeast Greenway for 5-6 years and
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
have served in many of its outreach efforts.
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Not only do I look forward to walking and biking on its trails, but cannot Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
wait for Santa Rosa’s “Central Park” to be available for residents from all
over Santa Rosa and Sonoma County, but also to visitors from other
parts of California or the United States. It will be a “jewel” which will
attract visitors, while at the same time providing a recreational, resting
and meditation area for Santa Rosans.
While I commend you and the Planning and Economic Development
Department for the recently release EIR draft, I am concerned about any
changes to include more housing in the Greenway. While I understand
and support the city’s efforts to increase affordable housing, I think the
only area in the footprint of the Greenway which is suitable for housing,
and possibly mixed retail, is the lower or far western section near
Farmers’ Lane and Highway 12, as the Preferred option suggest.
Given that the completion of the Greenway will increase the value of the
adjacent properties, I am sure that owners will want to take advantage
of that improvement by enhancing and expanding their existing
properties.
I also agree with the concept of having residents facing or having eyes on
the Greenway for their pleasure and our safety. That means opening up
vistas from homes and apartments and providing adequate access to
and from the Greenway.
Thank you and your department as well as the City of Santa Rosa for all
of the assistance in developing ideas and support for the Southeast
Greenway and preparing this excellent and thorough EIR.
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Respectfully,
B34 Vincent Hoagland Jr.
B34-01

As a member of the Southeast Greenway Campaign I would like to thank
the City and PlaceWorks for a very thorough and well-done draft
Environmental Impact Report on the Southeast Greenway project. As the
main bicycle advocate on the Campaign, the inclusion of bicycle and
pedestrian pathways in the plan is very encouraging. The city and county
bicycle and pedestrian advisory committees encourage the use of
bicycles for transportation and recreation. The Greenway will improve
the safety of bicycling from downtown to the highway 12 corridor east of
Spring Lake Park as there are plans for a class 1 bike path to go as far as
Sonoma. As a cyclist, I feel that having two separate paths for cyclists
and pedestrians creates a safer environment for both users. Hopefully
the bike path would decrease traffic and pollution when people powered
vehicles are used more frequently.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

B35 Renee Riggs
B35-01

Attached are my comments in support of the Draft EIR for the Southeast The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
Greenway (SEG).
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
I fully endorse the SEG comments in support of the EIR. The Preferred
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Alternative is flexible in its dealing with future development. It protects Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
the environment on and around the Greenway. The preferred
alternative provides good guidance for future development and looks
out for creeks, restores habitat, includes potential gardens and becomes
a true urban open space.
Even though the Greenway is on the east side, it will connect to the west
side so that it will be a park for not only the whole city but also the
region.
Thank-you
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B36 Glenn and Tricia Melosh
B36-01

I looked through the EIR and it is well thought out. I think the SE
Greenway will be a great contribution to Santa Rosa.

I have one concern. Has your group considered the traffic flow from
Highway 101 on to Highway 12 to Farmers Lane and Hoen Ave. At times
it backs up for miles and it will only get worse over the years.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
As stated on page 4.13-1 of Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the
2017 Draft EIR, a Traffic Impact Study prepared by W-Trans on July 10, 2017. The
Traffic Impact Study is included in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR and additional
traffic analysis was prepared for the Revised Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 2, 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Revisions and Recirculation, and
Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project.

Perhaps some thought could be given on how to mitigate a present and
future problem either with better timing of street lights at the Farmers
Lane/Hoen/Highway 12 interchange or setting aside land for a future car
Impacts and mitigation measures, including measures considered and found to be
overpass for the east bound vehicles entering Hoen Ave.
infeasible with respect to Highway 12, Farmers Lane and Hoen Avenue are
discussed in detail in Chapter 4.13 of the Revised Draft EIR. Specifically, please see
Impact TRANS-1. Additionally, please see Master Response 5, State Route 12
Overpass/Bridge, for more discussion about the implementation of a
bridge/overpass at this location.
B37 Louise Morris, Bay Area Ridge Trail
B37-01

We are writing in support of the City of Santa Rosa's Southeast
Greenway Project. Greenways are essential components of livable
communities, and the Southeast Greenway Project includes trails that
will connect residents and visitors to the Santa Rosa area to nature and
ultimately, to the Bay Area Ridge Trail ("Ridge Trail"). The Ridge Trail
encircles the Bay Area, with more than 375 miles (and growing!) of
panoramas to inspire epic and everyday adventures.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

In Sonoma County, we partner with organizations like the City of Santa
Rosa, Sonoma Land Trust, Sonoma County Regional Parks, the Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District, and California
State Parks to build the Ridge Trail. By working together, we can
accomplish our shared objectives of offering recreational and open
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space opportunities to the public, including completing the Ridge Trail.

Response

Thank you for your work on this project and please contact me if you
have any questions or if we can assist you in any trail-related way.
B38 Leslie Allyn
B38-01

Please present this request before today's deadline for consideration in
the Environmental Impact Report for the SE Greenway Project.
The current corridor is always heavily populated and used by wildlife,
deer, turkeys, raccoons, etc which must cross a number of roads like
Summerfield, Hoen and Yulupa Ave's to get from one open area to
another. Many deer and fawns have been struck and killed or worse,
maimed and left to suffer until death.

This comment expresses a concern about the urban-wildlife interface. In
communities throughout California, especially those with a rural interface
(adjacent to open space) the incident of vehicular and wildlife collisions is an
expected and unpredictable hazard. The 2017 Draft EIR did not account for
unusual or episodic events. To predict the impacts resulting from incidents such as
that proposed by commenter would be speculative and outside the scope of the
2017 Draft EIR and CEQA. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters, regarding speculation of
impacts.

I witnessed one such situation on Sunday evening October 17, 2017
when a large truck struck a 6 month old deer, braked briefly and then
left the scene. With help, I moved her from the road. I called every
appropriate agency: Animal Control, SRPD, Fawn Rescue and Wildlife
Rescue. Either there was no answer or nobody could help.

The purpose of CEQA and the Draft EIRs is to fully analyze and mitigate the
project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment to the extent
feasible and not to correct existing deficiencies. As discussed in Chapter 4.3,
Biological Resources, implementation of the proposed project would not result in
any substantial adverse impacts on wildlife movement opportunities or native
I made 3 trips back during the night. She was alive, sitting up, but could nurseries. Wildlife in the site vicinity is already acclimated to human activities and
not use her back legs. Her mother stayed at her side until the young deer the proposed multi-use path and associated uses on the project site would not
result in substantial disruption or obstruction of wildlife movement opportunities.
died at sunrise. There are too many stories like this.
Impacts related to wildlife movement would be less than significant.
The Greenway Project appears to be developing pathways for pedestrian
As a standard practice, the City places wildlife crossing signs where needed to
and bicycle use. Please consider a Wildlife Corridor under Summerfield
road to assist wildlife and reduce vehicle vs deer collisions in the area. A warn drivers, bicyclists and walkers.
good start might be where Spring Creek goes under Summerfield in an
This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
established culvert just north of Hoen Ave.
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR,
We have created these open areas that attract beautiful wildlife, but are nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue.
also death traps for them.
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Please help them.

Response

B39 Alan Proulx
B39-01

I strongly support the findings of the Environment Impact Report for the The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
Southeast Greenway. I thought the report gave a strong argument in
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
favor of the project going forward.
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
I am a neighbor living next to the Greenway and see that the land use
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
plan would benefit many neighbors who live next to or nearby the
proposed Greenway, as well as the general public.
Many children living within a 1/4 - 1/2 mile radius of the Greenway, who
now have no park access nearby, would be able to use the Greenway as
a place for physical activities and sampling green space. This is a better
alternative than having only sidewalks and parking lots to play in. It
opens up opportunities for them to take part in Safe-Routes-To-School
programs, learn about different environments, participate in educational
programs, and possibly learn how to grow and eat food they and their
families grow in the community gardens.
Additionally, the "Safe Routes" programs could reduce the number of
automobile trips parents would need to take to drop-off and pick up
their children, which now create two additional peak traffic volumes
when school is in session. The Greenway would also help reduce air
pollution and traffic congestion, which are city goals. It will help get
traffic to the SMART Train without the need for additional automobile
parking.
People will feel safer using the separate bike and pedestrian paths on
the Greenway without having to interact with motorized vehicles.
Additionally, they can get where they are going while enjoying the scenic
hills and sense of openness that the Greenway will provide.
I would like to suggest that when the traffic engineers look at Yulupa
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Avenue between Hoen and Mayette, they consider the following
solution to a very busy section of this roadway. The proposed mixed use
building just East of Yulupa on the Greenway should not have an access
road to the proposed building from Yulupa Ave. Instead the new building
should be accessed by Mayette to Janet Way. This would reduce the
traffic congestion on Yulupa heading north. In the future, drivers will
have to content with the merge lane from the corner of Yulupa/Hoen
Ave. and a street level crossing for people using the greenway, all within
the first one tenth of a mile from the intersection. This solution should
require designating Janet Way as owner parking only.
As a local resident who travels this section of Yulupa Ave. regularly, I
would be glad to talk to the traffic engineers when this discussion takes
place.
B40 Peter Dellavalle
B40-01

B40-02

Thank you for the opportunity to review the August 21, 2017 Draft EIR
for the Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and Rezoning.
This is an exciting opportunity for our city and as a neighbor and future
user of the safe and efficient Class I bike path that is proposed, I am
whole-heartedly in support of the Southeast Greenway and this
important step in its development.

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.

As a professional environmental assessor with over 25 years of
experience, I focused my review on Appendix E, the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. In my opinion, the assessment was well
researched and conducted in accordance with current standards (ASTM
E 1527-13). In addition to the author’s finding that residual
concentrations of organochlorine pesticides may be present in site soils,
I believe there are two additional issues revealed by the assessment that
the City should evaluate before taking title to the land.
1. Undocumented Imported Fill
As described in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the
The authors noted the presence of a rectangular mound of imported soil project site and included in Appendix E of the 2017 Draft EIR, Steve Bush, a CAin a 1968 aerial photograph. In Section 6.3.8, they posit that “it is likely
licensed Professional Engineer of PlaceWorks, conducted a Site inspection on
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that the mound is related to previous Caltrans projects in the area
between 1957 and 1968, and could be related to the roadway
construction at the intersection of present day highway 12 and Farmers
Lane.” They state that no records pertaining to the origin of the fill
material could be obtained from Caltrans. The presence of
undocumented fill, particularly fill imported from Caltrans projects can
be reasonably considered a Recognized Environmental Condition.
Material imported from areas adjacent to high traffic roadways may
contain elevated concentrations of aerially deposited lead. The
collection of representative soil samples and analysis for lead and other
common contaminants such as petroleum hydrocarbons should be
considered as a prudent precaution against acquisition of potentially
contaminated materials. Such phase II assessment is a common preacquisition due diligence practice.

Response
September 27, 2016 to assess current Site conditions and features of potential
environmental interest. At the same time, a reconnaissance was conducted of the
surrounding neighborhood to identify potential activities that could impact the
Site. Contracts and Demolition Coordinator, Alex Gustafson of the Caltrans
Property Management Services Department met Mr. Bush and other project staff
at the Site, provided a guided tour of the Site, and answered questions as the
inspection was conducted. All of the outdoor areas and existing building
structures were accessible for direct inspection.
Following the preparation of the Phase I ESA, PlaceWorks prepared a technical
memorandum describing a limited soil sampling effort for the mound that is of
concern to the commenter. As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 4.7,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, this memo has been added to Appendix E of
the 2017 Draft EIR. Revisions are as follows:
Some of the information in this chapter was derived from a recent Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the Southeast Greenway Area
dated June October 2017, and the Soil Sampling of Mound West of Yulupa
Avenue; Southeast Greenway, Santa Rosa, CA Memorandum dated June 13,
2017 and prepared by PlaceWorks. A copy of this report and memo are is
included as Appendix E, Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, of this
Draft EIR. This chapter was prepared by a California Registered Engineer.
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
As described in the memo, in exercising caution as part of recommended due
diligence for property transfer, a limited soil sampling effort is recommended for
the mound that is of concern to the commenter. Per the memo PlaceWorks’
recommends the drilling and sampling of two soil borings to a depth of 5 feet
below ground surface (bgs) at two representative locations along the center of
the soil mound. For each soil boring, we recommend collecting soil samples at
depths of 0.5, 2.5, and 5 feet bgs and analyzing samples for the following
compounds:
 Total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPH-g), diesel (TPH-d), and motor oil
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B40-03

B40-04

Response
(TPH-mo) by United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Method
8015M,
 Title 22 metals by USEPA Methods 6010B/7471A,
 Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) by USEPA Method 8082A, and
 Organochlorine pesticides (OCPS) by USEPA Method 8081A.

PlaceWorks recommends testing the collected soil samples at a State-certified
laboratory for the listed USEPA analytical methods performed using customary
techniques and procedures. Once the laboratory results have been received, they
will be carefully reviewed and compared to relevant screening levels, such as
California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs), USEPA Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs), or San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs).
2. Former Construction Yard
As discussed in Response to Comment B40-01, as part of the Phase I
The assessment does not discuss a large area of disturbed soil that is
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the project site and included in
apparent just east of Yulupa Avenue. The disturbed area is visible on the Appendix E of the 2017 Draft EIR, Steve Bush, a CA-licensed Professional Engineer
aerial photograph used in Figure 2 and on a 2012 photograph in
of PlaceWorks, conducted a Site inspection on September 27, 2016 to assess
Appendix A. The 2012 photograph shows equipment or materials stored current Site conditions and features of potential environmental interest, including
on or adjacent to the disturbed area and a point of ingress and egress
the area of concern by the commenter. In an abundance of caution, a PlaceWorks
between the disturbed area and Yulupa Avenue. I have spoken to several team re-examined the former storage area in September 2016 and found no
residents of Yulupa Cohousing which is just north of the disturbed area, staining or evidence of possible issues with the former storage area.
and they report that the area was used as a temporary construction
yard. The gate to the former yard is still present. The potential use of
hazardous chemicals or petroleum products in the former construction
yard should be researched and discussed in the Assessment.
Clarifications:
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the Phase I ESA in Appendix E has been
revised to show the correct location of the well that is of concern to the
Section 6.3.13 describes a well at the end of Martha Way as “inactive”.
commenter. The revisions to Section 6.3.13 Monitoring, Water Supply, or Dry
The well is equipped with a data-logging pressure transducer which
Wells on page 17 are as follows:
records groundwater levels. It is one of wells in the City’s Key Well
There is one inactive groundwater test monitoring well owned by the City
Monitoring Network. Additionally, the wording of the sentence implies
that the well is on the greenway property. It is in fact on land owned by
located adjacent to in the central portion of the Site at the end of Martha
the City of Santa Rosa adjacent to the greenway.
Way, east of Albert Drive. Off-site, there are two abandoned or inactive
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B40-05

B40-06

Photo 6 in the Photo Essay misidentifies the City’s Martha Way
monitoring well as being owned by USGS.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this exciting and
important project,

Response
groundwater monitoring wells just south of the Site in the side walk north of
Hoen Frontage Road. The two monitoring wells are associated with the
Valero cleanup site, as discussed in Section 5.2. No other evidence of active
groundwater monitoring wells, water supply wells, or dry wells were
observed on or in the vicinity of the Site during the inspection.
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the Phase I ESA in Appendix E has been
revised to show the correct owner of the well that is of concern to the
commenter. The revisions to Appendix G of the Phase I ESA on Photo 6 are as
follows:
View looking to the northeast along Martha Way. A water well, owned by
USGSthe City of Santa Rosa, is shown in the background on the left side of
the photograph. The Greenway is shown on the right side of the photo,
south of Martha Way.
These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.

B41 David and Victoria Soto
B41-01

5-70

We are writing in compliance to the Draft Environmental Impact Report.
We are in support of the SE Greenway Project and Class 1 bike path. Our
question is how has the city zoned the small triangular piece of Caltrans
land adjacent to our property? It is not highlighted on the Draft EIR. At
first, that was a relief to worries that land parcel could not be sold, but
used as open land space. We live at the North section of the Greenway,
2001 Park Vista Court, as we started attending Greenway meetings it
become evident to us that our property was partially built and Sumner
Road was built on Caltrans property back in 2000. That information was
not disclosed at the time of our purchase of the SR property in 2005. We
were told however that Caltrans owned the strip of land across Sumner

The comment expresses a concern regarding existing conditions but does not
state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise
a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The City has not zoned the parcel in question. According to the current records,
this area is owned by Caltrans.
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road. We did express our concerns about this in 2015/2016 to Erin
Morris during the SE Greenway proposal process. We were informed
that the city planner did look at the land adjacent to our home and
commented does look like part of your property. It is on a dangerous
part of road with a blind curve. We looked into a fence with the City of
Santa Rosa back in 2009 and told it would have to be erected 15ft from
the road/sidewalk according to new city regulations. We decided not to
have a fence but would eventually plant landscaping shrubs. The land
parcel would not have enough land to ever build on if sold by Caltrans.
We have never received an official letter stating use of this land and it is
not highlighted in the draft. To calm our nerves we inquiring if we could
have a letter of the proposed use of this land parcel or does Caltrans still
own it?
B42 Aaron Heuser
B42-01

Please present this request before today's deadline for consideration in See Response to Comment B08-01 and B38-01.
the Environmental Impact Report for the SE Greenway Project. The
current corridor is always heavily populated and used by wildlife, deer,
turkeys, raccoons, etc. which must cross a number of roads like
Summerfield, Hoen, and Yulupa to get from one open area to another.
Many deer and fawns have been struck and killed or worse, maimed and
left to suffer until death. The Greenway Project appears to be
developing pathways for pedestrian and bicycle use. Please consider a
Wildlife Corridor under Summerfield road to assist wildlife and reduce
vehicle vs deer collisions in the area. A good start might be where Spring
Creek goes under Summerfield in an established culvert just north of
Hoen Ave. We have created these open areas that attract beautiful
wildlife, but are also death traps for them. Your help would be much
appreciated!

B43 Linda Proulx, The Southeast Greenway Campaign
B43-01

I am attaching a second set of comments from the SE Greenway
Campaign. A few of our advisors and committee members who are
experienced cyclists reviewed the EIR and developed these comments,
which largely focus on circulation and safety issues for cyclists and
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addressed in the following responses.
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pedestrians.

Response

The summary of comments is in the attached letter. The other
documents have specific comments embedded within them.

B43-02

B43-03

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft EIR, General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Plan.
These comments are an addition to the SE Greenway’s earlier comments
from September 13. A few of our Advisors and Campaign Committee
members who are experienced cyclists have reviewed the circulation
materials and developed the following comments that largely pertain to
the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists.
Comments on 2.0 Executive Summary and Appendix H: Traffic Impacts:
Overview: We have made a variety of comments on the attached reports
that are mostly technical, especially concerning how the Hwy
12/Farmers Lane intersection and ramps are described. For example,
some ramps are described as East bound, but we don’t believe there are
eastbound freeway on-ramps.

The comment references Comment Letter B18 that was responded to previously
in this table. Please see Response to Comment B18-01 through B18-13.

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project and other
general concerns about existing conditions, as well as introduces the comments
on the 2017 Draft EIR that are responded to below in the subsequent comments.

The Greenway multiuse pathway concept is strong from Hoen Ave. east,
but the area west of Hoen Ave. to Farmers Lane holds the key to the
success of the Greenway, as this is where improved bike, pedestrian and
motor vehicle circulation and connections, especially safe bike and
pedestrian connections, are most needed. This area can be improved
with a little ingenuity, government flexibility and financial investment.
We read letters to the editor complaining of the vehicle traffic backups,
but the Hwy 12/Farmers/Hoen Frontage interchange continues to be far
worse for pedestrians and cyclists than it is for motorists.
If in doubt, please try riding a bike on Farmers Lane southbound from
Hoen Ave. through the Hwy 12 ramps to the Starbucks/Rite Aid on the
south side of the interchange during the morning commute. Riding west
bound on Hoen Frontage Rd. across the west bound freeway ramp is
pretty dicey with cars accelerating to freeway speeds, and then, before
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you get to Farmers Lane, the bike lane ends and, to make a left to get to
the Starbucks or Bennett Valley Rd., you must ride across two right turn
lanes to mingle with the cars in the left turn lane.
It appears that the biggest cause of future traffic problems may be from
other development, not the Greenway or related development.
Here is a summary of our comments. You can see them in full embedded
in the attached PDFs.
2.0 Executive Summary: See comments on 2-25, 26, and 27.

B43-04

B43-05

Appendix H: Traffic Impacts
General comment: It appears that a portion of the traffic analysis is
based on ITE Trip Generation, a method widely regarded by
Transportation Planners and Engineers as outdated and problematic and
is to be replaced within a year by Vehicles Miles Travelled (VMT) before
any of the Greenway related projects/improvements will be done. So it is
nice to see the analysis also includes a nod to VMT.
Study Intersections: P. 5
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text on page 5 of the Traffic Impact
Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue: Farmers Lane has left turn pockets but does Analysis in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue is a four-legged signalized intersection with
not have protected left-turn phasing at the intersection.
protected left-turn pockets phasing on the northbound and southbound
approaches, permitted left-turn phasing on the eastbound and westbound
approaches, and marked pedestrian crosswalks on the north, east, and west
legs.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 West On-ramp: Because of the dedicated right and
adjacent straight /right lane combo lane, this is inhospitable and

PLACEWORKS

Note that Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR was also included in Appendix 1 of the
Revised Draft EIR. This change carries through to both versions. Additionally, this
change has been carried through to page 4.13-9 of the Revised Draft EIR. These
revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in
the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The commenter expresses an opinion regarding existing conditions at this
intersection, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
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downright dangerous for a cyclist to cross. An alternative is needed. The
proposed bike and pedestrian path to Vallejo St. could absorb some of
this traffic, and/or a 2-way path on the east side of Farmers to the south
side of Hoen Frontage Road would provide another safe alternative.

B43-06

B43-07

Response
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. See Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The purpose of CEQA and the 2017 Draft EIR is to fully analyze and mitigate the
project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment to the extent
feasible and not to correct existing deficiencies. While future projects are not held
accountable for correcting existing deficiencies, they are also not permitted to
exacerbate them. Future projects would be required to pay any required City fees
that contribute to the ongoing maintenance of infrastructure, including bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, in the project vicinity. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.
See Response to Comment B43-05.

Farmers Lane/SR 12 East Off-ramp-Hoen Frontage Road: The westbound
approach to this intersection is poor for bikes as the bike lane becomes a
2nd right turn lane so southbound cyclists must cross 2 right turn lanes
for the privilege of battling with vehicles for space in the LHTL.
Bicycle Facilities, P8, Paragraph 2
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text on page 8 of the Traffic Impact
If this means Hoen and Hoen Frontage Rd, it is mostly true, but there is Analysis in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
not a westbound bike lane on Hoen Frontage Road approaching Farmers
There are some existing bicycle facilities which would provide access to the
Lane; it ends at Townview. Hoen Ave. (the part that goes by
Southeast Greenway planning area. There is an existing Class II bike lane on
Montgomery HS) does not have bike lanes west of the Cypress
Yulupa Avenue, which runs for over 2 miles from Bennett Valley Road to
intersection.
Montgomery Drive and passes through the Southeast Greenway Area.
There are also existing Class II bike lanes on the Hoen Avenue-Hoen
Frontage Road corridor, parallel to the Southeast Greenway, from Farmers
LaneTownview Avenue (just east of Farmers Lane) to Summerfield Road.
Existing Class II bike lanes are also provided on Summerfield Road,
extending from Bethards Drive to Montgomery Drive for about two miles.
There is also an existing Class III bike route on Hahman Drive, between
Montgomery Drive and Hoen Avenue.

Note that Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR was also included in Appendix 1 of the
Revised Draft EIR. This change carries through to both versions. Additionally, this
change has been carried through to page 4.13-12 of the Revised Draft EIR. These
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B43-08

Response
revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in
the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.

P8, Paragraph 3
The existing BPMP has a Class 1 bike trail from Hoen Ave. to Spring Lake As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text on page 8 of the Traffic Impact
Park. That means that cyclists and pedestrians will not need to use
Analysis in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
surface roads to enter Spring Lake. There is a proposed Class 1 multi-use
path from Hoen Ave., crossing Matanzas Creek and connecting to Vallejo
Future bicycle facilities identified in the BPMP includes plans for a Class I
Street in the project, and this should be mentioned.
multi-use path along an approximately one-mile stretch of the Southeast
Greenway Area, from Hoen Avenue/Hoen Avenue Frontage Road to Spring
Lake Regional Park. This path would provide interior connections to
neighborhoods and connect to Montgomery High School and Montgomery
Village to the west. The eastern end of the Class I path would access cross
Summerfield Road, providing access on surface streetsand continue to
Spring Lake County Regional Park. In the western portion of the Southeast
Greenway planning area, the BPMP depicts the Class I multi-use path
extending westward from Hoen Avenue, crossing Matanzas Creek and
connecting to the terminus of Vallejo Street.

B43-09

B43-10
B43-11

P8, Paragraph 4
Upgrading pedestrian bridges to Doyle Park and on Franquette Ave. to
accommodate accessibility and bikes would be very beneficial for Active
Transportation circulation.
P 9, Table 2, Existing
Line 4, Yulupa Ave: There are gaps on the NB bike lane south of Hoen
and north of Sonoma Ave.; bike lanes are not contiguous.
Table 2, Planned
Southeast Greenway Multi-use Path – The west end of the Class 1 multiuse path is proposed to be at Vallejo St., not Hoen Ave.

PLACEWORKS

Note that Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR was also included in Appendix 1 of the
Revised Draft EIR. This change carries through to both versions. Additionally, this
change has been carried through to page 4.13-12 of the Revised Draft EIR. These
revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in
the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR
See Response to Comment B43-05.

See Response to Comment B43-05.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text on page 9 in Table 2 of the Traffic
Impact Analysis in Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to show the
proposed multi-use path ends at Vallejo Street and not Hoen as follows:
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B43-12

P. 37
Hoen Frontage Rd./New Mixed Use Street Intersection – More detailed
thought should be given to the design of ingress and egress to the New
Mixed Use ‘triangle’.

Response
Hoen Ave Vallejo Street
Note that Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR was also included in Appendix 1 of the
Revised Draft EIR. This change carries through to both versions. These revisions
do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in the 2017
Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans
that will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. While the proposed Circulation Concept
includes strategies that would be effective in creating the most functional
circulation system possible for the full range of users and travel modes within the
Southeast Greenway Area. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the
2017 Draft EIR, the new vehicular access and driveways serving mixed-use and
residential development would be located on Hoen Avenue Frontage Road,
Vallejo Street, and Yulupa Avenue. Access to the large mixed-use site would
require a signalized intersection on Hoen Avenue Frontage Road. The precise
design of future ingress and egress to future development projects is not known
at this time.

B43-13

Crossing of SR 12 Eastbound Onramp: The only on-ramps are west
bound. This paragraph is confusing.
It needs to be clarified how bicycles and pedestrians can cross the
existing west bound Hwy 12 on-ramp on Hoen Frontage Rd. It is a
treacherous endeavor for bikes and pedestrians due to the long
exposure length and high speed of cars entering the freeway at close to
freeway speeds.
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See Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for additional information
about comments on future development in the Southeast Greenway Area. Also
see Response to Comment B43-05.
As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text under subheading “Crossing of SR
12 Eastbound Onramp” on page 37 of the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix H of
the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to show the direction of the SR 12 onramp is
westbound and not eastbound as follows:
Crossing of SR 12 EastWestbound Onramp
The Plan identifies two potential options for establishing a pedestrian and
bicycle crossing of the SR 12 eastwestbound onramp. One entails constructing
an underpass for exclusive use by pedestrians and bicyclists, connecting the
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Response
Mixed Use area to an area designated by the Plan for 2- to 3-story multifamily
housing. This option would create an off-street connection to the Greenway’s
multi-use path, as well as Vallejo Street and the surrounding pedestrian and
bicycle network.
The second crossing option would be to construct an at-grade crossing on the
north leg of the Hoen Frontage Road/SR 12 westbound ramp intersection.
Currently, the eastwestbound right-turn movement from Hoen Frontage Road
onto the SR 12 eastwestbound ramp is a high-speed movement that is
inappropriate for pedestrian crossing activity. The Plan indicates that
implementation of this option would entail modification of the intersection to
create a viable location for a crossing to be installed. The intersection would
need to be modified to include 1) a signal or pedestrian hybrid beacon that
provides an exclusive phase for pedestrian-bicycle movements, the traffic
flow to the on-ramp while the phase is active, 2) horizontal realignment that
geometrically regulates vehicle speeds to no greater than 35 mph at the
crossing, 3) clear lines of sight between drivers and pedestrians/bicyclists on
the crossing, and 4) a right-turn lane on westbound Hoen Frontage Road, if
needed, to provide vehicle queue storage for the brief periods when the
crossing phase is active.
Note that Appendix H of the 2017 Draft EIR was also included in Appendix 1 of the
Revised Draft EIR. This change carries through to both versions.

B43-14

P. 22, Vehicle Miles Travel (VMT)
The Future net “difference VMT” for “with the project” appears to be
lower than the existing condition difference. Table 11 could use some
explanation. Does this not mean that the biggest cause of future traffic
problems is from other development, not the greenway? It is not clear
what the Existing Net Difference means, since the project is in the
future.

PLACEWORKS

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR. Note these edits
correcting eastbound to westbound were made in the Revised Draft EIR.
For the Future 2040 (i.e., cumulative) scenario, the SCTA model calculates shorter
vehicle trip lengths in the future for this area in part because of mode shift and
because of Farmers Lane extension, thereby translating to a lower VMT in the
future for development within the Southeast Greenway Area.
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B43-15
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this Draft
Environmental Report.
Attachment A copy of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR with
B43-01
commenter notes.
Attachment A copy of Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR with
B43-02
commenter notes.

Response
The comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.
Responses to the comments noted in this attachment have been responded to in
Response to Comments B43-03 through B43-06.
Responses to the comments noted in this attachment have been responded to in
Response to Comments B43-07 through B43-14.

B44 Thea Hensel
B44-01

As Co Chair of the Greenway Campaign and living adjacent to the
Greenway property I want to go on record as being in full support of the
EIR and General Plan Amendment. This project continues to be evolving
with much community input, providing for government, non-profits and
citizens to make careful suggestions and to offer quality of life
assurances as Santa Rosa grows and moves into the future decades.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

While the EIR illustrates very few negative impacts on the land and
surrounding area it does appear that traffic issues are a concern to some
residents and commuters. I would like to suggest that planning based on
today’s usage could be just as faulty logic as looking at future road plans.
Car count data in 2017 might not lead to increased projections for the
future. Transportation and people moving are on the cusp of a sea
change. SMART has come to town and while the ridership is too early to
assess it will make inter city and inter county transit different. With the
revised City bus plan, Lyft and Uber choices, continually searching for
safe cycling commuter routes and the growing popularity of electric cars
I suggest that 20 years from now our roadways will look different. It
would be good to note that in the Plan.
As Santa Rosa looks towards housing our residents in a more equitable
manner, increasing density and going vertical are sound alternatives. I
look forward to having new neighbors across the street on Yulupa
Avenue and the addition of housing stock on Farmers Lane. While this
Plan is a high level one it will be imperative to encourage communication
with developers to achieve the housing stock goals set by the City.
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Response

It should also be noted that Policy changes need to be implemented to
increase zoning density along the south side of the Greenway, on north
Hoen from Cypress to Summerfield Ave. Additional City Policy language
needs to assure safety on the Greenway by reorientation to create “eyes
on the Greenway”. The appropriate time to implement such changes
would be when property owners apply for building permits for new,
replacement or remodeling projects. If the City takes these measures it
will provide the Planning Commission tools to achieve City goals.
Thank you for the time and expertise developing this Plan.
B45 Linda Proulx
Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the SE
Greenway Draft EIR, General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Plan. I
would like to comment as a city resident who has lived on Yulupa Ave.,
adjacent to the Greenway, for over 12 years and as someone who has
worked on the Greenway vision for the past 9 years.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

First of all, I want to express my appreciation to you, your colleagues,
Per the commenters concern regarding a typo, the text in the EIR is correct and
and to those who came before you in the Planning Department, for all of no changes are required. There is mitigation, but as discussed in the EIR is not
the hard work and community engagement that has gone into this plan. I deemed to be feasible.
also want to give a shout out to PlaceWorks for all of their efforts to
engage our community and for welcoming and listening to the input of
all Greenway Partners, technical advisors and community members who
took the time to participate in focus groups, workshops, surveys and
public hearings.
I fully support the project plan upon which this EIR has been based. The
Greenway project as it is now conceived will meet the needs of the
community for housing and retail services, while offering residents of all
ages access to open space, creeks, and recreational opportunities close
to home. This will be especially important to the many lower income
neighbors who live in multi-family dwellings in this area, as well as to our

PLACEWORKS
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increasing population of senior citizens, who may not always be able to
access parks and open spaces that are further away from their homes.
This Greenway and its Class 1 multi-use paths will strengthen Santa
Rosa’s trail network, giving residents an alternative way to travel from
one section of the City to another without having to climb into their cars.
Providing safe routes for kids to get to school and active transportation
options for getting to SMART stations may in time lead to a reduction in
vehicle miles traveled in our fair City, helping us meet our greenhouse
gas reduction goals.
As a resident who has lived in SE Santa Rosa and in Rincon Valley, I fully
understand the concerns of many neighbors over traffic on Farmers Lane
and Hoen Ave. These routes are loaded at peak hours and in the midafternoon when schools let out. Santa Rosa has an opportunity to
mitigate this situation with the widening of Farmer’s Lane at 4th Street
and Highway 12. Improved traffic flow on Farmers Lane would keep
motorists on this major route and reduce some of the cut through traffic
on both Hoen Ave and Montgomery Drive. I noted in the traffic studies
that because there were no funds available and no EIR for this project, it
was not considered as a feasible way to mitigate the traffic impacts of
the Greenway project. I would like to suggest that regardless of the
Greenway project, the completion of this widening project would
significantly improve traffic circulation. I hope that our
Transportation and Public Works Department will seek funds for this
significant project.
(A correction may be needed on page 4.13-31. For Impact TRANS-1c, I
believe the report should read, Significance Without Mitigation, instead
of Significance with Mitigation.)
Anyone who lives near the intersection of Yulupa and Hoen Avenues can
tell you that traffic during the school year is significantly worse than
during the summer vacation months. That leads me to believe that the
implementation of Safe Routes to School programs in the 5+ schools
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near the Greenway should be a City ad community priority.

Response

Finally, we need to examine the interaction of cars, bicyclists, and
pedestrians on Yulupa Ave. I believe that traffic calming on Yulupa Ave. is
needed to make it a safe place for cyclists and pedestrians. Sidewalk
improvements, bulb outs, and traffic islands to facilitate the mid-block
crossing for the Greenway will help significantly. Parking on Yulupa Ave.
between Hoen and Mayette needs to be re-examined. The current
design of parallel parking spaces near multi-family dwelling driveways
makes entry into traffic dangerous because it limits visibility. I assume
that this will be true for the new mixed-use/multi-family development
on the west side of Yulupa as well.
I want to conclude by suggesting that the Southeast Greenway project
provides an opportunity to beautify an overlooked part of SE Santa Rosa
where the Hwy 12 right of way was once planned. I am one of a
multitude of people who imagine a Greenway to Spring Lake. It’s a
beautiful vision that we can soon realize if we continue to work together.
Let’s make it happen!
B46 Grace Cheung-Schulman
B46-01

We support the Preferred Alternative described in the Draft EIR for the
Southeast Greenway project, and we fully endorse the comments
submitted by the Southeast Greenway Campaign.
We have been involved with the Southeast Greenway Campaign for the
past 9 years. We witnessed the enthusiastic way the community and
public agencies rallied around the Greenway project. This kind of publicprivate partnership is most admirable and unique, and could be the most
important ingredient for the success of the entire project, from planning,
acquisition, to future operation.
In August and October 2016, two planning workshops were organized to
involve active input from community members. At the second workshop,
a set of 5-point Guiding Principles was presented and discussed. We feel
that, as we immerse ourselves in the details of the planning process, we

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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should not lose sight of these important Principles laid out at that early
stage.

Response

1. The Greenway provides a continuous, non-motorized transportation
connection from Spring Lake Regional Park to Farmers Lane, as well as to
downtown Santa Rosa, surrounding neighborhoods and schools, and the
regional trail system.
2. The Greenway provides open space and active and passive recreation
for local residents and visitors.
3. The Greenway is developed sustainably to enhance and protect
natural resources, promote economic vitality and encourage social
equity, and minimize negative impacts on neighbors.
4. Uses on the Greenway are designed to face the Greenway, provide
easy access to pathways, maximize views of the hills, promote safety,
and preserve the privacy of surrounding neighbors.
5. The community, public agencies, and private partners work together
on the Greenway’s planning, acquisition, development, maintenance,
stewardship, safety, and funding.
We congratulate the City of Santa Rosa, the community partners, and
the consultants for their willingness to engage in this once-in-a-lifetime
project to give the citizens of Santa Rosa and Sonoma County a beautiful
Greenway to enjoy for generations to come.
B47 Bertha Powell
Please present this request before today's deadline for consideration in
the Environmental Impact Report for the SE Greenway Project.

See Responses to Comment B08-01 and B38-01.

The current corridor is always heavily populated and used by wildlife,
deer, turkeys, raccoons, etc which must cross a number of roads like
Summerfield, Hoen and Yulupa Ave's to get from one open area to
another. Many deer and fawns have been struck and killed or worse,
maimed and left to suffer until death.
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The Greenway Project appears to be developing pathways for pedestrian
and bicycle use. Please consider a Wildlife Corridor under Summerfield
road to assist wildlife and reduce vehicle vs deer collisions in the area. A
good start might be where Spring Creek goes under Summerfield in an
established culvert just north of Hoen Ave.
We have created these open areas that attract beautiful wildlife, but are
also death traps for them.
Please help them.
Thank you,

Public Hearing Comments: Thursday, September 14, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting
C01 Stephen Barnhart
C01-01

The commenter spoke in support of the project. He said he would like to The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project. The commenter also
identify needed improvements to habitats on the project site that should provided written comments on these same topics in his Commenter Letter B31.
be completely addressed in the EIR, including: 1) identifying habitats and See Responses to Comments B31-1 and B31-2 for responses to these comments.
wetlands adequately enough to locate development far enough away
from these resources; 2) there is a marsh site on the project site as well
as other wetlands that provide opportunity for water retention areas
that meet city goals; 3) since the greenway serves as a wildlife habitat
and a corridor for wildlife, restoration should fully address; 4) Creek
restoration must be done all along the Greenway site, including areas for
picnics and other public uses; and 5) Section 4.3 is largely dependent on
the study included in Appendix C… The commenter exceeded the allowed
time limit for providing comments.

C02 Susan Bennett
C02-01

The commenter spoke in support of the project and did not have any
comments on the 2017 Draft EIR.

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
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C03 Stephen Barnhart
C03-01

The commenter stated that the LOS (level of service) of the project does The commenters concerns are addressed in the responses to his written
not comply with General Plan requirements and thinks it can be resolved comments in Comment Letters B22 and B23. Please see Responses to Comments
with additional mitigation. He said there are additional adverse traffic
B22-01 through B22-04 and B23-01 through B23-03.
impacts that are still significant with mitigation. Believes the traffic
impacts could indeed be fully mitigated. He said LOS under this project is
estimated to be E and F, and the General Plan states that projects shall
not exacerbate traffic issues past LOS D. He said a big issue is that the
transportation section was run under the assumption that Farmers Lane
will be extended, but it is not likely that the Farmers lane extension will
occur any time soon, and the EIR should not assume this will be done by
the time the project could be approved.

C04 Duanne DeWitt
The commenter stated that the EIR is inadequate and stated that the
public outreach has not reached enough people. He stated that there is
not enough housing included in the proposal. He states that there
should be an alternative included that shows more high-density
residential spaces on the project site, specifically areas for low income
and senior housing. He asks that the Planning Commission ask the
consultant to look at additional housing opportunities on the site, and to
do more outreach to people of diverse incomes and demographics.

The comment expresses a concern about the adequacy of the 2017 Draft EIR and
requests that a new alternative be considered that has more housing. The
commenter does not state a specific reason for the concerns about the
inadequacy or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. See Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The City adhered to all required noticing procedures required for the CEQA
process and to their own standard noticing procedures. Please see Chapter 1,
Introduction, of this Draft EIR for a summary of the noticing for the 2017 Draft
EIR. Also, following the receipt of this comment, the 2017 Draft EIR was
recirculated. Chapter 1 also includes a summary of those noticing procedures as
well. Specifically, see pages 1-1 and 1.2.
Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the 2017 Draft EIR, includes a
range of alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Section
15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, "An EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
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or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and
public participation." Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states, "Because
an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project
may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project...." The inclusion of
additional housing on the site may be a viable alternative land use for the site, but
for the purposes of this environmental analysis, increased development potential
would not reduce or avoid impacts as intended by CEQA.

C05 Commissioner Duggan
C05-01

The Commissioner asked if the traffic model was based on the Farmers
Lane extension.

As described in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft
and the Revised Draft EIR, the Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s Sonoma
County Travel Model 2010 includes roadway projects, such as the Farmers Lane
The Commissioner stated that some land use and transportation policies extension, as well as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit enhancement projects, that
(LUL-004 and LUL-PP4, and T-N5) regarding shared parking agreements have known funding sources, and therefore, are not speculative.
are not worded the same way and would like them to be more cohesive
With respect to the policies, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Chapter 3,
so they are clear.
Project Description, of the 2017 Draft EIR has been revised to eliminate Policy
The Commissioner stated that under the zoning text changes, the Open LUL-004 and modify Policy LUL-PP4 to be consistent with Policy T_N-5. The
Space and Recreation district has been amended to not permit any
revisions are as follows:
housing uses, which she supports, but that under the aesthetics section
there is a discussion that housing development may be allowed up to 45 Policy LUL-OO-4 Seek opportunities for shared parking to serve the Southeast
feet in the Open Space and Recreation district, and would like that to be
Greenway. These include Montgomery High School, Spring
clarified or taken out of the aesthetics chapter.
Lake Regional Park, and adjacent non-residential uses.
The Commissioner stated that in Appendix B, page 71 has a table that
Policy LUL-PP-4
includes annual VMT (~721,000) of all uses that cites a different number
than the transportation section. The Commissioner asked what exactly
do these numbers entail?

PLACEWORKS

In future design phases of the project, minimize parking
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods by providing parking
on the Southeast Greenway and seeking opportunities to
share parking with adjacent non-residential uses, such as
Montgomery High School and Spring Lake Regional Park.
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The Commissioner stated that under GHG table 4.6-5 to 4.6-18 has GHG
emissions of on-road mobile sources and asked does this include all road
uses, including the people who may visit the site using their cars?

Provide for parking on the Southeast Greenway in future
design phases of the project to minimize parking in
surrounding neighborhoods.

These polices are also listed in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the 2017
Draft EIR and these changes carry through to that chapter as well.
Pursuant to the request of the Commissioner, the following edit is made to the
text in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the 2017 Draft EIR.



Open Space Recreation (OSR) district. The maximum height for allowable
residential uses in the OSR district is 35 feet; non-residential structures
may be greater height if authorized by a Conditional Use Permit per
Zoning Code Section 20-26-040. However, no residential development is
permitted in the OSR district in the Southeast Greenway Area.

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations
provided in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
With respect to the comment on vehicle-miles traveled. The technical modeling
for the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis shown in Appendix B, Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, of the 2017 Draft EIR, is based on
average-daily trips and vehicles-miles traveled data provided by W-Trans. As such,
the VMT-related analysis in the EIR is based on consistent data.
Table 4.13-12 in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the Revised
Draft EIR shows the “daily” Citywide VMT and the “daily” project VMT. The VMT
shown on page 71 of Appendix B represents the total “annual” project VMT and
was derived from the future “daily” project VMT as shown in Table 4.13-12, the
total “daily” project trips shown in Table 4.13-11, and on the methodology of the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.1.
The traffic study provided VMT for informational purposes only using the SCTA
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traffic model, which reflects the local conditions. As described in Chapter 4.13,
while the updated CEQA Guidelines were approved on December 28, 2018, the
City has an opt-in period until July 1, 2020 before SB 743 compliant CEQA analysis
becomes mandatory statewide. During this time, the City will determine a unified
methodology and standard for measuring VMT for the purposes of identifying
transportation-related impacts.
With respect to the question about park visitors, the CalEEMod land use category
under City Parks includes the estimated VMT for park users.

C06 Commissioner Edmondson
C06-01

The Commissioner stated that he understood there are environmental
concerns such as water and transportation that restrict how much
housing can be placed in this location, but that there should be
additional housing included as much as possible. The Commissioner
stated that he favors inclusion of the mixed-use zoning designation
because it will allow for housing, but that in another example of a
project zoned the same, a parking lot was built instead of housing, and
would like that housing to be mandatory on the mixed-use designated
lot instead of anything else.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding potential future land use on the
project site but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR,
nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is
acknowledged for the record.

The Commissioner stated that the park will be wonderful and has always
hoped that the land would develop into recreational space that will be
accessed by any demographic in the town.
C07 Commissioner Groninga
C07-01

The Commissioner stated that the EIR and plan are both very clear, and
nicely reflects the preferred alternative.
He stated that he thinks all impacts are mitigable.
The Commissioner requested clarity on mitigations required in Air
Quality due to construction. He understands the impacts are temporary
impacts, but that the document does not clearly distinguish between

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the overall format of the EIR.
With respect to temporary impacts, these are associated with short-term
construction and evaluated under the subheading “Construction Emissions” in
impact discussion AQ-2 and the subheading “Construction Community Risk and
Hazards” in the impact discussion AQ-4.
Please see Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, on page 4-2 under the
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Comment # Comment
construction and operation impacts separately. He asked for clarification
on what exactly is temporary and what is not. Although, he notes that
these may further be explored when project-level analysis occurs and
does not think it is imperative in this document.
He notes his appreciation in Section 4.2 pages 30-36, that there is a
comment in AQ-2 (also related to other proposed mitigations), regarding
not precluding the finding a less-than-significant impact with future
project-level analysis, and make this more front and center so that
readers know that in the future these impacts will be fully mitigated on a
case-by-case basis.
He asks if it would be possible for a statement of overriding
considerations to address Farmers Lane mitigation measure inside the
statement of overriding considerations to reduce future impacts?

Response
subheading “Threshold of Significance” for a description of the program-level
significant and unavoidable impact and how this finding does not preclude a
finding of less than significant at the project level.
When a lead agency approves a project that would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the EIR, the agency must state in
writing its reasons for supporting the approved action (CEQA Guidelines Section
15093(b), including the views held by members of the public (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064(a). This statement of overriding considerations must be supported
by substantial information in the record, including the EIR. The City may approve
the project even though the project would cause a significant effect on the
environment if the City makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision
that shows there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect and
specifically identifies how the expected benefits from the project outweigh
reducing or avoiding the significant environmental impacts of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15043). Because the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City would be required to adopt a
statement of overriding considerations if it approves the project (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064(a)(2), 15091 and 15093).

C08 Commissioner Weeks
C08-01

The Commissioner stated that she felt that the document was very clear
and easy to understand and digest the information. She had a question
about Farmers Lane extension and the fact that some of the comments
were based upon this being completed not for a long time. She said she
was also echoing Commissioner Edmondson’s statements about
housing, and that she hopes that parcels in the vicinity of the Greenway
could get up-zoning in the future.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the overall format of the EIR and
potential future land uses but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the
Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment
is acknowledged for the record.
As described in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the 2017 Draft
and the Revised Draft EIR, the Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s Sonoma
County Travel Model 2010 includes roadway projects, such as the Farmers Lane
extension, as well as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit enhancement projects, that
have known funding sources, and therefore, are not speculative.

C09 Commissioner Cisco
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C09-01
The Commissioner stated the EIR was clearly written and is easy to
understand and had no further comments on the EIR.

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the overall format of the EIR but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, nor does the comment
raise a new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for the record.

5.3 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR
Responses to individual comments on the Revised Draft EIR are presented in Table 5-2, below.
TABLE 5-2

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR

Comment # Comment

Response

Private Individuals and Organizations
A05 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research
A05-01

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named EIR to selected
state agencies for review. The review period closed on 3/13/2019, and
no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act, please visit
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2017042066/3 for full details about your
project.

The comment acknowledges the City has complied with the submittal
requirements under CEQA. No response is required.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any
questions regarding the environmental review process. If you have a
question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.
A06 Stephen Conteh, Associate Transportation Planner, and Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, Local Development – Intergovernmental Review, California Department
of Transportation
A06-02
Please find the attached soft copy of the Caltrans comment letter
The comment serves as an opening remark and introduces the attached comment
regarding the Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and
letter. Note that the City did receive the hard copy of the comment letter and a

PLACEWORKS
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Comment # Comment
Rezoning Project – Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
(RDEIR). The original letter has been mailed via U.S Postal Service. Thank
you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter or require any additional
information, please feel free to contact me at (510) 286-5534 or
stephen.conteh@dot.ca.gov.
A06-02
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in the environmental review process for the above-referenced
project. In tandem with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's
(MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), Caltrans mission signals
a modernization of our approach to evaluating and mitigating impacts
to the State Transportation Network (STN). Caltrans' Strategic
Management Plan 2015-2020 aims to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) by tripling bicycle and doubling both pedestrian and transit travel
by 2020. Our comments are based on the RDEIR. Please address our
concerns in the October 4, 2017 Caltrans comment letter. Additional
comments may be forthcoming pending final review.

Response
copy of the letter was also submitted as a late comment letter via the State
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. Please see Response to Comment
A07-01 below.

The comment serves as an opening remark and does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No further response is required. With respect to the
Commenter’s letter dated October 4, 2017 (received on October 9, 2017), please
see Responses to Comments A03-01 through A03-11.

Project Understanding

The project involves a General Plan and Zoning amendment that will
enable future development of parks and open space, school facilities,
community gathering space, neighborhood retail/commercial, and
housing within the project site; no construction is currently proposed.
The project includes a Land Use Concept Plan that structures multimodal paths, crossings, and connections throughout the project site,
and proposed land use policies that provide a framework for future
development of the project area. The project would consist of up to
47.2-acres of parks and recreational use, 244 multi-family housing units,
and 12,000 square-feet of commercial space. The 57-acre project site
follows a 1.9 mile linear path from Fanners Lane and State Route (SR) 12
to Spring Lake Regional Park in southeast Santa Rosa. The project site is
adjacent to the terminus of SR 12.
The City of Santa Rosa and Sonoma County Water Agency intend to
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Response
acquire the project area with a partnership. The land acquisition
partnership is made up of the following agencies and organizations: City
of Santa Rosa, Sonoma County Regional Parks (SCRP), Sonoma County
Water Agency (SCWA), Sonoma Land Trust (SLT), Land Paths, and the
Southeast Greenway.
The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report evaluates future no
project and plus project conditions without the Farmers Lane extension.
Farmers Lane is a north-south corridor that extends for approximately
1.2 miles from Fourth Street to Bennett Valley Road, with a posted
speed limit of 35 miles per hour (mph). The majority of Farmers Lane is
a four-lane arterial with tum pockets at each intersection along the
corridor and center two-way left-tum lanes at select locations. Future
plans for Farmers Lane include an extension south from its current
terminus at Bennett Valley Road to Petaluma Hill Road,
connecting to Santa Rosa A venue via the existing Yolanda A venue
corridor.
Hoen Avenue is an approximately 1.5-mile long east-west corridor
extending from Farmers Lane to Summerfield Road, with a posted speed
limit of35 mph. Hoen Avenue is predominantly a three-lane
arterial with a center two-way left-tum lane and tum pockets in select
locations and at major intersections, and Class II bike lanes in each
direction. Hoen Avenue becomes Hoen Avenue Frontage Road west of
the Hoen Avenue/Cypress Way intersection. Hoen Avenue Frontage
Road has an onramp to westbound SR 12 just west of Cypress Way and
forms the eastern leg of the Farmers Lane/SR 12 East Off-ramp-Hoen
Avenue Frontage Road intersection.
A06-03

Right-of-Way

The Southeast Greenway Project is proposed to be developed within
portions of existing State of California right-of-way (ROW) acquired for
the planned extension of SR 12 east of Farmers Lane in the city of Santa
Rosa. The planned extension did not occur; therefore, the state owns
the corridor of land that has been converted into disposable units of

PLACEWORKS

As previously stated in Response to Comment A03-03, no acquisition has occurred
as preparation of this Final EIR. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of
the 2017 Draft EIR, the City has undertaken a community-based planning process
to review land use alternatives as part of the proposed project. The planning
process began on July 7, 2015 with the authorization by the City Council to
execute a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City of Santa Rosa
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Comment # Comment
excess land. Any parties interested in acquiring title to any portion or
combination of the excess land parcels should contact Grant
Semple, Branch Chief, Right of Way Excess Lands (510) 286-0692 for
further information.
A06-04

Operations Analysis

We are concerned with no project and plus project conditions without
the Farmers Lane extension which result in significant VMT impact to
STN. The revised Traffic Impact Analysis highlights the intersection of
concern once the project is completed; Farmers Lane/Fourth Street/SR
12 (Sonoma Highway). If proposed mitigation cannot be realized, please
provide and evaluate other feasible options that may mitigate the
potential significant VMT impact of the no project and plus project
conditions without the Farmers Lane extension. The analysis of state
facilities is necessary to determine the scope and significance of issues
that may arise from the project's potential conflicts. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not exempt these types of
operational concerns from evaluation.

Response
and the Southeast Greenway Community Partnership (Partnership). The purpose
of the MOU was to document the understandings, intentions and expectations
with regard to transferring the Southeast Greenway Area from its current owner,
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), to the City of Santa Rosa
and the SCWA. The comment is noted.
As stated in Response to Comment A03-05, no impact conclusions using VMT
metrics were established in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR.
The commenter expresses a concern about the intersection studied as the
Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1) in the 2017 Draft
EIR and the Revised Draft EIR, and requests that additional analysis be conducted
without the Farmers Lane extension project. The comment requests other feasible
options for mitigation.
Please see Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project, for a more
detailed discussion. In summary, the 2017 Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR
include mitigation measures that can be realized to improve operations at the
Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1) intersection to an
LOS D. The Revised Draft EIR included additional analysis to show Future No
Project without Farmers Lane extension and Future plus Project without Farmers
Lane. Please see Master Response 2, 2017 Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
Revisions and Recirculation, and Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension
Project, for more discussion on the revisions and the Farmers Lane Extension
Project.
As discussed in Chapter 4.13 of the Revised Draft EIR on page 4.13-36, under the
Future No Project scenario without the extension of Farmers Lane, study
intersection #1 would be expected to operate identically to what was analyzed in
the “with Farmers Lane” scenario, as described in the Future No Project (Without
Farmers Lane Extension) scenario.
As discussed on pages 4.13-32 through 4.13-33, the potential improvements at
the Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1) as described in
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b.1 may be infeasible given uncertainties in being
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Response
able to gain approval from Caltrans and the need for further environmental
review. It should be noted that the improvements are, however, consistent with
those that have been identified as long-range improvements for the intersection
by the City’s Department of Transportation and Public Works. The widening of the
Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1) is a major project
that would require a combination of local and regional funding to complete. The
improvement is currently identified in the SCTA’s Comprehensive Transportation
Plan: Moving Forward 2040, with an estimated cost of $7.3 million. As shown in
Table 4.13-19, with implementation of this measure, the modifications at the
Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection (#1), the intersection
would be expected to operate acceptably at LOS D or better, both without and
with the project and with and without the Farmers Lane extension project.
The mitigation measures described in this Final EIR are fully enforceable through
permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.
Under CEQA, an EIR is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce
identified impacts to less-than-significant levels. Under CEQA, there are occasions
that “feasible” mitigation is not available. If the City, acting as the lead agency,
determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the measure
need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply reference that fact
and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15002 and 15126.4(a)(5). When a lead agency approves a
project that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts that are disclosed
in the EIR, the agency must state in writing its reasons for supporting the
approved action (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), including the views held by
members of the public (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(a). This statement of
overriding considerations must be supported by substantial information in the
record, including the EIR. The City may approve the project even though the
project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the City makes a
fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that shows there is no feasible way
to lessen or avoid the significant effect and specifically identifies how the
expected benefits from the project outweigh reducing or avoiding the significant
environmental impacts of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15043). Because
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A06-05

A06-06

A06-07

Response
the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the City
would be required to adopt a statement of overriding considerations if it approves
the project (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(a)(2), 15091 and 15093).
Multimodal Planning
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the proposed mitigation measure in
Caltrans is not in support of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b.1,
the EIR. The comment is noted for the record. It is acknowledged that intersection
specifically, the proposed roadway widening and adding dual and triple widening projects have the potential to adversely affect pedestrian circulation. In
tum lanes at the Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway
this particular circumstance, however, much of the widening would occur on the
intersection. Dual and triple tum lanes negatively impact pedestrianintersection’s east (Sonoma Highway) leg, which does not have a pedestrian
crossing safety.
crossing. No impacts to pedestrian safety on this leg would therefore be
anticipated. Additional widening would occur on the intersection’s south leg. The
City of Santa Rosa routinely includes pedestrian crossing safety features such as
leading pedestrian interval (LPI) timing at signals in areas where pedestrians are
often present, and such features could be incorporated at the Farmers
Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway intersection in order to offset any potential
impacts to pedestrians. As stated in the Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b.1, any
future improvement would be determined to be appropriate by the City Traffic
Engineer to provide equivalent or superior operation. Also, note that the
Mitigation Measure articulates that this is a major roadway and bridge widening
project that would affect traffic flow and operations on circulation facilities that
are owned and maintained by Caltrans, as well as additional environmental review
including assessment of potential impacts to Santa Rosa Creek, and would require
substantial review and approval of any modifications by Caltrans.
Lead Agency
The City of Santa Rosa complies with all applicable federal, State and local
As the lead agency, the City of Santa Rosa (City) is responsible for all
regulations, including the payment of fees as required. See Chapter 6, Mitigation
project mitigation, including any needed improvements to the STN. The Monitoring or Reporting Program, of this Final EIR. No further response is
project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation required. The mitigation measures in this MMRP shall be applied to all future
responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for development in the Southeast Greenway Area unless otherwise specified in the
all proposed mitigation measures. This information should also be
specific mitigation measure. The City of Santa Rosa must adopt this MMRP, or an
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan of the final
equally effective program, if it approves the proposed project with the mitigation
environmental document.
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval.

Encroachment Permit

The comment is noted for the record. Please see Response to Comment A03-10.

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto
the State ROW requires an encroachment permit that is issued by
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Response
Caltrans. To obtain an encroachment permit, a completed
encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and
six (6) sets of plans clearly indicating the State ROW, and six (6) copies of
signed and stamped traffic control plans must be submitted to: Office of
Encroachment Permits, California DOT, District 4, P.O. Box 23660,
Oakland, CA 94623-0660. To download the permit application and
obtain more information, visit
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits/.
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact
Stephen Conteh at 510-286-5534 or stephen.conteh@dot.ca.gov.
A07 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research
A07-01

The comment (s) on your EIR was (were) received by the State
The comment acknowledges the City has complied with the submittal
Clearinghouse after the end of the state review period, which closed on requirements under CEQA. No response is required.
3/13/2019. We are forwarding these comments to you because they
provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your
final environmental document.
The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead
Agencies to respond to late comments. However, we encourage you to
incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the
proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have
any questions concerning the environmental review process. If you have
a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to the tendigit State Clearinghouse number (2017042066) when contacting this
office.
Attachment A copy of the Caltrans comment letter denoted as A06 in this Final EIR. This comment letter is responded to in Response to Comments A06-01 through
A07-01
A06-07.
B48 Cailyn McCauley
B48-01

I am a community member following the project and a supporter of the
plan.

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses a concern about future construction-related traffic
impacts on the street they live on and requests that speed bumps be installed. As
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Response
discussed in Master Response 3, Future Project-Specific Details, the proposed
I was speaking with neighbors about the traffic impact on our street.
project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans that will guide
future development within the Southeast Greenway Area and no specific
Alderbrook Drive is the first road that connects Farmers Lane to Fourth development projects are included as part of the proposed General Plan
Street, West of Farmer’s Lane. We are also the closest proximity to Hoen Amendment and Rezoning Project. Accordingly, no impacts to any specific
construction impacts are evaluated in the EIR. As discussed in Chapter 4.13,
Extension, creating a link from west-bound Hoen to Fourth Street.
Transportation and Circulation of the Revised Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure
We anticipate a rise in traffic “diversion” activity from the public during TRANS-6d, would require that prior to commencement of construction activities,
the long construction process. We believe Drivers will want to evade the applicants seeking to construct projects within the Southeast Greenway Area shall
improvement and project construction intersections by using Alderbrook submit a construction traffic control plan to the City of Santa Rosa for review and
approval. The proposed project shall identify the timing and routing of all major
Drive between Fourth Street and Sonoma Avenue.
construction-related traffic to avoid potential congestion and delays on the local
street network. Any temporary road or sidewalk closures shall be identified along
I had participated in traffics engineering studies and workshops in the
with detour plans. If necessary, movement of major construction equipment and
past for our block (Alderbrook between Sonoma’s and Montgomery)
materials shall be limited to off-peak hours to avoid conflicts with local traffic
resulting in the addition of white parking lines, designed to slow traffic.
circulation.

Speed bumps were determined to not be needed by the traffic
engineers, against the neighborhood wishes. Lane dots were also
rejected by the traffic engineers as “too noisy” for the number of
vehicles that pass through our block.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would require future applicants that
propose projects that could impact the roadway in question, or other potentially
effected roadways, to mitigate impacts.

At this time, our block would like to request 2 speed ramp / bumps be
installed on the block. We are experiencing an increase in drivers who
speed up to 35–40 mph just between Sonoma and Montgomery on
Alderbrook.
What do you need from the residents to make this happen?
B49 Charlotte Tressler
B49-01
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I saw today's post on Nextdoor regarding the open comment period for
the proposed Southeast Greenway project. I'm glad to see that some of
the proposed plans include housing and business or educational
development. Santa Rosa is in dire need of more affordable housing,

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
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especially since the Tubbs fire of 2017.

Response
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

My greatest fear, should the land in question be devoted entirely to
passive recreational use, is that the Southeast Greenway will become
another shanty-town of homeless settlements similar to the Prince
Memorial Greenway downtown. My husband commutes by bicycle on a
daily basis and has to navigate his way down the path around sleeping
bodies in the morning and through loitering crowds of transients in the
evening. I don't know anyone, especially women, who would feel safe
taking a walk through what was supposed to have been a recreational
hotspot for the city of Santa Rosa. Installing a similar park/path in that
quiet southeast neighborhood would expose the existing residents to
higher levels of crime, loitering, and vandalism
Please take note that we do not need another place for homeless
people to hide. We need more homes.
B50 Catherine Monique Boissonnas
B50-01

Santa Rosa has a short window to place corridors crossing the city and
green zones. This project is important. Do the larger version. My
comments:
1. discontinue sites for bbq and picnic, let the people bring their gear
(and take it back with them). Look at Doyle Park to see in real time what
this does to a formerly wonderful pristine park experience (smells,
trash).

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

2. pedestrians must be considered before bicycles … today the person
who walks must be careful not to be run over by cars AND bicycles. I
would suggest that cars, then bicycles, and only then pedestrians be
layered rather than pedestrians next to roadways. Folks with walkers and
electric vehicles, plus regular abled pedestrians, dog walkers, strollers, a
nice walking wide path with simple sturdy benches.

PLACEWORKS
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Response
3. can we stop the homeless branding? Folks no longer can walk without
being considered homeless. Focus on the average citizen, homeless or
not, who will enjoy watching people doing normal human stuff, and
these green park patches could continue, crossing the city via less
frequented roads so one could consider a full day of walking in town.
Cars, on the other hand, require the corridors. Speed cyclists should also
be made to stick to the corridors.
4. trash pick-up is major event with take-out-coffee-picnic-bicycling rage.
Plan accordingly to make this plus maintenance simple and easy for
workers. Let it be said, their efforts are appreciated. Choose bins that
the wind won’t empty out (ie Marlow’s Comstock), nice complications
(Juilliard park) new, but don’t shut properly. Perhaps working with the
folks who do the work.
5. We forget every year how much rain falls at once. There will always be
damage which needs to be addressed in a timely manner. A crew with
this time sensitive maintenance must be planned.
Santa Rosa is a wonderful place to live. Our city can be better: build
interesting buildings, fountains, paving so water doesn’t pool around
benches, a humans have legs so use them mentality, shaded walking
stretches for power walks and jogging, kid friendly green space away
from traffic and roads (so their parents can also relax), special features
for animals and reptiles, crossings over and under at strategic locations,
butterfly friendly trees, the list goes on. Make this fun for classroom
walks, get children’s direct input. Adults over-think things, everything
can be adapted, not all problems are identifiable, moving forward is key.
Try to respect migratory routes but rest assured the animals also adapt.
B51 Sean Brown
B51-01

5-98

I will be out of town 14 February and unable to attend the Planning
Commission meeting.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
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Are there plans for upgrading the signal controls or adding a lane at the
intersection of Cypress, Hoen and Hoen Frontage Rd?

Response
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

As shown in the traffic analysis prepared for the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR, traffic impacts were evaluated at the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/Hoen
Avenue-Cypress Way (#12) intersection. No level-of-service impacts were
determined at this intersection warranting mitigation. However, as described on
page 4.13-42 of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed multi-use pathway would
cross the northern leg of the signalized Hoen Avenue/Hoen Avenue Frontage
Road-Cypress Way intersection (#12). The signal would be updated with crosswalk
The addition of mixed use and 2-3 story attached housin (apartments or markings and phasing to serve the pedestrians and bicyclists using the crossing.
The crossing should at a minimum include high-visibility crosswalk markings and
condos?) Would further add to the traffic concerns is not mitigated.
signage alerting drivers to the presence of bike crossings, such as “Yield to Bikes”
signs facing drivers making a westbound right-turn across the pathway crossing.
As part of the ultimate design the City may also wish to consider amenities and
treatments such as (but not limited to) curb extensions, “advance release”
phasing for pedestrians and bicyclists using the crossing, or a dedicated signal
phase for the crossing movement. Specific details regarding the precise locations
and configurations of these crossings have yet to be developed, but the City shall
ensure that whatever future entity ultimately constructs the multi-use pathway
must incorporate the Mitigation Measure TRANS-6a-1 to maintain the safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists and ensure less-than-significant impacts.
That intersection becomes quite a traffic problem at school pickup and
drop off. As a Horne owner on Creekside Rd, I am frequently delayed
exiting my neighborhood. Last October when the evacuations were
happening Creekside became a parking lot for two hours as the
residents in Annadel heights attempted to leave.

B52 Edward Rybat
B52-01

I am still not sold on this project and am against it for two reasons:
1) I have looked at the proposed traffic study and what I see is an
increase in traffic through Montgomery Village area.
2) I do not think there is a clear support for this project. How many
citizens advocating this project are retired and how many are still in the
work force having to commute on a daily bases?
I am retired and do not have to deal with the high volume of vehicular

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. The commenter generally asserts that traffic impacts will be
significant but provides no substantial evidence to support the assertion and no
specific concern regarding the Revised Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters with
respect to substantiating claims.
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traffic, but I can imagine those that are not retired would rather see an
easier commute. How much of the traffic is just passing through the
area beyond the Montgomery Village area? This area is a
local/community based area that should not be subject to heavy traffic.
The land is there to move the heavy traffic that is passing through the
area to points east or west to/from HWY 101. Southeast Greenway is a
nice idea, but the traffic is only going to increase. Extend HWY 12 to
reroute through traffic and let Montgomery Village be community based
again.

Response
Additionally, please see Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for
additional information about comments on future development in the Southeast
Greenway Area.

B53 Peter Bassing
B53-01

B53-02

My wife and I own property on Vallejo Street, east of Farmer's Lane, in
Santa Rosa. I have been reviewing parts of the draft EIR for the SE
Greenway project with an eye toward possible traffic impact on Vallejo
Street, a street which can't bear much more traffic.
As you know, the plan contemplates "An area for two-to three-story
apartments or condominiums ... along Vallejo Drive, allowing
development of up to 67 housing units." It also contemplates that one of
four "Public Plaza Trailheads" would be located "near the eastern
terminus of Vallejo Avenue "

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.
The commenter questioned how traffic associated with the project was assigned
to Vallejo Street, noting that on Figure 4.13-3 of the Revised Draft EIR, no
additional traffic volumes appear to be added to or from Vallejo Street. Please see
Response to Comment B62-01, which addresses this concern from the
commenter.

Table 10 of the Traffic Impact Study indicates that the housing units
would generate 446 trips per day, and that number does not include
those generated by the trailhead.
Yet Figure 6 -- Additional Traffic Volumes -- does not, if I am reading it
correctly, indicate that there would be a single additional car entering or
leaving Vallejo Street, east of Farmer's Lane, as a result of the project.
Am I misinterpreting something? Am I incorrect in inferring that the 67
units "along Vallejo" and the trailhead "at the Eastern terminus of
Vallejo" would be served by that street?
B54 Kathy Doig
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B54-01
I hope the city of Santa Rosa will use this undeveloped, level land in the
middle of mostly residential properties, and close to public
transportation and retail, for nothing but housing!
With only the Whole Foods shopping center within walking distance, I
could see incorporating a small amount of retail to give more shopping
amenities for residents. However, in my opinion, our greatest
community need is housing (especially after the fires).

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
Additionally, please see Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for
additional information about comments on future development in the Southeast
Greenway Area.

In addition, Annadel and Spring Lake parks are so close to this space, so
more outdoor recreation seems out of step with what Santa Rosa needs.
Housing!
Apartments and condos make the most sense to maximize density, but
with 2-3 stories max. How about another community pool for this side
of town??
I look forward to seeing this property beautifully developed. It is a rare
and special opportunity for our city! Fingers crossed it is done right, with
a lasting appeal and use for the next generation.
B55 Mike Raymond
B55-01

May not be able to make the meeting.

B55-02

The revised EIR does not do anything to improve the traffic flow at the
Highway 12 and farmers Lane intersection. It does however include high
density building which will increase the amount of traffic and add to the
back up at the intersection. The current plan will not help with the traffic
flow, suggestions were made and no provisions to improve the
intersection are in the new EIR. No bridge over Spring Lake why not one
over farmers Lane. This means that existing conditions of the backup will
continue in forever. We are faced with traffic backups on a daily basis in
the morning and in the evenings now at the intersection. The

PLACEWORKS

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. The commenter generally asserts that traffic impacts will be
significant but provides no substantial evidence to support the assertion and no
specific concern regarding the Revised Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters with
respect to substantiating claims, and Master Response 5, State Route 12
Overpass/Bridge.
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westbound lane was built several years ago and it has your rating of A.
Why an east bound bridge was not put in at that time I still do not
understand perhaps planners and the board at that time but the people
using the westbound lane but just drive off into the sunset and nit
return. The new EIR does exclude the farmers Lane extension, east
bound intersection goes from D to E rating. There are over 23000 cars
passing through the intersection Table 4.10-8.Daily. You’re still planning
on increasing the density and doing more building along the east
corridor of the Highway 12. This will only continue to add to the issue.
No bridge over Spring lake place it over Hi way 12 at Farmers lane. This
plan creates more pollution, delays in travel time, and delays in
emergency response time and increases the risk for more accidents.
B56 Christina Cramer
B56-01

Please accept this email as a public comment regarding this project.
Yes, it is clear that additional housing is necessary for the County.
However, it cannot be planned without sufficient infrastructure and
traffic improvements. Something must be done IN ADVANCE for HWY
12, Farmers, Hoen, and 4th intersections for new development.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

Additionally, please see Master Response 2, Future Project-Specific Details, for
additional information about comments on future development in the Southeast
We travel eastbound to take kids to school. Any additional commute
time is just not tenable. In particular, turning left from Hoen Frontage to Greenway Area.
Hoen to go to Montgomery High at 7:45 in the morning is like putting
your life on the line. It is nearly impossible to take this left turn without
breaking driving rules and resorting to “punching it” through a yellow or
red light for 1-2 cars to get through the intersection each light cycle, or
saying a prayer that you’ve judged the ability to take a left into the
oncoming traffic.
Please don’t forsake safety and quality and develop without road and
lighting improvements to appropriately absorb more housing and traffic.
B57 Benita Mattioli
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B57-01
After reading the article in today’s PD, it is apparent that the traffic
consequences will be terrible for that part of town if that strip of land is
not developed as an extension of Hwy 12 as Cal Trans originally
intended.
Look back at the historic mess created when a few prominent people
insisted that Hwy 101 pierce through the heart of our beautiful
downtown Santa Rosa. Cal Trans wanted the freeway to be located west
of town where there was little development at the time.

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. The commenter generally asserts that traffic impacts will be
significant but provides no substantial evidence to support the assertion and no
specific concern regarding the Revised Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

Don’t let a few nimbys dictate the highway routes that will benefit the
entire community. Please listen to Cal Trans. They actually know what
they are talking about!! What will the traffic be like in 50 years for this
route? Think about it!
B58 Anna Rybat
B58-01

The greenway will be lovely for children, pedestrians, picnickers and
people who like to enjoy outdoors (most of us) but it is a mistake.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
Without another remedy for the traffic congestion on Hwy. 12/Farmers environmental issue. The commenter generally asserts that traffic impacts will be
Lane/Sonoma Hwy, the decision to create the Greenway in lieu of traffic significant but provides no substantial evidence to support the assertion and no
specific concern regarding the Revised Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1,
abatement was ill advised and should not have been approved by city
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters with
leaders.
respect to substantiating claims.
It must be re-negotiated. The traffic on Farmers Lane, thru a busy
residential and retail area is dangerous, congested and causing more
harm thru pollution.

Please reconsider this poorly thought out plan and reverse the decision
to build a greenway instead of the highway extension.
B59 Mike Raymond
B59-01

Cannot believe that the revised study did not have an east bound Hi Way The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the traffic modeling being re-run
to include an eastbound SR 12 overpass of Farmers Lane that connects directly to
12 over pass included in the study.

PLACEWORKS
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Over 10 years ago Santa Rosa installed the west bound over pass from
Hoen to Hi way 12 because of the S turn requiring drivers to turn right
on to Farmers lane then left to enter Hi way 12 from Farmers lane this
has a LOS of B. . At that time it was considered a great improvement for
the west bound flow of traffic. It was determined at that time that east
bound over pass was not necessary.

Response
Hoen Avenue (referred to as Hoen Avenue Frontage Road in this area). Please see
Master Response 5, State Route 12 Overpass/Bridge.

There were several housing projects being built along the east Hi Way 12
corridor while the Hi Way 12 extension was planned. (Sky
Hawk, Apartments in Rincon Valley, Stonegate and Oakmont). More
building is in progress and being planned for the east side along the Hi
way 12 corridor. Which will increase the traffic volume on Hi-Way 12,
now is the time to build the east bound over pass over Farmers lane to
connect to Hoen allowing better access to Yulupa and Summerfield,
while the land is still available. East bound traffic at times continually
backs up to the Fairgrounds seven days a week and sometimes to hi way
101 during the week. The other impact on the intersection is the
Farmers lane traffic backs up to Neotmas and sometimes to Bennett
valley road.
If more building is allowed it’s time to improve the flow of traffic east
bound while the land that was set aside for the traffic corridor is still
open. Years ago there was foresight to set aside land for the east west
roadway knowing that in the future it would be necessary. I am sure the
environmental studies were completed long ago when the land was set
aside for east and west bound traffic.
Based on the revised study 23,320 car go through the intersection at Hi
Way 12 and Farmers Lane, LOS E without an east bound bridge. Traffic at
Hoen Ave at Townview is 10;000 cars. With the addition of the east
bound bridge this would remove 10,000 cars from the intersection and
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reduce the traffic volume to 13,320 a reduction of 48% this should
reduce the east bound Hi way 12 at Farmers lane LOS from E to a more
acceptable ratting.

Response

TABLE 4.10-8 EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
Hwy 12 Eastbound /
Hoen Avenue

West of Farmers
Lane

23,320

Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road

Farmers Lane to
Townview Avenue

10,000

Improve our roadway infrastructure before more building east of 101
and proceeding with the SouthEast Greenway as proposed
B60 Jennifer Liss
B60-01

The Southeast Greenway is a traffic reliever, not a traffic burden. The
Greenway will offer protected bicycle and pedestrian paths, providing a
corridor for safe, non-motorized travel to work, places of worship,
schools, and shopping. My family will use the Greenway--perhaps even
daily. It will get us out of our cars and onto our bikes for short trips
around our neighborhood. We're huge supporters of this project!

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

B61 Mary Lou Velasquez
B61- 01

I would like to express my support for the Southeast Greenway project
despite concern for further traffic delays. I do not believe that the
impact of the recreation and some businesses will create enough impact
that it is not worth developing this wonderful project that will enhance
the community.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

i personally look forward to a long bike path that traverses the city
safely.
B62 Peter Bassing

PLACEWORKS
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B62-01
I write concerning what appears to be a glaring omission in the Revised
Draft EIR for the Southeast Greenway General Plan Amendment and
Rezoning (RDEIR) which renders the document incomplete in that it fails
completely to address the traffic impact of the Project on Vallejo Street,
east of Farmer’s Lane. Vallejo Street, east of Farmer’s Lane, is a short,
narrow and curving road with only one outlet, at Farmer’s Lane.

Response
The commenter questioned how traffic associated with the project was assigned
to Vallejo Street, noting that on Figure 4.13-3 of the Revised Draft EIR, no
additional traffic volumes appear to be added to or from Vallejo Street.

The commenter is correct that Figure 4.13-3 should include project-added
volumes on the eastern leg of Vallejo Street and as shown in this response,
corrections to the volumes have been made to the EIR. W-Trans determined that
the “plus project” modeling included a minor coding error that added trips
The General Plan contemplates construction of 67 units of apartments
associated with potential growth on Vallejo Street to Farmers Lane without
or condos "on east end of Vallejo Street" (RDEIR Table 4.13-10). The
showing the added volumes at the actual Farmers Lane/Vallejo Street (#6)
RDEIR projects this housing to create 446 daily trips (RDEIR Table 4.13intersection. The coding error also resulted in slight differences in the assignment
11).
of project volumes at the Farmers Lane/SR 12 West onramp. All “plus project”
intersection level-of-service calculations have been re-run with the corrected
The proposed Project also includes four "Public Plaza Trailheads"
volumes, and it has been confirmed that no changes to the reported levels of
providing access to the Greenway. Concerning the location of these
service would result, and there would correspondingly be no changes to the
trailheads the RDEIR refers to "Figure 3-10 in Chapter 3, Project
Description, of 2017 Draft EIR" (See RDEIR "Trans-6") That Figure 3-10, in analysis’s conclusions, impacts, or mitigations. The effects of this coding error
turn, shows one of these four trailheads to be located on Vallejo Street, were isolated to these two study intersections (#6 and #7).
east of Farmer's Lane.
While this correction results in no changes to the analyzed levels of service, in
some cases the corresponding “average delay per vehicle” results change slightly
Figure 4.13-3 of the RDEIR purports to show increased traffic volumes
at the Farmers Lane/Vallejo Street (#6) intersection. Note that no measurable
resulting from the contemplated Project at 16 selected intersections.
changes in average vehicle delay were reported at the Farmers Lane/SR 12 West
Diagram no. 6 on that Figure 4.13-3 refers to the intersection of
On-ramp (#7) intersection for conditions either with or without the Farmers Lane
Farmer’s Lane and Vallejo Street. Notwithstanding the contemplated
extension.
construction of 67 units on Vallejo St., east of Farmer’s Lane, and the
location of a Public Plaza Trailhead on Vallejo St., east of Farmer’s Lane,
The revised results for the Farmers Lane/Vallejo Street (#6) intersection are shown
that diagram no. 6 positively indicates that there will be “0" additional
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR as revisions to Table 4.13-15 (Existing plus Project
vehicles either entering or leaving Vallejo St., east of Farmer’s Lane
Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service) and Table 4.13-18 (Future plus Project
during either "AM Peak Hour" or "PM Peak Hour."
(With Farmers Lane Extension) Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service). In both
scenarios the level of service (LOS A and B) remain unchanged. Additionally, the
Apart and aside from the huge impact that the construction of the
traffic volumes have been updated on Figures 4.13-3 (Project Traffic Volumes),
residential units and Public Plaza Trailhead will have on Vallejo Street,
4.13-4 (Existing plus Project Traffic Volumes), 4.13-5 (Future plus Project With
east of Farmer’s Lane, the traffic generated by the operation of these
Farmers Extension), and 4.13-6 (Future plus Project Without Farmers Extension
facilities will have a significant impact by way of noise, congestion and
parking, none of which have in any way been addressed by the RDEIR.
Traffic Volumes).
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Considering that the impact of the Project on Vallejo Street, east of
Farmer’s Lane will probably be greater, in relation to present traffic, than
on any other segment of roadway in the City, this omission is
inexcusable, and precludes the EIR's adoption under the statutory
scheme by which it is required as a precondition to adoption of the
General Plan Amendment and Rezoning.

Response
As noted by the commenter, the Southeast Greenway project would allow
development to occur at the eastern terminus of Vallejo Street, resulting in
increased traffic volumes. Based on existing volumes, the street currently carries
approximately 65 to 85 vehicles during peak hours. Under future conditions with
the addition of new development allowed by the project, traffic volumes are
projected to increase to between 100 and 135 vehicles per hour. These volumes
are well within typical levels encountered on local streets, and no capacity-related
modifications to Vallejo Street would be necessary to support this future traffic
growth.

B63 Tony White
B63-01

As a long-time resident of Santa Rosa, currently in the Southeast sector,
and a volunteer with the Southeast Greenway Campaign, I want to
convey my support for the project and endorse the adoption of the
DRAFT EIR.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

While studies indicate an increase in traffic on Highway 12 and Farmers’
Lane, most of that will be at the intersection of the two, and near the
proposed housing on the western end of the Greenway.
However, while some residents will drive to the Greenway, at the same
time, it will provide a pedestrian and bike path so that more people can
get out of their cars, exercise and improve their health.
Given the 7 schools in the area, we hope that many students will use the
Greenway to bike or walk, and save their parents two trips per day.
Combined with SMART, new bike paths, walkable neighborhoods,
improved bus routes and electric bikes and car, more people will be able
to shop, walk to school, take public transit, bike and thereby, reduce
traffic.
Thank you for your dedication to improving the quality of life throughout

PLACEWORKS
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our city.

Response

B64 Zene Fenton
B64-01

My name is Zene' Fenton and my husband and I own a home that backs
up to the Southeast Greenway. We have lived in our home for more than
10 years and for all of this time we have enjoyed open field beyond our
fence line.
The Southeast Greenway is a positive use of public land versus more
housing. I do agree with the concept. What is unclear to me is what
safety and privacy is being considered for the existing homeowners?
My husband and I were not blessed with children. However, I do have 2
big, beautiful dogs that enjoy the size of our lot as well as the
peacefulness to it. Dogs are, by nature, protective. There have been
many times that people have gone over the fence and been in the field
riding their motorcycles or ATV's and my dogs do bark at the activity.
There have also been individuals that have walked in the field as a short
cut to wherever they are going and passed by fences, again alarming my
dogs causing them to bark. I have had fence boards kicked in from the
field side of my fence that I have had to repair. I am guessing that once
anyone saw the size of my dogs, they thought twice about entering the
yard.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The proposed project that is the subject of this EIR consists of long-term plans that
will guide future development within the Southeast Greenway Area over a
buildout horizon that is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
(General Plan 2035).
No specific development projects are included as part of the proposed General
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project. The design of future access points from
Summerfield Road, parking, and any associated fencing is not known at this time.
The ongoing implementation of General Plan Policy OSC-D-10 would require
future development in the Southeast Greenway Area to orient development and
buildings toward creeks, while providing privacy, security, and an open transition
between public and private open spaces.

I have also had my yard penetrated in the past and my husband's shop
was opened up. Nothing was taken. The only thing we could conclude
was the dogs must have interrupted whoever it was and they left.
If there is access to the Southeast Greenway 24/7, what protection do
we, the home owner's have if any at all? Will there be some kind of
fence or barrier between my fence and whatever is built or will the
public have access to walk up to my fence line?
I just want our concerns for safety and privacy to be on record. We have
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lived here peacefully for a long time and love our home. We stayed on
our property during the fires hoping that we would not lose it.
Thankfully, we are all still here.

Response

I appreciate your time and look forward to hearing back from you.
B65 Jayne Rosenberg
B65-01

As a long supporter of the Greenway Project, I hope the City of Santa
Rosa will do everything for this project to come to fruition. This nonmotorized transportation path will help this neighborhood that is locked
down by busy main streets and 4 way intersections enjoy the freedom
to bike to the grocery store and/or have children ride to school. This
pathway will join up with our other bike paths for commuters and our
tourist visitors.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

We all know the benefits this project brings to 95404.
The wait times at the signal will always continue to increase because we
don't have a solution for all the cars that we funnel through this
intersection. Hopefully the city will continue to encourage free public
transportation, car-pools when possible and using the Greenway as
often as possible. Thank you for all you do and can do to help the
Greenway be the great jewel for this neighborhood.
B66 Paula Zerzan
B66-01

Where Does the Traffic Originate?
•

•

PLACEWORKS

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the methodology for how the
The Draft EIR estimates that less than 20% of total vehicle trips project trips were generated and notes that the trips may be overestimated. The
generated by the Southeast Greenway Project will come from comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
the proposed 47 acres of biking and walking paths, recreational of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR or the
Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental issue. The
facilities, gardens, orchards, and open space that we call the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionSoutheast Greenway.
making bodies as part of this Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the
Over 80% of the estimated project-related traffic will be
generated by the residential and commercial uses proposed on project.
9.7 acres of Caltrans property adjacent to the actual Greenway.
These estimates do not appear to consider that these
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developments will be located where residents can use public
buses, walk to shopping, schools, and services, walk and bike
on the Greenway, and reduce their vehicle use.

Response

Reducing Vehicle Trips

The Southeast Greenway is a traffic reliever, not a traffic burden. The
Greenway will offer protected bicycle and pedestrian paths, providing a
corridor for safe, non-motorized travel to work, places of worship,
schools, and shopping. Five schools are located within ½ mile of the
Greenway!

Future Traffic Modes

Transportation planning should be based on future circulation patterns.
Getting from place to place will change with the growth of SMART, the
revised City bus plan, more safe cycling routes, walkable neighborhoods,
and electric cars and bikes.
Thank you for considering my thoughts.
B67 Chris and Lynn Royston
B67-01

Reading through the Press Democrat posting I read there were
considerations associated with the proposed Farmers Lane Extension
[herefore called the proposal].
I write this to voice my opposition to ever building the Farmers Lane
extension.

The comment expresses a general opinion but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to Comments and
Focus of Review of Commenters.

The proposal is based upon considerations over 60 years old.
The area is in no way similar to the area of the 1950s and 1960s, when
the proposal was developed.
With the addition of housing and regional parks the change to the
neighborhood would be most detrimental.
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Response

I would propose that Farmers Lane extension should be removed from
the City of Santa Rosa General Plan.
B68 Wendy Krupnick
B68-01

I have been a supporter of the SE Greenway since the concept's
inception and wish to point out what I feel is a flaw in the projected
traffic impact of this much needed park.
Apparently the DEIR assumed that additional significant traffic would
come from the proposed housing development adjacent to the
Greenway and did not take into account the accessibility of public
transit to these residents. Nor did it account for decreased traffic due to
the pedestrian and bicycle option that the Greenway will provide. With
5 schools within a half mile of the Greenway, plus several places of
worship and frequently used stores, this safe route for daily activities
will decrease vehicle traffic.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the methodology for how the
project trips were generated and notes that the trips may be overestimated. The
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017Draft EIR, nor does
the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.

Old models for traffic projections are not relevant in this era when we
need to be planning for transit centered housing and alternative
transportation models.
I ask the SE Greenway be allowed to move forward with more
recognition of the many benefits that it will provide to the community
and not be delayed by faulty traffic projections.
Thank you for considering my comments.
B69 Bob Gaiser and Thea Hensel, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition
B69-01

Attached and below are comments by the Southeast Greenway
Campaign Committee on the Revised DEIR. Please let me know if you
receive this.

This serves as an opening remark to the commenters concerns, which are
addressed in the following responses.

The southeast greenway campaign committee is pleased to submit the
following comments on the revised Draft EIR (RDEIR) for the southeast

PLACEWORKS
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greenway project. Our comments focus on future circulation modes and
conditions and how the project will influence the movement of people
and vehicles in the area.
B69-02
Future Traffic Modes: Transportation planning should be based on the
best possible assessment of tomorrow's circulation patterns, not the
patterns of today. How people get from place to place is changing with
the growth of the SMART train, the revised City bus plan, more safe
cycling routes, car sharing, electric cars and bikes, and the development
of walkable neighborhoods.
Comment: The vehicle trip generation rates and other future
assumptions used in the RDEIR traffic analysis should consider the
changes underway in circulation modes and patterns.
B69-03
Reducing Vehicle Trips: We believe that what we call the Southeast
Greenway is a traffic reliever, not a traffic burden. According to the EIR,
less than 20% of the total vehicle trips generated by the project will be
from the 47 acres devoted to biking and walking paths, recreational
facilities, school activities, utilities, gardens, orchards and natural open
space that we call the Southeast Greenway. The central focus of the
Greenway project is 1.9 miles of Class I bicycle and pedestrian paths, a
corridor for safe, non-motorized travel to work, school and shopping in
an urban area.

B69-04

Response

For the Future 2040 (i.e., cumulative) scenario, the SCTA model calculates shorter
vehicle trip lengths in the future for this area in part because of mode shift and
because of Farmers Lane extension, thereby translating to a lower VMT in the
future for development within the Southeast Greenway Area.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the methodology for how the
project trips were generated and notes that the trips may be overestimated. The
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does
the comment raise a new environmental issue. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of this
Final EIR for their consideration in reviewing the project.

Comment: The traffic analysis in the RDEIR should consider reductions in
vehicle use in the project vicinity due to the non-motorized travel
options provided by the Greenway bicycle and pedestrian paths.
Vehicle Trip Generation: The RDEIR estimates that over 80% of the
Please see Response to Comment B69-03.
project-related traffic would be generated by the residential and
commercial development proposed on 9.7 acres of the project area. This
development would be located adjacent to Farmers Lane and Yulupa
Avenue, where residents can use public buses, walk to shopping,
services and schools, and walk and bike on the Greenway.
Comment: The traffic analysis in the RDEIR should consider possible
reductions in vehicle use by future residents of the residential and
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mixed-use development areas, due to their proximity to multi-use paths,
bus lines, shopping, services and schools.
B69-05
Project Impacts: Farmers Lane is a part of State Highway 12 in an urban
area. The EIR analysis of existing traffic conditions makes it very clear
that vehicle traffic volumes and delays along this major arterial have
already reached high levels and will continue to grow in the future,
whether or not Farmers Lane is extended to the south. What is not clear
in the statement of traffic impacts is the small relative impact of the
Greenway-generated traffic versus all of the other traffic. For example:
• At the Farmers Lane / Fourth Street intersection, the afternoon
peak hour vehicle delay is currently estimated at 51.2 seconds and
is projected to increase to 78.5 seconds in the future, whether or
not the Farmers Lane extension is built. The full development of the
Greenway project would add only 2.9 seconds to the delay.
•

B69-06

Response

The commenter is requesting additional formatting of the tables in the Revised
Draft EIR. The tables in Chapter 4.13 currently illustrate a comparison of the
difference or delta between the conditions being evaluated both with and without
the project. These are shown on Table 4.13-5 (Existing plus Project Peak Hour
Intersection Levels of Service), Table 4.13-22 (Future plus Project (Without
Farmers Lane Extension) Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service), and Table 4.1318 (Future plus Project (With Farmers Lane Extension) Peak Hour Intersection
Levels of Service). The comment does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the
2017 Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. No changes have been made pursuant to this comment as it
does not affect the conclusions of the analysis.

At the Farmers Lane / Freeway Off-ramp / Hoen Frontage Road
intersection, the afternoon peak hour vehicle delay is currently
estimated at 57.2 seconds and is projected to increase to 66.8
seconds in the future without the Farmers Lane extension. The full
development of the Greenway project would add only 8 seconds to
the delay.

Comment: The RDEIR tables that show future traffic levels and the
effects of the Greenway project should clearly state the increment of
additional traffic or delay due to Greenway-related vehicle trips.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. The Southeast
Greenway Campaign Committee looks forward to continuing to work
with the City and the community in developing the non-motorized
circulation system of the future.

The comment serves as a closing remark. No further response is required.

B70 Wendy Eliot, Sonoma Land Trust
B70-1

Would you add Grant Semple to the City’s mailing list for the Southeast
Santa Rosa Greenway DEIR, GPA and other communications? Grant is a
Senior Right of Way Agent for Caltrans and will be working on this

PLACEWORKS

Mr. Semple has been added to the City’s distribution list for the proposed project.
No further response is required.
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project.

Response

Public Hearing Comments: Thursday, February 14, 2019
C10 Bob Geizer
C10-01

The commenter expressed concerns about the transportation impacts if
the Farmers Lane extension doesn’t occur. He stated that the
Commission should keep in mind that the bicycle and pedestrian paths
included in the project are intended to be elements that decrease
automobile traffic. Additionally, the 208 units included in the project are
in an excellent location for walking, shopping, using public
transportation, walking and biking on the Greenway, and will overall
reduce the use of automobiles in the area.

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR or the Revised Draft EIR, nor does the
comment raise a new environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

C11 Mike Raymond
C11-01

States that the new EIR shows there will be no transportation
improvement at the ramp location of Farmers Lane and Highway 12.
States there should be a bridge over Farmers Lane to reduce congestion
and increase safety, and to improve LOS. Additionally, emergency
response times will increase because of traffic increases as a result of
the project.

The commenter expressed similar in his written Comment Letter B59. Please see
Response to Comment B59-01 and Master Response 5, State Route 12
Overpass/Bridge, which discusses the concept of the bridge in more detail.

C12 Peter Bassing
C12-01

The commenter stated that he has a concern about traffic on Vallejo
The commenters concerns are addressed in the responses to his written
Street because there are several elements of the plan that will impact
comments in Comment Letter B62. Please see Response to Comment B62-01.
this street. He stated that first the 67-unit multi-family housing project,
and second is a trailhead at the end of Vallejo Street. Table 4.13-11
identifies an additional 446 daily trips just from the housing complex,
and then an additional 117 daily trips for the trailhead traffic. Figure
4.13-3 has intersection impacts expressed, and Intersection #6 (Vallejo
Street) shows that there is no increase in automobile trips coming in and
out of Vallejo Street once the project is operational.

C13 Duane De Witt
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C13-01
The commenter spoke in support of the project and did not have any
comments on the Revised Draft EIR.

Response
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

C14 Thomas Ells
C14-01

The commenter spoke in support of the project, with a caveat that there The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project but does not state a
should not be housing on the Greenway. No other comments on the EIR. specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does the comment raise a new
environmental issue. Please see Master Response 1, Standards for Responses to
Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

C15 Rick Coats
C15-01

The commenter stated that extending Farmers Lane would actually
increase traffic to and from Highway 12, not decrease it.

The comment asserts an opinion regarding the future Farmers Lane extension
project but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the 2017 Draft EIR, nor does
the comment raise a new environmental issue. The commenter provides no
substantial evidence to support the assertion. Please see Master Response 1,
Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

C16 Commissioner Weeks
C16-01

The Commissioner asked what is the likelihood of a Farmers Lane
extension?

As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the Revised Draft
EIR, the General Plan 2035 includes the extension of Farmers Lane Future. The
Farmers Lane Extension Project is a reasonably foreseeable project under
cumulative conditions and is not speculative, because it is already identified in
both City and regional long-range plans and has at least one source of funding
(Measure M sales tax). The transportation improvements with identified funding
sources are also reflected in the Sonoma County Travel Model 2010. Please see
Master Response 4, Farmers Lane Extension Project.

C17 Commissioner Kalia
The Commissioner asked if the bike path did connect into the Greenway
and to Bennett Valley Road at the Taylor Mountain Regional Park Trail,
how will this impact traffic and will it be safe?

PLACEWORKS

The commenter requests an evaluation of a specific pathway connection;
however, the future trail alignment is not evaluated in the 2017 Draft EIR. Please
see Master Response 3, Future Project-Specific Details, for a discussion on the
type of environmental analysis provided in the program-level EIR.
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C18 Commissioner Carter
The Commissioner states that he hopes the final EIR and other materials
will talk about how traffic analyses will be based on VMT instead of LOS,
and include discussion of how VMT can work to reduce impacts to the
transportation network better than just making improvements at
intersections.

5-116

As discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, under the
subheading Senate Bill 743, since the City has not yet established a threshold of
significance for determining VMT-related impacts, automobile delay is still
discussed in this Revised EIR, and the City of Santa Rosa will continue to use the
established level-of-service (LOS) criteria (e.g., LOS A through LOS F). Please see
page 4.13-1. Additionally, VMT is discussed on page 4.13-22.
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Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program
This Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the proposed Southeast
Greenway General Plan Amendment and Rezoning, herein referred to as the “proposed project.” The
purpose of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of mitigation measures identified as part of the
environmental review for the proposed project. The MMRP includes the following information:
 The full text of the mitigation measures;
 The party responsible for implementing the mitigation measures;
 The timing for implementation of the mitigation measure;
 The agency responsible for monitoring the implementation; and
 The monitoring action and frequency.
The mitigation measures in this MMRP shall be applied to all future development in the Southeast
Greenway Area unless otherwise specified in the specific mitigation measure. The City of Santa Rosa must
adopt this MMRP, or an equally effective program, if it approves the proposed project with the mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval.

PLACEWORKS
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Implementation
Timing

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

AQ-2, AQ-3, AQ-5, and AQ-6: Prior to issuance of construction permits,
City of Santa Rosa
development project applicants that are subject to CEQA and exceed the
screening sizes in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD)
CEQA Guidelines shall prepare and submit to the City of Santa Rosa a technical
assessment evaluating potential air quality impacts related to the project’s
operation phase. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with the
BAAQMD methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If operation-related
criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the
BAAQMD thresholds of significance, as identified in BAAQMD’s CEQA
Guidelines, the City of Santa Rosa shall require that applicants for new
development projects incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant
emissions during operation activities.

Prior to Construction

City of Santa Rosa
Department of
Public Works

Plan Review and
Approval

During scheduled
construction site
inspections.

AQ-4, AQ-5, and AQ-6: Applicants for construction within 1,000 feet of
City of Santa Rosa
residential and other sensitive land use projects (e.g., hospitals, nursing
homes, day care centers) in the City of Santa Rosa, as measured from the
property line of the project to the property line of the source/edge of the
nearest travel lane, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of
Santa Rosa prior to future discretionary project approval. The HRA shall be
prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District. The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for
the analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body
weights appropriate for children ages 0 to 16 years. If the HRA shows that the
incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06), PM2.5
concentrations exceed 0.3 µg/m3, or the appropriate noncancer hazard index
exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that
mitigation measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer
risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of
1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk
may include, but are not limited to:
 During construction, use of construction equipment fitted with Level 3
Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF) for all equipment of 50 horsepower or more.
 Use of construction equipment fitted with Tier 3 engines for all equipment

Prior to future project City of Santa Rosa
approval
Department of
Public Works

HRA Review and
Approval

Once

Mitigation Measures

Party Responsible
for Implementation

AIR QUALITY
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Prior to Construction

City approved
biologist

Preconstruction
Survey

During scheduled
construction site
inspections

of 50 horsepower or more.
 Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance with
manufacturer recommendations.
 The construction contractor shall ensure that all non-essential idling of
construction equipment is restricted to five minutes or less in compliance
with Section 2449 of the California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8,
Chapter 9.
Measures identified in the HRA shall be included in the environmental
document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a
component of the proposed project. Prior to issuance of any construction
permit, the construction contractor shall ensure that all construction plans
submitted to the City of Santa Rosa Planning Division and/or Building Division
clearly show incorporation of all applicable mitigation measures.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1a: Ensure Avoidance of California Red-legged Frog. The following
City of Santa Rosa
measures shall be implemented in locations within 100 feet of any drainage or
seasonal wetland on the site to ensure avoidance of individual California redlegged frog (CRLF) in the remote instance individuals were to disperse onto
the site in the future in advance of or during construction:
 Wildlife exclusion fence: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be installed prior to
the start of construction and maintained until construction of the proposed
project is complete. Such fencing shall, at a minimum, run along the
proposed project boundaries with riparian habitat and for a distance of at
least 100 feet perpendicular to riparian habitat. Silt fence material may be
used to also provide erosion control, however, per CRLF standards, it must
be at least 42 inches in height (at least 36 inches above ground and buried
at least 6 inches below the ground) and stakes must be place on the inside
of the project (side on which work will take place).
 Pre-construction survey: Pre-construction surveys for CRLF shall be
conducted prior to initiation of project activities (including fence
installation) and within 48 hours of the start of ground disturbance
activities following completion of exclusion fence installation. Surveys are
to be conducted by qualified biologists with experience surveying for CRLF.

PLACEWORKS
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Party Responsible
for Implementation

If project activities are stopped for greater than 7 days, a follow-up preconstruction survey may be required within 48 hours prior to reinitiating
project activities.
 Worker Training: All workers for activities within 100 feet of riparian habitat
shall be trained by the qualified biologist to understand the remote
potential for occurrence of this listed species, need to avoid any potential
inadvertent take, and process to follow if a frog is encountered, that all
work must stop and the qualified biologist must determine whether it is
CRLF before work proceeds.
 Earth Disturbing Activities only during dry weather: No earth disturbing
activities shall take place during rain events when there is potential for
accumulation greater than 0.25 inch in a 24-hour period. In addition, no
earth disturbing activities shall occur for 48 hours following rain events in
which 0.25 inch of rain accumulation within 24 hours.
 Biological monitoring: An approved biologist shall be required to inspect
and approve installation of the exclusion fence.
 Erosion Control Materials: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material
shall be used for erosion control or other purposes to ensure amphibians
do not get trapped. Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control
matting), rolled erosion control products, or similar material shall not be
used.
BIO-1b: Appropriate measures shall be implemented to ensure adequate
City of Santa Rosa
avoidance of special-status plant species, if present in the remaining natural
areas on the project site east of Summerfield Road. A qualified botanist shall
conduct systematic surveys of the portion of the project site east of the
Summerfield Road in spring and summer months to confirm absence of any
special-status plant species on the site. The survey shall focus on the specialstatus plant species considered to have a remote probability for occurrence on
the project site. The surveys shall be completed and a report of findings
submitted to the City before the onset of any initial ground-disturbing activity
or construction associated with project implementation.

Implementation
Timing

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Prior to construction

City-approved
botanist

Systematic surveys Seasonally
of special- status
plant species

If any special-status plant species are encountered, then any occurrence(s)
shall be avoided or potential impacts adequately mitigated as part of potential
future project development. The qualified botanist shall develop and
implement a Special-Status Plant Species Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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Timing

Agency Responsible
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Action

Monitoring
Frequency

(SSPSMMP). The SSPSMMP shall only be required if a listed species or those
with a ranking of 1A, 1B or 2 of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Inventory are encountered during the preconstruction survey. Potential
impacts on any species with a ranking of 3 and 4 of the CNPS Inventory would
not be considered significant and no additional mitigation would be required
for these species if encountered during the systematic survey(s).
The SSPMMP shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and shall be approved by the City prior to any
initial ground-disturbing activity or construction. The SSPMMP shall be based
on the status and vulnerability of the species present, with avoidance of all or
a majority of any populations on the site the preferred method of mitigation.
Where complete or even partial avoidance of any special-status plant
populations on the site is considered infeasible, options for mitigation may
include a program to salvage and reestablish the population at an alternative,
suitable location. Details of any salvage and habitat recreation effort shall
include the following criteria and performance standards measures may
include:
 Collection of seeds during the appropriate developmental stage of the plan.
 Procedures for sowing techniques appropriate to the life cycle of the plant.
 Preparation of a maintenance and monitoring plan specific to the
environmental conditions necessary for survival of the new population.
Maintenance and monitoring shall be provided for a minimum of five years
to determine success of re-seeding and habitat creation, and need for
additional preservation.
 Identification of funding sources to provide implementation of the plan in
consultation with the qualified plant ecologist, landscape architect, and civil
engineer.
In addition, preservation of another existing occurrence of the affected
special-status plant species shall be required if monitoring indicates that the
reestablishment efforts have not been successful after five years. The
preservation program shall provide for permanent protection of a different
existing population in Sonoma County, which is equal or larger in size than that
encountered on the site (minimum 1:1 replacement), through land acquisition
or use of a conservation easement. Any off-site mitigation lands shall include
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for Implementation

establishment of a management endowment as necessary to provide for longterm management of the preserved population.
BIO-1c: Ensure Avoidance of Bird Nests in Active Use. Tree removal, landscape City of Santa Rosa
grubbing, and building demolition shall be performed in compliance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and relevant sections of the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) code to avoid loss of nests in active use. This shall
be accomplished by scheduling tree removal and landscape grubbing outside
of the bird nesting season (which occurs from February 1 to August 31) to
avoid possible impacts on nesting birds if new nests are established in the
future. Alternatively, if building demolition, tree removal and landscape
grubbing cannot be scheduled during the non-nesting season (September 1 to
January 31), a pre-construction nesting survey shall be conducted. The preconstruction nesting survey shall include the following:
 A qualified biologist (Biologist) shall conduct a pre-construction nesting bird
(both passerine and raptor) survey within seven calendar days prior to tree
removal, landscape grubbing, and/or building demolition.
 If no nesting birds or active nests are observed, no further action is
required and tree removal, landscape grubbing, and building demolition
shall occur within seven calendar days of the survey.
 Another nest survey shall be conducted if more than seven calendar days
elapse between the initial nest search and the beginning of tree removal,
landscape grubbing, and building demolition.
 If any active nests are encountered, the Biologist shall determine an
appropriate disturbance-free buffer zone to be established around the nest
location(s) until the young have fledged. Buffer zones vary depending on
the species (i.e., typically 75 to 100 feet for passerines and 300 feet for
raptors) and other factors such as ongoing disturbance in the vicinity of the
nest location. If necessary, the dimensions of the buffer zone shall be
determined in consultation with the CDFW.
 Orange construction fencing, flagging, or other marking system shall be
installed to delineate the buffer zone around the nest location(s) within
which no construction-related equipment or operations shall be permitted.
Continued use of existing facilities such as surface parking and site
maintenance may continue within this buffer zone.
 No restrictions on grading or construction activities outside the prescribed
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Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Prior to construction

City-approved
biologist

Pre-construction
nesting survey

Once
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Party Responsible
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Implementation
Timing

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Prior to approval of
future projects

City-approved
wetland specialist

Jurisdictional
wetland
delineation

Once when new
development is
proposed

buffer zone are required once the zone has been identified and delineated
in the field and workers have been properly trained to avoid the buffer
zone area.
 Construction activities shall be restricted from the buffer zone until the
Biologist has determined that young birds have fledged and the buffer zone
is no longer needed.
A survey report of findings verifying that any young have fledged shall be
submitted by the Biologist for review and approval by the City prior to
initiation of any tree removal, landscape grubbing, building demolition, and
other construction activities within the buffer zone. Following written approval
by the City, tree removal, and construction within the nest-buffer zone may
proceed.
BIO-3: Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Wetland Modifications. The City
City of Santa Rosa
shall require future project applicants to develop and implement a
compensatory mitigation program to provide adequate mitigation for
jurisdictional waters affected by proposed improvements in the Southeast
Greenway Area for submittal to the City. A jurisdictional wetland delineation
shall be prepared by a qualified wetland specialist and submitted for
verification by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) where
jurisdictional waters may be affected by project-related improvements. A
Wetland Protection and Replacement Program (WPRP) shall be prepared by
the qualified wetland specialist and implemented to provide compensatory
mitigation at a minimum 2:1 ratio where wetland habitat is affected, shall
minimize disturbance to unvegetated waters, and shall be reviewed and
approved by appropriate regulatory agencies (e.g., USACE, Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW). The WPRP shall include appropriate implementation
measures to prevent inadvertent loss and degradation of jurisdictional waters
to be protected, and replacement for those wetland features eliminated or
modified as a result of potential future project development. The WPRP shall
contain the following components:
 Where verified waters of the United States are present and cannot be
avoided, authorization for modifications to these features shall be obtained
from regulatory agencies with jurisdiction. This includes the USACE through
the Section 404 permitting process where waters of the United States are
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Party Responsible
for Implementation

Implementation
Timing

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring
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Action

Monitoring
Frequency

affected by the potential future project development and the RWQCB as
part of the Section 401 Certification process. Together with a Streambed
Alteration Agreement (SAA) secured from CDFW, if required as part of the
SAA Notification process for proposed fills to the man-made ditch and
possibly the pond on the golf course. All conditions required as part of the
authorizations by the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW shall be implemented as
part of the project.
Consultation or incidental take permitting may be required under the
California and federal Endangered Species Acts. Future project applicants
shall obtain all legally required permits or other authorizations from the
USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), and CDFW for
the potential “take” of protected species under the Endangered Species
Acts.
Install orange construction fencing around the boundary of all wetland
areas and waters to be preserved at the interface with proposed fills and
grading so that they are not disturbed during construction. The fencing
shall be placed a minimum of 25 feet out from the boundary of the
wetlands/waters but may need to be adjusted if restoration activities are to
be conducted within this area. Grading, construction, and restoration work
within the wetland/waters buffer zones shall be conducted in a way that
avoids or minimizes disturbance of existing wetlands and aquatic habitat.
A qualified biologist/restoration specialist shall be available during
construction to provide situation-specific wetland avoidance measures or
planting recommendation, as needed.
Success criteria, maintenance and long-term management responsibilities,
monitoring requirements, and contingency measures in the WPRP should
be specified. Monitoring shall be conducted by the qualified wetland
specialist for a minimum of five years and continue until the success criteria
are met. Permanent monitoring transects shall be established as part of the
program and vegetation data collected in the spring and summer months
when plant identification is possible. Photo stations shall be established
along each monitoring transect, and photographs taken every year during
the required monitoring period.

Annual monitoring reports shall be prepared by the qualified wetland
specialist and submitted to resource agency representatives by December 31
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of each monitoring year for a minimum of 5 years or until the defined success
criteria are met. The annual report shall summarize the results of the
monitoring effort, performance standards, and any required contingency
measures, and shall include photographs of the monitoring transects and
program success. Maps shall be included in the monitoring report to show the
location of monitoring transects and photo stations.
CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
CULT-2 and CULT-6: If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources City of Santa Rosa
are discovered during ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of
the resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted.
If the resource is a tribal resource – whether historic or prehistoric – the City
shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to evaluate the resource and
determine appropriate avoidance, preservation or mitigation measures. If the
resource is non-tribal, the archaeologist shall assess the significance of the find
according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be
significant, representatives from the City and the archaeologist would meet to
determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate
mitigation. All significant non-tribal cultural materials recovered shall be, as
necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and documentation
according to current professional standards. Where the materials are tribal,
the City shall consult with the appropriate tribe(s) to determine what types of
testing and preservation are acceptable. In considering any suggested
mitigation proposed by the consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to
tribal cultural resources, historical resources or unique archaeological
resources, the City, in consultation with the tribe(s) where appropriate, shall
determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such
as the nature of the find, proposed project design, costs, and other
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g.,
data recovery) may be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the
project site while mitigation for tribal cultural resources, historical resources
or unique archaeological resources is being carried out.

PLACEWORKS

During ground
City-approved
disturbing
Archaeologist
construction activities
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CULT-3 and CULT-6: In the event that fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are
City of Santa Rosa
discovered during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be
temporarily halted or diverted. The contractor shall notify a qualified
paleontologist to examine the discovery. The paleontologist shall document
the discovery as needed, in accordance with Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology standards (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 1995), evaluate
the potential resource, and assess the significance of the finding under the
criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The paleontologist shall
notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures that would be
followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find.
If the project proponent determines that avoidance is not feasible, the
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the
project based on the qualities that make the resource important. The plan
shall be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to
implementation.
CULT-4 and CULT-6: Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human
City of Santa Rosa
remains have been mandated by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5,
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations
Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA). According to the provisions in CEQA, if human
remains are encountered at the site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the
discovery shall cease and necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the
immediate area shall be taken. The Sonoma County Coroner shall be notified
immediately. The Coroner shall then determine whether the remains are
Native American. If the Coroner determines the remains are Native American,
the Coroner shall notify the NAHC within 24 hours, who will, in turn, notify the
person the NAHC identifies as the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) of any
human remains. Further actions shall be determined, in part, by the desires of
the MLD. The MLD has 48 hours to make recommendations regarding the
disposition of the remains following notification from the NAHC of the
discovery. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the
owner shall, with appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the
property secure from further disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not
accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent may
request mediation by the NAHC.
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During ground
City-approved
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Ongoing

During ground
Sonoma County
disturbing
Coroner
construction activities
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Ongoing
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CULT-5a and CULT-6: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-2

City of Santa Rosa

CULT-5b and CULT-6: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-4.

City of Santa Rosa

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

During ground
City-approved
disturbing
Archaeologist
construction activities

Contacting
appropriate
tribe(s)

Ongoing

During ground
Sonoma County
disturbing
Coroner
construction activities

Contact the MLD

Ongoing

In the future

City of Santa Rosa
Department of
Public Works

Adding capacity on Once
roadway

In the future

City of Santa Rosa
Department of
Public Works

Adding capacity on Once
roadway

Prior to future
construction

City of Santa Rosa
Department of
Public Works

Consult with
Caltrans

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
TRANS-1a and TRANS-1e: In order to improve operations to an LOS D in the
City of Santa Rosa
near-term, an additional eastbound through-lane from the SR 12 eastbound
off-ramp onto Hoen Avenue Frontage Road could be added and Hoen Avenue
Frontage Road could be widened downstream of the intersection to include
two eastbound lanes.
TRANS-1b.1 and TRANS-1c.: The Farmers Lane/Fourth Street-Sonoma Highway City of Santa Rosa
intersection (#1) could be widened in the future to include dual northbound
right-turn lanes and triple westbound left-turn lanes, including widening of
Farmers Lane to provide three southbound lanes for a distance of
approximately 350 feet south of the intersection, or otherwise modified as
determined appropriate by the City Traffic Engineer to provide equivalent or
superior operation. This is a major roadway and bridge widening project that
would affect traffic flow and operations on circulation facilities that are owned
and maintained by Caltrans, as well as additional environmental review
including assessment of potential impacts to Santa Rosa Creek, and would
require substantial review and approval of any modifications by Caltrans.
TRANS-1b.2: The City shall consult with Caltrans to modify the signal phasing at City of Santa Rosa
the Farmers Lane/Hoen Avenue intersection (#5) in the future to include
protected-permitted left-turn phasing on Hoen Avenue, or otherwise modified
as determined appropriate by the City Traffic Engineer to provide equivalent
or superior operation.

PLACEWORKS

Once
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Monitoring
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TRANS-1d: The City shall ensure that a traffic signal is installed at the
City of Santa Rosa
intersection of Hoen Avenue/Franquette Avenue in the future. The City’s
Department of Transportation and Public Works should monitor operations at
the intersection through field observation and review of development traffic
impact studies to assure signalization of the intersection either through future
development requirements or as part of the City’s Capital Improvement
Program once the City Traffic Engineer determines that signalization is
warranted.
TRANS-6a.1: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossings on Summerfield Road City of Santa Rosa
and Yulupa Avenue should include, at a minimum, an active pedestrian
warning system (such as, but not limited to, pedestrian-activated flashing
beacons or rapid rectangular flashing beacons) as well as high-visibility
crosswalk markings.
TRANS-6a.2: The mid-block multi-use pathway crossing on Franquette Avenue City of Santa Rosa
should include, at a minimum, high-visibility crosswalk markings and signs.

In the future

City of Santa Rosa
Department of
Public Works

Installation of
traffic signal and
other minor
operations
improvements

Once

TRANS-6a.3: The multi-use pathway crossing at the Hoen Avenue/Hoen
City of Santa Rosa
Avenue Frontage Road-Cypress Way signalized intersection should include, at
a minimum, new high-visibility crosswalk markings and signal phasing to serve
pedestrians and bicyclists, as well as signage (such as “Yield to Bikes” signs)
alerting drivers to the presence of bike crossings.
TRANS-6a.4: The ultimate configuration of multi-use pathway street crossing
City of Santa Rosa
designs, including selection of warning devices if appropriate, shall be
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer, in consideration of the physical
characteristics of each site and best design practices that exist at the time the
design is initiated.
TRANS-6b: The City shall ensure that whatever entity ultimately constructs the City of Santa Rosa
pedestrian and bicycle circulation facilities to cross the SR 12 Westbound Onramp obtains an encroachment permit and design approval from Caltrans
prior to implementing either of the new pedestrian-bicycle crossing options,
and shall oversee the preparation of preliminary designs and studies needed
for Caltrans review.

Mitigation Measures
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Party Responsible
for Implementation

During construction
City of Santa Rosa
of multi-use pathway Department of
Public Works

Installing an active Once
pedestrian warning
system

During construction
City of Santa Rosa
of multi-use pathway Department of
Public Works

Installing high
Once
visibility crosswalk
markings and signs

During construction
City of Santa Rosa
of multi-use pathway Department of
Public Works

Installing high
visibility crosswalk
markings and
signal phasing

During design phase

Ensuring street
When new
crossing designs
development is
include selection of proposed
warning devices

City of Santa Rosa
Traffic Engineer

Prior to implementing City of Santa Rosa
new pedestrianand Caltrans
bicycle crossing

Ensure Caltrans
reviews
encroachment
permit and design
approval

Once

Once
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Mitigation Measures
TRANS-6c.1: If an at-grade pedestrian crossing is to be implemented at Hoen
Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound On-ramp intersection, the
intersection would need to be modified to include, at a minimum, the
following components:

Party Responsible
for Implementation

Implementation
Timing

City of Santa Rosa

Agency Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

If an at-grade
City of Santa Rosa
pedestrian crossing is Department of
to be implemented
Public Works

Providing of
specified
components

Once

If an at-grade
City of Santa Rosa
pedestrian crossing is Department of
to be implemented
Public Works

Providing of
specified
components

Once

Prior to
City of Santa Rosa
commencement of
Department of
construction activities Public Works

Submit a
Once
construction traffic
control plan



Signal or pedestrian hybrid beacon with an exclusive phase for
pedestrian-bicycle movements
 Horizontal realignment that regulates vehicle speeds to no greater than
35 mph at the crossing
 Maintained clear line of sight between drivers and pedestrians/bicyclists
on the crossing
 Right-turn pocket on westbound Hoen Avenue Frontage Road to provide
vehicle queue storage
TRANS-6c.2: The ultimate configuration of any at-grade pedestrian crossing at City of Santa Rosa
the Hoen Avenue Frontage Road/SR 12 Westbound On-ramp intersection shall
be evaluated and determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer, in collaboration
with Caltrans, and in consideration of the physical characteristics the site and
best design practices that exist at the time the design is initiated. The City shall
ensure an encroachment permit and design approval from Caltrans is obtained
prior to implementing the new pedestrian crossing.
TRANS-6d: Prior to commencement of construction activities, applicants
City of Santa Rosa
seeking to construct projects within the Southeast Greenway Area shall submit
a construction traffic control plan to the City of Santa Rosa for review and
approval. The proposed project shall identify the timing and routing of all
major construction-related traffic to avoid potential congestion and delays on
the local street network. Any temporary road or sidewalk closures shall be
identified along with detour plans. If necessary, movement of major
construction equipment and materials shall be limited to off-peak hours to
avoid conflicts with local traffic circulation.

PLACEWORKS
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