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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will be conducted by the Planning Commission on April 2, 2009,
at or after 5:00 PM, in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa to receive
public comment and recommendations on a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 project pursuant to the guidelines and procedures of the California Environmental
Quality Act. The required 45-day public review period shall begin on March 9, 2009 and end at 5:00 p.m. on
April 23, 2009. All comments regarding the Draft EIR must be received by this ending date/time.
The Draft EIR and applicable information are available for review and inspection at the City of Santa Rosa,
Department of Community Development, Planning Division (Lead Agency), Room 3, City Hall (100 Santa
Rosa Avenue) and for purchase at the City Managers Office (Room 10). The Department is open from 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays, but is closed on altering Fridays. The Draft EIR is also available
for public review and inspection at the Sonoma County Central Library at 3rd and E Streets, Santa Rosa, and
on the City’s web site at: http://www.srcity.org.
The Draft EIR for the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 project evaluates environmental effects of a focused
update of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, which was last updated in 2002. This update focuses on the Housing
Element and will also incorporate policies of recent planning documents and new policies regarding climate
protection in a document with a horizon year of 2035. The project encompasses the Santa Rosa Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) area, which includes approximately 29,100 acres, or slightly more than 45 square miles. The
UGB contains the City of Santa Rosa and unincorporated land that will eventually be annexed and served by
the City. The revised General Plan would include a mix of residential, retail, office, industrial and public uses.
While the number of residential units would increase over the prior General Plan by approximately 4,000
units, the square footage of non-residential uses would remain relatively stable. It is assumed that vacant lands
would develop over the next 25 plus years and that some redevelopment would also occur, especially within
the boundaries of the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan.
The Draft EIR has identified that potential significant environmental impacts are anticipated in the
following areas: land use consistency and compatibility, population, housing, and employment, transportation
and circulation, air quality and climate change, noise, biological resources, utilities and service systems,
hydrology and water quality, public services, cultural and historic resources, visual quality, open space and
agriculture, geology and seismicity, hazardous materials, energy, and parks and recreation.
You are encouraged to submit written comments and recommendations prior to the public hearing.
Comments and recommendations may be directed to Troy Eggleston, Department of Community
Development, City of Santa Rosa, P.O. Box 1678, Santa Rosa, CA 95402, telephone 707-543-3187, fax 707543-3185, or e-mail: TEggleston@ci.santa-rosa.ca.us by specifying “Santa Rosa General Plan 2035” in the
subject line.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

A. Project Overview
This chapter provides an introduction to the purpose, approach, assumptions, issues, and
organization of this Draft EIR on the proposed City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 (General
Plan 2035). This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) was prepared in
accordance with and in fulfillment of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
state CEQA Guidelines. As described in the state CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is a public informational document that assesses the
potentially significant environmental impacts of a project. CEQA requires that an EIR be
prepared by the agency with primary responsibility over the approval of a project (the lead
agency). The City of Santa Rosa is the lead agency for the General Plan 2035. Public agencies are
charged with the duty to consider and minimize environmental impacts of proposed development
where feasible and have the obligation to balance economic, environmental, and social factors.
As a citywide document the General Plan 2035 has the comprehensive scope and jurisdictional
authority required to coordinate all plans, programs, and projects within Santa Rosa in a manner
consistent with regional, state, and federal guidelines.

Purpose of the EIR
This Draft EIR has been prepared to provide the public and responsible trustee agencies with
information about the probable effects of adoption and implementation of the comprehensive
update for the General Plan. This EIR identifies policies and implementation programs within the
Plan that mitigate these effects as well as any additional necessary mitigation measures to
minimize significant impacts to the environment. This EIR also evaluates reasonable alternatives
to the proposed project. An environmentally superior alternative is identified as part of the
process. A required “No Project” alternative discusses the result of not implementing the project
or any reasonable alternatives. Comments generated from public review of this document will be
used to revise the Draft EIR and to prepare the Final EIR.
CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR prior to approving any project which may have a
significant effect on the environment. The adoption and implementation of a General Plan
constitutes a project for the purposes of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines. With respect to
the proposed General Plan 2035, the city, as Lead Agency, has determined that the proposed
General Plan 2035 is a project under CEQA.
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The City of Santa Rosa has determined that preparation of an EIR is appropriate due to
potentially significant environmental impacts that could be caused by implementing the proposed
General Plan 2035. This EIR provides a general review of the environmental effects of infill
and/or redevelopment of the city based on proposed land use designations. This EIR will be used
to evaluate the direct and indirect environmental effects of subsequent development under the
General Plan 2035 (i.e., residential development, rezones, commercial structures, park sites,
recreation facility development, infrastructure improvements).

Type of Document
The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This EIR serves as a “Program EIR.” Program EIRs are defined by the CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15168) as,
“[A] series of actions that may be characterized as one large project and may be related
either:
1)

Geographically;

2)

As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions;

3)

In connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria
to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or

4)

As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which may
be mitigated in similar ways.”

The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the overall proposed
General Plan 2035. This EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent projects (public and private)
under the proposed General Plan 2035 consistent with CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines.
When individual projects or activities under the General Plan 2035 are proposed, the city would
be required to examine the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were
adequately analyzed in this EIR. If the projects or activities would have no effects beyond those
analyzed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be required.

Relationship to Other Planning Documents
A number of other federal, state, regional, and local plans and other laws have been adopted that
will affect the land use and development consistent with the General Plan 2035. In some cases,
compliance with these plans / laws will provide additional reduction of the impacts of future land
uses and development. In other cases, these plans/laws may pre-empt city jurisdiction, resulting in
environmental impacts that may not occur in their absence.

Federal Government
There are no federal plans that directly affect local land use decisions, but federal laws such as the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) can affect individual land uses in a significant way. For example,
projects must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as well as the ESA,
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when federal funding is involved for projects like highway construction and other public
infrastructure. The US Army Corps of Engineers, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development are
examples of responsible federal agencies that exercise jurisdiction over such projects.

State and Regional Government
State and regional agencies also exert influence on local land use and development decisions. Often
these agencies have their own adopted plans. The state’s influence is primarily accomplished
through funding of public infrastructure. The California Department of Fish and Game and the
Department of Conservation influence or directly regulate various future land uses and development
in the city. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) influences the design and
construction of state roadways, including Highway 101 and State Route 12 in Santa Rosa. State
requirements are often implemented through regional planning and regulatory agencies, including:
•

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards’ Basin Plans and point and non-point water
quality regulations

•

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation Plans

•

The Association of Bay Area Government’s distribution of Regional Housing Needs

•

The Air Quality Management Districts’ Clean Air Plans and permit regulations

Three other quasi-regional agencies which influence local land use decisions and development
project decisions are the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo), and the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA). These are
state-mandated bodies which exercise independent authority over particular types of projects or
projects in particular locations. In these cases, though, the County is a non-majority participant in
the decision making of the agency.
The ALUC is required to adopt a Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan that affects projects in
the vicinity of the six public use airports in Sonoma County, including the Charles M. Schulz –
Sonoma County Airport four miles north of Santa Rosa. LAFCo is responsible for decisions
regarding the formation and organization of special districts which provide public services to
county residents and regarding the geographical area served by special districts and cities through
spheres of influence and annexation. Finally, the SCTA is a regional transportation planning
agency that is influential in obtaining funding and prioritizing transportation projects.

B. Environmental Review
Consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this EIR is a public
information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate
potential environmental consequences of the proposed project, to recommend mitigation
measures and/or standard conditions of approval to lessen or eliminate adverse impacts, and to
examine feasible alternatives to the project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, this
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EIR presents a program-level analysis since the individual projects that comprise the Plan would
be “carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory agency (City of Santa Rosa)
and have generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.”
Consistent with Section 15168, this EIR examines the types of projects contained in the General
Plan 2035 and establishes a framework for the study of potential environmental impacts
associated with these project types.
The city will review and consider the information contained in the EIR prior to taking action on
adopting the General Plan 2035.

Notice of Preparation
On September 22, 2008, the city sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to government agencies,
organizations, and individuals potentially interested in General Plan 2035. The NOP is included
as Appendix A of this EIR. The NOP requested that agencies with regulatory authority over any
aspect of the General Plan 2035 update describe that authority and identify the relevant
environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. Interested members of the public were
also invited to comment. Responses to the NOP are included as Appendix B.
This Draft EIR is available for public review for the period identified on the notice inside the
front cover of the document, during which time written comments on the Draft EIR analysis may
be submitted to the City of Santa Rosa, Advance Planning & Public Policy Department, at the
address indicated on the notice. Public comments may also be submitted during the public
hearing on the Draft EIR. The public hearing will be held on April 2, 2009. Responses to all
comments received regarding the Draft EIR and submitted within the specified review period will
be prepared and included in the Final EIR.

Draft EIR
This document constitutes the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR contains a description of the project,
description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and mitigation
measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project alternatives. Upon
completion of the Draft EIR, the city will file the Notice of Completion (NOC) with the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to begin the public review period (Public
Resources Code, Section 21161).

Public Notice and Public Review
Concurrent with the NOC, the city will provide public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR
for public review, and invite comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other
interested parties. The public review period will be forty-five (45) days beginning March 9, 2009.
All comments or questions regarding the Draft EIR should be addressed to: Troy Eggleston, City
of Santa Rosa, Advance Planning & Public Policy Department, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 10,
Santa Rosa, CA 95402.
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Final EIR and Certification
Following the public review period, a Final EIR will be prepared. The Final EIR will respond to
written comments received during the public review period and to oral comments made at the
public hearing.

Certification of the EIR and Project Consideration
The city will review and consider the Final EIR. If the city finds that the Final EIR is “adequate
and complete,” the city will certify the Final EIR. Upon review and consideration of the Final
EIR, the Santa Rosa City Council may take action to approve, revise, or reject the plan. A
decision to approve the plan would be accompanied by written findings in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093. A Mitigation Monitoring Program, as
described below, would also be adopted for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into
or imposed upon the plan to reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment. This
Mitigation Monitoring Program will be designed to ensure that these measures are carried out
during project implementation.

Mitigation Monitoring
Throughout the EIR, mitigation measures have been clearly identified and presented in language
that will facilitate establishment of a monitoring and reporting program. CEQA Section 21081.6(a)
requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe
measures that have been adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or
avoid significant effects on the environment. The specific "reporting or monitoring" program will
be presented to City Council for adoption.

C. Organization of the Draft EIR
The Summary (Chapter 2) includes a brief project description and an overview table of the
environmental impacts identified by this EIR. The summary table lists the environmental impacts,
proposed mitigation measures (including standard conditions), and the level of significance after
mitigation. Detailed analysis of these impacts and mitigations is provided in Chapter 4
(Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures).
The Project Description (Chapter 3) describes the project location, policy framework, and key
characteristics of the General Plan 2035. This chapter also includes a list of the city’s required
approvals and other agencies that may consider aspects of the Plan.
Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Chapter 4) contains a discussion of the
setting (existing conditions and regulatory framework) and the environmental impacts (including
cumulative impacts) that could result from the Plan. It includes the criteria used to assess the
significance of adverse environmental effects. The chapter also identifies the mitigation measures
and/or standard conditions of approval that would reduce or eliminate these adverse impacts. The
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impact discussions include the significance of each impact both with and without implementation
of mitigation measures and/or standard conditions.
Alternatives (Chapter 5) evaluates a range of alternatives to the proposed project and identifies an
environmentally superior alternative, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The alternatives
analyzed are: Alternative 1: No Project – Implement the 2020 General Plan, Alternative 2: Higher
Population Projection, and Alternative 3: Downtown and Corridors.
Other Statutory Sections (Chapter 6) presents a focused analysis of the impacts identified in
Chapter 4 with a specific discussion regarding the General Plan 2035’s potential for inducing
growth.
Report Preparation (Chapter 7) identifies the authors of the EIR. Persons and documents
consulted during preparation of the EIR are listed at the end of each analysis section
(Sections 4.A through 4.O).
Appendices. The NOP, comment letters received on the NOP, as well as supporting documents
and technical information for the impact analyses are presented in Appendices A through D.
All reference documents listed at the end of each analysis section (Chapter 4) are available for
review by the public. Documents are available at the City of Santa Rosa, Advance Planning &
Public Policy Department, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 10, Santa Rosa, CA 95402.
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CHAPTER 2

Summary

A. Project Description
The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would replace the existing General Plan 2020 and
would be used to guide development-related decisions in the city. The update will provide a longterm vision for the city, and through its implementation policies, indicate how that vision may be
achieved over time. The General Plan 2035 addresses planning through the year 2035.
California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. mandates that all cities prepare a General Plan
that establishes polices and standards for future development, housing affordability, and resource
protection. State law encourages cities to keep general plans current through regular updates.
Each city’s General Plan must include the flowing elements: Land Use, Circulation, Housing,
Conservation, Open Space, Noise and Safety. Additional elements are optional and may be
included in the General Plan, at the discretion of the city. The City of Santa Rosa is located
approximately 50 miles north of San Francisco in central Sonoma County. Situated on the
Santa Rosa Plain, the city is bounded by the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains to the east and
Laguna de Santa Rosa to the west. Highway 101 and State Route 12 divide the city into
quadrants. Highway 101 is the north-south route connecting the San Francisco Bay Area to
Mendocino and Humboldt counties to the north. State Route 12 runs in an east-west direction,
connecting the Sonoma coast to the Napa and Sonoma valleys to the east.
Santa Rosa serves as a commercial, financial, medical, and industrial center for the region, as
well as the government seat for Sonoma County. The city is surrounded by unincorporated rural
and agricultural land. On the far side of Laguna de Santa Rosa, the Mendocino Range rises up to
the west of the City of Sebastopol.
The proposed General Plan 2035 is intended to replace the existing General Plan 2020 in all
elements, including the Housing Element. Completed in March 2002, the existing General Plan
has a horizon year of 2020. The proposed Plan establishes a planning framework and policies out
to a horizon of 2035.
The city began its General Plan update process in July 2007. The primary purpose of updating the
city’s General Plan is to meet the requirements of State law regarding housing needs, while
reflecting the key policy needs of the city.
The Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 objectives address issues related to physical development,
growth management, transportation services, public facilities, community design, energy efficiency,
greenhouse gas reduction strategies, and conservation of resources in the Planning Area.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 is a focused update of the existing General Plan 2020, which
was last updated in 2002. The update focuses on the Housing Element, incorporates policies of
recent planning documents, and includes policies regarding climate protection in a document with
a horizon year of 2035. Other element policies were updated to a lesser extent to reflect changes
that have occurred in the city since the adoption of the General Plan 2020.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would be implemented through the city’s zoning code standards
and design review to promote controlled housing growth to meet regional housing needs. If all the
vacant land within the Urban Growth Boundary were developed, a 2035 population of
approximately 233,520 residents within the Urban Growth Boundary would result.

B. Relationship to Previous Environmental Documents
The General Plan 2035 incorporates significant policy direction from other plans to provide users
important information in one document. Policy references from the following plans are included
in the General Plan 2035 and in this document:
•

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (included in this EIR)

•

Citywide Creek Master Plan

•

Downtown Station Area Specific Plan

•

Economic Sustainability Strategy

•

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Action Plan

•

Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study

•

Recreation and Parks General Plan Amendment

•

Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan

•

Southeast Area Plan

•

Southwest Area Plan

The Southeast and Southwest Area Plans will be superseded with the adoption of the General
Plan 2035.

C. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project are summarized in
Table 2-1. This table lists impacts and mitigation measures in three major categories: significant
impacts that would remain significant even with mitigation (significant and unavoidable);
significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less than significant level (significant but
mitigable); and impacts that would not be significant (less than significant). For each significant
impact, the table includes a summary of mitigation measure(s) and an indication of level of
significance after implementation of mitigation measures. A complete discussion of each impact
and associated mitigation measure is provided in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures.
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D. Alternatives
Chapter 5 of this EIR analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project,
including the No Project Alternative (required by the CEQA for all EIRs) – Implement the 2020
General Plan, Alternative 2: Higher Population Projection, and Alternative 3: Downtown and
Corridors. The Downtown and Corridors Alternative has been chosen as the next
Environmentally Superior Alternative, because it would result in a reduction of some of the
significant impacts that have been identified for this project.

E. Issues of Concern
Pursuant to Section 15123 (b)2 of the CEQA Guidelines, the summary of a Draft EIR should
contain areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency or issues of concern raised by local
agencies or the public must be included Draft EIR. Potential areas of concern related to the
proposed General Plan 2035 include, but are not limited to:
•

Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change

•

Transportation and Circulation

•

Biological Resources

•

Utilities and Public Services
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

A. Land Use Consistency and Compatibility
A-1: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in
land use compatibility conflicts with surrounding land uses. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

A-2: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in
conflicts with existing plans and policies adopted to avoid or
mitigate environmental impacts. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

A-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could impact land use plans within the Planning Area under
cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

B-1: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would not result in substantial population, housing, or
employment growth in excess of local share of regional projections.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

B-2: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would not result in displacement of existing residents or
housing units. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

B-3: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would introduce additional population to the region, but would not
be expected to result in unanticipated population, housing, or
employment growth, or the displacement of existing residents or
housing units on a regional level. (Less than Significant).

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

B. Population, Housing and Employment

C. Transportation and Circulation
C-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in increased traffic volumes, delay, and a
decrease in LOS on area intersections during the peak hours.
(Significant)

None available.

C-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in an increased demand for transit service. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

C. Transportation and Circulation (cont.)
C-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in an increased demand for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

C-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in an increase in traffic volumes, which would
increase the potential opportunities for safety conflicts. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

C-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in an increase in parking demand. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

C-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in increased motor vehicle traffic, which would
contribute to an unacceptable level of service (LOS) on
Highway 101. (Significant)

None available.

Significant and Unavoidable

D-1: New development under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035 could increase population and VMT in the area at a rate
greater than that assumed in regional air quality planning and
therefore conflict with the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Strategy. (Significant)

None available.

Significant and Unavoidable

D-2: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could be
inconsistent with the Transportation Control Measures in the 2005
Bay Area Ozone Strategy. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

D-3: Construction activities associated with new development
included in the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could
generate air pollution that exceeds state or federal standards. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

D-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could expose existing and proposed sensitive receptors to air
toxics or objectionable odors. (Significant)

4.D-4: The City of Santa Rosa shall require new sensitive uses
proposed to be located within 500 feet of high volume traffic routes
where daily vehicle counts exceed 100,000, require the use of an
HVAC system with filtration to reduce/mitigate infiltration of vehicle
emissions as warranted by exposure analysis.

Less than Significant

D. Air Quality and Climate Change
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

D-5: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could conflict
with implementation of state or local goals for reducing greenhouse
gas emissions or generate greenhouse gas emissions (directly or
indirectly) that would exceed any applicable threshold of
significance and thereby have a negative effect on Global Climate
Change. (Significant)

None available.

Significant and Unavoidable

D-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035, along with other foreseeable development in the vicinity,
would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy
and would result in a cumulative air quality impact. (Significant)

None available.

Significant and Unavoidable

POTENTIAL IMPACT

D. Air Quality and Climate Change (cont.)

E. Noise
E-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could result in excessive noise generated by commercial
uses, industrial facilities, or construction equipment. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

E-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could increase ambient noise levels along highways and
roadways within the City due to greater auto and truck traffic
volumes. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

E-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could expose sensitive receptors to increased train/rail traffic
noise along the Northwest Pacific Railroad. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

E-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

E-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 could result in sensitive receptors located within an airport
land use plan area or within the vicinity of a private airstrip and
could expose people residing or working within the project area to
excessive noise levels. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant
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2. Summary

TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

E. Noise (cont.)
E-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with other foreseeable development in the vicinity would
result in substantially increase traffic noise conflicts. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

F-1: New development permitted under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would impact the habitat quality of streambeds,
riparian areas, and other sensitive communities, due to increased
runoff, siltation, and encroachment. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

F-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would impact special-status species. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

F-3: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would adversely affect significant
habitat areas and wildlife movement corridors. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

F-4: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would remove or alter wetlands,
marshes, or vernal pools. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

F-5: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would conflict with local, regional,
or State habitat conservation plans. (Significant)

4.F-5: The City of Santa Rosa shall incorporate the avoidance and
mitigation measures described in the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy and the USFWS Programmatic Biological
Opinion, as conditions of approval for development in or near areas
with suitable habitat for California tiger salamander, Burke’s
goldfields, Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and manyflowered navarretia. However, in accordance with the USFWS
Programmatic Biological Opinion, projects within the Southwest
Santa Rosa Preserve System will be evaluated individually and
mitigation may not necessarily adhere to the ratios described in the
Conservation Strategy.

Less than Significant

F. Biological Resources

Implementation of proposed General Plan 2035 policies.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

F. Biological Resources (cont.)
F-6: The implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 in
combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects would
result in minimal direct mortality and loss of habitat for specialstatus species, wetlands, and waters of the U.S. Therefore, this
impact is not considered cumulatively considerable. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-1: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would generate higher water demands than
available through existing Sonoma County Water Agency and City
of Santa Rosa entitlements. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-2: Proposed new development and intensification envisioned
under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in
increased wastewater flows that exceed current treatment capacity.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-3: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would result in increased demand for solid
waste disposal at the county landfills. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with growth within the Sonoma County Water Agency
service area would result in cumulative waste supply impacts. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-5: Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 along with
growth in the Laguna Wastewater Treatment Plant service area
would result in cumulative impact. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with growth in the North Bay Corporation service area
would result in cumulative impact. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

G. Utilities and Service Systems
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

H. Hydrology and Water Quality
H-1: New development and intensification anticipated under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would alter existing
drainage patterns or creeks, causing downstream flooding or
erosion. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

H-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would degrade water quality by increasing
nonpoint source pollutants in stormwater runoff. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

H-3: Urban development anticipated under the proposed Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase drainage flows as a result
of impervious surfaces, resulting in localized and cumulative
flooding. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

H-4: Proposed new development anticipated under the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would expose people or structures
to risk of flooding due to the failure of a dam. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

H-5: Land uses and growth under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035, in combination with current land uses in the
surrounding communities and land use activities and development
of the cities and other agencies in the County, could introduce
additional non-point source pollutants to surface waters. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

H-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
along with potential development in the surrounding region would
increase impervious surfaces and alter drainage conditions and rates
in the Planning Area, which would contribute to cumulative flood
conditions in creeks in the Planning Area. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I. Public Services
I-1: Proposed development anticipated under the proposed Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase demand on police and fire
protection by increasing population and urbanized land area. (Less
than Significant)
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

I. Public Services (cont.)
I-2: Development near the Urban Growth Boundary under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase risk from
wildland fires due to the proximity of development to open areas of
grassland or chaparral. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I-3: Increased traffic congestion in certain areas due to
development permitted under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035 would result in increased response times for emergency
vehicles. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I-4: Increased residential development permitted under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in a greater
number of students that school facility capacity. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
along with along with potential development in the surrounding area
would contribute to the cumulative demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
along with along with potential development in the surrounding area
would result in the increase of the demand for cumulative law
enforcement services. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

I-7: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
along with potential development in the surrounding area would
result in cumulative public school impacts. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

J. Cultural Resources
J-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would generally help protect Santa Rosa’s Native American
archaeological resources. However, revisions to proposed General
Plan 2035 policies would ensure protection of historic-era
archaeological resources and to Native American human remains.
(Less than Significant)
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

J. Cultural Resources (cont.)
J-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would help preserve Santa Rosa’s historic structures and
neighborhoods, and would help to increase public involvement in
the historic preservation process. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

J-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the
region. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

J-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to paleontological resources in
the region. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

K-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would,
over time, redevelop designated areas of the city but would not
result in substantial negative change to the urban visual character
as a whole. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

K-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
result in new development, but would not degrade existing visual
character of and views to Sonoma Mountain foothills. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

K-3: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
result in new development but would not adversely affect scenic
natural or cultural resources along Santa Rosa’s Scenic Roads.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

K-4: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along
with potential development in the surrounding region would not be
expected to result in cumulative impacts to visual resources. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

K. Visual Resources
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

L. Open Space and Agriculture
L-1: Implementation of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
increase new urban development which would result in the loss of
existing open space areas within the Urban Growth Boundary.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

L-2: Expansion of residential development anticipated under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in loss of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

L-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in the loss of open space and agricultural lands. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

M-1: In the event of a major earthquake in the region, surface fault
rupture, ground shaking, localized liquefaction, and/or seismicrelated landsliding would cause damage, destruction or injury to
development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

M-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would be subjected to geologic hazards,
including expansive soils, landslides, differential settlement, and
erosion. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

M-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to geologic and seismic hazards.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

M. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

N. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
N-1: Development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 on land previously impacted by releases of
hazardous materials such as from underground fuel storage tanks
would expose residents or workers to hazardous materials or
wastes. (Less than Significant)
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
mitigation measures

N. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
N-2: Demolition of any existing structures for the purpose of
redevelopment anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035 could contain hazardous building materials, such as
lead-based paint, asbestos containing materials (ACMs) and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) which could expose and
adversely affect workers, the public, or the environment if not
handled appropriately. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

N-3: New commercial and light industrial uses anticipated under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would involve the
transportation, use, and storage of hazardous chemicals, which could
present public health and/or safety risks to facility workers, patients
and visitors, and the surrounding area. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

N-4: Land use and infill development envisioned under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would not result in
cumulative hazardous materials and human health risk impacts.
(Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

O-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
increase the need for, or cause inefficient use of, local energy
sources by residential, commercial, industrial, or public uses. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

O-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
increase reliance on natural gas and oil or decreased use of
renewable resources. (Less than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

O-3: Implementation of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
increase use of energy resources for transportation systems. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

O-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in an increase the demand for and consumption of
energy resources. However, Santa Rosa’s contribution to this
cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

O. Energy
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROPOSED SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN 2035

POTENTIAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
after any recommended
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P. Parks and Recreation
P-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
result in urban development that would exceed park construction,
and result in non-attainment of the city’s park standard. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

P-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
increase the likeliness Neighborhood or community park facilities
may not be accessible from all residences within Santa Rosa. (Less
than Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant

P-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative park and recreation impacts. (Less than
Significant)

None recommended beyond implementation of proposed General
Plan 2035 policies.

Less than Significant
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CHAPTER 3

Project Description
A. Introduction
The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would replace the existing General Plan 2020and
would be used to guide development-related decisions in the city. The update will provide a longterm vision for the city, and through its implementation policies, indicate how that vision may be
achieved over the life of the document. The General Plan addresses planning through the year 2035.
California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. mandates that all cities prepare a General Plan
that establishes polices and standards for future development, housing affordability, and resource
protection. State law encourages cities to keep general plans current through regular updates.
Each city’s General Plan must include the flowing elements: Land Use, Circulation, Housing,
Conservation, Open Space, Noise and Safety. Additional elements are optional and may be
included in the General Plan, at the discretion of the city.

B. Regional Location and Planning Boundaries
The City of Santa Rosa is located approximately 50 miles north of San Francisco in central
Sonoma County, as shown in Figure 3-1. Situated on the Santa Rosa Plain, the city is bounded by
the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains to the east and Laguna de Santa Rosa to the west.
Highway 101 and State Route 12 divide the city into quadrants. Highway 101 is the north-south
route connecting the San Francisco Bay Area to Mendocino and Humboldt counties to the north.
State Route 12 runs in an east-west direction, connecting the Sonoma coast to the Napa and
Sonoma valleys to the east.
Santa Rosa serves as a commercial, financial, medical, and industrial center for the region, as
well as the government seat for Sonoma County. The city is surrounded by unincorporated rural
and agricultural land. The City of Rohnert Park is located approximately two miles to the south,
while the Sonoma County Airport is located about 2.5 miles northwest of Santa Rosa’s Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). On the far side of Laguna de Santa Rosa, the Mendocino Range rises
up to the west of the City of Sebastopol.

Urban Growth Boundary
According to state law, a city must consider a planning area that consists of land within the city
and “any land outside its boundaries which, in the planning agency’s judgment, bears relation to
its planning.” As currently proposed, the project’s planning area encompasses all of the land
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3. Project Description

inside the city. The Sphere of Influence is defined in the Plan as the probable ultimate physical
boundaries and service area of a local agency (city or district) as determined by the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) of the County.
Santa Rosa’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) area encompasses 29,100 acres or 45.5 square
miles. Voters approved a 20-year UGB in 1996 which assured that this boundary would not be
adjusted until at least 2016. The UGB contains the City of Santa Rosa, as well as unincorporated
land that is planned for annexation and will eventually be served by the city.
The city’s Planning Area extends outside of the UGB on all sides of Santa Rosa, and includes the
Sonoma County Airport to the northwest and Annadel State Park to the southeast. The Planning
Area for this project, which is the same as in the existing General Plan, encompasses
approximately 75,200 acres or approximately 118 square miles. The city’s planning boundaries
are shown in Figure 3-2. The Planning Area extends beyond areas contemplated for
development, in order to provide adequate physical context for parts of the impact analysis. Since
environmental impacts would be concentrated in the city’s development areas, they are studied in
greater detail than the overall Planning Area.

C. General Plan 2035 Objectives
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires a description of project objectives. This section
outlines the objectives and guiding principles of the General Plan 2035. The proposed Santa Rosa
2035 is intended to replace the existing General Plan 2020 in all elements, including the Housing
Element. Completed in March 2002, the existing General Plan has a horizon year of 2020. The
proposed Plan establishes a planning framework and policies out to a horizon of 2035.

Purpose of the General Plan Update
The proposed General Plan 2035 is intended to address several changes in the city since
preparation of the existing General Plan 2020. Consequently, the proposed General Plan 2035,
which establishes a planning framework and policies for a 25-year planning period, will replace
the current General Plan.
The city began its General Plan update process in July 2007. The primary purpose of updating the
city’s General Plan is to meet the requirements of State law regarding housing needs, while
reflecting the key policy needs of the city.
Housing and population growth occurs in response to market demand, the availability of
financing, availability of land and entitlements, and other factors. Therefore, no agency regulates
the provision of housing or population. Nevertheless, cities and counties are required by law to
plan for their anticipated housing needs. Pursuant to state general plan law, the city must prepare
and adopt a Housing Element in its general plan to identify housing needs, housing opportunities,
and constraints on housing within the community. It must also describe programs for meeting its
housing need. Housing need is quantified by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),
based on population projections prepared by the California Housing and Community Development

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3-3

ESA / 207757
March 2009

FAUGHT RD

GR
OV
E

OM

C

RD

S

O
AL
A

BR U
SH CRE EK
RD

NT
G

AV
E

DR

HIDDEN VAL
LE
MO
Y

S

N
HUMBOLDT ST

I TO

AIRWAY DR

COFFEY LN

RIDLEY AVE

MARLOW RD

PETERSON LN

FULTON RD

ARMORY DR

SANTA ROSA AVE

Lake
Hsanjo

R

REDWOO D HWY

NT
D

CORBY AVE

D

R

STANDISH AVE

OA K
LE A
F
O

STONY POINT RD

ER
D

KM

RD

B U RT ST
Matanzas
Creek
Reservoir

ET
T

N

SCENIC AVE

BR
IDG

BE N

RD

TO DD

E

OA

HO E A VE
N
CR
EE
KS
IDE

AVE

12

ST
ON

D

FRESNO AVE

O

DR
IE L

AV E

M

RD

Santa Rosa
Creek Reservoir

RF

LE J O ST
VA L

AV E

M

E
MM

A
OM
SO N

R

Lake
Ralphine

E
AV
PA
LU
YU

WRIGHT RD

R

YD
ER

NT DR
ME
LIT
A

RD

D

ON

IL
L

DUPO

SU

T
ES

BELLEVUE AVE

TODD RD

ST

TH

RINC
DLE
MID

OLIVET RD

RD

VE

WES T AVE

AVE
HEARN

O
AN
LL

Source: ESRI, 2008; City of Santa Rosa, 2008

H
4T

ON
AST

YUBA DR

Miles

City Limits

RD
NAT E

EF
NT OO

T
BS
ST
ON
LS
WI
E
N AV
DU T TO

GIFFEN AVE

2

Planning Area

A
CH

LE
MAP

SEB ASTOPO L RD

LUDWIG AVE

Urban Growth Boundary

BADGER RD

I
TA

E

9TH ST

HWY 12

0

UN

A
INO
OC
ND

STEELE LN

3RD ST

O AV E
CHIC
PRICE AVE

FO
M
E

D AV

MARSH RD

HALL RD

OCCIDENTAL RD

CE

CL

LA N
EV E

GUERNEVILLE RD

Y

LO

Y
HW
WALTZER RD

PINER RD

Fountaingrove
Lake

PK

D

101

116

D

LA
AL
W

SLUSSER RD

E

DR
EWS

OO

W

DR
N

D
RE

RIVER RD

K

LI R

D

S
CK

R
MA

RI

RD
NG S
S PRI
ST A

EB

OL

A
TR

W

ST

NORTH ST

AIRPORT BLVD

VA
L

L E Y RD

RD

MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE
HOLLY AVE

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. 207757

Figure 3.2
Planning Boundaries

3. Project Description

Department (CHCDD). The city is required to submit its draft Housing Element to the CHCDD
for review and comment. Although the city is not required to incorporate the CHCDD’s
comments into its adopted Housing Element, it must explain any such exclusion.

Objectives
The Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 objectives address issues related to physical development,
growth management, transportation services, public facilities, community design, energy
efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction strategies, and conservation of resources in the Planning
Area. Specific General Plan 2035 objectives are as follows:
•

Outline a vision of long-range physical and economic development that reflects the
aspirations of the community, and provide specific implementing policies that will allow
this vision to be accomplished;

•

Establish a basis for judging whether specific development proposals and public projects
are in harmony with said vision;

•

Allow city departments, other public agencies, and private developers to design projects
that will enhance the character of the community, preserve and enhance critical
environmental resources, and minimize hazards; and

•

Provide the basis for establishing and setting priorities for detailed plans and implementing
programs, such as the Zoning Ordinance, specific and area plans, and the Capital
Improvement Program.

Guiding Principles
As part of the prior General Plan process in 2000, the city established a General Plan Program
Management Team (PMT) to guide development of Plan goals and objectives. The PMT developed
a list of principles, which further define the Plan’s objectives and form the basis of goals and
policies. These principles are retained in the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, and are as follows:
Santa Rosa is a special place set in an agricultural county with an inviting climate,
superior natural beauty, desirable residential neighborhoods and a strong, diversified
economy. As the area accepts its share of the region’s growth, these characteristics must
not be sacrificed. Instead, the growth must protect the positive qualities which make the
city attractive and build new features which provide enduring value and beauty and further
improve the quality of life. It is our duty to assure that, twenty years from now, Santa Rosa
is an even more desirable city than it is today.
1.

Because the remaining land within the Santa Rosa Urban Boundary is limited, all
new development must be of high quality, add to the quality of life within the city and
substantially further adopted city objectives.

2.

No new development shall be allowed until the infrastructure necessary to serve it is
either in place or will be provided as a part of the development itself.

3.

Match employment growth to housing availability.
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4.

Reduce dependence on the automobile by improving pedestrian, bicycle and transit
alternatives and by locating essential commercial services in proximity to housing.

5.

Development must be done in a way such that there is the appearance of openness
and respect for the site’s natural assets.

6.

Downtown is the heart of the city and uses added will provide a high level of urban
activity and a strong identity.

7.

Streets shall be designed and modified to reduce speeding and provide safe and
inviting bicycle and pedestrian elements. Pedestrians = cars = bikes on all streets in
Santa Rosa.

8.

New, high quality development shall be used to improve the areas of Santa Rosa
which have undergone deterioration or require increased vitality. Building and
zoning codes shall be enforced.

9.

The natural assets of Santa Rosa, such as creeks, mature trees and skylines, shall be
conserved, restored and showcased.

10.

The entire spectrum of housing needs of community residents shall be anticipated
and addressed with each new residential development and the rehabilitation of
existing residences. In addition, all new non-residential development will participate
in meeting local housing needs.

11.

Higher density residential development will be sited to reduce unit costs and provide
more efficient transportation alternatives and neighborhood amenities.

12.

Excellent facilities and programs shall be provided for leisure time opportunities for
our youth, reflecting their diversity and mix of interests.

13.

The city shall continually maintain an advance planning function whose purpose is to
provide a comprehensive planning view and assure that short term decisions reflect
long term goals and vision.

14.

Connectivity shall be provided between the east and west parts of town through
linkages for pedestrians, bicycles and automobiles that are free flowing and
unobtrusive to the neighborhoods.

15.

In addition to neighborhood, community, and citywide parks suitable to active
recreation, a number of small public plazas and gathering places shall be located to
promote social interaction among residents, provide neighborhood recreational
opportunities, and improve connectivity to pathways, trails, and community centers.

16.

Downtown development shall contain a mix of uses, including residential.
Residential uses are required in new commercial developments on parcels outside of
downtown.

17.

The city shall commit itself to sustainable development practices.
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18.

Focus employment development strategies to retain and expand existing businesses
and welcome new businesses which reinforce the community identity, exhibit
sustainable business practices and which have a long term, vested interest in Santa
Rosa.

19.

Promote development of scenic streetscapes and preserve scenic roads.

20.

Reduce land devoted to parking.

21.

Expand art and culture in the community.

D. General Plan Requirements
California Government Code S 65300 defines a General Plan as “a comprehensive, long-term
plan for the physical development of the county or city, and any land outside its boundaries which
in the planning agency's judgment bears relation to its planning.” State requirements call for
general plans that “comprise an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of
policies for the adopting agency.”
A city's general plan has been described as its constitution for development – the framework
within which decisions on how to grow, provide public services and facilities, and protect and
enhance the environment must be made. California's tradition of allowing local authority over
land use decisions means that the cities have considerable flexibility in preparing their general
plans.
While they allow considerable flexibility, state planning laws do establish some requirements for
the issues that general plans must address. The California Government Code establishes both the
content of general plans and rules for their adoption and subsequent amendment. Together, state
law and judicial decisions establish three overall guidelines for general plans.
•

The General Plan Must Be Comprehensive. This requirement has two aspects. First, the
general plan must be geographically comprehensive. That is, it must apply throughout the
entire incorporated area and should include other areas that the city determines are relevant
to its planning. Second, the general plan must address the full range of issues that affects
the city's physical development.

•

The General Plan Must Be Internally Consistent. This requirement means that the
general plan must fully integrate its separate parts and relate them to each other without
conflict. “Horizontal” consistency applies as much to figures and diagrams as to the general
plan text. It also applies to data and analysis as well as policies. All adopted portions of the
general plan, whether required by state law or not, have equal legal weight. None may
supersede another, so the general plan must resolve conflicts among the provisions of each
element.

•

The General Plan Must Be Long-Range. Because anticipated development will affect the
city and the people who live or work there for years to come, State law requires every
general plan to take a long-term perspective.
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E. The General Plan 2035
The proposed General Plan 2035 is a focused update of the existing General Plan 2020, which
was last updated in 2002. The update focuses on the Housing Element, incorporates policies of
recent planning documents, and includes policies regarding greenhouse gas emissions reduction
in a document with a horizon year of 2035. Other element policies were updated to a lesser extent
to reflect changes that have occurred in the city since the adoption of the General Plan 2020.
The proposed General Plan 2035 includes a mix of residential, retail, office, industrial and public
uses. The proposed changes to buildout between the General Plan 2020 and the proposed General
Plan 2035 are presented in Table 3-1. While the number of residential units would increase over
the prior General Plan by approximately 4,000 units, the square footage of non-residential uses
would be slightly less (approximately 790,000 square feet). It is assumed that vacant lands would
develop over the next 25 plus years and that some redevelopment would also occur, especially
within the boundaries of the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan.
TABLE 3-1
BUILDOUT CHANGES BETWEEN THE 2020 TO 2035 GENERAL PLANS
Category

General Plan 2020

General Plan 2035

Difference

Population

216,250

233,520

17,270

Jobs

158,400

128,400

-30,000

Housing Units

90,860

94,840

3,996

1.30

1.04

-0.26

41,520,157 sq ft

40,730,631 sq ft

-789,526 sq ft

Jobs/Employed Residents
Non-Residential Land Uses

SOURCE: Santa Rosa, 2009

The city would encourage the development of a variety of housing sizes and types, such as single
family, townhomes, multifamily units, in different locations at varied prices. Affordable housing
would continue to be constructed throughout the city. The proposed General Plan 2035 policies
would be implemented, and together with the city’s zoning code and design review, would
promote controlled housing growth to meet regional housing needs. If all the vacant land within
the Urban Growth Boundary were developed, a 2035 population of approximately 233,520
residents within the Urban Growth Boundary would result.

Land Use Diagram Changes
The General Plan Land Use Diagram is a detailed land use map for the City of Santa Rosa. The
map identifies land use designations through the use of color coding for ease of reference. This
updated land use policy map is different from the existing Land Use Diagram in several respects.
Specifically, the updated Land Use Diagram would incorporate lot specific land uses; most of
these designations were updated to reflect existing uses and are presented in Table 3-2. Parcels
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that have land use designation changes specific to the proposed General Plan are presented in
Table 3-3 and geographically illustrated in Figure 3-3. The proposed land use diagram is
presented in Figure 3-4.
TABLE 3-2
LAND USE CHANGES DUE TO PARCEL SPECFIC LAND USE DIAGRAM
Existing GP
Designation

Notes

APN
016-700-027

State owned, adjacent to
Annadel

2035 GP
Designation

Low Density

Park

016-700-027

Low Density

Park

016-480-003

Park

Low Density

016-560-031 & -032

Park

Low Density

031-061-019 & 031-470-023

Very Low Density

Park

016-770-052 & -053

Very Low Density

Park

016-750-037

Park

Low Density

016-350-002 through -045

Park

Low Density

016-180-073

Very Low Density

Public Institutional

016-720-064

Very Low Density

Park

016-030-005

Very Low Density

Public Institutional

010-068-008, -015, -022 and
010-202-016

Medium Density

Park

010-201-021 and 010-202-040
180-820-009 & -010

Acquired by SCAPOSD

Medium Density

Park

Very Low Density

Open Space

SOURCE: Santa Rosa, 2008

TABLE 3-3
PROPOSED LAND USE DIAGRAM CHANGES
APN

GP 2020
Designation

GP 2035
Designation

Imwalle LD

125-041-022

LD (north only)

MD (entire parcel)

Air Center MHD

035-141-024

LD, MD, MHD

MHD

Mendo/Admin MHD

180-030-008

PI

MHD

Kawana Springs

044-041-034

MD

MHD

SCWA

010-320-029

PI

MHD

Name

SOURCE: Santa Rosa, 2008
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As shown in Table 3-3 and Table 3-4, there are relatively few proposed land use changes
between the General Plan 2020 and the proposed General Plan 2035. The proposed General Plan
2035 assumes a buildout population projection which is 17,270 greater than buildout population
projection assumed under General Plan 2020. This increase can be accommodated with minor
land use changes due to two factors:
1.

The General Plan 2020 buildout projections calculated potential densities in two residential
land use categories (Low Density and Medium Density) at a mid-point range. For the
proposed General Plan a higher density point for those two categories, based on recent
development trends in Santa Rosa, was used to calculate potential units.

2.

The persons per household projected by ABAG increased since the publication of the
General Plan 2020 from 2.48 in 2020 to 2.54 in 2035.
TABLE 3-4
PROPOSED REZONING ACTIONS

Name

APN

Current Zoning

Proposed Zoning

Hearn / Dutton Meadow

043-072-015

Open Space – Conservation

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

Waltzer / Pinercrest

034-021-034

R-1-6 Single Family
Residential

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

Sonoma Highway /
Calistoga

153-060-017
153-080-006

R-1-6 Single Family
Residential Scenic Road

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

Brookwood / Fairgrounds

009-410-001
009-420-001

PI Public Intuitional

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

Petaluma Hill / Colgan

044-021-072
044-021-019
044-021-035
044-021-071
044-021-022
044-021-033
044-021-073
044-021-074
044-021-020

R-1-6 Single Family Residential

R-3-30 Multi-Family
Residential

West College / Kowell

010-510-021

R-1-6 Single Family Residential

R-3-30 Multi-Family
Residential

Second / Brookwood

009-081-053

Planned Development

R-3-30 Multi-Family
Residential

Hardies Lane / Steele

041-021-077

RR-20 Rural Residential

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

West Third / Imwalle

125-041-022

R-1-6 Single Family Residential

R-3-18 Multi-Family
Residential

Administration /
Mendocino

180-030-008

PI Public Institutional

R-3-30 Multi-Family
Residential

SOURCE: Santa Rosa, 2008
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Additional Changes to the Land Use Diagram
Additional changes to the proposed Land Use Diagram reflect parcels that have been developed,
General Plan Amendments since the map was adopted in 2002, and agency coordination. These
changes are illustrated in Figure 3-4 and are as follows:
Parks: Existing park symbols were removed. Parks are now shown as green space. A few
parks have moved from proposed to existing since 2002. The location of some parks has
changed due to a general plan amendment approved by City Council on November 18,
2008.
Retail: Community Shopping Center at Marlow and Piner are shown is existing rather than
proposed.
Planning Area: Some land use designations within the Planning Area, outside Urban
Growth Boundary, have been changed to generally match those in the Sonoma County
General Plan.
Roadways: Some proposed roadways were shown with a solid line on the existing Land Use
Diagram, and have been changed to dashed lines in the revised Diagram for consistency (i.e.,
Coffey Lane, Calistoga Road, and Todd Road). Future alignment of the Northpoint Extension
altered to eliminate a section between Hearn Avenue and Dutton Meadow.
Schools: Proposed elementary school symbols were changed to existing for Jack London
and Taylor Mountain. The proposed elementary school at the Fir Ridge site was removed
as the school district is planning employee housing on the site. The proposed elementary
school in southwest Santa Rosa moved to the Christian School on south Wright Road, as
the Wright Elementary School District has obtained the campus and plans a new
elementary school there, thus eliminating the need for the other site.

Rezoning Actions
Assumptions and forecasts of this Draft EIR are based on changes to the Land Use Diagram.
Although parcels identified in Table 3-4 would not require a Land Use Diagram change, they do,
however, require a rezoning action in order to be consistent with the proposed General Plan 2035.

Policy Updates to the General Plan
A number of major policies from documents which have been recently adopted (or are expected
to be soon adopted) would be included in the proposed General Plan 2035, including concepts
from the following documents:
•

Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study

•

Downtown Station Area Specific Plan

•

Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan

•

Citywide Creek Master Plan

•

Southeast Area Plan
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•

Southwest Area Plan

•

Economic Sustainability Strategy

•

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Action Plan

•

Recreation and Parks General Plan Amendment

•

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

The Southeast and Southwest Area Plans are superseded with the adoption of the proposed
General Plan 2035. The remainder of the above noted plans should be consulted for further policy
discussion. Brief descriptions of the policy documents are presented below.

Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study
This 2006 study evaluated the area of the 6th and 7th Street corridors between E Street and
Pierson Street, including a new freeway underpass designed to reunite 6th Street as a primary
connection between downtown and the historic Railroad Square. The purpose of the study was to
reunify Railroad Square and northern downtown with a safe and attractive corridor for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists.

Downtown Station Area Specific Plan
The City of Santa Rosa adopted the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan in 2007 to address the
development and redevelopment of the 647-acre area in and around the downtown area of
Santa Rosa, centered on the proposed Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) rail station. A
primary objective of this Specific Plan is to increase the number of residents and employees
within walking distance of the proposed SMART site through the intensification of land uses. The
plan promotes a mixture of residential, retail, office, and open space land uses in a pedestrianfriendly urban environment.

Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan
The purpose of the Sebastopol Road Urban Vision Plan was to develop community consensus
regarding the character of future development along Sebastopol Road and the development of a
neighborhood center concept for the Roseland Village Shopping Center. In order to present a
unified streetscape corridor, the city extended the streetscape concept eastward from Dutton
Avenue to Olive Street as illustrated in the Sebastopol Road Corridor Plan. The Corridor Plan
focuses on physical improvements within the public right-of-way of Sebastopol Road from Stony
Point Road to Olive Street at the Highway 12 overpass. The Corridor Plan incorporates the
streetscape concept developed with the Urban Vision Plan and adds some additional details such
as street lamps, textured crosswalks, and bus turnout locations.

Citywide Creek Master Plan
The Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan provides guidelines for the care, management,
restoration, and enhancement of nearly ninety miles of creeks in Santa Rosa. The plan is intended
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for use by the city and Sonoma County when planning creek enhancement and restoration
activities, coordinating and expanding creekside trail systems, making broader land-use planning
decisions concerning creeks, and in the development approval process for projects proposed
adjacent to waterways.

Southeast Area Plan
Adopted in June 1994, the Southeast Area Plan encompasses a 640-acre area located southeast of
the Sonoma County Fairgrounds in Santa Rosa. The Area Plan provides for the development of
approximately 2,100 housing units, two neighborhood mixed-use centers, three parks, and major
infrastructure improvements.

Southwest Area Plan
The Southwest Area Plan was developed in 1994 and encompasses an area of 3,800 acres. The
Area Plan proposes development of residential neighborhoods, parks and school facilities, and
neighborhood shopping centers. Additionally, proposed transportation and infrastructure
improvements are addressed.

Economic Sustainability Strategy
In 2003, the City of Santa Rosa completed a Phase I, Economic Development Strategy Plan
which focused on very specific economic development and housing projects, including
recommendations for specific plans, financial incentives, streamlining the development approval
process, and identifying business retention/attraction targets. The Phase II, Economic
Development Strategy concentrated on a more macro review of Santa Rosa’s economic position
within the Bay Area and regional market, an update of the potential targets given the new
knowledge-based global economy, and recommendations for strategic economic development
programs and services integrated with partners and other business resources. With
implementation of the Phase II Strategy nearly complete, the 2008 Economic Sustainability
Strategy focuses on initiatives which will support Santa Rosa’s competitiveness for business
investment. It focuses on creating jobs and increasing spending to create long term economic
sustainability in Santa Rosa.

Recreation and Parks General Plan Amendment
The Santa Rosa Recreation and Parks Department prepared a Business and Strategic Action Plan
with three main purposes: to identify and assess Santa Rosa’s current and anticipated parks and
recreation needs and priorities; to provide practical and strategic direction for meeting those
needs through service, program, and facility improvements; and to prepare a financial plan to
adequately provide for the funding and financing of new parks and facilities, as well as funding to
revitalize existing parks and facilities and provide for basic operations and maintenance. A
General Plan Amendment was approved in late 2008 consistent with the findings of the Action
Plan.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
In 1994, the City Council approved the city’s Bicycle Master Plan, which included a planned
154-mile bicycle network. The plan was updated in 2001 and focused on two prime areas:
identification and implementation of a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian network to provide
alternative transportation, and continuation of the city’s eligibility for obtaining bikeway grant
funds. An update of the 2001 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is ongoing and is covered by
this environmental document. Key topics and issues addressed in the draft plan include: analysis
of existing bikeways, recommendations for new bikeways, bicycle and pedestrian accident
analysis, bicycle education and safety programs, and bicycle parking. The proposed bikeway
network consists of bike paths, lanes, boulevards, and routes.

Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan is a multi-jurisdictional document entitled Taming Natural
Disasters (ABAG, March 2005). The City of Santa Rosa adopted the document as its mitigation
strategy in May 2006. The goal of the Mitigation Plan is to maintain and enhance a disasterresistant region by reducing the potential loss of life, property damage, and environmental
degradation from natural disasters, while accelerating economic recovery from those disasters.
The City of Santa Rosa is committed to reviewing and updating this plan annex at least once
every five years, as required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

Santa Rosa General Plan Vision
In year 2035, the city envisions itself as a vibrant community featuring a diverse range of housing
and employment opportunities. Urban development would continue to be focused within the
city’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Downtown would continue to serve as the heart of the
community with historic structures preserved. The provision of housing, transportation,
employment, recreation, and entertainment opportunities would result in a high quality of life for
residents of all ages. The preservation of natural and cultural features throughout the city would
contribute to the city’s identity and character. The city would remain a regional leader in
sustainable practices, resource conservation, and efficient operations with limited Green House
Gas (GHG) emissions.

F. Plans of Surrounding Cities and Agencies
The plans of surrounding cities and agencies are summarized below to provide a context for
analyzing the proposed General Plan 2035. Key goals and land uses are described for each city, to
enable analysis of the Santa Rosa General Plan within the context of a larger region.

Rohnert Park
The City of Rohnert Park is located approximately two miles to the south of Santa Rosa. Regional
roadways that connect the two cities include Highway 101 and Petaluma Hill Road.
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The Rohnert Park General Plan, adopted July 2000, establishes a 20-year growth boundary and
targeted growth areas in order to focus and manage new development. A new mixed use,
pedestrian-oriented University District is established along Rohnert Park Expressway, north of
Sonoma State University. The City Center, adjacent to Rohnert Park Expressway and Commerce
Boulevard, is designated for mixed retail, office, public, and residential uses. Additionally, a large
regional commercial center has been established along Highway 101 at Wilfred Avenue.
A guiding premise of the Rohnert Park General Plan is accessibility of local residents to parks,
schools, and convenience stores located within the residential neighborhoods. Improved
connections between the neighborhoods and across Highway 101 are also addressed. Urban design
policies ensure identification of community character through transitions from urban to open space
areas, orientation of development, and streetscape improvements. The Rohnert Park General Plan
maintains the community separator in the area between Santa Rosa and Rohnert Park.

Sebastopol
The City of Sebastopol is located approximately four miles southwest of Santa Rosa along
Highway 12. Located between the urbanized Highway 101 corridor and rural, agricultural lands
to the west, Sebastopol historically functioned as a regional marketplace.
The main themes underlying the Sebastopol General Plan include preservation of surrounding
agricultural and wetlands areas, and focus on compact, infill growth; these goals are implemented
through a reduction in the city’s Sphere of Influence. The General Plan also seeks to ensure that
infrastructure and services are available before new residential or commercial uses are developed
through identification of performance standards.
The General Plan designates Sebastopol’s Downtown area for mixed retail, office, and residential
uses. The Downtown is located on the eastern edge of the city, surrounding the intersection of
Sebastopol Road (Highway 12) and Main St (Highway 116). The General Plan also focuses on
building the economic vitality of the Morris Street industrial complex, which is located on the
eastern edge of the city, north of Sebastopol Road (Highway 12). Mixed software, high-tech,
publishing, and research and development firms are supported, in addition to a variety of multifamily and live/work spaces allowed as ancillary uses.

Windsor
The Town of Windsor is located approximately four miles north of Santa Rosa along the
Highway 101 corridor. Originally a rural, agricultural community, Windsor incorporated in July
1992 and now encompasses approximately 4,130 acres (6.5 square miles).
The Windsor General Plan attempts to create a town identity through design standards, and to
diversify the city’s shopping and employment base to ensure economic well-being. Revitalizing
the Old Town area into a vibrant commercial and cultural center is a reoccurring theme
throughout the Plan. Preservation of local open spaces and agricultural lands, as well as support
of community separators, is intended to retain the Town’s rural character. Finally, the Plan
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defines the Town’s urban boundary and plans for public service and infrastructure improvements.
Per the General Plan Land Use Diagram, a significant light and heavy industrial center is located
west of Highway 101 and south of Shiloh Road, at the southern edge of the Town. Additionally,
Gateway Commercial and General Business uses surround the Highway 101/Shiloh Road
interchange. Light industrial uses extend north from the interchange, between Highway 101 and
the NPR Railroad tracks.

Sonoma County
Sonoma County encompasses approximately 1,500 square miles in the northern San Francisco
Bay Area. Surrounding Santa Rosa and the urban service areas are a mixture of lands designated
Rural Residential, Agriculture (various), as well as Resources and Rural Development. The
Sonoma County General Plan’s discussion of Santa Rosa and environs focuses on infill
development within the city’s UGB, with provisions requiring urban-level infrastructure
improvements for discretionary approval. In response to growth pressures, the Sonoma County
General Plan establishes strong objectives for protecting open space and agricultural uses:
Objective LU-16.1: Avoid urban development within the Urban Service Boundary of Santa
Rosa until annexation except where allowed by Specific or Area Plan as of 1986.
Objective LU-16.2: Limit future rural residential development to "infill" within areas
already designated for such use.

G. Subsequent Activities and Development
After the adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 by the Santa Rosa City Council, all
subsequent activities and development within the city will be subject to, and must be consistent
with, the policies set forth in the new plan. Some of the activities include residential
developments that would be subject to tentative map, rezoning, and design review approval.
Commercial, office, and industrial uses would be subject to design review and use permit
approval, as well as potential tentative map approval, depending on use. Other public activities,
such as public uses including schools and parks, roadway improvements, and infrastructure
including drainage, sewer, and water, are required to coordinate with Community Development to
implement the policies set forth in the new plan.

Regulatory Requirements, Permits and Approvals
This EIR may be used for the following direct and indirect actions regarding the Planning Area:

City of Santa Rosa
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 will be presented to the City of Santa Rosa Planning
Commission for comment, review and recommendations. The City of Santa Rosa City Council, as
the city’s legislative body, is the approving authority for the City of Santa Rosa General Plan. As
part of the Plan’s approval, the City Council will take the following actions:
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•

Certification of the City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 EIR.

•

Adoption of required findings for the above actions, including required findings under the
CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15090, 15091 and 15093.

•

Adoption of the City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035.

•

Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

Subsequent actions that may be taken by the city regarding the project include, but are not limited
to, the following:
•

Amendment of the City of Santa Rosa Zoning Maps for properties within the city so that
the city zoning maps and the City of Santa Rosa General Plan land use policy map are
consistent.

•

Implementation of financing programs or fee programs for public facilities.

•

Approval of subsequent development applications.

•

Approval of subsequent public facility and roadway improvement projects.

•

Additional land use studies and/or planning.

Other Governmental Agency Approvals
Additional subsequent approvals and permits that may be required for future development
projects from local, regional, state and federal agencies include, but are not limited to, the
following:
•

Sonoma County Local Agency Formation Commission approval of service areas or spheres
of influences for service districts.

•

Bay Area Air Quality Control District approval of dust control plans and other permits for
subsequent projects.

•

Caltrans approval of improvements and/or funding for future improvements on Highway
101 or State Route 12.

•

Extension of service and/or expansion of infrastructure facilities by area service districts
(Water, Utility District, Pacific Gas & Electric, Services District, Sanitation District, Fire
District, School District).

•

California Department of Fish and Game approval of potential future streambed alteration
agreements, pursuant to the Fish and Game Code. Approval of any future potential take of
state listed wildlife and plant species covered under the California Endangered Species Act.

•

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) approval of any activity impacting
Planning Area water features, pursuant to the Clean Water Act and RWQCB standards.

•

U.S Army Corps of Engineers approval of any future wetland fill activities, pursuant to the
Clean Water Act.

•

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approvals involving any future potential take of federally
listed wildlife and plant species and their habitats covered under the Federal Endangered
Species Act.
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CHAPTER 4

Environmental Setting, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures
A. Land Use Consistency and Compatibility
Introduction
This section describes the existing land uses, adopted General Plan land use classifications, and
zoning classifications within the Santa Rosa Planning Area. This section also describes the
existing plans and policies that guide development in the city, and evaluates any inconsistencies
that could occur with these plans and policies under the proposed Housing Element. The city’s
existing development patterns are also discussed, as well as potential changes that may result with
the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035.
The section also describes concepts and policies from recently completed plans and current
planning efforts in the City of Santa Rosa, including: the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan,
Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study, Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor
Plans, Citywide Creek Master Plan, Economic Sustainability Strategy, general plan amendment
for the Recreation and Parks Business and Strategic Action Plan, and Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan. These plans are also addressed in other relevant sections, including Section C,
Transportation and Circulation and Section F, Biological Resources.

Regional Setting
The City of Santa Rosa Planning Area is located entirely within Sonoma County, California.
Sonoma County is bounded on the north by Mendocino County, on the west by the Pacific Ocean,
on the south by Marin County, and on the east by Lake and Napa counties and covers
approximately 1,576 square miles of land. The County’s population density in 2006 was
304.5 residents per square mile, above the overall California population density of 239.5 people
per square mile. Sonoma County contains a variety of land uses, including residential,
commercial, institutional, and agricultural, as well as forestry and fishing-related industries.

Local Setting
The City of Santa Rosa is located within the central portion of Sonoma County. The Santa Rosa
city limits encompass 41.67 square miles. Santa Rosa’s Urban Growth Boundary (UBG) area
covers approximately 45 square miles (29,100 acres) and contains incorporated land and
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unincorporated land that will eventually be annexed and served by the city. Santa Rosa voters
approved a five-year UGB in 1990, and a 20-year UGB measure in 1996, assuring that the current
UGB will not be significantly changed at least until 2016.
The eastern portion of the City of Santa Rosa is located in the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains
(part of the inner Coast Range), and the western portion is on the Santa Rosa Plain (also called
the Llano de Santa Rosa). Santa Rosa is bisected by Santa Rosa Creek, which originates in the
foothills of the Sonoma Mountains, and runs from east to west through the city, across the Santa
Rosa Plain, and into the Laguna de Santa Rosa. Other creeks, including Piner Creek, Brush
Creek, and Matanzas Creek, run through or near the city limits and are tributaries of Santa Rosa
Creek.

Existing Land Uses
The Santa Rosa Planning Area is characterized by a wide range of existing land uses, including
industrial, residential, commercial, office, and agricultural uses. Approximately 16 percent of
land (approximately 4,655 acres of a total of 29,140 acres) within the UGB is vacant. According
to the proposed General Plan 2035, residential land uses comprise approximately 50 percent of
the city’s acreage within the UGB. Approximately seven percent is occupied by commercial or
office uses (including business parks) and less than four percent is devoted to industrial activities.

Residential
Santa Rosa’s residential development pattern is suburban, with many low density residential
neighborhoods. Large, higher density apartment complexes are clustered along arterial streets,
and smaller medium density developments are scattered among other uses. The city currently
contains approximately 64,238 housing units. Single-family housing accounts for 69 percent of
existing housing with multi-family housing at 27 percent (Department of Finance, 2008).
Compared to Sonoma County and the Bay Area, Santa Rosa has a lower proportion of singlefamily housing than Sonoma County but a higher percentage than the Bay Area. Seven residential
land use classifications are established in the General Plan 2035 to provide for development of a
full range of housing types.

Commercial/Office
Commercial uses include retail shopping centers, strip commercial uses located mainly along
major roads, and office buildings. Commercial uses are concentrated in Downtown and Railroad
Square; along Santa Rosa Avenue, where most of the city’s big box retail uses are located;
Coddingtown, which includes Santa Rosa’s largest mall surrounded by other commercial and
office uses; Fountaingrove, home of office and hotel development; and Montgomery
Village/Farmers Lane, which includes specialty retail and offices. Many other neighborhood and
community shopping centers are scattered throughout the city. Office uses provide sites for
administrative, financial, business, professional, medical and public offices.
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Business Park
The Business Park designation provides for planned, visually attractive centers for businesses
which do not generate nuisances (noise, clutter, noxious emissions, etc). This designation
accommodates campus-like environments for corporate headquarters, research and development
facilities, offices, light manufacturing and assembly, industrial processing, general service,
incubator-research facilities, testing, repairing, packaging, publishing and printing, and research
and development facilities. Warehousing and distribution facilities, retail, hotels, and residential
uses are permissible on an ancillary basis. Restaurants and other related services are permitted as
accessory uses.

Mixed Use
Two mixed-use land use categories are established in the General Plan 2035 that allow for
various combinations of residential, office, and retail uses within the same area: Transit Village
Medium and Transit Village Mixed Use. Both of these designations are intended to combine
residential and commercial uses near transit facilities. In addition, mixed retail and residential
uses are also required in new neighborhood and community shopping centers.

Industrial
Industrial uses include heavy and light industrial and warehousing. Uses appropriate to this land use
include auto repair, general warehousing, manufacturing/assembly, home improvement, freight or
bus terminals, research uses, accessory offices, employee-serving commercial uses, and services
with large space needs, such as health clubs. Professional office buildings are not permitted. Main
industrial areas include the Piner Planned Community and the Bluebell/Coffey area, which contain
a mix of warehouse, light industrial, and bulk retail uses; the Santa Rosa Business Park, which
includes a mix of office and warehouse uses; the Corporate Center and Northpoint business parks;
and the Bellevue/Dutton-South area, which includes mostly warehouse uses. Industrial and
warehousing uses exist predominantly in the southwest and northwest areas of the city where the
flat topography is conducive to the space needs of industrial users.

Public/Institutional
Public lands in Santa Rosa include public and semi-public facilities such as the Sonoma County
Fairgrounds, hospitals, the Sonoma County Administration Center, cemeteries, and churches.
Educational land uses include public and private school facilities, including the Santa Rosa Junior
College, which is one of the oldest community colleges in California. Public and educational uses
encompass 1,587 acres, five percent of the land area in the UGB.

Parks and Recreation
This designation includes Neighborhood, Community, and Citywide parks; recreation complexes;
golf courses; and creekways. Neighborhood parks are generally between two and ten acres and
are located within one-half mile of residential neighborhoods. Community parks provide areas for
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larger activities such as organized sports and community centers and range between ten and
twenty-five acres in size. Citywide parks feature sports complexes, amphitheaters, lakes, large
play structures, and spaces for large group activities.

Open Space
Open space areas include special environmental conditions such as wildfire or geologic hazards
or include important wildlife habitat. Open space is primarily private open space created through
new subdivisions and steep, undevelopable hillside areas. Other open space lands in the
southwest quadrant contain wetlands and rare plants associated with wetlands.

Agriculture
This classification is applied only to sites outside the UGB and includes orchards and cropland,
grasslands, livestock, and related processing and distribution facilities. Residential density within
this designation may not exceed one housing unit per 20 acres.

Regulatory Framework
Sonoma County General Plan
Sonoma County encompasses approximately 1,500 square miles in the northern San Francisco
Bay Area, making it the largest of the nine Bay Area counties. The Sonoma County General
Plan’s discussion of Santa Rosa and environs focuses on infill development within the city’s
UGB, with provisions requiring urban-level infrastructure improvements for discretionary
approval. The General Plan also designates “community separators,” intended to provide open
space buffers between the urban areas of cities within the County. The City of Santa Rosa
General Plan generally reflects all of the County land use designations outside the city’s UGB,
and assumes future growth in unincorporated areas according to the County’s plan.

Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan for Sonoma County
The Charles B. Schulz-Sonoma County Airport is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of
the city’s UGB. The Sonoma County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) adopted the
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan Update for Sonoma County in 2001. This plan includes
safety zones around the airport that are designed to reduce potential hazards regarding land use
compatibility in the vicinity of the airport due to aircraft operations. The outer boundary of the
Outer Safety Zone for Runway 32 extends 15,800 feet southeast of the airport, but does not reach
the UGB of Santa Rosa.
Although the airport is located in a predominantly rural area, the nature of the airport’s activity is
such that its “area of influence” extends many miles from the airport property. The ALUC has
determined that the “airport influence area” also includes all surrounding areas where the
airport’s height limits are in effect and where airplanes using the instrument approach pattern
would be expected to be lower than 1,000 feet above ground level, which is the minimum flight
elevation permitted above a populated area. Therefore, the “Airspace Obstruction Height Limits”
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for the airport extend approximately ten miles southeast of Runway 32 and include part of the
City of Santa Rosa. Any proposed general plan or specific plan amendment or zoning code
change which would increase structural heights within this area and penetrate the Federal
Aviation Regulation’s Part 77 surface elevations, shall be referred to the ALUC for consistency
determination.

Sonoma County Local Agency Formation Commission
Sonoma County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is an independent County
agency established by State law. LAFCo has approval authority regarding changes in
organization to cities, including annexations, detachments, new formations, and incorporations.
LAFCo approval is necessary for changes to Santa Rosa’s city limits or Sphere of Influence.

Santa Rosa General Plan
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future development within the city will be subject to
policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to the land
use analysis are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Other Planning Documents
The section describes concepts and policies from recently completed plans and current planning
efforts in the City of Santa Rosa, including: Downtown Station Area Specific Plan, Northern
Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study, Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plans,
Citywide Creek Master Plan, Economic Sustainability Strategy, Recreation and Parks Business
and Strategic Action Plan, and Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. The proposed General Plan
2035 incorporates concepts from the adopted plans and would be generally consistent with the
goals and objectives of these planning documents. The Southeast and Southwest Area Plans will
be superseded with the adoption of the General Plan 2035. Plans that specifically address land use
issues are summarized below:
Downtown Station Area Specific Plan

The City of Santa Rosa adopted the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan in 2007 to address the
development and re-development of the 647-acre area in and around the downtown area of Santa
Rosa, centered on the proposed Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) rail station. A
primary objective of this Specific Plan is to increase the number of residents and employees
within walking distance of the proposed SMART site through the intensification of land uses. The
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plan promotes a mixture of residential, retail, office, and open space land uses in a pedestrianfriendly urban environment.
Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study

This 2006 study evaluated the area of the 6th and 7th Street corridors between E Street and
Pierson Street, including a new freeway underpass designed to reunite 6th Street as a primary
connection between downtown and the historic Railroad Square. The purpose of the study was to
reunify Railroad Square and downtown with a safe and attractive corridor for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and motorists.
Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan

The purpose of the Sebastopol Road Urban Vision Plan was to develop community consensus
regarding the character of future development along Sebastopol Road and the development of a
neighborhood center concept for the Roseland Village Shopping Center. In order to present a
unified streetscape corridor, the city extended the streetscape concept eastward from Dutton
Avenue to Olive Street, and the Sebastopol Road Corridor Plan was launched soon after
completion of the Urban Vision Plan. The Corridor Plan focuses on physical improvements
within the public right-of-way of Sebastopol Road from Stony Point Road to Olive Street at the
Highway 12 overpass. The Corridor Plan incorporates the streetscape concept developed with the
Urban Vision Plan and adds some additional details such as street lamps, textured crosswalks, and
bus turnout locations.

Santa Rosa Zoning Code
The city’s Zoning Code, which incorporates by reference the city’s Zoning Maps, implements the
General Plan and provides location-specific regulation, such as use restrictions and building
height and bulk limitations. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing
ones) may not be issued unless either the proposed action conforms to the Zoning Ordinance, or
an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, or a zoning
reclassification of the site (amendment to the Code) is made.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant land use impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035
results in:
•

Creation of land use incompatibilities between proposed development and existing
neighborhoods, or without design mitigation or buffering;

•

Proposed changes in land use patterns that conflict with existing land use plans or
regulations.
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Changes in land use are not, in and of themselves, environmental impacts. Land use changes are
impacts only relative to the prior use of the site (i.e. conversion of open space, an irreplaceable
resource) or the surrounding usage and character (i.e. compatibility between housing and
industrial uses, or between different intensities of development).

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.A-1: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in land use
compatibility conflicts with surrounding land uses. (Less than Significant)
The proposed General Plan 2035 is a focused update of Santa Rosa’s General Plan 2020, which
was last updated in 2002. The proposed General Plan 2035 is similar to the existing General Plan
in the mix of residential, retail, office, industrial, public, and other land uses proposed for Santa
Rosa. Buildout of the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in approximately 4,000 additional
housing units and a population increase of approximately 17,000 within the city’s Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB).
The General Plan 2035 Land Use Diagram differs from the existing diagram in that the updated
diagram now depicts parcel specific land uses. Most of the revised designations shown on the
diagram now reflect actual existing uses as described in Table 3-2 in the Project Description.
Other land use designation changes specific to the proposed General Plan 2035 are also shown on
the updated land use diagram. These land use changes affect only five parcels within the UGB
and have a combined size of approximately 17.8 acres. Parcels that have land use designation
changes specific to the proposed General Plan 2035 are presented below in Table 4.A-1 and are
geographically illustrated in Figure 3-3, in the Project Description. The proposed General Plan
Land Use Diagram is shown in Figure 3-4.
TABLE 4.A-1
PROPOSED LAND USE CHANGES

APN

Acreage

2020 GP
Designation

2035 GP
Designation

Imwalle LD

125-041-022

2.87

LD (north only)

MD (entire parcel)

Air Center MHD

035-141-024

4.36

LD, MD, MHD

MHD

Mendo/Admin MHD

180-030-008

3.20

PI

MHD

Kawana Springs

044-041-034

1.02

MD

MHD

SCWA

010-320-029

6.35

PI

MHD

Name

SOURCE: Santa Rosa, 2008
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All of the proposed land use changes described in Table 4.A-1 would either increase the
residential density of the parcel or would change the designation from Public/Institutional to
Medium-High Density Residential.
Intensification and expansion of urban development adjacent to existing land uses may create
incompatibilities with regard to site activities, noise levels, circulation patterns, or infrastructure
needs. Incompatible land uses are generally considered to create conflict with other uses (due to
increased noise, traffic, visual impacts, air quality, etc.). Specific impacts associated with
biological resources, visual resources, noise, traffic, public services/utilities, hydrology (including
water supply and water quality), cultural resources, agriculture resources, population and housing,
and/or geology are addressed in each technical section of this EIR.
When subsequent projects or activities under the proposed General Plan 2035 are proposed, the
City of Santa Rosa would evaluate whether their effects were adequately analyzed in this
programmatic EIR. If the projects or activities would have no effects beyond those analyzed in
this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be required.
Several policies included in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce potential conflicts
between existing land uses and land uses proposed on the new land use diagram. These include
the following policies:
LUL-E-3: Avoid concentration of large community care facilities in any single residential
neighborhood.
LUL-J-2: Encourage region-serving, high volume retail outlets to locate near freeway
access (generally within one-half mile of Highway 101) to minimize traffic on city streets.
Do not allow regional-serving uses in residential neighborhoods.
LUL-K-1: Require industrial development adjacent to residential areas to provide buffers,
and institute setback, landscaping, and screening requirements intended to minimize noise,
light, and glare and other impacts.
UD-B-4: Respect and relate the scale and character of development at the edges of
downtown to the surrounding Preservation Districts.
UD-D-1: Restructure existing strip developments to cluster commercial uses in
neighborhood nodes, with higher density housing included in the mix where possible.
Residential, office, or institutional uses that generate less traffic should be located between
the nodes.
UD-G-2: Locate higher density residential uses adjacent to transit facilities, shopping, and
employment centers, and link these areas with bicycle and pedestrian paths.
UD-G-3: Design new residential streets to be in scale with the adjacent structures and uses,
and appropriate to their intended purpose. Neighborhood streets should be scaled for slow
moving traffic, pedestrian and bicycle access, and children’s play.
UD-G-4: Provide through-connections for pedestrians and bicyclists in new developments.
Avoid cul-de-sac streets, unless public pedestrian/bikeways interconnect them.
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UD-G-9: Encourage pedestrian-oriented village character, rather than strip malls, in
neighborhood centers for local shops and services. Shops should front on streets rather than
parking lots. Parking areas should be located in less visible locations behind buildings and
away from the street edge.
H-A-3: Promote conservation and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock and
discourage intrusion of incompatible uses into residential neighborhoods which would
erode the character of established neighborhoods or lead to use conflicts.
HP-B-1: Ensure that alterations to historic buildings and their surrounding settings are
compatible with the character of the structure and the neighborhood. Ensure that specific
rehabilitation projects follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to a
reasonable extent, taking into consideration economic and technical feasibility.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions and the city’s Design
Guidelines would ensure that compatibility conflicts between existing and future land uses would
be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.A-2: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in conflicts with
existing plans and policies adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. (Less than
Significant)
Adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in changes to the land use designation
for the five parcels described above under Impact 4.A-1. Adoption of the proposed General Plan
2035 would result in more intense land uses that may conflict with the existing Santa Rosa
Zoning Code. The city’s Zoning Map would require amendment to ensure consistency with the
General Plan Land Use Diagram. Potential conflicts with other existing city policies and
regulations are mitigated by the following proposed General Plan 2035 policies:
LUL-C-3: Establish development standards in the Zoning Code to reinforce downtown’s
traditional development pattern. These should include:
•
•
•

Maximum build-to lines for development;
Upper-story stepback requirements; and
Reduced setback requirements for residential areas.

UD-A-6: Review and revise the Design Guidelines, Subdivision Guidelines, Street Design
Standards, and Master Street Tree Planting Plan to design, maintain and enhance the city’s
streets in accordance with the goals and policies in this General Plan.
H-C-1: Amend the Housing Allocation Plan, the city’s inclusionary housing ordinance, to
eliminate the exemption for mixed use developments and to change the trigger for
provision of affordable units from acres to units. Establish a unit trigger which will allow
for a balanced program of on site production and fee payment. Ensure that the Housing
Allocation Plan is a mechanism to meet ABAG’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation.
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H-C-4: Rezone Medium and High Density sites of two acres or more concurrent with the
adoption of this Housing Element to facilitate the development of higher density sites.
GM-A-1: Contain urban development in the Santa Rosa area within the city’s Urban
Growth Boundary.
GM-B-2: Ensure that the city’s Growth Management Ordinance continues to be a
mechanism to achieve the community’s housing goals.
GM-B-4: Direct growth to areas where services and infrastructure can be provided
efficiently. Do not allow any development in the approximately 453-acre area generally
east of Santa Rosa Avenue and north of Todd Road (as mapped in Figure 8-1), until 2010.
GM-B-5: Require a detailed land use plan for the area within the 2010 boundary, east of
Santa Rosa Avenue and north of Todd Road prior to any annexation. The plan shall address
specific land uses – including mobile homes - provision of services, circulation, parks and
open space, and the impact of this development on downtown. The plan shall also include
design guidelines. Require project proponents to enter into a comprehensive development
agreement that, at a minimum, addresses the financing of the Farmers Lane extension and
the Todd sewer trunk.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions would ensure that conflicts
with existing plans and policies adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts would be less
than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.A-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could impact
land use plans within the Planning Area under cumulative conditions. (Less than
Significant)
The land use policies of the proposed General Plan 2035 provide direction for growth for the City
of Santa Rosa. Direction for growth outside the city limits is provided by the Sonoma County
General Plan. The Sonoma County General Plan focuses on infill development within the city’s
UGB, with provisions requiring urban-level infrastructure improvements for discretionary
approval. The General Plan also designates “community separators,” which are intended to
provide open space buffers between the urban areas of cities within Sonoma County. The
proposed General Plan 2035 generally reflects all of the Sonoma County land use designations for
areas outside the city’s UGB. The proposed General Plan 2035 also assumes that future growth
within unincorporated areas will proceed according to the Sonoma County General Plan.
Development outside the UGB is discouraged in order to promote open areas around the city and
to demarcate an obvious end to urban development. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
General Plan 2035 would result in a less than cumulatively considerable impact regarding land
use plans and policies.
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Mitigation: None required.

References – Land Use Consistency and Compatibility
California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties
and the State, 2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark, May, 2008.
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City of Santa Rosa, Citywide Creek Master Plan, March 27, 2007.
City of Santa Rosa, Downtown Station Area Specific Plan, October 9, 2007.
City of Santa Rosa, Economic Development Strategy, Phase II, April 30, 2005.
City of Santa Rosa, Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study, Final Report, April 26,
2006.
City of Santa Rosa, Recreation and Parks Business and Strategic Action Plan, Adopted April 15,
2008.
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Introduction
This section addresses current and projected population, housing, and employment in Santa Rosa
and potential effects related to changes in population.

Population Setting
Sonoma County
In 2005, Sonoma County had a population of approximately 478,800 (ABAG, 2007). As shown
in Table 4.B-1, Sonoma County was the sixth largest county among the nine Bay Area counties
in 2005. By 2035, ABAG estimates that Sonoma County will have a population of approximately
568,900, an increase of approximately 90,000 from 2005.
TABLE 4.B-1
BAY AREA POPULATION BY COUNTY, 2000-2035
Population
2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2035

% Change
2005-2035

1,443,741
948,816
247,289
124,279
776,733
707,163
1,682,585
394,542
458,614
6,783,762

1,505,300
1,023,400
252,600
133,700
795,800
721,900
1,763,000
421,600
478,800
7,096,100

1,571,400
1,061,900
258,400
139,300
808,700
741,000
1,867,500
455,200
509,100
7,412,500

1,635,700
1,107,300
264,700
144,400
823,800
772,300
1,971,100
488,400
522,300
7,730,000

1,700,700
1,157,000
270,600
148,100
857,200
800,700
2,085,300
514,900
535,200
8,096,700

1,938,600
1,300,600
283,100
155,700
956,800
861,600
2,380,400
585,800
568,900
9,031,500

29%
27%
12%
16%
20%
19%
35%
39%
19%
27%

County
Alameda
Contra Costa
Marin
Napa
San Francisco
San Mateo
Santa Clara
Solano
Sonoma
Bay Area

SOURCES: ABAG (2007)

City of Santa Rosa
According to ABAG, the Santa Rosa sphere of influence (SOI ), which encompasses the
boundaries of the city’s combined service areas, had an estimated 2005 population of 176,100,
followed by the cities of Petaluma (57,800) and Rohnert Park (43,600) (ABAG, 2007). According
to the 2002 Santa Rosa General Plan, population within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary’s
(UGB) has grown substantially over the last two decades. Between 1980 and 2000, the population
within the UGB grew by approximately 56,900 from 101,700 to 158,600. This represents an
average annual increase of 2.8 percent over the 20-year period.
According to ABAG projections, summarized below in Table 4.B-2, Santa Rosa’s population is
anticipated to grow by about 44,010 from 176,100 in 2005 to approximately 220,110 in 2035.
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TABLE 4.B-2
SANTA ROSA AND VICINITY POPULATION CHANGE, 2000-2035
Population
Subregional
Study Area

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2035

% Change
2005 – 2035

Santa Rosa SOI

165,849

176,100

190,700

197,600

205,100

220,110

25%

Petaluma
(Subregional
Area)

55,743

57,800

61,900

64,200

65,900

70,200

Rohnert Park
SOI

43,148

43,600

45,900

46,500

47,100

49,400

Healdsburg SOI

11,253

12,200

13,000

13,400

13,600

14,400

18%

Sebastopol SOI

8,108

8,100

8,400

8,600

8,700

9,100

12%

458,614

478,800

509,100

522,300

535,200

568,900

19%

Sonoma County

21%
13%

SOURCES: ABAG (2007)

Santa Rosa’s status as the largest city in Sonoma County is expected to continue through 2035,
with an anticipated 25 percent increase in population between 2005 and 2035 in its SOI.
ABAG projects a lower growth rate of about 19 percent for Sonoma County during the same
30-year time period (2005-2035), from 478,800 in 2005 to 568,900 (ABAG, 2007). Table 4.B-2
describes anticipated population changes in Sonoma County, the City of Santa Rosa and other
nearby cities between 2005 and 2035.

Population Characteristics
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 2006 the median age in Santa Rosa was 36.1 years,
which is slightly lower than the median age for Sonoma County (38.5), and slightly higher than
the state of California’s median age (34.4 years of age). The majority of Santa Rosa residents
(63 percent) are over the age of 18 and under the age of 65. Seniors (65 years of age and older)
make up approximately 14 percent of Santa Rosa’s population. The percentage of seniors in
Santa Rosa is slightly higher than the percentage of seniors within Sonoma County (13 percent),
and within the state (about 11 percent of the state population). The number of youths under the
age of 18 in 2006 was approximately 24 percent of the population in Santa Rosa, slightly higher
than Sonoma County (23 percent) and slightly lower than the state (26 percent).

Housing Setting
Sonoma County
Between 1990 and 2005, the number of housing units increased throughout the Bay Area by
approximately 13 percent. During this period, Sonoma County experienced an approximate
19 percent growth in the housing stock, adding about 30,887 units. In terms of the percentage
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increase, Sonoma was exceeded by only two other Bay Area counties, Solano and Contra Costa.
Table 4.B-3 compares the number of housing units from 1990 to 2005 in each of the nine Bay
Area counties.
TABLE 4.B-3
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY COUNTY FOR THE BAY AREA, 1990-2005

County

1990 Housing
Units

2000 Housing
Units

2005 Housing
Units

% Change in
Housing Units
1990–2005

Alameda

504,109

540,183

558,836

11%

Contra Costa

316,170

354,577

378,058

20%

Marin

99,757

104,990

107,482

8%

Napa

44,199

48,554

52,209

18%

San Francisco

328,471

346,527

355,101

8%

San Mateo

251,782

260,576

266,551

6%

Santa Clara

540,240

579,329

607,035

12%

Solano

119,533

134,513

146,251

22%

Sonoma

161,062

183,153

191,949

19%

2,365,323

2,552,402

2,663,472

13%

Bay Area Total

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau (2000); Department of Finance (2008)

City of Santa Rosa
According to the City’s Community Development Department, there were approximately
62,800 housing units within the City’s UGB in 2000. The adopted General Plan 2020 estimates
that the city will add approximately 19,300 housing units within its UGB by 2020, an increase of
over 30 percent. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that approximately 57.5 percent of the
existing housing units in the city are owner-occupied and 42.5 percent are rental units. The
average household size in Santa Rosa in 2005 was 2.59 persons, which was slightly higher than
Sonoma County’s average of 2.57 (ABAG, 2007). ABAG projects that the average household
size will decrease slightly by 2035 to about 2.54 persons. The average household size within the
county is also expected to decline slightly, to 2.53 persons.
The City of Santa Rosa contained approximately 64,238 housing units in 2008 (Department of
Finance, 2008), with single-family housing accounting for 69 percent and multi-family housing at
27 percent. Compared to Sonoma County and the Bay Area, the city has a lower proportion of
single-family housing than Sonoma County but a higher percentage than the Bay Area. Santa
Rosa has a higher proportion of multi-family housing compared to the County as a whole.
Table 4.B-4 presents the range of housing types currently provided in Santa Rosa, Sonoma
County, and the Bay Area.
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TABLE 4.B-4
EXISTING HOUSING TYPES (2008)
Distribution %
City of
Santa Rosa

Housing Type

City of Santa
Rosa

Sonoma
County

Bay Area

Single-Family
Detached
Attached

38,423
6,022

60%
9%

68%
7%

54%
9%

Multi-family Residences
2-4 Units in Structure
5 Units or More in Structure

4,940
12,139

8%
19%

6%
12%

10%
25%

2,714

4%

6%

2%

64,238

100%

100%

100%

Mobile Homes
Total

SOURCE: Department of Finance (2008)

Employment Setting
The total number of jobs in Sonoma County, held by both County residents and non-residents
was about 220,460 in 2005. By 2035, the County is projected to include approximately 344,290
jobs, representing an increase of about 56 percent between 2005 and 2035. There were
approximately 93,510 jobs in Santa Rosa and its SOI in 2005. According to ABAG, the number
of jobs in Santa Rosa and its SOI are forecast to increase by approximately 73 percent between
2005 and 2035 to a total of 162,110 jobs (ABAG, 2007). Table 4.B-5 summarizes employment
trends within Santa Rosa, its SOI, and vicinity.
TABLE 4.B-5
SANTA ROSA AND VICINITY EMPLOYMENT CHANGE, 2005–2035
Number of Jobs
Jurisdictional
Boundary

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2035

% Change
2005 -2035

Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Healdsburg
Sebastopol

94,590
32,480
17,940
6,650
5,910

93,510
32,450
17,200
6,590
5,920

100,960
33,600
22,990
6,900
5,930

111,400
36,530
26,080
7,250
5,940

122,820
39,980
29,250
7,440
5,950

162,110
48,760
40,550
8,340
5,980

73%
50%
136%
27%
1%

Sonoma County

221,490

220,460

237,000

256,170

276,780

344,290

56%

Santa Rosa

SOURCE: ABAG (2007)
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Regulatory Framework
State
Assembly Bill 2853
Assembly Bill 2853 (AB 2853), enacted in 1980, requires all cities to discuss their regional “fair
share allocation” of housing needs by income group in their Housing Element. The City of Santa
Rosa must therefore discuss its “regional fair share” as projected by ABAG. ABAG’s
determination of the local share of regional housing must take into consideration factors such as
market demand for housing, employment opportunities, availability of suitable sites and public
facilities based on local plans, commuting patterns as they relate to the differences between job
creation and labor supply, type and tenure of housing, and housing needs of farmworkers.

Local
Santa Rosa General Plan
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General Plan, which
articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing, transportation,
historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
population, housing, and employment are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Section of this chapter.
Economic Sustainability Strategy

In 2003, the City of Santa Rosa completed a Phase I, Economic Development Strategy Plan
which focused on very specific economic development and housing projects, including
recommendations for specific plans, financial incentives, streamlining the development approval
process, and identifying business retention/attraction targets. The Phase II, Economic
Development Strategy concentrated on a more macro review of Santa Rosa’s economic position
within the Bay Area and regional market, an update of the potential targets given the new
knowledge-based global economy, and recommendations for strategic economic development
programs and services integrated with partners and other business resources. With
implementation of the Phase II Strategy nearly complete, the 2008 Economic Sustainability
Strategy focuses on initiatives which will support Santa Rosa’s competitiveness for business
investment. It focuses on creating jobs and increasing spending to create long term economic
sustainability in Santa Rosa.
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The General Plan 2035 incorporates concepts from the Economic Sustainability Strategy and
would be generally consistent with the goals and objectives set forth in this planning document.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
results in:
•

Substantial unanticipated population, housing, or employment growth in excess of local
share of regional projections that has the potential to result in adverse physical
environmental effects; or

•

Displacement of existing residents or housing units.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.B-1: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
not result in substantial population, housing, or employment growth in excess of local share
of regional projections. (Less than Significant)
The proposed General Plan assumes development of 23,770 dwelling units. The draft Growth
Management Element includes a schedule of annual allotments which could be issued within the
city’s UGB by 2035. The city estimates that the population within Santa Rosa’s UGB could reach
a total of 233,520 by the year 2035. This number assumes an annual average growth rate of 1.2
percent. Past growth rates for the city, while as high as 2.2 percent in the 1990s, have since been
declining since 2000, with an average growth rate in the 2000s of approximately 1.6 percent.
ABAG, which publishes population projections for Bay Area cities and counties on an annual
basis, estimates in their Projections 2007 series that at General Plan buildout in 2035, the area
encompassing Santa Rosa’s SOI will have a future population of 220,100 in 2035. To obtain this
projection, ABAG projects an annual average growth rate of approximately 0.81 percent from the
estimated 2000 population of 165,849 (also calculated for the SOI). Table 4.B-6 illustrates the
difference between the city’s growth projections and those published by ABAG. During the same
time frame, ABAG expects Sonoma County to experience an average growth rate of 0.62 percent
which suggests that the Santa Rosa is expected to accommodate a disproportionally larger
regional share of the county’s population as compared to other cities and towns within the county.
The future population projection estimated in the proposed General Plan is 13,420 higher than
that projected by ABAG. This difference could be attributable to several factors. A primary factor
is that the UGB and SOI constitute different areas and, therefore, represent different populations.1
1

Policy GM-A-3 in the Draft General Plan proposes to work with the LAFCO to amend the city’s SOI to be
coterminous with the adopted UGB.
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TABLE 4.B-6
COMPARISON OF POPULATION PROJECTIONS AT 2035

Population
(2000)

Population at
Buildout
(2035)

Projected Annual
Growth Rate

Source

Area

City of Santa Rosa, Draft
General Plan, 2009

Santa Rosa UGB

165,850

233,520

1.2%

ABAG, Projections 2007

Santa Rosa SOI

165,849

220,100

0.81%

SOURCE: ABAG (2007); City of Santa Rosa (2008); Department of Finance (2007)

In addition, the proposed General Plan projections are based on more recent development trends
and apply higher future build-out densities for the Low Density and Medium Density residential
land use categories than were used previously.2 As a result, the future full build-out population
will be higher. This constitutes a conservative approach since, in reality, future housing
construction and, hence, population growth, will be determined by market demand, financing
availability, availability of land and entitlements, and other factors. In addition, some of the
parcels identified for potential future development will likely be built out at a mid-point or lower
density instead of the full extent permitted. Another reason that the city’s projections are higher
than ABAG’s, albeit to a lesser degree, is the fact that the proposed General Plan projections
single out specific parcels identified for land use reclassification, parcels that would be able to
accommodate more intensified development, whereas the ABAG projections are based on the
existing land use designations, which generally permit less intensive future residential
development and may be able to accommodate less growth.
ABAG estimates population projections for cities and counties within its region on a regular
basis. A primary purpose of ABAG’s future projections and its regional planning effort is to assist
county and local governments make equitable and appropriate allocations and distributions of
growth. ABAG’s projections are generally based on existing population distributions and do not
necessarily take into account growth opportunities that may be tied to local land uses and market
demand. Consequently, County and local planning agency projections based on additional
information not available to ABAG, can be appropriate in allocating and managing anticipated
growth. Therefore, the fact that population growth projected in the proposed General Plan is in
excess of regional projections published by the ABAG, in and of itself, is not considered a
significant environmental impact. Instead, population growth constitutes an adverse
environmental impact only to the extent that it would result in other physical environmental
impacts in areas (e.g., traffic, air quality, noise, etc). The proposed General Plan’s potential
impact on these specific environmental topics is analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of this EIR.

2

In the previous General Plan Update (2020), a mid-point range was used to estimate potential densities within these
land use categories.
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By undergoing the General Plan update process, the city has identified parcels throughout the city
that would be available and appropriate for greater land use intensification and would be able to
support the additional population throughout the next several decades. As such, the city is
anticipating this growth and is preparing for it in a sustainable and manageable manner.
Therefore, in terms of population growth, this impact is considered less than significant.
In terms of housing, the proposed General Plan estimates that up to approximately 23,770
additional housing units can be developed within the UGB by 2035. Thus, at full buildout, the
city anticipates a total of 94,840 housing units, representing an average annual growth of just over
one percent. Table 4.B-7 summarizes housing projections assumed in the proposed General Plan.
TABLE 4.B-7
HOUSING PROJECTIONS

Santa Rosa UGB

Existing (2007)
Housing Units

Additional
Housing Units

Housing Units at
Buildout

Household Population
at Buildout

71,070

23,770

94,840

228,850

SOURCE: City of Santa Rosa (2009)

The proposed General Plan identifies specific parcels within the UGB that are suitable for some
of the additional housing units planned by the city. The proposed General Plan indicates that the
“city limits contain sufficient land to allow for identified housing needs to be met.” Out of the
estimated 24,000 new housing units anticipated at General Plan buildout, 21,400 housing units
would be developed on vacant land and 2,300 housing units would be developed within the
Station Area Specific Plan area. Consequently, since the city can accommodate its “fair share
allocation” of its most recent state-mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation, in terms of
housing, this impact is considered less than significant.
With respect to employment projections, Table 4.B-8 illustrates the projected employment
projections for the City of Santa Rosa in year 2035. As presented in the table, the city expects up
to 30,420 additional jobs could be created by the buildout year, with a total of 128,400 new jobs
in 2035. The jobs/employed residents ratio compares the number of available jobs to the total
number of employed residents who may fill jobs within the Urban Growth Boundary. As stated in
the proposed General Plan, Santa Rosa has slightly more jobs than employed residents, and as a
result experiences net in-commuting. Projections indicate that this is not expected to change over
the next two decades. Santa Rosa’s jobs/employed residents’ ratio is projected to be 1.04 in
2035.3 This is unlikely to lead to any other substantial physical impacts on the environment and
this impact is considered less than significant.

3

The projected jobs/employed residents ratio anticipated by ABAG is 1.48:1, suggesting that the proposed General
Plan 2035 would improve the balance of available jobs and work force within the city.
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TABLE 4.B-8
EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS
Existing (2007)
Employment
Santa Rosa UGB

97,980

Additional
Employment

Employment at
Buildout

Jobs/Employed
Residents at 2035

30,420

128,400

1.04

SOURCE: City of Santa Rosa (2009)

The proposed General Plan also includes goals and policies intended to minimize the effects of
any potential growth related to future population, housing, and employment changes, including
the following:
H-A: Meet the housing needs of all Santa Rosa residents.
H-A-1: Ensure adequate sites are available for development of a variety of housing types
for all income levels, including single and multifamily units, mobile homes, transitional
housing, and homeless shelters.
H-A-2: Pursue the goal of meeting Santa Rosa’s housing needs through increased densities,
when consistent with preservation of existing neighborhoods. Higher density sites are
illustrated on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, which will allow the development of
dwellings for 210 very low and 138 low income households annually. Development of
these sites or proposals for new higher density sites must be designed in context with
existing, surrounding neighborhoods. The number of affordable units permitted each year
and the adequacy of higher density sites shall be reported as part of the General Plan
Annual Review report.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.B-2: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
not result in displacement of existing residents or housing units. (Less than Significant)
The proposed General Plan identifies five proposed land use diagram changes that in the future
would be able to accommodate medium-density and medium- high density residential uses. The
five sites identified currently include office uses, agricultural lands, a church and a surface RV
storage lot, a former military airport site, and several office structures. In addition, other parcels
located throughout the city have been inventoried to determine whether they are appropriately
zoned, available, and suitable for residential uses. Most of these parcels are presently vacant or
underutilized and would be developed in the next several decades to accommodate new (possibly
more dense) residential growth.
While there is a possibility that the implementation of the proposed General Plan could result in
the displacement of existing residents or housing units, the updated General Plan contains a
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number of objectives, goals and policies that would mitigate these potential impacts, including
the following:
H-A-3: Promote conservation and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock and
discourage intrusion of incompatible uses into residential neighborhoods which would
erode the character of established neighborhoods or lead to use conflicts.
H-B-1: Rehabilitate 50 housing units annually through the city’s rehabilitation programs,
focusing on very low and low income beneficiaries. Utilize the following programs:
•

The Housing Rehabilitation and Conservation Program (HRCP), which targets very
low and low income owner-occupied units and certain investor owned projects
providing affordable rental units;

•

The Mobile Home Repair Loan Program, which provides low interest loans to very
low and low income mobile home owners for necessary repairs; and

•

The Neighborhood Revitalization and Housing Quality Standard Code Compliance
Program of the Section 8 rental assistance program, which, through code compliance,
improve health and safety of local rental units.

H-B-2: Discourage the subdivision of mobile home parks or conversion to other uses
through enforcement of the Conversion of Mobile Home Parks chapter of the City Code.
H-B-3: Retain federal, state and locally subsidized affordable units which may be lost
through contract termination. Utilize the following techniques:
•

Work with property owners to maintain the projects for lower incomes;

•

Work with non-profit housing providers to purchase and operate projects at risk of
converting to market rate;

•

Use Redevelopment Low and Moderate Income Housing funds; and

•

Investigate the use of revenue sources such as CDBG and HUD 202.

H-B-6: Revise the Condominium Conversion Ordinance to preserve rental apartments from
conversion to ownership units.
LUL-C-9: Preserve and protect the character of older established residential neighborhoods
within and adjacent to downtown. Promote the retention of existing housing units when
possible, especially those located in structures of architectural or historic interest and
significance through a “no net housing loss policy.” Permit developments that will result in
net loss of housing units only with findings that such loss would be unavoidable and that
new development would provide greater public benefits.
HP-B-2: Preserve significant historic structures. Consider various alternatives to demolition
of these structures, including the adaptive reuse of historic buildings for contemporary uses.
Furthermore, in the event that any redesignation occurs over the next several decades, it will
likely result in more dense, not less dense, residential development. Therefore, no net population
displacement would be expected within the Santa Rosa UGB. Based on this assumption and the
implementation of the policies listed above, any potential displacement of existing residents and
housing units would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact 4.B-3: The implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along
with potential development in the surrounding region would introduce additional
population to the region, but would not be expected to result in unanticipated population,
housing, or employment growth, or the displacement of existing residents or housing units
on a regional level. (Less than Significant)
The comparison of Santa Rosa’s population projection and projections for Sonoma County and
other nearby cities within the county are shown in Table 4.B-2. As indicated by the table, Santa
Rosa’s population growth rate is expected to surpass that of the county as well as that of other
nearby cities. Similarly, Tables 4.B-3 and 4.B-5, which present projected housing and
employment trends within Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, and other nearby cities and communities,
anticipate a relatively high growth in housing units and employment within Santa Rosa as
compared to the County and other nearby communities.
Although the city’s projected growth in population and employment is anticipated to be higher
than that of Sonoma County or other nearby cities, this growth can be attributed to the fact that
Santa Rosa serves as the regional employment hub and county seat for Sonoma County and is
located within the regional transportation corridor (Highway 101). Therefore, the city anticipates
a somewhat higher proportion of jobs and housing units to be sited within the city’s UGB than
within the other less urbanized communities nearby. A corresponding growth between
population, housing, and employment suggests that the city’s projected populace would live and
work within the city, which would be in line with the smart growth principles that Santa Rosa is
seeking to implement, which encourage the placement of jobs near where people live and vice
versa.
The fact that the city’s population and housing unit increases at buildout would exceed ABAG’s
projections for the Planning Area is not considered a significant cumulative impact in and of
itself. Rather, the direct and indirect impacts of population and housing growth are considered
throughout this EIR and include potential impacts to traffic, air quality, noise, visual resources,
the provision of public services and utilities, and other areas. To the extent that the projected
population would result in significant adverse effects to these resources, these impacts have been
identified and considered within relevant sections of this document. The EIR also identifies goals
and policies proposed under the proposed General Plan that would serve to mitigate the impacts
of development and population growth (as well as an increased demand for housing that typically
accompany a larger population) to the extent feasible and provides additional mitigations that are
not currently included as part of the proposed General Plan, as needed. Cumulative impacts
related to the city’s contribution to the anticipated regional growth in population, housing, and
employment are, therefore, considered less than cumulatively considerable.
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Mitigation: None required.

References – Population, Housing, and Employment
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2007, December, 2006.
California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties
and the State, 2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark, May, 2008.
City of Santa Rosa, Santa Rosa 2020: General Plan, Adopted June 18, 2002.
City of Santa Rosa, Santa Rosa 2020: General Plan, Environmental Impact Report, 2002.
U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, 2006 American Community Survey,
http://factfinder.census.gov, accessed August 20, 2008.
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, California: 2000, Population and
Housing Unit Counts, August, 2003.
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C. Transportation and Circulation
This section evaluates potential transportation and circulation impacts resulting from
implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 (primarily the update of the Housing
Element). The evaluation of environmental effects presented in this section focuses on potential
traffic and circulation impacts associated with added vehicle trips, additional delay per vehicle,
added transit trips, parking, bicycle travel, and other related circulation impacts caused by
development activity related to the proposed project. Mitigation measures are identified where
necessary.

Environmental Setting
The existing conditions baseline is provided from traffic studies and on-going city data collection.
Most of the counts are from the period 2005-2007. The city makes an effort to count all collector
and arterial streets every three years. The State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provided
traffic counts on the two state highways (Highway 12 and US Highway 101) in Santa Rosa. Data
sources include:
•

City of Santa Rosa, Public Works Department Traffic Engineering Division. “Current
Traffic Volumes” August 2006 update (accessed 8/21/08), available on the city’s webpage
at: http://ci.santa-rose.us/doclib/Documents/Trafficcounts.pdf;

•

Caltrans, “2007 Traffic Volumes,” available on the internet at: http://trafficcounts.dot.ca.gov/2007all.htm;

•

LSA, “Redevelopment Plan for the Gateways Redevelopment Project Area Santa Rosa
Environmental Impact Report,” Public Review Draft, December 2005; and

•

Dowling Associates, various recent and ongoing traffic impact and travel forecasting
studies, including Lowe’s EIR, Yolanda and Santa Rosa Avenues Widening EIRs, Stony
Point Road Widening EIR, Hearn/Bellevue Interchange Traffic Study, and Sonoma County
Travel Model Update.

Roadway Classification
Figure 4.C-1 shows current General Plan 2020 street classifications in Santa Rosa. The city’s
classification system groups streets into four categories: highways (including freeways); regional
streets (equivalent to arterial streets), which include boulevards and parkways; transitional streets
(equivalent to collector streets), which include avenues and main streets; and local streets—which
include trails, alleys, lanes, neighborhood streets, and minor streets. They are described in more
detail in Section 5.2 of the city’s General Plan 2020. Policies addressing the design characteristics
of these different types of streets are established by the city’s Construction Specifications for
Public Improvements, and the Design Guidelines (available on the web at http://ci.santarosa.ca.us/DEPARTMENTS/COMMUNITYDEV/DEVELOPMENT/Pages/DesignGuidelines.aspx).
That report includes policies on how streets should look and how they should function.
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There is a great variety in street layouts in different parts of the city. They vary from the gridiron
pattern developed in the older parts of the city, such as the neighborhoods in the central part of
the city (north of Aston Avenue and south of College Avenue), to a sparse pattern of roads south
of Kawana Springs Road. In some of the city’s residential areas built in the 1960s through 1980s,
subdivision design practice has resulted in the extensive use of cul-de-sac streets, which minimize
through traffic in neighborhoods but tend to load traffic onto a small number of collector and
arterial streets. In the central area, in contrast, a relatively good grid system exists, providing
drivers with considerable choice of routes and greater opportunity to avoid congestion.
Streets serve buses, pedestrians, and cyclists, as well as automobiles. Trucks use them to make
deliveries, or to pick-up waste. They also provide rights-of-way for utilities (above and below
ground), and light and air to adjacent buildings.
Street alignments exist for a variety of historical reasons. Some streets were developed to avoid
topographic barriers, such as grades or creek crossings. Topographic features are particularly
important in the northeast portion of the city, but also in the southeast. Some streets, like Santa
Rosa Avenue and Mendocino Avenue, were originally aligned to serve inter-city trips; a few
roads historically were trails used by Native Americans for foot travel.

Highways
Two highways traverse the study area: US Highway 101 (US 101) and State Route 12 (SR 12).

US Highway 101
As the major freeway of the North Bay, US 101 carries through traffic, such as truck trips from
the Oregon Coast and Redwood Empire to the rest of the state, inter-city commute trips, and some
local trips. Parallel routes exist (such as Dutton and Cleveland Avenues), but they often lack
continuity or operate at relatively slow speeds (such as Mendocino and Santa Rosa Avenues).
In Sonoma County, US 101 is a four-lane freeway from the Marin County line to approximately
Wilfred Avenue in Rohnert Park. A project to add high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes was
completed late in 2002, providing three lanes of travel in each direction from Wilfred Avenue to
SR 12 in northern Santa Rosa. The HOV restriction is in effect on weekdays from 7:00 to
9:00 a.m. and again from 3:00 to 6:30 p.m. The HOV lanes were then extended from SR 12 north
to Guerneville Road-Steele Lane, and they opened to traffic on November 10, 2008 (Sequeira,
2009). US 101 continues north as a freeway with two lanes in each direction to the Mendocino
County line. Auxiliary lanes, which extend only from one interchange to the next, are present in
certain high-demand areas.
In addition, the proposed widening of US 101 between Guerneville Road-Steele Lane interchange
to the Town of Windsor has begun construction. Tree removal for the so-called “North Project”
(Steele Lane to Windsor) began in January 2009. A voter-passed sales tax increase (Measure M,
2005) was expected to provide some of the funding for this improvement. Although the project
could have been delayed to current state budget problems, in January 2009 the Metropolitan
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Transportation Commission—the regional planning body for the nine Bay Area counties—
earmarked $94 million of proceeds of the sale of general obligation bonds to keep the highway
project going (Norberg, 2009). US 101 is expected to be widened to six continuous lanes, from
Petaluma to Windsor, by 2014. Within the City of Santa Rosa, Caltrans estimates that in 2007
there were between 82,000 and 128,000 vehicles on US 101, with the highest volume occurring
near the junction with the State Route 12 freeway.

State Route 12
SR 12 provides important east-west circulation through the city. Only a small portion
(approximately 1 mile) is within the proposed redevelopment area, although it is a portion of the
highway that carries the highest traffic volumes, and is most congested. Traffic transitioning from
SR 12 to US 101 often backs up onto SR 12 during peak hours. The interchange, built in the early
1960s, contains many design features that do not meet current standards (e.g., lack of shoulders,
low design speed, limited sight distances, short weaving areas) and contributes to safety and
congestion problems. Caltrans estimates that in 2007 there were between 26,500 and 77,000
vehicles on the portions of SR 12 within the city, with the highest volumes occurring near the
junction with US 101.

Related Transportation Planning Projects
The city is a member in the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA), which includes
eight other cities and the County of Sonoma. Among its several missions, the SCTA serves as the
congestion management agency for Sonoma County and coordinates major transportation
planning and programming activities, including disbursement of sales tax revenues under the ¼
cent sales tax measure approved in November 2004, Measure M. This sales tax measure is slated
to “sunset” in 2025, although it could be extended beyond that by another vote.
At the regional level, the city is a member of the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transportation
(SMART) District, which proposes to use the former Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWPRR)
line for commuter rail service. The service would provide 14 trains a day on weekdays, and
4 trains/day on Saturdays and Sundays. Trains would operate between Larkspur Ferry on the
south, and Cloverdale to the north, a distance of approximately 70 miles. SMART proposes
passenger stations at the historic depot in downtown (4th Street) and at Jennings Avenue. The
Jennings Avenue station would have parking for commuters, and the downtown station would
primarily be oriented to bus and pedestrian access, with no dedicated parking. In November 2008,
Marin and Sonoma County voters approved Measure Q by 69.6 percent, approving a one-quarter
percent sales tax increase, to cover capital and operating costs (SMART, 2009)
The city also participates in the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA), which is a special
purpose agency with a mission of repairing the former NWPRR line and providing rail freight
service as far north as Willits (Mendocino County) (Hart, 2008). It is currently preparing an EIR,
and anticipates start-up of service some time in 2009.
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Relation/Linkage to Regional Highway System
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) of the San Francisco Bay Area and its
partner, the Association of Bay Area Governments, together compose the metropolitan planning
organization (MPO) for the Bay Area (MTC focuses primarily on transportation planning, while
ABAG focuses primarily on land use planning) (MTC, 2009). MTC also acts as the regional
transportation planning agency for the nine-county Bay Area. MTC develops a Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), which typically covers a 20- to 25-year time horizon (the current
update in progress uses 2035 as its horizon). All major projects must be included in the RTP,
especially if they include state or federal funding. A “major project” is defined as one than can be
modeled with MTC’s regional travel forecasting model and costs at least $3 to $5 million. MTC
also designates a set of highways, known as the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) that
are regionally significant. Significance is determined by several attributes: MTS routes must carry
through and regional travel volumes; be important for goods movement; serve major activity
centers; and may have important transit services on them. The MTS routes in Santa Rosa include
the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hearn/Yolanda Avenues
Occidental Road
Third Street/W. Third Street
Santa Rosa Avenue/Mendocino Avenue
College Avenue/W. College Avenue
Guerneville Road/Steele Lane
Montgomery Drive
Farmers Lane (SR 12)
Marlow Road
Petaluma Hill Road
Piner Road
Fountaingrove Parkway
Calistoga Road
Petaluma Hill Road
Fulton/Wright Roads

Interchanges with US 101 have dual functions: they provide freeway access from the city, and
they provide connections to routes internal to the city from US 101. As demand for both local and
regional trips increases, interchange capacity will be increasingly strained. Many of the
interchanges in Santa Rosa along US 101 were built in the 1950s or 1960s, and many do not meet
current design standards. Many also experience substantial congestion.
The city’s General Plan 2020 also envisioned a new interchange at Bellevue Avenue, with an
overcrossing and all-directional freeway ramps. This project is included in the city’s Southwest
Area Plan, completed in 1994. A redevelopment area has been formed to help finance this and
other improvements in the city’s southwest area.
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Park and Ride Lots
There are currently three park and ride lots in Santa Rosa, two of which are immediately adjacent
to each other. The first is operated by Golden Gate Transit and is located at Piner Road and
Industrial Drive. It has 214 spaces and is also GGT’s northernmost terminal for buses. The
second is located underneath the SR 12 freeway at Brookwood Avenue, just north of the
fairgrounds. It has 179 spaces. The third lot is immediately adjacent to the second, and part of the
Sonoma County Fairgrounds. It has 214 spaces. All lots are served by at least one transit operator.

Travel Patterns
The composition of the trips made within and through the study area is an important factor in
understanding existing, as well as future, levels of service.

Travel Modes Served and Mode Choice of Commuters
The 2000 Census indicates that 77 percent of employed Santa Rosa residents drove alone to work,
down from 80 percent in the 1990 Census. Twelve percent carpooled, the same as in 1990.
Transit (including taxicab) was 2.2 percent, down very slightly from 1990. Walking and cycling
each account for about a two percent share of commute trips. The success of transit services in
attracting commute riders in Santa Rosa is better than it is in many other California cities of
similar size and character.
Current average vehicle occupancies for the journey-to-work trip are low in Santa Rosa, though
not atypical for California cities of similar size. Census data show an average of 1.09 persons per
vehicle for commute trips. Somewhat more than 7 percent of all Santa Rosa households report
having no motor vehicle available at their home. The average (mean) one-way travel time to work
for Santa Rosa residents was slightly more than 23 minutes.
Commute data estimated1 for 1998 show that about 69 percent of Santa Rosa residents work in
the city or its immediate surroundings. Another 22 percent commute to jobs outside of Santa Rosa
but within Sonoma County, and approximately 9 percent work outside of the county. In 2020,
about 66 percent of Santa Rosa residents are still expected to work within the city’s urban
boundaries; 25 percent in other Sonoma County locations; and a steady 9 percent in other
counties. The greatest growth (nearly 75 percent) occurs to workplaces in the US 101 corridor
south of Santa Rosa, such as Rohnert Park and Petaluma. This has important implications for
congestion on US 101. It is likely that the “reverse peak” travel movements in the US 101
corridor will become more congested in coming years than today.
It is clear that Santa Rosa cannot be classified as a “bedroom community.” In fact, the proportion
of local residents working within the city is higher than the proportion for many other California
cities of similar size.

1

Model results from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) BAYCAST Model system.
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Travel patterns are highly dependent on the distribution of jobs, housing, schools, transit
opportunities, shopping centers, and other activities. Employment in Santa Rosa is dispersed
throughout the community. Multiple work centers are beneficial in terms of avoiding high
concentrations of traffic (which result in congestion), but are more difficult to provide transit
service to and are often less “pedestrian friendly,” resulting in more trips made by driving.

Current Traffic Service Conditions
Recurring traffic congestion on city streets occurs primarily during the morning (7:00 to
9:00 a.m.) and evening (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) periods on weekdays, although traffic is often
congested on weekends on routes that serve recreation destinations (such as US 101), or shopping
(e.g., Santa Rosa Avenue, Guerneville Road). US 101 also experiences mid-day congestion as
“peak spreading” occurs. A discussion of congestion “hot spot” areas on city streets is provided
below. Congested conditions occur on both north- and southbound US 101 through central Santa
Rosa for almost 6 hours on an average weekday: 7:15 to 9:00 a.m. and 2:30 to 6:30 p.m. In
addition, weekend/recreational traffic, traffic incidents, and special events add to the hours of
delay. The traffic density (number of vehicles carried per day per lane) on some high-volume
sections of US 101 is comparable to the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.

Existing Traffic Level of Service and Deficiencies
The City of Santa Rosa’s policy is to calculate level of service based on the average arterial travel
speed, which includes delays due to time stopped at intersections, braking, accelerating, and
normal travel time between signals. The performance measure, or “measure of effectiveness,”
used to determine level of service is average travel speed, in miles per hour. Delay at individual
intersections is calculated in order to determine the overall arterial performance. For this study,
the emphasis has been on key arterials within the city that carry large volumes of traffic over
relatively long distances. To be meaningful, the length of the arterial studied must be more than
one mile in length. This is also a reason why arterials were not studied in the downtown (e.g., the
north-south axis of downtown is only two-thirds of a mile measured along Santa Rosa
Avenue/Mendocino Avenue).2
General Plan 2020 Policy T-D-1 excludes analysis of major corridors within the downtown for
the purposes of determining whether a significant impact under CEQA would result. There have,
however, been several other EIRs in recent years that have analyzed LOS in the downtown. For
example, the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan Program was the subject of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2006072104) that was prepared in
February 2007.3 The DEIR concluded that implementation of the Specific Plan and proposed
mitigation would result in LOS D or better on all analyzed downtown intersections, thus meeting
the city’s level of service standard.

2
3

See Highway Capacity Manual 2000, page 10-7.
City of Santa Rosa, 2007. Downtown Area Specific Plan Program EIR, February.
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Furthermore, individual development projects with the potential to cause significant impacts on
downtown arterials or intersections may be subjected to additional analysis and requirements for
mitigations at the time a project-specific traffic impact study is prepared. This is discussed below
under 2, Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Analysis of recent traffic count data indicates that only two arterial roadways within the study
area do not meet the city’s level of service standard of level of service (LOS) D or better:
•

College Avenue westbound in the PM peak hour (LOS E)

•

Guerneville Road-Steele Lane, both directions in the AM peak (LOS E), and PM peak
(LOS F eastbound and LOS E westbound)

The level of service for the arterials studied is shown in Table 4.C-1, with an explanation of the
speed ranges associated with each level of service is provided in Table 4.C-2.
TABLE 4.C-1
EXISTING ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE
AM Peak
Arterial and Limits
Santa Rosa Avenue
Burt Street to Sonoma Avenue

Class

IV

Santa Rosa Avenue
Todd Road to Burt Street

III

Petaluma Hill Road
Yolanda Avenue to Santa Rosa Avenue

II

College Avenue
th
N. Dutton Avenue to 4 Street

III

Guerneville Road – Steele Lane
Range Avenue to Mendocino Avenue

III

Cleveland Avenue
W. College Avenue to Piner Road

II

N. Dutton Avenue
W. 3rd Street to Guerneville Road

III

Range Avenue
Cleveland Avenue to W. Steele Lane

III

PM Peak

Direction

LOS

Mean Speed

LOS

Mean Speed

NB

C

18.7

C

15.9

SB

C

18.1

C

14.1

NB

B

27.7

B

27.4

SB

A

30.5

B

29.5

NB

C

22.6

D

20.7

SB

C

22.5

D

18.4

EB

D

16.0

D

14.1

WB

D

15.2

E

13.0

EB

E

13.2

F

7.2

WB

E

12.1

E

10.0

NB

C

22.7

D

21.7

SB

C

22.6

C

22.3

NB

C

20.3

C

18.4

SB

C

20.3

C

18.3

NB

C

19.3

C

18.7

SB

C

19.4

C

18.8

NOTES: [bold/shaded] indicates that the estimated level of service does not meet city’s goal of LOS D or better.
Yolanda Avenue is not shown because it is too short (<1 mile) to be analyzed using the arterial method. However, it is considered as part of
the Farmers Lane Extension project in the future traffic analysis.
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TABLE 4.C-2
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR URBAN/SUBURBAN ARTERIALS
(average speed, in MPH)
LOS

Class II

Class III

Class IV

A
B
C
D
E
F

> 35
>28-35
>22-28
>17-22
>13-17
< 13

> 30
>24-30
>18-24
>14-18
>10-14
< 10

> 25
>19-25
>13-19
>9-13
>7-9
<7

NOTES: Values indicate average speeds, in MPH.
Street types are based on the degree of access control, speed limits, the presence of parking, and the posted speed limits. Class I has
been omitted because it does not apply to any arterials in the study area. Class II (suburban) streets typically have widely spaced
driveways, posted speed limits of 35-45 MPH, turn lane channelization, and no parking. Class III represents intermediate streets; and
Class IV urban streets with many driveways and considerable pedestrian traffic.
SOURCE: Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Exhibit 15-2, Transportation Research Board.

Table 4.C-3 shows existing level of service on US 101 from traffic counts. Volume/capacity (v/c)
is a measure of the amount of how much of the maximum physical capacity of the freeway is
being utilized, e.g., a v/c ratio of 0.75 indicates that 75% of the maximum capacity is being used.
TABLE 4.C-3
US 101 FREEWAY MAINLINE LEVEL OF SERVICE, MIXED FLOW LANES, 2002
7:00 to 8:00 a.m.
Peak Hour

4:00 to 5:00 p.m.
Peak Hour

Direction

Volume
(vph)

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Volume
(vph)

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Todd Road to Yolanda Avenue

NB
SB

3,281
3,760

0.70
0.80

C
D

2,821
3,010

0.60
0.64

C
C

Yolanda Avenue to Baker Avenue

NB
SB

3,519
4,097

0.75
0.87

D
D

3,192
3,437

0.68
0.73

C
D

Baker Avenue to SR 12

NB
SB

3,866
3,765

0.82
0.80

D
D

3,490
3,491

0.74
0.74

D
D

SR 12 to College Avenue

NB
SB

4,433
1,820

0.94
0.39

E
B

2,440
1,812

0.52
0.39

C
B

College Avenue to Steele Lane

NB
SB

4,088
3,108

0.87
0.66

D
C

2,577
3,142

0.55
0.67

C
C

Steele Lane to Bicentennial Way

NB
SB

3,694
3,062

0.79
0.65

D
C

2,572
3,141

0.55
0.67

C
C

Analysis Segment

NOTE: The volumes shown include the recommended HCM 2000 adjustment for trucks, which constitute approximately 6.3 percent of all
vehicles on this portion of US 101. The volumes shown are in passenger-car equivalents (pce). Level of service calculated per
Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, which predicts a level freeway with two lanes in each direction has a
capacity of 4,700 vehicles per hour (vph) in each direction.
SOURCE: Parsons Transportation Group, 2004.
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There is a relatively weak relationship between freeway level of service and travel speeds. Recent
research indicates that freeway speeds can stay near the posted speed limit (i.e., 60-65) mph up to
LOS E, when traffic flows may become unstable, and then vehicle speeds oscillate or quickly
decrease to stop-and-go conditions. However, comfort and maneuverability (ability to change
lanes) is good for drivers up to approximately LOS C. At LOS D and E, speeds may continue to
be high, but drivers will feel constrained and may find lane changing difficult. Caltrans attempts,
as a desired goal, to maintain peak hour traffic operations at the transition between LOS C and D.
The level of service definitions for freeways is shown in Table 4.C-4.
TABLE 4.C-4
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR BASIC FREEWAY SECTIONS

LOS

Maximum Service Flow
per Lane per Hour

A
B
C
D
E
F

Volume/ Capacity Ratio
(Maximum for LOS)

710
1,170
1,680
2,090
2,350
>2,350

0.302
0.498
0.715
0.889
1.000
>1.000

Minimum Speed
(mph)
65.0
65.0
64.6
59.7
52.2
Variesa

NOTE: Flow rates are in passenger car equivalents, after adjusting for presence of heavy vehicles. Flow rates are per lane in each
direction, so should be doubled for two lanes in each direction. The capacity used for HOV lanes is generally somewhat less than
unrestricted, i.e., “mixed flow” lanes. Values in the table are for a level freeway with a 65 mph design speed.
a Typically 10-20 mph.

SOURCE: Caltrans, Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Appendix C, December 2002.

Bicycle Transportation
Santa Rosa’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (last updated in 2001, currently being updated)
includes a planned 154-mile bicycle network (see Figure 4.C-2). The city currently has
approximately 70 miles of bicycle facilities, including 12 miles of Class I off-street bicycle paths
(paved routes not on a street or roadway and expressly reserved for bikes)4; 25 miles of Class II
on-street striped bike lanes (corridors expressly reserved for bicycles, existing on a street in
addition to any lanes used by motorized vehicles); and 33 miles of Class III signed bike routes
(facilities shared with motorists and identified only by signs, with no separate pavement markings
or lane stripes). Despite progress made since the first plan was adopted in 1994, there are no
continuous north/south or east/west routes through the downtown area.
Most bicycle and walking trips are fairly short. A 1990 survey by MTC indicated that in the ninecounty Bay Area, the median walking trip was about 10 minutes in duration (about a ½-mile), and
two-thirds of all bicycle trips took less than 15 minutes.
The city held a series of workshops at different locations during the preparation of the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan Update. It is expected that the plan update will be adopted in 2009.
4

Some City of Santa Rosa bike paths also serve pedestrians, skateboarders, etc.
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Local and Regional Public Transit Network
Santa Rosa is served by a variety of public transit systems providing for local, countywide, and
regional needs, as well as special user groups. Local transit is provided by Santa Rosa CityBus;
countywide inter-city transit service by Sonoma County Transit (SCT); and regional service by
Golden Gate Transit (GGT). The most important bus terminal in Santa Rosa is the Downtown
Transit Mall, located on Second Street between B Street and Santa Rosa Avenue. This facility
serves all three major transit operators, and a nearby (paid) city parking garage offers the
opportunity for park-and-ride. The mall has 12 bus bays.
The city’s Department of Transit and Parking, operating under the “CityBus” name, operates
18 fixed-route lines, primarily within the City of Santa Rosa (see Figure 4.C-3). General hours of
operation are from 6:00 a.m. to 8:35 p.m. on weekdays, 6:00 a.m. to 7:50 p.m. Saturdays, and
10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Sundays and holidays. All regularly scheduled service is equipped with
wheelchair lifts and is accessible to the disabled. CityBus revenues derive from federal, state, and
farebox sources; no money comes from the city’s general fund. The CityBus system carries
approximately 2.7 million passenger trips per year, with ridership growing.
Sonoma County Transit (SCT) operates routes on several Santa Rosa streets, and provides inter-city
bus services within Sonoma County. Other cities and communities served include those along the
lower Russian River; Sebastopol; Sonoma; Petaluma; Sonoma State University; Cloverdale;
Healdsburg; and the Sonoma County Airport Industrial area. Mendocino Transit Authority (MTA)
also operates two bus trips per day between Santa Rosa and Mendocino County (Routes 65 and 95).
The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District, under the name Golden Gate
Transit, operates several regional express services between Santa Rosa, and Marin and San
Francisco Counties. Most of the services, with the exception of Route 80, are oriented toward
peak-period commuters. The commute routes provide early morning service in the southbound
direction only, and afternoon/early evening service northbound only. Most services use US 101
and/or Santa Rosa Avenue/Mendocino Avenue. GGT operates a park-and-ride terminal, as well
as overnight layover yard, near the corner of Piner Road and Industrial Drive.
Other transit providers include:
•

Paratransit. The City of Santa Rosa and County of Sonoma contract with MV
Transportation and the Volunteer Center of Sonoma County for the provision of Paratransit
services. This program provides paratransit services for persons who are able to meet
certification requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

•

Intercity Bus Line. Greyhound Lines provides intercity bus service to Santa Rosa, with a
once-daily trip in each direction between San Francisco and Arcata along US 101. All
Greyhound lines serve the terminal located at 3345 Santa Rosa Avenue near East Robles
Avenue, at the Days Inn. Connections can be made in San Francisco for points east and
south.

•

Airport Express. The Sonoma County Airport Express is a private company providing
shuttle services to the Charles Schulz Sonoma County Airport, San Francisco International
Airport, and Oakland International Airport.
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Figure 4.C-3
Transit Services, Santa Rosa CityBus
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Regulatory Framework
More than 14,000 sections of federal and state law and administrative regulations affect
transportation in the State of California. A select set of those most important to transportation in
Santa Rosa are summarized below:
•

Highway Projects: Major highway projects must undergo environmental review and must
be included in the city’s General Plan in order to be eligible for funding. Major projects
(see earlier section) must be included in MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan. Projects on
the State Highway System must be included in both the MTC RTP and in the state’s
Transportation Improvement Program.

•

Transit Projects: Transit operators must maintain a short-range transit plan, and undergo
an independent third-party performance audit evaluating their efficiency and effectiveness.
Major transit capital projects are subject to environmental review.

•

Bicycle & Pedestrian Projects: The city must maintain a current bikeway and pedestrian
master plan in order to be eligible for state and federal funding of bicycle projects. Projects
must be in substantial conformance with the overall master plan for bikeways for the city.

•

Other Laws and Administrative Regulations: Depending on the projects, the state and
federal clean air acts; Americans with Disabilities Act; Clean Water Act; laws regarding
preservation of historic and archaeological resources; administrative rules regarding
environmental justice; and other laws and regulations may be involved. The California
Community Redevelopment Act also addresses transportation projects and how they may
be incorporated as part of a redevelopment plan.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
transportation are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Other Planning Documents
The proposed General Plan 2035 incorporates concepts from the adopted plans and would be
generally consistent with the goals and objectives of these planning documents.
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Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study

This 2006 study evaluated the area of the 6th and 7th Street corridors between E Street and
Pierson Street, including a new freeway underpass designed to reunite 6th Street as a primary
connection between downtown and the historic Railroad Square. The purpose of the study was to
reunify Railroad Square and downtown with a safe and attractive corridor for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and motorists.
Downtown Station Area Specific Plan

The City of Santa Rosa adopted the Downtown Station Area Specific Plan in 2007 to address the
development and re-development of the 647-acre area in and around the downtown area of Santa
Rosa, centered on the proposed Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) rail station. A
primary objective of this Specific Plan is to increase the number of residents and employees
within walking distance of the proposed SMART site through the intensification of land uses. The
plan promotes a mixture of residential, retail, office, and open space land uses in a pedestrianfriendly urban environment.
Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan

The purpose of the Sebastopol Road Urban Vision Plan was to develop community consensus
regarding the character of future development along Sebastopol Road and the development of a
neighborhood center concept for the Roseland Village Shopping Center. In order to present a
unified streetscape corridor, the city extended the streetscape concept eastward from Dutton
Avenue to Olive Street, and the Sebastopol Road Corridor Plan was launched soon after
completion of the Urban Vision Plan. The Corridor Plan focuses on physical improvements
within the public right-of-way of Sebastopol Road from Stony Point Road to Olive Street at the
Highway 12 overpass. The Corridor Plan incorporates the streetscape concept developed with the
Urban Vision Plan and adds some additional details such as street lamps, textured crosswalks, and
bus turnout locations.
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

In 1994, the City Council approved the city’s Bicycle Master Plan, which included a planned
154-mile bicycle network. The plan was updated in 2001 and focused on two prime areas:
identification and implementation of a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian network to provide
alternative transportation, and continuation of the city’s eligibility for obtaining bikeway grant
funds.
In 2009, an updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is in draft form. Key topics and issues
addressed in the draft plan include: analysis of existing bikeways, recommendations for new
bikeways, bicycle and pedestrian accident analysis, bicycle education and safety programs, and
bicycle parking. The proposed bikeway network includes bike paths, lanes, boulevards, and
routes. In addition, the plan identifies areas where pedestrian improvements, such as sidewalk
connection segments, could be constructed.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 results
in:
•

Degradation of peak hour levels of service (LOS) for roadway segments below the city’s
objective of LOS D; except for downtown.

•

Increased parking demand beyond available capacity within the city;

•

Lack of accessible bicycle and pedestrian routes in areas of new growth and
redevelopment; or

•

Lack of efficient and convenient transit services accessible to all city residents.

Impact Analysis
Intersection Operations
Impact 4.C-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased traffic volumes, delay, and a decrease in LOS on area intersections during the
peak hours. (Significant)
Trip Generation Estimates

The City of Santa Rosa’s traffic forecasting procedures (which used Citilabs Cube software,
which is a transportation-modeling software) and the General Plan 2035 land uses produce
projections of a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic flows on area roadways. It is estimated that in 2005,
there were 79,650 vehicle-trips generated citywide in the p.m. peak hour (4:30-5:30 PM). The
traffic forecasting model produces both a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes.
The transportation-modeling software is sensitive to three factors: the volume of traffic (e.g., due
to a change in land use), the speed coded on a link, and the capacity of the link (e.g., number of
lanes). The model does not provide specific intersection details (i.e., if there is a right turn lane or
a change in signal timing parameters). The transportation model provides, at a program level, an
indication of where traffic congestion could occur in 2035. Roadways operating at poor levels of
service under the buildout of the General Plan 2035 will be flagged to ensure that project-level
studies adequately address the issues in traffic impact studies or the CEQA process.
Buildout Level of Service

Traffic LOS on area intersections during the weekday peak hours with implementation of the
proposed General Plan 2035 are presented in Table 4.C-5. These traffic impacts could also affect
response times for fire protection and law enforcement personnel and equipment.
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TABLE 4.C-5
BUILDOUT (2035) ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE
North or Eastbound

Name
Bellevue Avenue
Bethards Drive
Bicentennial Way
Brookwood Avenue
Calistoga Road
Chanate Road
Cleveland Avenue
College Avenue/W. College
West College
Corby Avenue
Corporate Center Parkway
Dutton Avenue
E Street
Farmers Lane (SR 12)
Farmers Lane Extension
Fountaingrove Parkway
Franklin Avenue
Fulton Road
Guerneville Road
Hearn Ave
Hopper Avenue
Kawana Springs Road
Marlow Road
Mendocino Avenue
Mission Boulevard
Montecito Boulevard
Montgomery Drive
Morgan Street
Ninth Street/W. Ninth
North Street
Northpoint Parkway
Oakmont Drive
Occidental Road
Old Redwood Highway
Petaluma Hill Road
Piner Road
Range Avenue
Santa Rosa Avenue
Sebastopol Road
Sonoma Avenue
Steele Lane
Stony Point Road
Summerfield Road
Third Street/W. Third
Wright Road
Yolanda Avenue
Yulupa Avenue
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MTS
Route

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X

AM Peak
LOS
C
C
D
C/D
F
D
C
F
C
C
C
C
C
B/C
C/D
C/D
C/D
E
F
C
D
C
C/D
C
E
C/D
D
C
C
C
C
C
C
E/F
C/D
C
C/D
C
C/D
D/E
D
D
C/D
D
C
C

South or Westbound

PM Peak

Notes

3a

7
8

10a

12
13

15

4.C-17

LOS
C
C
D/F
D
D
D/F
C/D
D/E
C
D
C
C/D
C/D
C/D
C
C
C/D
D
C/D
D
C
D/C
D
C/D
D
D
D/F
D
C
C
C
C
C
C
D
C/D
C
D
C/D
D/F
D
D/C
F/D/C
C
D
C
C

Notes

AM Peak
LOS
C/D
C
E
E
F
E/F
C
D
D
C
C/D
C
F
C/D
F
C/D
C/D
C/D
C/D
C
E
C
C/D
D
F
F
C
D
C
C
C
C
E/F
C/D
C
C/D
C
F
D
D/E
E/F
C
F
D
C

PM Peak

Notes

1
2
3b
4

5
6

9

10b
11
-

12

14
16
17
18

LOS
C
C
D/E
D
D
D
C/D
D/E
C
D
C
C/D
C/D
C/D
C
C
C/D
D
C/D
D
C
C/E
C/D
C/D
D
D
C/E/F
C
C
C
C
C
C
D
C/D
C
D
C/D
C
D
D/B
F/D/C
C
D
D
C
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TABLE 4.C-5 (Continued)
BUILDOUT (2035) ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE
North or Eastbound
MTS
Route

Name

AM Peak
LOS

Notes

South or Westbound

PM Peak
LOS

Notes

AM Peak
LOS

PM Peak

Notes

LOS

State Highways
SR 12 at Stony Point
US 101 - Mixed Flow
US 101 - HOV Lanes

C/D
F
C

F
C

C/D
F
C

F
C

NOTES:
1. Between Mendocino and Piner
2. Between Bennett Valley Road and Aston
3a. Between Yerba Buena and Montecito
3b. Between Harville and Montecito
4. Between Parker Hill and Mission Blvd.
5. From 4th to Montgomery and Hoen Avenue to Hwy 12. F between Hoen Avenue and westbound freeway on ramp to 12.
6. Stagecoach to Parker Hill Road.
7. Lance Drive to Coffey Lane.
8. Burbank to Dutton Meadow.
9. Santa Rosa Marketplace to Santa Rosa Avenue.
10a. Fountaingrove Parkway to Brush Creek.
10b. Fountaingrove Parkway to Mission.
11. Mission to Farmers Lane.
12. South city limits to Bellevue East Extension.
13. LOS F from Bicentennial to Piner.
14. Between Jacqueline and Farmers Lane.
15. Between Apache and Range.
16. South city limits to Bellevue Ranch.
17. Hoen Avenue to Sonoma Highway.
18. Finley to Sebastopol Road.
NOTES: bold indicates that the estimated level of service does not meet city’s goal of LOS D or better.

Despite the traffic improvements proposed in the General Plan 2035, certain roadway links would
not meet the city’s level of service objective of LOS D or better during one or both peak hours.
Failure to meet the LOS objective, as shown in Table 4.C-5 in bold, would constitute a
significant impact.
The following General Plan 2035 policies seek to maintain the city’s LOS standard on all
roadway segments:
T-A: Provide a safe and sustainable transportation system.
T-A-1: Expand Transportation Systems Management (TSM) programs for employers, and
reduce peak hour single-occupancy automobile trips through the following techniques:
Promotion of transit service; Staggering of work shifts; Flextime (e.g. 9/80 work schedule);
Telecommuting; Carpool and vanpool incentives, Provision of bicycle facilities; and
Parking disincentives for single-occupant vehicles, and Car sharing programs.
T-A-2: Evaluate corridor levels of service (LOS) and develop strategies to improve service
levels.
T-A-3: Cooperate with Caltrans and public transit providers to establish park-and-ride lots.
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T-A-4: Pursue cooperation between local and regional transportation agencies to coordinate
multi-modal connections throughout the city.
T-A-5: Support tourist rail excursions on the Northwestern Pacific Railroad.
T-A-6: Expand non-motorized and bus infrastructure throughout the city such that greater
amenities exist for cyclists, pedestrians and transit users in order to promote a healthy,
sustainable city and further reduce GHG emissions.
T-B: Provide a safe, efficient, free-flowing circulation system.
T-B-1: Require site design to focus through-traffic on regional/arterial streets. Promote the
following design techniques to increase driver safety and traffic efficiency: Reduce the
number of driveways and intersections; Combine driveways to serve numerous small
parcels; Avoid residential access; Install street lights; Install and facilitate timing of traffic
signals; and Ensure continuous sidewalks.
T-B-2: Locate uses generating heavy traffic so that they have direct access or immediate
secondary access to regional/arterial streets or highways.
T-B-3: Minimize the disruption of historic sites and architectural resources by street and
highway improvements.
T-B-4: Promote the use of roundabouts in lieu of stop/signal controlled intersections to
improve safety, reduce delay and idling time, and lower vehicle emissions at new/existing
intersections.
T-C: Reduce traffic volumes and speeds in neighborhoods.
T-C-1: Minimize through traffic in residential neighborhoods and avoid excessive traffic
volumes greater than that dictated by street design and classification, by providing
attractive regional/arterial streets to accommodate cross-town traffic.
T-C-2: Encourage grid street patterns in new residential areas to disperse local
neighborhood traffic, thereby limiting volumes on any one street.
T-C-3: Implement traffic calming techniques on streets subject to high speed and/or cutthrough traffic, in order to improve neighborhood livability. Techniques include: Narrow
streets; On-street parking; Chokers or diverters; Speed bumps; Rough paved crosswalks;
Rumble strips; and Planted islands.
T-C-4: Improve traffic flow and reduce neighborhood traffic impacts in all quadrants of the
city by completing needed improvements, such as road widening and traffic calming. Seek
innovative funding mechanisms in order to maximize the number of projects completed.
T-D: Maintain acceptable traffic flows.
T-D-1: Maintain a Level of Service (LOS) D or better along all major corridors. Exceptions
to meeting the standard include: Within downtown; Where attainment would result in
significant environmental degradation; Where topography or environmental impacts makes
the improvement impossible; or Where attainment would ensure loss of an area’s unique
character.
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T-D-2: Monitor LOS at intersections to assure that improvements or alterations to improve
corridor LOS do not cause severe impacts at any single intersection.
T-D-3: Require traffic studies for development projects that may have a substantial impact
on the circulation system.
T-D-4: Monitor regional/arterial street LOS at regular intervals to determine if the LOS
goal is being met, and provide information needed to maintain a calibrated citywide traffic
model.
T-D-5: Coordinate transportation plans with those of Sonoma County, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, and the State of California.
T-E: Complete needed transportation improvements in a timely manner.
T-E-1: Complete the projected street and highway improvements in time to accommodate
the traffic that will be generated by future development.
T-E-2: Require development projects to pay a fair share of costs for transportation system
improvements. Periodically update the city’s impact fees to assure the adequacy of funding
for needed transportation system improvements.
T-E-3: Evaluate the costs and benefits of delaying or diverting development in areas where
traffic mitigation requires costly improvements that are beyond near-term funding
capability, until the construction of the needed improvements can be assured.
T-F: Develop a viable solution for regional through traffic on north-south and east-west
corridors.
T-F-1: Participate in discussions addressing regional through-traffic with the County of
Sonoma, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and other municipalities.
T-F-2: Support efforts to acquire local, regional, state, and federal funding for
transportation improvements, including widening of US 101.
T-F-3: Explore alternative circulation network improvements to accommodate regional
through-traffic, focusing on regional/arterial street circulation and regional transportation
routes.
The roadway segments presented in Table 4.C-5 are unlikely to operate within the city’s level of
service standard unless additional sources of funding are made available (e.g., through increasing
the existing transportation sales tax, or extending it beyond its current sunset year). Additional
funding, if available, (e.g., from a city or countywide transportation sales tax) could be used to
pay for:
•

Additional turning lanes and through lanes on city streets

•

Monitoring and re-timing of traffic signals to optimize flow

•

Installation of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) technology on city streets

•

Additional bus services, particularly peak-period express services oriented toward
commuters
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•

Additional SMART rail service on the NWPRR, to help reduce peak traffic on the
paralleling US 101

•

Additional park-and-ride lots

•

Implementation of “smart ramp metering” of freeway on-ramps and expansion to all
onramps between Marin County and Cloverdale

•

Construction of new bypass roadways

•

Development of freeway mainline bus stations (similar to those that exist at some
interchanges of Highway 101 in Marin County)

Implementation of the policy provisions outlined the proposed General Plan 2035 together with
improvements to the transportation network when funding becomes available would provide for
acceptable operation and capacity on most roadways in the city. However, because it cannot be
assumed that additional funding sources will be available within the General Plan 2035 timeframe
to mitigate capacity deficiencies on all the roadways, this impact is significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation: None available. Significant and Unavoidable.
_________________________

Transit System
Impact 4.C-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in an increased demand for transit service. (Less than Significant)
The 2007 American Community Survey estimates nearly three percent of Santa Rosa residents
use transit for their journey to work. Based upon the current mode split, it is reasonable to assume
that implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in additional residential and
non-residential trips and a corresponding increase in demand for transit service. In the long term,
this could include an increased frequency in bus service with transit priority and transit-oriented
development practices.
However, the proposed General Plan 2035 accommodates a mix of residential densities,
commercial uses, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities to promote options for movement beyond
the use of motor vehicles and includes proposed enhancements to existing transit service. No
conflicts with current transit provisions or plans (e.g., roadway design that would conflict with
transit service with the city) are expected as a result of implementation of the proposed General
Plan 2035. The following General Plan 2035 policies ensure that the transit network in Santa
Rosa is convenient and efficient:
T-H: Expand the existing transit network to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to
provide convenient and efficient public transportation to workplaces, shopping, and other
destinations.
T-H-1: Provide convenient, efficient routes to major employment centers throughout the
city.
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T-H-2: Implement the Long and Short Range Transit Plans which include CityBus
proposals for transit and TSM improvements.
T-H-3: Require new development to provide transit improvements, where a rough
proportionality to demand from the project is established. Transit improvements may
include: Direct and paved pedestrian access to transit stops; Bus turnouts and shelters; and
Lane width to accommodate buses.
T-H-4: Coordinate transit services and transfers between the various transit operators
serving Santa Rosa.
T-H-5: Encourage ridership on public transit systems through marketing and promotional
efforts.
T-H-8: Improve transit service along corridors where increased densities are planned.
T-I: Support implementation of rail service along the Northwest Pacific Railroad.
T-I-1: Support efforts to implement rail service along the NWPRR.
T-I-2: Preserve options for future rail stations along the NWPRR corridor by zoning land in
proximity to the potential station sites for higher residential densities and/or mixed use
development.
In addition, the proposed General Plan 2035 would provide for implementation of the Sebastopol
Road Corridor Plan, which affects a stretch of Sebastopol Road between Dutton Avenue to the
east and Stony Point Road to the west, linking both sides of Sebastopol Road as well as the area
north of Sebastopol Road, ending at the Highway 12 right-of-way. While the majority of corridor
is within the community of Roseland in the southwest area of Santa Rosa, portions of the
roadway are within the boundaries of the city.
Implementation of the policy provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would
provide for continued and expanded transit service opportunities and would reduce potential
transit impacts. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
Impact 4.C-3: Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in an
increased demand for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. (Less than Significant)
The 2007 U.S. Census estimates approximately one percent of Santa Rosa residents used a
bicycle to commute to work, and nearly three percent walk. Implementation of the proposed
General Plan 2035 would result in additional residential and non-residential trips and a
corresponding increase in demand for bicycle facilities, including safe and secure bicycle parking.
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The city currently has adequate bicycle and pedestrian facility capacity. Growth permitted under
the proposed General Plan 2035 would increase pedestrian and bicycle use in the city, as would
anticipated growth in pedestrian and bicycle usage in the region. However, the proposed General
Plan 2035 includes provisions to accommodate a mix of residential densities, commercial uses,
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities to promote options for movement other than the use of motor
vehicles. It also includes proposed new bikeways and trails that would connect with existing trails
and provide new facilities to accommodate this increased demand.
UD-B-7: Strengthen and enhance pedestrian linkages in downtown, particularly the Fourth
Street link reestablishing the connection between Old Courthouse Square and Railroad
Square.
UD-B-8: Orient buildings along Santa Rosa Creek within Downtown toward the creek to
enhance pedestrian and bicycle activity.
UD-D-2: Maintain a uniform setback of structures from the street. Require parking areas to
be placed to the side or rear of structures, not in front.
UD-D-4: Provide continuous sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both sides of major arterial
streets.
UD-D-5: Provide planting strips with large canopy trees between the road and sidewalk to
buffer pedestrians from traffic, and help define the street space along commercial arterials.
Install pedestrian amenities in the planting strip such as:
•
•
•
•
•

Street lighting,
Seating,
Bus stop shelters,
Bicycle racks, and
Mail boxes.

UD-G-2: Locate higher density residential uses adjacent to transit facilities, shopping, and
employment centers, and link these areas with bicycle and pedestrian paths.
UD-G-9: Encourage pedestrian-oriented village character, rather than strip malls, in
neighborhood centers for local shops and services. Shops should front on streets rather than
parking lots. Parking areas should be located in less visible locations behind buildings and
away from the street edge.
T-H-1: Provide convenient, efficient routes to major employment centers throughout the
city.
T-J: Provide attractive and safe streets for pedestrians and bicyclists.
T-J-1: Pursue implementation of walking and bicycling facilities as envisioned in the city’s
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
T-J-2: Provide street lighting that is attractive, functional, and appropriate to the character
and scale of the neighborhood or district, and that contributes to vehicular and pedestrian
safety.
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T-J-3: Strengthen and expand east-west linkages across the US 101 corridor.
T-K: Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of pedestrian sidewalks and pathways that link neighborhoods with schools, parks, shopping areas, and employment centers.
T-K-1: Link the various citywide pedestrian paths, including street sidewalks, downtown
walkways, pedestrian areas in shopping centers and work complexes, park pathways, and
other creekside and open space pathways.
T-K-2: Allow the sharing or parallel development of pedestrian walkways with bicycle
paths, where this can be safely done, in order to maximize the use of public rights-of-way.
T-K-3: Orient building plans and pedestrian facilities to allow for easy pedestrian access
from street sidewalks, transit stops, and other pedestrian facilities, in addition to access
from parking lots.
T-K-4: Require construction of attractive pedestrian walkways and areas in new residential,
commercial, office and industrial developments. Provide landscaping or other appropriate
buffers between sidewalks and heavily traveled vehicular traffic lanes, as well as through
and to parking lots. Include pedestrian amenities to encourage and facilitate walking.
Examples of pedestrian amenities include benches or seating areas, shade, water fountains,
restrooms, light, and way-finding signage.
T-K-5: Ensure provision of safe pedestrian access for students of new and existing school
sites throughout the city.
T-K-6: Integrate multi-use paths into all creek corridors, railroad rights-of-way, and park
designs.
T-L: Develop a citywide system of designated bikeways that serves both experienced and
casual bicyclists, and which maximizes bicycle use for commuting, recreation, and local
transportation.
T-L-1: Provide bicycle lanes along all regional/arterial streets and high volume
transitional/collector streets.
T-L-2: Provide bicycle lanes on major access routes to all schools and parks.
T-L-3: Improve bicycle networks by finishing incomplete or disconnected bicycle routes.
T-L-4: Maintain all roadways and bicycle-related facilities so they provide safe and
comfortable conditions for bicyclists.
T-L-5: Consider bicycle operating characteristics and safety needs in the design for
roadways, intersections, and traffic control systems.
T-L-6: Promote and facilitate the use of bicycles with other transportation modes.
T-L-7: As part of the city’s Capital Improvement Program, or street and intersection
projects constructed by private developers, install and construct bicycle facilities,
including: Class I paths, Class II lanes, or Class III route signs; Signal detectors; Showers;
Bike Storage/Parking Facilities; and/or Other facilities. Implementation shall occur as
opportunities arise throughout the entire bikeway network.
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T-L-8: Require new development to dedicate land and/or construct/install bicycle facilities
where a rough proportionality to demand from the project is established.
T-L-9: Maintain and update, as appropriate, the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
In 2009, an updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is expected to be approved. Key topics
and issues addressed in the draft plan include: analysis of existing bikeways, recommendations
for new bikeways, bicycle and pedestrian accident analysis, bicycle education and safety
programs, and bicycle parking. The proposed bikeway network includes of bike paths, lanes,
boulevards, and routes. In addition, the plan identifies areas where pedestrian improvements, such
as sidewalk connection segments, could be constructed.
Prior to design and construction, proposed bicycle or pedestrian projects would be incorporated
into the Capital Improvement Program for funding prioritization, public review, project-specific
environmental review, and approval through the City Council.
Under project-specific environmental review specific projects would be investigated for overall
feasibility (i.e., right-of-way constraints) and mitigation would be implemented as necessary, or
that the bicycle or pedestrian project as proposed is not feasible and it will be removed from the
project list from any future consideration.
Proposed new development we will continue to address all modes of transportation during their
environmental review project as part of the city’s Complete Streets concept. If any road widening
is proposed in the existing built environment, it would be required to follow the regional
guidelines set by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, entitled Routine
Accommodations Checklist, to ensure all modes of transportation are considered and to
promote/facilitate mobility choices.
Implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and the policy provisions of the
proposed General Plan 2035 would provide for continued and improved pedestrian and bicycle
opportunities and would reduce potential impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities to a less than
significant level.
Mitigation: None required.

Roadway Safety and Emergency Access
Impact 4.C-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in an increase in traffic volumes, which would increase the potential opportunities for safety
conflicts. (Less than Significant)
While implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would increase the amount of vehicle
traffic and the number of potential safety conflicts, implementation of the proposed General Plan
2035 and modern construction design standards would also result in the provision of acceptably

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.C-25

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
C. Transportation and Circulation

safe facilities. In addition, current city and state requirements require the provision of emergency
access for emergency response and evacuation.
Implementation of the policy provisions to maintain roadways and improve traffic flow in the
proposed General Plan 2035, in conjunction with enforcement of modern design standards in the
construction of new roadway facilities, would ensure that construction of roadway facilities
associated with the proposed General Plan 2035 would not result in unacceptable safety conflicts.
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Parking Demand
Impact 4.C-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in an increase in parking demand. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in additional residential and nonresidential trips and a corresponding increase in demand for motor vehicle parking. Through
adjustments to public parking pricing, the city has the ability to influence demand. In addition, the
proposed General Plan 2035 parking policies have the potential to impact the transportation mode
choices of residents, employees, and retail customers. The city’s development review process
implements parking requirements that are intended to ensure that adequate numbers of parking
spaces are provided. In addition to the reduction measures identified under Policy T-A-1, which
includes programs designed to reduce the demand for vehicle trips and, consequently, parking,
the following General Plan 2035 policies would reduce the impact on parking demand.
LUL-C-2: Review parking regulations downtown to consider its role as a pedestrian- and
transit-friendly center.
LUL-D-2: Require that uses such as parking garages and theaters provide ground-level uses
that generate activity or provide visual interest, and are compatible with surrounding
ground-level uses.
UD-D-2: Maintain a uniform setback of structures from the street. Require parking areas to
be placed to the side or rear of structures, not in front.
The proposed General Plan 2035 calls for the provision of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
facilities and connections between major activity centers, which would preclude the need for
additional parking. However, the following General Plan 2035 policies (which also incorporates
policies of Specific Plans) ensure provision of adequate parking:
LUL-Q-3: Require new development along the south side of West Sixth Street to dedicate
sufficient right-of-way for installation of angled parking spaces to off set parking impacts
resulting from the installation of Class II bicycle lanes along the corridor.
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LUL-X-5: Prohibit expansion of auto-oriented uses and require new development to be
pedestrian-oriented. Require development along Sebastopol Road to have a majority of
building frontage with zero setbacks and on-street parking to support merchants.
H-F-7: Ensure that regulations contained in the Santa Rosa Zoning Code provide
development standards, parking requirements, and use allowances which facilitate the
development of housing for all income groups.
Within the proposed General Plan 2035, required parking is described as follows:
•

Single family development: 4 spaces per unit, with 1 covered for standard lot. Two spaces
per unit with 1 covered for flag lots.

•

Multifamily development: 1.5 spaces per unit for studio or 1 bedroom, with one covered;
2.5 spaces per unit for 2 or more bedroom units, with one covered.

•

Multi-family affordable housing project: 1 space per unit for studio or 1 bedroom; 2 spaces
per unit for 2 or more bedrooms.

•

Mobile home parks: 1.75 spaces per unit, which may be tandem, with 1 covered.

•

Senior multifamily project: 1 space per unit with one-half of the spaces covered, plus 1
guest parking space for each 10 units.

•

Senior affordable housing project: 1 space per unit.

Some of these standards represent reductions from the prior code. The city has found these
requirements to be sufficient, but not excessive. Parking reductions of up to 25 percent may be
granted if the review authority finds that special circumstances exist and that the proposed
number of spaces is sufficient for the safe, convenient, and efficient operation of the use.
Implementation of the policy provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 and city
parking standards would ensure adequate parking for future uses. Impacts to parking are expected
to be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts (Year 2035)
The cumulative analysis for year 2035 takes into account planned development patterns set forth
in the Sonoma County General Plan, as well as potential future urban development within the
surrounding communities, including large-scale proposed and approved development projects
identified in Table 4.C-5. In addition, the cumulative traffic analysis considers planned
improvements for the Highway 101 corridor near the city being developed by the Sonoma County
Transportation Authority. Given that the traffic modeling conducted for the proposed General
Plan 2035 includes future regional traffic growth (year 2035 conditions), no additional analysis of
the study intersections is required.
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Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Freeway Operations
Impact 4.C-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased motor vehicle traffic, which would contribute to an unacceptable level of
service (LOS) on US Highway 101 and State Route 12. (Significant)
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would increase the amount of traffic on US
101 in the northbound and southbound directions. However, SR 12 would continue to operate
within acceptable limits, except on the freeway-to-freeway connector ramps with US 101.
The traffic model forecasts indicate that the mixed-flow lanes on most of US 101 within Santa
Rosa would operate at LOS F, although the HOV lanes would operate at LOS C. Options for
mitigating impacts on US 101 are very limited, because of the constrained right of way, the many
structures that would have to be replaced, the high cost, and the lack of political inclination to
widen beyond the existing (and proposed) six lane configuration.
Implementation of measures shown below would mitigate impacts, but the extent of benefit will
vary on a case-by-case basis. The roadway segments presented in Table 4.C-5 are unlikely to
operate within the city’s level of service standard unless additional sources of funding are made
available (e.g., through increasing the existing transportation sales tax, or extending it beyond its
current sunset year). Additional funding, if available (e.g., from a city or countywide
transportation sales tax) could be used to pay for:
•

Additional bus services, particularly peak-period express services oriented toward
commuters or bus rapid transit (BRT) within the city

•

Additional SMART rail service on the NWPRR, to help reduce peak traffic on the
paralleling US 101

•

Additional park-and-ride lots

•

Implementation of “smart ramp metering” of freeway on-ramps and expansion to all
onramps between Marin County and Cloverdale

•

Development of freeway mainline bus stations (similar to those that exist at some
interchanges of Highway 101 in Marin County)

Implementation of the policy provisions outlined the proposed General Plan 2035 together with
improvements to the transportation network when funding becomes available would provide for
acceptable operation and capacity on most roadways in the city or acceptable operation and
capacity on most segments of US 101 within the city. Therefore, this impact is considered
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation: None available. Significant and Unavoidable.
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Introduction
This section describes the existing air quality in Santa Rosa, reviews applicable regulatory
requirements, and evaluates the potential impacts associated with the implementation of the
General Plan 2035. Specifically, the section discusses the exposure of people, especially sensitive
individuals, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations of the type and quantity of emissions that
would be generated by the construction and operation of development proposed by the revised
General Plan 2035. This section considers the effects of emissions of criteria air pollutants, toxic
air contaminants (TACs) and greenhouse gases (GHGs).

Setting
Regulatory Setting
Established federal, state, and regional regulations provide the framework for analyzing and
controlling air pollutant emissions and thus general air quality. The United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for implementing the programs established under the
federal Clean Air Act, such as establishing and reviewing the federal ambient air quality
standards and judging the adequacy of State Implementation Plans (SIP). However, the EPA has
delegated the authority to implement many of the federal programs to the states while retaining an
oversight role to ensure that the programs continue to be implemented. In California, the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for establishing and reviewing the state
ambient air quality standards, developing and managing the California SIP, securing approval of
this plan from U.S. EPA, and identifying TACs. ARB also regulates mobile emissions sources in
California, such as construction equipment, trucks, and automobiles, and oversees the activities of
air quality management districts, which are organized at the county or regional level. An air
quality management district is primarily responsible for regulating stationary emissions sources at
facilities within its geographic areas and for preparing the air quality plans that are required under
the federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act. The Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with regulatory authority over emission sources in the
nine county San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area), which includes all of San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and Napa counties and the southern half of Sonoma
and southwestern half of Solano counties. Santa Rosa is located in the Cotati Valley region of the
Bay Area.
The regulatory setting for each of the three classes of air pollutants, criteria pollutants, TACs and
GHGs, is discussed below.

Regulatory Setting for Criteria Pollutants
As required by the federal Clean Air Act passed in 1970, the U.S. EPA has identified six criteria
air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and national healthbased ambient air quality standards have been established. EPA calls these pollutants criteria air
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pollutants because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public health- and
welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone (O3), carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM), and lead are the six
criteria air pollutants.
Ozone

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections
and that can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted
directly into the atmosphere, but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through
a complex series of photochemical reactions involving volatile organic compounds (VOCs, also
called reactive organic gases (ROG)), such as xylene, and nitrogen oxides (NOx), such as nitric
oxide. ROG and NOx are known as precursor compounds for ozone. Significant ozone
production generally requires ozone precursors to be present in a stable atmosphere with strong
sunlight for approximately three hours. Ozone is a regional air pollutant because it is not emitted
directly by sources, but is formed downwind of sources of ROG and NOx under the influence of
wind and sunlight. Ozone concentrations tend to be higher in the late spring, summer, and fall,
when the long sunny days combine with regional subsidence inversions to create conditions
conducive to the formation and accumulation of secondary photochemical compounds, like
ozone. Ground level ozone in conjunction with suspended particulate matter in the atmosphere
leads to hazy conditions generally termed as “smog”.
Because of the number of state and federal standard exceedances (described in more detail
below), ozone is the pollutant of greatest concern in the Bay Area. Bay Area counties experience
most ozone exceedances April through October.
Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide, a colorless and odorless gas is a non-reactive pollutant that is a product of
incomplete combustion and is mostly associated with motor vehicles. High carbon monoxide
concentrations develop primarily during winter when periods of light wind combine with the
formation of ground level temperature inversions (typically from the evening through early
morning). These conditions result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also
exhibit increased carbon monoxide emission rates at low air temperatures. When inhaled at high
concentrations, carbon monoxide combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the
oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. This results in reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart,
and other body tissues. This condition is especially critical for people with cardiovascular
diseases, chronic lung disease or anemia.
Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrogen dioxide is an air quality concern because it acts a respiratory irritant and is a precursor
of ozone. Nitrogen dioxide is produced by fuel combustion in motor vehicles, industrial
stationary sources (such as industrial activities), ships, aircraft, and rail transit.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.D-2

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
D. Air Quality and Climate Change

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

Sulfur dioxide is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels such as coal and oil,
which are restricted in the Bay Area. Its health effects include breathing problems and may cause
permanent damage to lungs. SO2 is an ingredient in acid rain (acid aerosols), which can damage
trees, lakes and property. Acid aerosols can also reduce visibility.
Particulate Matter

PM-10 and PM-2.5 consist of particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and
2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively. A micron is one-millionth of a meter, or less than
one-25,000th of an inch. For comparison, human hair is 50 microns or larger in diameter. PM-10
and PM-2.5 represent particulate matter of sizes that can be inhaled into the air passages and the
lungs and can cause adverse health effects. Particulate matter in the atmosphere results from
many kinds of aerosol-producing industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, and
atmospheric photochemical reactions. Some sources of particulate matter, such as demolition and
construction activities, are more local in nature, while others, such as vehicular traffic, have a
more regional effect. Very small particles (PM-2.5) of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and
nitrates) can cause lung damage directly, or can contain adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or
ammonium) that may be injurious to health. Particulates also can damage materials and reduce
visibility. Large dust particles (diameter greater than 10 microns) settle out rapidly and are easily
filtered by human breathing passages. This large dust is of more concern as a soiling nuisance
rather than a health hazard. The remaining fraction, PM-10 and PM-2.5, are a health concern
particularly at levels above the federal and state ambient air quality standards. PM-2.5 (including
diesel exhaust particles) is thought to have greater effects on health, because these particles are so
small and thus, are able to penetrate to the deepest parts of the lungs. Scientific studies have
suggested links between fine particulate matter and numerous health problems including asthma,
bronchitis, acute and chronic respiratory symptoms such as shortness of breath and painful
breathing. Recent studies have shown an association between morbidity and mortality and daily
concentrations of particulate matter in the air. Children are more susceptible to the health risks of
PM-10 and PM-2.5 because their immune and respiratory systems are still developing.
Mortality studies since the 1990s have shown a statistically significant direct association between
mortality (premature deaths) and daily concentrations of particulate matter in the air. Despite
important gaps in scientific knowledge and continued reasons for some skepticism, a
comprehensive evaluation of the research findings provides persuasive evidence that exposure to
fine particulate air pollution has adverse effects on cardiopulmonary health (Dockery and Pope
2006). The ARB has estimated that achieving the ambient air quality standards for PM10 could
reduce premature mortality rates by 6,500 cases per year (ARB, 2002).
PM-10 emissions in the project area are mainly from urban sources, dust suspended by vehicle
traffic and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate concentrations
near residential sources generally are higher during the winter, when more fireplaces are in use
and meteorological conditions prevent the dispersion of directly emitted contaminants.
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Lead

Leaded gasoline (currently phased out), paint (houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries),
manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the
atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects; children are at special risk.
Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals.
Ozone

Some criteria air pollutants are considered regional in nature, some are considered local, and
some have characteristics that are both regional and local. Air pollutants are also characterized as
“primary” and “secondary” pollutants. Primary pollutants are those emitted directly into the
atmosphere (such as carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, lead particulates, and hydrogen sulfide).
Secondary pollutants are those formed through chemical reactions in the atmosphere; these
chemical reactions usually involve primary pollutants, normal constituents of the atmosphere, and
other secondary pollutants. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving ROG and NOx. ROG and NOx are
known as precursor compounds for ozone. Ozone is a regional air pollutant because its precursors
are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production. Short-term exposure to
ozone can irritate the eyes and cause constriction of the airways. Besides causing shortness of
breath, ozone can aggravate existing respiratory diseases such as asthma, bronchitis, and
emphysema.
Carbon Monoxide

Ambient carbon monoxide concentrations normally are considered a local effect and typically
correspond closely to the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. Wind speed and
atmospheric mixing also influence carbon monoxide concentrations. Under inversion conditions,
carbon monoxide concentrations may be distributed more uniformly over an area that may extend
some distance from vehicular sources. When inhaled at high concentrations, carbon monoxide
combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood.
This results in reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart, and other body tissues. This condition is
especially critical for people with cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung disease, or anemia, as
well as for fetuses.
Carbon monoxide concentrations have declined dramatically in California due to existing controls
and programs and most areas of the state including the Station Area Plan region have no problem
meeting the carbon monoxide state and federal standards. CO measurements and modeling were
important in the early 1980’s when CO levels were regularly exceeded throughout California. In
more recent years, CO measurements and modeling have not been a priority in most California air
districts due to the retirement of older polluting vehicles, less emissions from new vehicles and
improvements in fuels. The clear success in reducing CO levels is evident in the first paragraph of
the executive summary of the California Air Resources Board 2004 Revision to the California
State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide Updated Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal
Planning Areas (ARB, 2004), shown below:
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“The dramatic reduction in carbon monoxide (CO) levels across California is one of the
biggest success stories in air pollution control. Air Resources Board (ARB or Board)
requirements for cleaner vehicles, equipment and fuels have cut peak CO levels in half
since 1980, despite growth. All areas of the State designated as non-attainment for the
federal 8-hour CO standard in 1991 now attain the standard, including the Los Angeles
urbanized area. Even the Calexico area of Imperial County on the congested Mexican
border had no violations of the federal CO standard in 2003. Only the South Coast and
Calexico continue to violate the more protective State 8-hour CO standard, with declining
levels beginning to approach that standard.”
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Regulation of criteria air pollutants is achieved through both national and state ambient air quality
standards and emissions limits for individual sources. Regulations implementing the federal
Clean Air Act and its subsequent amendments established national ambient air quality standards
(national standards) for the six criteria pollutants. California has adopted more stringent state
ambient air quality standards for most of the criteria air pollutants. In addition, California has
established state ambient air quality standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and
visibility-reducing particles. Because of the meteorological conditions in the state, there is
considerable difference between state and federal standards in California, as shown in Table 4.D-1.
The table also summarizes the related health effects and principal sources for each pollutant.
The ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they
incorporate an adequate margin of safety. They are designed to protect those segments of the
public most susceptible to respiratory distress, known as sensitive receptors, including asthmatics,
the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels
somewhat above the ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.
Attainment Status

Under amendments to the federal Clean Air Act, U.S. EPA has classified air basins or portions
thereof, as either “attainment” or “non-attainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on
whether or not the national standards have been achieved. The California Clean Air Act, which is
patterned after the federal Clean Air Act, also requires areas to be designated as “attainment” or
“non-attainment” for the state standards. Thus, areas in California have two sets of attainment /
non-attainment designations: one set with respect to the national standards and one set with
respect to the state standards.
The Bay Area is currently designated “non-attainment” for state 1-hour and 8-hour ozone
standards, the national 8-hour ozone standard and for the state PM-10 and PM-2.5 standards. The
Bay Area is “attainment” or “unclassified” with respect to the other ambient air quality standards.
Table 4.D-1 also shows the attainment status of the Bay Area with respect to the national and
state ambient air quality standards for different criteria pollutants.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.D-5

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
D. Air Quality and Climate Change

TABLE 4.D-1
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND BAY AREA ATTAINMENT STATUS

Pollutant

Averaging Time

State
Standard

Bay Area Attainment
Status for California
Standard

Federal Primary
Standard

Bay Area
Attainment Status
for Federal
Standard

8 hour

0.070 ppm

Non-Attainment

0.075 ppm

Non-Attainment

1 hour

0.090 ppm

Non-Attainment

---

---

8 hour

9.0 ppm

Attainment

9.0 ppm

Attainment

1 Hour

20 ppm

Attainment

35 ppm

Attainment

Annual Average

0.030 ppm

---

0.053 ppm

Attainment

1 Hour

0.180 ppm

Attainment

---

---

Annual Average

---

---

0.03 ppm

Attainment

24 Hour

0.04 ppm

Attainment

0.14 ppm

Attainment

1 Hour

0.25 ppm

Attainment

---

---

Annual
Arithmetic Mean

20 μg/m3

Non-Attainment

---

---

24 hour

50 μg/m3

Non-Attainment

150 μg/m3

Unclassified

Annual
Arithmetic Mean

12 μg/m3

Non-Attainment

15 μg/m3

Attainment

24 hour

---

---

35 μg/m3

Unclassified

Calendar Quarter

---

---

1.5 μg/m3

Attainment

30 Day Average

1.5 μg/m3

Attainment

---

---

Ozone

Carbon
Monoxide
Nitrogen
Dioxide

Sulfur Dioxide

Particulate
Matter (PM-10)

Particulate
Matter (PM-2.5)

Lead

Major Pollutant Sources
Formed when ROG and NOx react in the
presence of sunlight. Major sources include onroad motor vehicles, solvent evaporation, and
commercial/ industrial mobile equipment.
Internal combustion engines, primarily gasolinepowered motor vehicles
Motor vehicles, petroleum refining operations,
industrial sources, aircraft, ships, and railroads
Fuel combustion, chemical plants, sulfur
recovery plants and metal processing

Dust- and fume-producing industrial and
agricultural operations, combustion,
atmospheric photochemical reactions, and
natural activities (e.g., wind-raised dust and
ocean sprays)
Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, equipment,
and industrial sources; residential and
agricultural burning; also, formed from
photochemical reactions of other pollutants,
including NOx, sulfur oxides, and organics.
Present source: lead smelters, battery
manufacturing & recycling facilities. Past
source: combustion of leaded gasoline.

Note: ppm=parts per million; and μg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter
SOURCE: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, as of May 29, 2008, available at http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm
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Air Quality Plans

The 1977 Clean Air Act amendments require that regional planning and air pollution control
agencies prepare a regional Air Quality Plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and
mobile sources of pollutants can be controlled in order to achieve all standards specified in the
Clean Air Act. The 1988 California Clean Air Act also requires development of air quality plans
and strategies to meet state air quality standards in areas designated as non-attainment (with the
exception of areas designated as non-attainment for the state PM standards). Maintenance plans
are required for attainment areas that had previously been designated non-attainment in order to
ensure continued attainment of the standards. Air quality plans developed to meet federal
requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans.
For state air quality planning purposes, the Bay Area is classified as a serious non-attainment area
for ozone. The “serious” classification triggers various plan submittal requirements and
transportation performance standards. One such requirement is that the Bay Area update the
Clean Air Plan (CAP) every three years to reflect progress in meeting the air quality standards
and to incorporate new information regarding the feasibility of control measures and new
emission inventory data. The Bay Area’s record of progress in implementing previous measures
must also be reviewed. Bay Area plans are prepared with the cooperation of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC), and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). On
January 4, 2006, the BAAQMD adopted the most recent revision to the CAP - the Bay Area 2005
Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone Strategy strives to implement all feasible measures on an
expeditious schedule in order to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and consequently reduce
ozone levels in the Bay Area and reduce transport to downwind regions.
In April 2005, ARB established a new eight-hour average ozone state standard of 0.070 ppm. The
new standard took effect in May 2006. The one-hour state standard was also retained. The San
Francisco Bay Area has not attained the state eight-hour standards and will be taking action as
necessary to address those standards as appropriate once the planning requirements have been
established.
The BAAQMD is beginning the process to prepare the 2009 Bay Area Clean Air Plan. This Plan
will:
•

Update the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the
California Clean Air Act to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone;

•

Consider the impacts of ozone control measures on particulate matter, air toxics, and
greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan;

•

Review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and

•

Establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2009 -2012
timeframe.

The current designation of the Bay Area s non-attainment with respect to the national 8-hour ozone
standard is based on the now defunct 0.08-ppm 8-hour standard. In April 2004, the U.S. EPA
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designated the Bay Area as a “marginal” non-attainment area according to five classes of nonattainment areas for ozone, which range from marginal to extreme. Marginal non-attainment areas
were not required to prepare attainment demonstrations for the 8-hour standard though other
planning elements were required. The Bay Area was to address all requirements of the national
8-hour standard in subsequent documents. However, effective May 2008, the U.S. EPA lowered the
national 8-hour standard from 0.08 to 0.075 ppm. EPA is expected to issue final designations based
upon the new 0.075 ppm standard by March 2010, after which planning requirements on nonattainment areas will be imposed.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District Rules and Regulations

The BAAQMD is the regional agency responsible for rulemaking, permitting, and enforcement
activities affecting stationary sources in the Bay Area. Specific rules and regulations adopted by
the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various activities, and identify
specific pollution reduction measures that must be implemented in association with various
activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, but also toxic
emissions and acutely hazardous non-radioactive materials emissions.
Emissions sources subject to these rules are regulated through the BAAQMD’s permitting process
and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit review, the
BAAQMD monitors generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in developing its
air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as part of a proposed project
would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and state ozone plans rely
upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.
With respect to the construction activities associated with development proposed in the General
Plan 2035 revision, applicable BAAQMD regulations would relate to portable equipment (e.g.,
concrete batch plants, and gasoline- or diesel-powered engines used for power generation, pumps,
compressors, pile drivers, and cranes), architectural coatings, and paving materials. Equipment
used during project construction would be subject to the requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 2
(Permits), Rule 1(General Requirements) with respect to portable equipment unless exempt under
Rule 2-1-105 (Exemption, Registered Statewide Portable Equipment); BAAQMD Regulation 8
(Organic Compounds), Rule 3 (Architectural Coatings); and BAAQMD Regulation 8 (Organic
Compounds), Rule 15 (Emulsified and Liquid Asphalts). With respect to the operational phase of
the project, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Permits, would apply to any new or modified stationary
sources within the planning area.

Regulatory Setting for Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
TACs are regulated under both state and federal laws. Federal laws use the term “Hazardous Air
Pollutants” (HAPs) to refer to the same types of compounds that are referred to as TACs under
state law. Both terms encompass essentially the same compounds. Under the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments, 189 substances are regulated as HAPs.
With respect to state law, in 1983 the California legislature adopted Assembly Bill 1807
(AB 1807), which establishes a process for identifying TACs and provides the authority for
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developing retrofit air toxics control measures on a statewide basis. Air toxics in California may
also be regulated because of another state law, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and
Assessment Act of 1987, or Assembly Bill 2588 (AB 2588). Under AB 2588, TACs from
individual facilities must be quantified and reported to the local air pollution control agency. The
facilities are then prioritized by the local agencies based on the quantity and toxicity of these
emissions, and on their proximity to areas where the public may be exposed. High priority
facilities are required to perform a Health Risk Screening Assessment (HRSA), and if specific
risk thresholds are exceeded, they are required to communicate the results to the public in the
form of notices and public meetings. Depending on the health risk levels, emitting facilities can
be required to implement varying levels of risk reduction measures. ARB identified over
729 TACs, including the 189 federal HAPs, under AB 2588.
BAAQMD is responsible for administering federal and state regulations related to TACs. Under
federal law, these regulations include National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPs) and Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for affected sources.
BAAQMD also administers the state regulations AB1807 and AB 2588 which were discussed
above. In addition, the agency requires that new or modified facilities that emit TACs perform air
toxics screening analyses as part of the permit application. TAC emissions from new and
modified sources are limited through the air toxics new source review program, which superseded
the BAAQMD Risk Management Policy, in BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 for New Source
Review of Toxic Air Contaminants. Sources must use the Best Available Control Technology for
Toxics (T-BACT) if an individual source cancer risk of greater than 1 in a million, or a chronic
hazard index greater than 0.20, is identified in health risk modeling.
The ARB adopted the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (ARB, 2005) to provide guidance to
planning agencies and air districts for considering potential impacts to sensitive land uses
proposed in proximity to TACs emission source(s). The goal of the guidance document is to
protect sensitive receptors, such as children, seniors, and acutely ill and chronically ill persons,
from exposure to TACs emissions. ARB’s siting guidelines recommend the following: (1) avoid
siting sensitive receptors within 500 feet of freeways and high-traffic roads (i.e., roads within
urbanized areas carrying more than 100,000 vehicles per day); (2) avoid siting sensitive receptors
within 1,000 feet of an applicable distribution center; and (3) avoid siting sensitive receptors
within 300 feet of a dry cleaning facility that use the chemical perchloroethylene. The
recommendations provided are voluntary and do not constitute a requirement or mandate for
either land use agencies or local air districts. In addition, reducing diesel particulate matter
(DPM) is one of the ARB’s highest public health priorities and the focus of a comprehensive
statewide control program that is reducing DPM emissions each year. The ARB’s long-term goal
is to reduce DPM emissions 85 percent by 2020.

Regulatory Setting for Greenhouse Gases
Various gases that are classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs) play a critical role in
determining the Earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters Earth’s atmosphere from
space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the Earth’s surface. The Earth re-radiates this
energy back toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency solar
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radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. Greenhouse gases, which are transparent to solar
radiation, are effective in trapping infrared radiation. As a result, this radiation that otherwise
would have escaped back into space is now retained in the atmosphere, and results in a warming
of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect.
The accumulation of GHGs has contributed to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s
atmosphere and contributed to global climate change. The principal greenhouse gases are carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H2O). Carbon dioxide is the reference gas
for climate change because it is the predominant GHG emitted. In September 2002 when
Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 requiring the development and adoption
of regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases” emitted by
noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used primarily for
personal transportation in the state.
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of greenhouse gas would be progressively reduced, as follows:
•
•
•

By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels;
By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

The City of Santa Rosa has already established more stringent reduction targets under Resolution
26341, including a reduction of 20 percent from 2000 levels by 2010 and the community-wide
greenhouse gas emission reduction target of 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2015. This
Resolution and additional City of Santa Rosa greenhouse gas reduction policies are discussed in
greater detail below.
Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32)

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill
No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),
which requires the ARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other
measures, such that statewide greenhouse gas emissions will be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.
In December 2007, ARB approved the 2020 emission limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2
equivalents (CO2e) of greenhouse gases. The 2020 target of 427 million metric tons of CO2e
requires the reduction of 169 million metric tons of CO2e, or approximately 30 percent, from the
state’s projected 2020 emissions of 596 million metric tons of CO2e (business-as-usual).
Also in December 2007, ARB adopted mandatory reporting and verification regulations pursuant
to AB 32. The regulations will become effective January 1, 2009, with the first reports covering
2008 emissions. The mandatory reporting regulations require reporting for certain types of
facilities that make up the bulk of the stationary source emissions in California. Currently, the
draft regulation language identifies major facilities as those that generate more than 25,000 metric
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tons/year of CO2e. Cement plants, oil refineries, electric-generating facilities/providers, cogeneration
facilities, and hydrogen plants and other stationary combustion sources that emit more than
25,000 metric tons/year CO2e, make up 94 percent of the point source CO2e emissions in
California (ARB, 2007).
In June, 2008, ARB published its Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan (ARB, 2008a). The
Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan reported that ARB met the first milestones set by AB 32 in
2007: developing a list of early actions to begin sharply reducing greenhouse gas emissions;
assembling an inventory of historic emissions; and establishing the 2020 emissions limit. After
consideration of public comment and further analysis, ARB released the Climate Change
Proposed Scoping Plan in October, 2008 (ARB, 2008b). The Proposed Scoping Plan proposes a
set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon emissions in California. Key elements of the
Proposed Scoping Plan include:
•

Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and
appliance standards;

•

Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent;

•

Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate
Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system;

•

Establishing targets for transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions for regions
throughout California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets;

•

Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing state laws and policies,
including California’s clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon
Fuel Standard; and

•

Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high global
warming potential gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the state’s long-term
commitment to AB 32 implementation. (ARB, 2008b)

The Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan notes that “[a]fter Board approval of this plan, the
measures in it will be developed and adopted through the normal rulemaking process, with public
input” (ARB, 2008b).
The Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan states that local governments are “essential partners”
in the effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and that they have “broad influence and, in some
cases, exclusive jurisdiction” over activities that contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. The plan
acknowledges that local governments have broad influence and, in some cases, exclusive authority
over activities that contribute to significant direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions through
their planning and permitting processes, local ordinances, outreach and education efforts, and
municipal operations. Many of the proposed measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions rely on
local government actions. The plan encourages local governments to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by approximately 15 percent from current levels by 2020 (ARB, 2008b). The City of
Santa Rosa has already established more stringent reduction targets under Resolution 26341,
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including a reduction of 20 percent from 2000 levels by 2010 and the community-wide greenhouse
gas emission reduction target of 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2015.
The Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan also included recommended measures that were
developed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from key sources and activities while improving
public health, promoting a cleaner environment, preserving our natural resources, and ensuring
that the impacts of the reductions are equitable and do not disproportionately impact low-income
and minority communities. These measures, shown below in Table 4.D-2 by sector, also put the
state on a path to meet the long-term 2050 goal of reducing California’s greenhouse gas
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. These measures were presented to and approved by
the ARB on December 11, 2008. The measures in the Scoping Plan approved by the Board will
be developed over the next two years and be in place by 2012.
Senate Bill 97

The provisions of Senate Bill 97, enacted in August 2007 as part of the State Budget negotiations,
direct the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to propose CEQA Guidelines “for the mitigation
of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions.” SB 97 directs OPR to
develop such guidelines by July 2009, and directs the State Resources Agency, the agency charged
with adopting the CEQA Guidelines, to certify and adopt such guidelines by January 2010.
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)

On June 19, 2008, OPR published a technical advisory on CEQA and Climate Change. The
advisory provides OPR’s perspective on the emerging role of CEQA in addressing climate
change and greenhouse gas emissions, while recognizing that approaches and methodologies for
calculating greenhouse gas emissions and addressing environmental impacts through CEQA
review are rapidly evolving. The advisory recognizes that OPR will develop, and the Resources
Agency will adopt amendments to the CEQA Guidelines pursuant to SB 97. In the interim, the
technical advisory “offers informal guidance regarding the steps lead agencies should take to
address climate change in their CEQA documents” (OPR, 2008).
The technical advisory points out that neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines prescribe
thresholds of significance or particular methodologies for performing an impact analysis. “This is
left to lead agency judgment and discretion, based upon factual data and guidance from
regulatory agencies and other sources where available and applicable” (OPR, 2008). OPR
recommends that “the global nature of climate change warrants investigation of a statewide
threshold of significance for GHG emissions” (OPR, 2008). Until such a standard is established,
OPR advises that each lead agency should develop its own approach to performing an analysis for
projects that generate greenhouse gas emissions (OPR, 2008).
OPR sets out the following process for evaluating greenhouse gas emissions. First, agencies
should determine whether greenhouse gas emissions may be generated by a proposed project, and
if so, quantify or estimate the emissions by type or source. Calculation, modeling or estimation of
greenhouse gas emissions should include the emissions associated with vehicular traffic, energy
consumption, water usage and construction activities (OPR, 2008).
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TABLE 4.D-2
LIST OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS BY SECTOR

Measure
No.

GHG Reductions
(Annual Million
Metric Tons CO2e)

Measure Description

Transportation
T-1

Pavley I and II – Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards

T-2

Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action)

T-3

1

T-4

Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets

31.7
15
5

Vehicle Efficiency Measures

4.5

T-5

Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action)

0.2

T-6

Goods Movement Efficiency Measures.
• Ship Electrification at Ports
• System-Wide Efficiency Improvements

3.5

T-7

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Measure –
Aerodynamic Efficiency (Discrete Early Action)

0.93

T-8

Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization

0.5

T-9

High Speed Rail

1

Electricity and Natural Gas
E-1

Energy Efficiency (32,000 GWh of Reduced Demand)
• Increased Utility Energy Efficiency Programs
• More Stringent Building & Appliance Standards
Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs

15.2

E-2

Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000 GWh (Net reductions include
avoided transmission line loss)

6.7

E-3

Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by 2020)

21.3

E-4

Million Solar Roofs (including California Solar Initiative, New Solar Homes
Partnership and solar programs of publicly owned utilities)
• Target of 3000 MW Total Installation by 2020

2.1

CR-1

Energy Efficiency (800 Million Therms Reduced Consumptions)
• Utility Energy Efficiency Programs
• Building and Appliance Standards
• Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs

4.3

CR-2

Solar Water Heating (AB 1470 goal)

0.1

Green Buildings
GB-1

Green Buildings

26

Water
W-1

Water Use Efficiency

W-2

Water Recycling

1.4†
0.3†

W-3

Water System Energy Efficiency

2.0†

W-4

Reuse Urban Runoff

0.2†

W-5

Increase Renewable Energy Production

W-6

Public Goods Charge (Water)

TBD†

0.9†

I-1

Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sources

TBD

I-2

Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction

0.2

I-3

GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission

0.9

I-4

Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements

0.3

I-5

Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulations

0.01

Industry
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TABLE 4.D-2 (Continued)
LIST OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS BY SECTOR

Measure
No.

GHG Reductions
(Annual Million
Metric Tons CO2e)

Measure Description

Recycling and Water Management
RW-1

Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action)

RW-2

Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane
• Increase the Efficiency of Landfill Methane Capture

1

RW-3

High Recycling/Zero Water
• Commercial Recycling
• Increase Production and Markets for Compost
• Anaerobic Digestion
• Extended Producer Responsibility
• Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

9†

Sustainable Forest Target

5

TBD†

Forests
F-1

High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases
H-1

Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems: Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from
Non-Professional Services (Discrete Early Action)

0.26

H-2

SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor Applications (Discrete Early
Action)

0.3

H-3

Reduction of Perfuorocarbons in Semiconductor Manufacturing (Discrete Early
Action)

0.15

H-4

Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products Discrete Early Action (Adopted June
2008)

0.25

H-5

High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources
• Low GWP Refrigerants for New Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems
• Air Conditioner Refrigerant Leak Test During Vehicle Smog Check
• Refrigerant Recovery from Decommissioned Refrigerated Shipping Containers
• Enforcement of Federal Ban on Refrigerant Release during Servicing or
Dismantling of Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems

3.3

H-6

High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources
• High GWP Stationary Equipment Refrigerant Management Program:
- Refrigerant Tracking/Reporting/Repair Deposit Program
- Specifications for Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration Systems
• Foam Recovery and Destruction Program
• SF Leak Reduction and Recycling in Electrical Applications
• Alternative Suppressants in Fire Protection Systems
• Residential Refrigeration Early Retirement Program

10.9

H-7

Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases

5

Agriculture
A-1

Methane Capture at Large Dairies

1.0†

1 This is not the SB 375 regional target. ARB will establish regional targets for each MPO region following the input of the regional targets

advisory committee and a consultation process with MPO’s and other stakeholders per SB 375
† GHG emission reduction estimates are not included in calculating the total reductions needed to meet the 2020 target
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Agencies should then assess whether the emissions are “cumulatively considerable” even though
a project’s greenhouse gas emissions may be individually limited. OPR states: “Although climate
change is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits GHGs must
necessarily be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the environment” (OPR,
2008). Individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with
available guidance and current CEQA practice (OPR, 2008).
Finally, if the lead agency determines emissions are a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact, the lead agency must investigate and implement ways to mitigate
the emissions (OPR, 2008). OPR states: “Mitigation measures will vary with the type of project
being contemplated, but may include alternative project designs or locations that conserve energy
and water, measures that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by fossil-fueled vehicles, measures
that contribute to established regional or programmatic mitigation strategies, and measures that
sequester carbon to offset the emissions from the project” (OPR, 2008). OPR concludes that “A
lead agency is not responsible for wholly eliminating all GHG emissions from a project; the
CEQA standard is to mitigate to a level that is “less than significant” (OPR, 2008). The technical
advisory includes a list of mitigation measures that can be applied on a project-by-project basis.
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)

In January 2008, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) issued a
“white paper” on evaluating and addressing GHGs under CEQA (CAPCOA, 2008). This resource
guide was prepared to support local governments as they develop their programs and policies
around climate change issues. The paper is not a guidance document. It is not intended to dictate
or direct how any agency chooses to address GHG emissions. Rather, it is intended to provide a
common platform of information about key elements of CEQA as they pertain to GHG, including
an analysis of different approaches to setting significance thresholds.
The paper notes that for a variety of reasons local agencies may decide not to have a CEQA
threshold. Local agencies may also decide to assess projects on a case-by-case basis when the
projects come forward. The paper also discusses a range of GHG emission thresholds that could
be used. The range of thresholds discusses includes a GHG threshold of zero and several non-zero
thresholds. Non-zero thresholds include percentage reductions for new projects that would allow
the state to meet its goals for GHG emissions reductions by 2020 and perhaps 2050. These would
be determined by a comparison of new emissions versus business as usual emissions and the
reductions required would be approximately 30 percent to achieve 2020 goals and 90 percent
(effectively immediately) to achieve the more aggressive 2050 goals. These goals could be varied
to apply differently to new project, by economic sector, or by region in the state.
Other non-zero thresholds are discussed in the paper include:
•

900 metric tons/year CO2e (a market capture approach);

•

10,000 metric tons/year CO2e (potential CARB mandatory reporting level with Cap and
Trade);
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•

25,000 metric tons/year CO2e (the CARB mandatory reporting level for the statewide
emissions inventory);

•

40,000 to 50,000 metric tons/year CO2e (regulated emissions inventory capture – using
percentages equivalent to those used in air districts for criteria air pollutants),

•

Projects of statewide importance (9,000 metric tons/year CO2e for residential,
13,000 metric tons/year CO2e for office project, and 41,000 metric tons/year CO2e for retail
projects), and

•

Unit-based thresholds and efficiency-based thresholds that were not quantified in the report.

ARB Draft GHG Significance Thresholds

On October 24, 2008, ARB released its Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal on Recommended
Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the
California Environmental Quality Act for review and public comment (ARB, 2008c). The
Proposal identifies benchmarks or standards that assist lead agencies in the significance
determination for industrial, residential, and commercial projects. Staff intends to make its final
recommendations on thresholds in early 2009, consistent with OPR’s timeline for issuing draft
CEQA guidelines addressing GHG emissions and to provide much needed guidance to lead
agencies in the near term. The Proposal currently focuses on two sectors for which local agencies
are typically the CEQA lead agency: industrial projects; and residential and commercial projects.
Future proposals will focus on transportation projects, large dairies and power plant projects.
For industrial projects, ARB recommends that projects below the industrial screening level
(7,000 metric tons/year CO2e not including the traffic) can be found to be less than significant. For
residential and commercial projects, ARB staff's objective is to develop a threshold on
performance standards that will substantially reduce the GHG emissions from new projects and
streamline the permitting of carbon-efficient projects. Performance standards will address the five
major emission sub-sources for the sector: energy use, transportation, water use, waste, and
construction. Projects may alternatively incorporate mitigation equivalent to these performance
standards, such as measures from green building rating systems.
Santa Rosa Resolution 26341

Sonoma County has taken a leadership role in climate protection by being the first county in the
nation where 100 percent of its cities and the county pledged by resolution to reduce both
greenhouse gas and air pollution emissions throughout the community, and by being the first
county in the nation where 100 percent of its cities and the county determined their baseline
greenhouse gas emissions for municipal operations. On December 4, 2001, the City of Santa Rosa
resolved to be part of Cities for Climate Protection and follow its five-milestone program which
included: (1) conducting a GHG emissions inventory; (2) setting a reduction target; (3) developing
an action plan; (4) implementing the action plan; and (5) monitoring progress. Acknowledging that
local governments greatly influence the community's energy usage through their actions concerning
land use, transportation, construction, waste management, energy supply, and energy management,
in 2005, the Council of the City of Santa Rosa adopted Resolution 26341 to establish municipal
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greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the City of Santa Rosa. This resolution aims to reduce
municipal greenhouse gas emission by 20 percent from 2000 levels by 2010 and helps facilitate the
community-wide greenhouse gas emission reduction target of 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2015.
City of Santa Rosa Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Action Plan

As described in the City of Santa Rosa Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Action Plan
Analysis (Climate Protection Campaign, 2008), the City of Santa Rosa is implementing the ICLEI
program to reduce GHG emissions from City controlled sources. As discussed above, the fivemilestones of this program include (1) creating the GHG inventory; (2) setting a GHG reduction
target; (3) creation of a GHG reduction plan to meet this target; (4) implementation steps; and
(5) monitoring and adjustment. Milestones 1 and 2 have been completed, which includes a
reduction target of 20 percent below 2000 levels by 2010 for internal operations. The City of
Santa Rosa Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Action Plan Analysis discusses five GHG
emissions reduction plans (and the financial impact of each) to meet this reduction target.
Santa Rosa General Plan 2020

The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to air
quality are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Physical Setting
Climate and Meteorology
Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact
with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air
pollutants. Santa Rosa, in the Cotati Valley, is a sub region of the San Francisco Bay Area Air
Basin. The climate of the Bay Area is determined largely by a high-pressure system that is often
present over the eastern Pacific Ocean. High-pressure systems are characterized by an upper layer
of dry air that warms as it descends, restricting the mobility of cooler marine-influenced air near
the ground surface, resulting in subsidence inversions. During summer and fall, locally generated
emissions can, under the restraining influences of topography and subsidence inversions, cause
conditions that are conducive to the formation of photochemical pollutants, such as ozone and
secondary particulates, such as nitrates and sulfates. In the winter, the Pacific high pressure
system shifts southward, allowing storms to pass through the area.
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The Pacific Ocean, directly to the west of the Cotati Valley, moderates the climate of Santa Rosa.
Local wind patterns are strongly influenced by the Petaluma Gap. As marine air travels through
the Petaluma Gap, it splits into northward and southward paths. The northward path contributes to
Santa Rosa’s prevailing winds from the south and southwest. When the ocean breeze is weak, or
when high pressure exists in the interior, strong winds from the east can predominate, carrying
pollutants from the Central Valley and the Carquinez Strait. During these periods, upvalley flows
can carry the polluted air as far north as Santa Rosa. The average annual wind speed in Santa
Rosa is 5 mph. In summer, afternoon winds blow contaminants toward inland areas. In winter,
periods of stagnant air can occur, especially between storms.
Temperatures in the Santa Rosa area range from the mid- 20s on winter mornings to the mid-90s
in late summer afternoons. Warmest temperatures generally occur July through September, with
the hottest month typically August. Daily and seasonal fluctuations in temperature are generally
reduced due to the moderating effects of the ocean. Rainfall occurs in the rainy period from early
November to mid-April. Since much of the area’s rainfall is derived from mid-latitude storms, a
shift in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference between a very wet
year and near-drought conditions. Except for occasional light drizzles from thick marine stratus
clouds, summers are almost completely dry.

Existing Air Quality
Criteria Air Pollutants

The BAAQMD and ARB operate a regional monitoring network that measures the ambient
concentrations of the six criteria air pollutants within the Bay Area. Existing and probable future
levels of air quality in Santa Rosa can generally be inferred from ambient air quality measurements
conducted by the BAAQMD at its nearby monitoring stations. Santa Rosa currently has one
monitoring station that measures criteria pollutants, including ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen
dioxide, lead, sulfates, and particulates 10 microns or smaller (PM-10). Table 4.D-3 shows a fiveyear summary of monitoring data for ozone from the Santa Rosa station. The table also compares
these measured concentrations with state and federal ambient air quality standards. Table 4.D-4
shows trends in regional exceedances of the federal and state ozone standards. Because of the
number of exceedances, ozone is the pollutant of greatest concern in the Bay Area. Bay Area
counties experience most ozone exceedances during the period from April through October.
Motor vehicle transportation, including automobiles, trucks, transit buses, and other modes of
transportation, is the major contributor to regional air pollution. Stationary sources were once
important contributors to both regional and local pollution, and remain significant contributors in
other parts of the state and country. Their role has been substantially reduced in recent years by
pollution control programs, such as those of the BAAQMD. Any further progress in air quality
improvement now focuses heavily on transportation sources.
The air quality in Santa Rosa has generally improved, as motor vehicles have become cleaner,
agricultural and residential burning has been curtailed, and consumer products have been
reformulated or replaced. Readings over the past five years indicate that Santa Rosa has exceeded
state standards only once for ozone, in 2003.
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TABLE 4.D-3
AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2003-2007) FOR SANTA ROSA
Monitoring Data by Year
Standarda

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

0.09

0.096
1

0.076
0

0.072
0

0.077
0

0.071
0

0.07
c
0.08

0.08
1
0

0.061
0
0

0.051
0
0

0.058
0
0

0.06
0
0

20
35

1.77
0
0

1.57
0
0

1.98
0
0

1.7
0
0

1.71
0
0

36.3/34.2

48.1/47.4

38.9/36.5

89.5/87.1

37.2/36.6

50
150

0
0

0
0

0
0

12
0

10
0

20
--

16.9
16.4

18.0
17.3

15.9
15.4

18.8
18.3

17.1
16.7

38.8

26.6

33.6

59.0

32.0

65/35 f

0

0

0

NA

0

12
15

8.7
8.7

8.3
8.3

7.6
7.6

NA
NA

7.6
7.6

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm) b
Days over State Standard

0.18

0.055
0

0.048
0

0.047
0

0.044
0

0.046
0

State Annual Average e

0.03

0.012

0.011

0.011

0.011

0.011

Pollutant

Ozone
Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over State Standard

b

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over State Standard
Days over National Standard

b

Carbon Monoxide
Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over State Standard
Days over National Standard

b

Particulate Matter (PM-10)
Highest 24 Hour Average – State/National
3
(μg/m ) b,e
Estimated days over State Standard d
Estimated days over National Standard d
e

State Annual Average
e
National Annual Average

Particulate Matter (PM-2.5)
Highest 24 Hour Average – National
3 b
(μg/m )
d
Estimated days over National Standard
State Annual Average e
National Annual Average e

Nitrogen Dioxide

a Generally, state standards are not to be exceeded and federal standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year.
b ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
c Though the current National 8-hour ozone standard is 0.075 ppm (effective May 2008), the number of days the national standard was

exceeded shown in the table is with respect to the previous 0.08 ppm 8-hoour standard.
d PM-10 and PM-2.5 are not measured every day of the year. “Number of samples” refers to the number of days in a given year during

which PM-10 and PM-2.5 were measured at the Port of Oakland monitoring stations.

e State statistics are based on California approved samplers, whereas national statistics are based on samplers using federal reference or
f

equivalent methods.
U.S. EPA lowered the 24 hour PM-2.5 standard from 65 μg/m3to 35 μg/m3. Though the current standard is 35 μg/m3, the estimated days
over the national standard refers to days above the previous 65 μg/m3standard.

NA = Adequate data was not available.
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2008d. Summaries of Air Quality Data, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007;http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam.
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TABLE 4.D-4
SUMMARY OF OZONE DATA FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA AIR BASIN, 1998 - 2007
Number of Days Standard Exceededa
Year

Ozone Concentrations in ppmb

State 1 hr

State 8 hr

Federal 8 hr

Maximum 1 hr

Maximum 8 hr

2007

4

9

2

0.12

0.091

2006

18

22

12

0.13

0.106

2005

9

9

1

0.12

0.09

2004

7

13

0

0.11

0.084

2003

19

20

7

0.13

0.101

2002

16

19

7

0.16

0.106

2001

15

21

7

0.13

0.100

2000

12

17

4

0.15

0.144

1999

20

28

9

0.16

0.122

1998

29

29

16

0.15

0.111

a This table summarizes the data from all of the monitoring stations within the Bay Area.
b ppm = parts per million.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2008e. Air Quality Trend Summaries, at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/cgibin/db2www/polltrendsb.d2w/start.

The principal sources of ozone precursors ROG and NOx in the Bay Area include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

on-road motor vehicles (approximately 35 percent for ROG and 48 percent for NOx),
other mobile sources (approximately 22 percent for ROG and 39 percent for NOx),
solvent evaporation (approximately 19 percent for ROG),
fuel combustion (approximately 9 percent NOx),
cleaning and surface coating (approximately 9 percent ROG); and
petroleum production and marketing (approximately 6 percent for ROG).

Bay Area emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOx are expected to decrease by
approximately 21 and 39 percent, respectively, between 2006 and 2020 largely as a result of the
state’s on-road motor vehicle emission control program (ARB, 2006). The Bay Area has a
number of motor vehicles and these projected reductions are based on an increased number of
vehicles meeting more stringent emission standards entering the fleet, the use of cleaner burning
gasoline by all vehicles, and the increased use of alternative fuels. Reductions would also result
from the use of improved evaporative emission control systems, computerized fuel injection,
engine management systems, cleaner gasoline and the Smog Check program. ROG and NOx
emissions from other mobile and stationary sources are also projected to decline as more stringent
emission standards and control technologies are adopted and implemented.
The Bay Area has been in attainment and has not experienced any exceedances of state and
federal ambient carbon monoxide standards in the last five years. Currently, on-road motor
vehicles are responsible for approximately 64 and 63 percent of the carbon monoxide emitted
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within the San Francisco Bay Area and Sonoma County, respectively (ARB, 2006). Total carbon
monoxide emissions are expected to decrease within the county by approximately 38 percent
between 2006 and 2020 primarily due to attrition of older, high polluting vehicles, improvements
in the overall automobile fleet, and improved fuel mixtures (ARB, 2006).
The Bay Area does experience exceedances of the state PM-10 and PM-2.5 standards on a fairly
regular basis. However, state and national PM standards were not exceeded even once at the
Santa Rosa station over the past five years. Contributors to PM concentrations in the project area are
primarily urban sources, such as dust suspended by vehicle traffic, and secondary aerosols formed
by reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate concentrations near residential sources generally are
higher during the winter, when more fireplaces are in use and meteorological conditions prevent the
dispersion of directly emitted contaminants. Direct PM-10 emissions in Sonoma County are
expected to increase by approximately 10 percent between 2006 and 2020 (ARB, 2006).
This increase would be primarily fugitive dust from increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as
well as additional stationary sources (such as industrial activities) and area sources (such as
construction and demolition, road dust and other miscellaneous processes). Fugitive dust refers to
particulate matter not emitted from a duct, tailpipe or stack, which becomes airborne due to the
forces of wind, human activity, or both. Activities that generate fugitive dust include vehicle
travel over paved and unpaved roads, brake wear, tire wear, soil cultivation, off-road vehicles,
any vehicles operating on open fields or dirt roadways, or wind erosion of exposed surfaces,
storage piles at construction sites, etc. PM-2.5 emissions in Sonoma County are projected to
increase by 6 percent over the same period (ARB, 2006), as the reduction in emissions from onroad and off-road engines would be more than offset by an increase in their activity and also an
increase in industrial growth.
The national and state standards for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead are being met in the
Bay Area, and the latest pollutant trends suggest that these standards will not be exceeded in the
foreseeable future.
Toxic Air Contaminants

The ambient background of TACs is the combined result of many diverse human activities,
including gasoline stations, automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, hospital sterilizers,
and painting operations. In general, mobile sources contribute more significantly to health risks
than do stationary sources. Both BAAQMD and ARB operate a network of monitoring stations
that measure ambient concentrations of certain TACs that are associated with strong healthrelated effects and are present in appreciable concentrations in the Bay Area, as in all urban areas.
Ambient concentrations of TACs are similar throughout the urbanized areas of the Bay Area.
Of the pollutants for which monitoring data are available, benzene and 1,3-butadiene (which are
emitted primarily from motor vehicles) account for over one half of the average calculated cancer
risk (BAAQMD, 2007). Benzene levels have declined dramatically since 1996 with the advent of
Phase 2 reformulated gasoline. The use of reformulated gasoline also appears to have led to
significant decreases in 1,3-butadiene. Due largely to these observed reductions in ambient
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benzene and 1,3-butadiene levels, the calculated network average cancer risk has been
significantly reduced in recent years. Based on 2003 ambient monitoring data, the BAAQMD
reported a calculated lifetime cancer risk from measured concentrations of TACs, excluding
diesel particulate matter, to be 143 in one million averaged over all Bay Area locations
(BAAQMD, 2007). This is 53 percent less than what was observed in 1995 (BAAQMD, 2007).
There is growing evidence that indicates that exposure to emissions from diesel-fueled engines,
about 95 percent of which come from diesel-fueled mobile sources, may result in cancer risks that
exceed those attributed to other measured TACs. In 1998, OEHHA issued a health risk
assessment that included estimates of the cancer potency of diesel particulate matter (DPM).
Because DPM cannot be directly monitored in the ambient air, however, estimates of cancer risk
resulting from diesel PM exposure must be based on concentration estimates made using indirect
methods (e.g., derivation from ambient measurements of a surrogate compound). Based on ARB,
estimates of the population-weighted average ambient DPM concentration for the Bay Area, and
the best-estimate cancer potency factor adopted by OEHHA, the approximate cancer risk
associated with exposure to diesel PM for 2003 is about 500 to 700 in one million (BAAQMD,
2007). ARB has conducted monitoring studies throughout California, measuring DPM levels in
the ambient air, based on which, ARB has estimated that, in the San Francisco Bay Area, the
number of cancer cases from lifetime exposure to DPM is about 480 cases per million persons
(ARB, 2008f).
Greenhouse Gases

The California Energy Commission reports that California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of
CO2 in the world and produced 492 million metric tons of CO2e in 2004 (California Energy
Commission, 2006). Consumption of fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest
source of California’s GHG emissions in 2004, accounting for 40.7% of total GHG emissions in
the state. This category was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-state and
out-of-state sources) (22.2%) and the industrial sector (20.5%). Methane, a highly potent GHG,
results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills.
The increased concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere contribute to climate change. Some of
the potential resulting effects in California of global warming include loss in Sierra snow pack
and threats to water supplies, sea level rise, agricultural production, more extreme heat days per
year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (CalEPA, 2006).
Globally, climate change has the potential to impact numerous environmental resources through
potential, though uncertain, impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns.
The projected effects of global warming on weather and climate are likely to vary regionally, but
are expected to include the following direct effects (IPCC, 2001):
•
•
•
•
•

Higher maximum temperatures and more hot days over nearly all land areas;
Higher minimum temperatures, fewer cold days and frost days over nearly all land areas;
Reduced diurnal temperature range over most land areas;
Increase of heat index over land areas; and
More intense precipitation events.
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Also, there are many secondary effects that are projected to result from global warming, including
global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat
and biodiversity. While the possible outcomes and the feedback mechanisms involved are not
fully understood, and much research remains to be done, the potential for substantial
environmental, social, and economic consequences over the long term may be great.

Sensitive Land Uses
Some persons are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. The reasons for
heightened sensitivity may include age, health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and
duration of exposure to air pollutants. Land uses such as schools, hospitals, and convalescent
homes are considered to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality because the very young, the old,
and the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air-quality-related health
problems than the general public. Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality
because people are often at home for extended periods. Recreational land uses are moderately
sensitive to air pollution, because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high
demand on the human respiratory system.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
In accordance with Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines, the impact of the proposed
General Plan 2035 on air quality would be considered significant if it would:
•

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

•

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

•

Result in a cumulatively significant net increase of any nonattainment pollutant;

•

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;

•

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; or

•

Conflict with the state goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990
levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32, California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. A project could conflict with the state reduction goal if it
would:
-

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment, based on any applicable threshold of
significance.

-

Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (OPR, 2009).
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The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, last updated in 1999, distinguish between individual
development projects and planning documents, such as city and county general plans, specific
area plans, and redevelopment plans. The BAAQMD states that the “evaluation of a plan’s air
quality impacts should focus on the analysis of the plan’s consistency with the most recently
adopted regional air quality plan” (BAAQMD, 1999). In accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines, this EIR judges the significance of the overall impact of operational emissions of
criteria air pollutants generated as a result of the proposed General Plan 2035 on the basis of the
consistency of the proposed project with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, which is the most
recently adopted regional air quality plan. (Individual development projects undertaken in the
future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans would be subject to a significance determination
based on the BAAQMD’s quantitative thresholds for individual projects.)
According to the BAAQMD, a planning document’s consistency with the 2005 Ozone Strategy is
established through 1) a comparison of the plan’s projections of population and vehicle use
(vehicle miles traveled) with those upon which the 2005 Ozone Strategy is based; 2) the extent to
which the plan implements transportation control measures identified in the 2005 Ozone Strategy;
and 3) whether the plan provides buffer zones around sources of odors and toxics.
•

Consistency with the population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) assumptions in the
2005 Ozone Strategy – To be consistent with this criterion, over the planning period of the
General Plan 2035.
a)

Population growth in Santa Rosa as envisioned under the proposed General Plan
2035 should not exceed the population assumptions for the city included in the 2005
Ozone Strategy; and

b)

The rate of increase in VMT for the city shall be equal to or lower than the rate of
increase in population anticipated under the General Plan 2035.

•

Consistency with Transportation Control Measures in the 2005 Ozone Strategy –
Determination of consistency with this criterion involves an assessment of whether the
transportation control measures in the 2005 Ozone Strategy for which local governments
are implementing agencies would actually be implemented under the General Plan 2035.

•

Impacts associated with odors and toxics – For local plans to have a less than significant
impact with respect to potential odors and/or toxics, buffer zones should be established
around existing and proposed land uses that would emit these air pollutants. Buffer zones to
avoid odors and toxic impacts should be reflected in the General Plan 2035 policies, land
use map and implementing ordinances.

Greenhouse Gases/Global Warming and Climate Change
At this time few if any local governments statewide have adopted anything beyond a case-by-case
significance criterion for evaluating a project’s contribution to climate change. The OPR has
asked the ARB to “recommend a method for setting thresholds of significance to encourage
consistency and uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions” throughout the state
because OPR has recognized that “the global nature of climate change warrants investigation of a
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statewide threshold for GHG emissions” (OPR, 2008). ARB began the public process of
addressing significance thresholds in October 2008, but many decisions need to be made to have
final criteria (ARB, 2008c).
The informal guidelines in OPR’s technical advisory and ARB’s proposed thresholds provide a
general basis for determining a proposed project’s contribution of greenhouse gas emissions and
the project’s contribution to global climate change. In the absence of adopted statewide
thresholds, OPR recommends the following approach for analyzing greenhouse gas emissions:
1)

Identify and quantify the project’s greenhouse gas emissions;

2)

Assess the significance of the impact on climate change; and

3)

If the impact is found to be significant, identify alternatives and/ or mitigation measures
that would reduce the impact to less than significant levels.

OPR’s technical advisory states that “the most common GHG that results from human activity is
carbon dioxide, followed by methane and nitrous oxide.” State law defines GHG to also include
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. These latter GHG compounds are
usually emitted in industrial processes, and therefore not applicable to the proposed project,
however, the GHG calculation should include emissions from CO2, N2O, and CH4, as
recommended by OPR.
As discussed above, at this time there are no statewide guidelines for greenhouse gas emission
impacts, but this will be addressed through the provisions of Senate Bill 97 (“SB 97”). OPR has
until July 1, 2009 to draft the new greenhouse gas guidelines, and the State Resources Agency
will thereafter have until January 1, 2010 to certify and adopt the regulations. In the interim local
agencies must analyze the impact of GHGs. For this project, the project would be considered to
have a significant impact if the project would be in conflict with the AB 32 state goals for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. We assume that AB 32 will be successful in reducing GHG
emissions and reducing the cumulative GHG emissions statewide by 2020. It is important that the
state has taken these measures, because no project individually could have a major impact (either
positively or negatively) on the global concentration of GHG. The project will be reviewed to
make sure it does not conflict with the goals of AB 32.
For this analysis, the project would be considered to have a significant impact if the project would
conflict with the ability of the state to achieve AB 32 goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.D-1: New development under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could
increase population and VMT in the area at a rate greater than that assumed in regional air
quality planning and therefore conflict with the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Strategy. (Significant)
Air pollutant emissions are a function of human activity. If growth in population is greater than
assumed in the BAAQMD Clean Air Plan (CAP) emission inventory, then population-based
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emissions are also likely to be greater than assumed in the CAP. Consequently attainment of the
state air quality standards would be delayed, and, plans showing estimated population greater
than that assumed in the ABAG Projections would be inconsistent with air quality planning and
have a significant impact.
Development under the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in increases in population and
employment and consequently an increase in traffic and air pollutant emissions. With respect to
the BAAQMD Guidelines for determining air quality impacts, the impact analysis must
determine consistency of a proposed plan or plan amendment with the population and VMT in the
applicable regional air quality plan, in this case, the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. In forecasting
future stationary and mobile source emissions and preparing the regional air quality plan, the
BAAQMD uses growth projections prepared by ABAG. The resultant emissions forecasts are
then used to develop strategies and control measures necessary to achieve regional ozone
attainment within a designated time frame. In developing its projections, ABAG uses information
from local government general plans, current zoning and other local development policies, in
conjunction with economic and demographic factors. Consistent with this process, the ABAG
projections for Santa Rosa use the development anticipated under the existing Santa Rosa General
Plan, zoning and existing policies at the time of preparation of the projections. Therefore, for a
plan to be consistent with population and VMT assumptions used in regional air quality planning,
the plan must show that over the planning period:
1.

Population growth for the jurisdiction will not exceed the values included in the current
Clean Air Plan, and

2.

The rate of increase in VMT for the jurisdiction is equal to or lower than the rate of
increase in population.

The CAP is based on information from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). These two agencies ensure the consistency of
local and regional plans and provide projections for population and transportation. The proposed
General Plan 2035 anticipates that the population in Santa Rosa will increase from 176,100 in 2005
to 233,520 in 2035. This represents a growth rate of 0.95 percent per year to the buildout year 2035.
The 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy is based on population assumptions in the 2003 ABAG
Projections. Based on 2003 ABAG Projections, the population in Santa Rosa is projected to be
191,000 in 2030 with a rate of population growth of 0.75 percent per year between 2005 and 2030
(ABAG, 2003). Projecting the ABAG population out to 2035 based on the 0.75 percent growth rate,
the ABAG population for Santa Rosa would be 198,235. Therefore, the population growth under
the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would exceed the ABAG’s 2003 population
projections, which forms the basis of the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.
In regards to the second criterion above, based on data provided by Dowling and Associates from
the regional traffic model, VMT is expected to increase by 1.25 percent per year up to the
buildout year 2035, which would exceed the rate of increase in population. Since the General
Plan 2035 population projections would exceed the 2003 ABAG projections, the General Plan
2035 would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy and associated emissions
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generated by the proposed General Plan would exceed the assumptions used in the Ozone
Strategy to forecast future trends in emissions that form the basis for future air quality planning.
Consequently, attainment of the State air quality standards would be delayed, and the proposed
General Plan 2035 would not be consistent with regional air quality planning.
The following policies in the General Plan would reduce VMT through land use planning and
alternative modes of transportation:
LUL-A-1: As part of plan implementation – including development review, capital
improvements programming, and preparation of detailed area plans – foster close land
use/transportation relationships to promote use of alternative transportation modes and
discourage travel by automobile.
LUL-A-2: Annex unincorporated land adjacent to city limits and within the Urban Growth
Boundary, when the proposal is timely and only if adequate services are available. Ensure
that lands proposed for annexation provide a rational expansion and are contiguous to
existing urban development.
UD-B-2: Encourage, promote, and assist in the development of housing units within
downtown for a mix of income levels and housing types, including integrating housing into
existing buildings as mixed use.
UD-D-1: Restructure existing strip developments to cluster commercial uses in neighborhood
nodes, with higher density housing included in the mix where possible. Residential, office, or
institutional uses that generate less traffic should be located between the nodes.
UD-E-2: Provide an open space network that is linked by pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
that preserves and enhances Santa Rosa’s significant visual and natural resources.
UD-E-3: Restore Santa Rosa Creek as a linear park throughout the city for pedestrians and
cyclists.
UD-G-2: Locate higher density residential uses adjacent to transit facilities, shopping, and
employment centers, and link these areas with bicycle and pedestrian paths.
H-C-5: Utilize the Santa Rosa Housing Trust to maximize and leverage available federal,
state, and local funding to assist in the development of affordable housing, the preservation
and rehabilitation of low income housing, the development and maintenance of homeless
shelters, and the acquisition and development of facilities for the physically and
developmentally disabled.
H-C-6: Continue to provide funding for affordable housing projects, particularly if a
portion of the project units are targeted to extremely low income households.
T-A-1: Expand Transportation Systems Management (TSM) programs for employers, and
reduce peak hour single-occupancy automobile trips through the following techniques.
-

Promotion of transit service;
Staggering of work shifts;
Flextime (e.g. 9/80 work schedule);
Telecommuting;
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-

Carpool and vanpool incentives;
Provision of bicycle facilities;
Parking disincentives for single-occupant vehicles; and
Car sharing programs.

T-A-2: Evaluate corridor levels of service (LOS) and develop strategies to improve service
levels.
T-A-6: Expand non-motorized and bus infrastructure throughout the city such that greater
amenities exist for cyclists, pedestrians and transit users in order to promote a healthy,
sustainable city and further reduce GHG emissions.
T-B-1: Require site design to focus through-traffic on regional/arterial streets. Promote the
following design techniques to increase driver safety and traffic efficiency:
-

Reduce the number of driveways and intersections;
Combine driveways to serve numerous small parcels;
Avoid residential access;
Install street lights;
Install and facilitate timing of traffic signals; and
Ensure continuous sidewalks.

T-B-4: Promote the use of roundabouts in lieu of stop/signal controlled intersections to
improve safety, reduce delay and idling time, and lower vehicle emissions at new existing
intersections.
T-H-1: Provide convenient, efficient routes to major employment centers throughout the city.
T-H-2: Implement the Long and Short Range Transit Plans which include CityBus
proposals for transit and TSM improvements.
T-H-3: Require new development to provide transit improvements, where a rough
proportionality to demand from the project is established. Transit improvements may include:
-

Direct and paved pedestrian access to transit stops;
Bus turnouts and shelters; and
Lane width to accommodate buses.

T-H-4: Coordinate transit services and transfers between the various transit operators
serving Santa Rosa.
T-H-5: Encourage ridership on public transit systems through marketing and promotional
efforts.
T-I-1: Support efforts to implement rail service along the NWPRR.
T-I-2: Preserve options for future rail stations along the NWPRR corridor by zoning land in
proximity to the potential station sites for higher residential densities and/or mixed use
development.
T-J-1: Pursue implementation of walking and bicycling facilities as envisioned in the city’s
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.D-28

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
D. Air Quality and Climate Change

T-K-1: Link the various citywide pedestrian paths, including street sidewalks, downtown
walkways, pedestrian areas in shopping centers and work complexes, park pathways, and
other creekside and open space pathways.
T-K-6: Integrate multi-use paths into all creek corridors, railroad rights-of-way, and park
designs.
T-L-1: Provide bicycle lanes along all regional/arterial streets and high volume
transitional/collector streets.
T-L-2: Provide bicycle lanes on major access routes to all schools and parks.
T-L-7: As part of the city’s Capital Improvement Program, or street and intersection
projects constructed by private developers, install and construct bicycle facilities,
including:
-

Class I paths, Class II lanes, Class III route signs;
Signal detectors;
Showers;
Bike Storage/Parking Facilities; and/or
Other facilities.

PSF-A-7: Acquire park sites adjacent to existing and proposed schools, where possible, and
develop these sites as joint use facilities. Develop joint use agreements to ensure public
access and provide for sustainable resources to maintain parks.
PSF-A-8: Integrate the bicycle and pedestrian path networks envisioned in both the
Citywide Creek Master Plan and updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan with regional
park plans, so that users can safely and comfortably access the full range of public open
spaces.
PSF-C-2: Maintain good communication with area school districts on all matters pertaining
to the need for and the provision of school sites and facilities. Integrate the planning efforts
of the city and the school districts by:
-

Locating school facilities that allow safe pedestrian and bicycle access, as well as
ensuring construction of traffic calming measures in the vicinity; and

-

Designing attractive facilities that contribute to neighborhood identity and pride.

OSC-J-2: Budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the city’s long-range capital expenditure
plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel powered vehicles.
Initiate a policy to make its fleet among the cleanest in the North Bay by:
-

Purchasing electric vehicles wherever possible, and especially for stop-and-go units
such as parking meter readers.

-

Purchasing electric or hybrid electric fleet vehicles for general staff use, especially
for building inspectors and other uses primarily within the city.

-

Purchasing alternative fuel vehicles, such as natural gas, as the existing dieselpowered fleet is replaced. Alternatively, purchase diesel vehicles only if they meet or
exceed emission specifications for available natural gas fuel vehicles.
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-

Purchasing biodiesel fuel for use by the city diesel truck fleet.

-

As possible, use lo-NOx fuel additives, such as Purinox, in all diesel vehicles.

Implementation of the policies described above for all development under the existing General
Plan would reduce the impact, but the proposed General Plan 2035 would not be consistent with
the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy and this impact would therefore remain significant. Notably,
when a jurisdiction develops updated growth forecasts for General Plan revisions that exceed
ABAG growth projections, until those forecasts could be incorporated into the next update of the
applicable Clean Air Plan, the result is going to be inconsistency with the applicable Clean Air
Plan. While this analysis is based on assumed development and activity that could occur pursuant
to the proposed General Plan 2035, individual projects that may be proposed in the future within
the project area would undergo further environmental review to determine whether they could
generate further air quality impacts specific to their site, time and project description, and any
significant impacts identified would be mitigated to the greatest degree possible.
Mitigation: None available. Significant and Unavoidable.

Impact 4.D-2: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could be inconsistent with the
Transportation Control Measures in the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. (Less than
Significant)
The 1988 California Clean Air Act, Section 40919(d) requires regions to implement “transportation
control measures to substantially reduce the rate of increase in passenger vehicle trips and miles
traveled.” Consistent with this requirement, a primary goal of the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy is
to reduce the number of trips and vehicle miles Bay Area residents travel in single-occupant
vehicles through the implementation of nineteen Transportation Control Measures (TCMs).
Table 4.D-5 identifies those TCMs that local governments should implement through local plans to
be considered in conformance with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. The BAAQMD
recommends that local plans that do not demonstrate reasonable efforts to implement these TCMs
be considered inconsistent with the regional air quality plan and therefore have a significant impact.
TABLE 4.D-5
TCMS IN THE BAY AREA OZONE STRATEGY
TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
1. Support Voluntary Employer-Based Trip Reduction Programs
2. Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities
3. Improve Arterial Traffic Management
4. Local Clean Air Plans, Policies and Programs
5. Conduct Demonstration Projects
6. Pedestrian Travel
7. Promote Traffic Calming Measures
SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2006.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 contains several policies that serve to reduce trips through
employer-based programs, improve pedestrian and bicycle access and facilities, improve arterial
traffic management to provide for the smooth and efficient flow of traffic, and promote traffic
calming measures to enhance the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists:
T-A-1: Expand Transportation Systems Management (TSM) programs for employers, and
reduce peak hour single-occupancy automobile trips through the following techniques.
-

Promotion of transit service;
Staggering of work shifts;
Flextime (e.g. 9/80 work schedule);
Telecommuting;
Carpool and vanpool incentives;
Provision of bicycle facilities;
Parking disincentives for single-occupant vehicles; and
Car sharing programs.

UD-E-2: Provide an open space network that is linked by pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
that preserves and enhances Santa Rosa’s significant visual and natural resources.
UD-E-3: Restore Santa Rosa Creek as a linear park throughout the city for pedestrians and
cyclists.
UD-G-2: Locate higher density residential uses adjacent to transit facilities, shopping, and
employment centers, and link these areas with bicycle and pedestrian paths.
T-A-6: Expand non-motorized and bus infrastructure throughout the city such that greater
amenities exist for cyclists, pedestrians and transit users in order to promote a healthy,
sustainable city and further reduce GHG emissions.
T-J-1: Pursue implementation of walking and bicycling facilities as envisioned in the city’s
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
T-K-1: Link the various citywide pedestrian paths, including street sidewalks, downtown
walkways, pedestrian areas in shopping centers and work complexes, park pathways, and
other creekside and open space pathways.
T-K-6: Integrate multi-use paths into all creek corridors, railroad rights-of-way, and park
designs.
T-L-1: Provide bicycle lanes along all regional/arterial streets and high volume
transitional/collector streets.
T-L-2: Provide bicycle lanes on major access routes to all schools and parks.
T-L-7: As part of the city’s Capital Improvement Program, or street and intersection projects
constructed by private developers, install and construct bicycle facilities, including:
-

Class I paths, Class II lanes, Class III route signs;
Signal detectors;
Showers;
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-

Bike Storage/Parking Facilities; and/or
Other facilities.

PSF-A-8: Integrate the bicycle and pedestrian path networks envisioned in both the Citywide
Creek Master Plan and updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan with regional park plans,
so that users can safely and comfortably access the full range of public open spaces.
PSF-C-2: Maintain good communication with area school districts on all matters pertaining
to the need for and the provision of school sites and facilities. Integrate the planning efforts
of the city and the school districts by:
-

Locating school facilities that allow safe pedestrian and bicycle access, as well as
ensuring construction of traffic calming measures in the vicinity; and

-

Designing attractive facilities that contribute to neighborhood identity and pride.

T-A-2: Evaluate corridor levels of service (LOS) and develop strategies to improve service
levels.
T-B-1: Require site design to focus through-traffic on regional/arterial streets. Promote the
following design techniques to increase driver safety and traffic efficiency:
-

Reduce the number of driveways and intersections;
Combine driveways to serve numerous small parcels;
Avoid residential access;
Install street lights;
Install and facilitate timing of traffic signals; and
Ensure continuous sidewalks.

T-B-4: Promote the use of roundabouts in lieu of stop/signal controlled intersections to
improve safety, reduce delay and idling time, and lower vehicle emissions at new/ existing
intersections.
T-H-1: Provide convenient, efficient routes to major employment centers throughout the
city.
T-C-1: Minimize through traffic in residential neighborhoods and avoid excessive traffic
volumes greater than that dictated by street design and classification, by providing
attractive regional/arterial streets to accommodate cross-town traffic.
T-C-2: Encourage grid street patterns in new residential areas to disperse local
neighborhood traffic, thereby limiting volumes on any one street.
T-C-3: Implement traffic calming techniques on streets subject to high speed and/or cutthrough traffic, in order to improve neighborhood livability. Techniques include:
-

Narrow streets;
On-street parking;
Chokers or diverters;
Speed bumps;
Rough paved crosswalks;
Rumble strips; and
Planted islands.
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T-C-4: Improve traffic flow and reduce neighborhood traffic impacts in all quadrants of the
city by completing needed improvements, such as road widening and traffic calming. Seek
innovative funding mechanisms in order to maximize the number of projects completed.
Development under the proposed General Plan 2035 would be subject to these policies that are
consistent with the TCMs in the Ozone Strategy, and which encourage alternative modes of
transportation such as use of transit, bicycling, and walking. They also encourage mixed-use
development, a concept that places residential, commercial, industrial, and employment activities
close to each other thereby reducing the commute distances of residences in the proposed General
Plan 2035. This would reduce adverse impacts associated with motor vehicle use, such as poor air
quality, and promote use of transit and other modes of travel, such as bicycling and walking.
Therefore, the proposed General Plan 2035 is considered to be consistent with the TCMs in the
2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy and this impact is less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.D-3: Construction activities associated with new development included in the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could generate air pollution that exceeds state or
federal standards. (Less than Significant)
Construction activities would occur intermittently at different sites in the project area throughout
the period of implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035. Although the related impacts at
any one location would be temporary, construction of individual projects under the proposed
project could cause adverse effects on local air quality. Construction activities would generate
substantial amounts of dust (including PM10 and PM2.5) primarily from “fugitive” sources (i.e.,
emissions released through means other than through a stack or tailpipe) and lesser amounts of
other criteria air pollutants primarily from the operation of heavy equipment construction
machinery (primarily diesel operated) and construction worker automobile trips (primarily
gasoline operated).
Fugitive dust emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the level and type of activity,
silt content of the soil, and the prevailing weather. Sources of fugitive dust during construction
would include vehicle movement over paved and unpaved surfaces, demolition, excavation, earth
movement, grading, and wind erosion from exposed surfaces. In the absence of mitigation,
construction activities may result in significant quantities of dust, and as a result, local visibility
and PM10 concentrations may be adversely affected on a temporary and intermittent basis during
the construction period. In addition, the fugitive dust generated by construction would include not
only PM10, but also larger particles, which would fall out of the atmosphere within several
hundred feet of the site and could result in nuisance-type impacts.
Demolition of buildings constructed prior to 1980 can result in release of hazardous air
contaminants such as asbestos used in insulation, fire retardants, or building materials (floor tile,
roofing, etc.) and/or lead-based paint. Airborne asbestos fibers and lead dust pose a serious health
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threat. The demolition, renovation and removal of asbestos-containing building materials would
be subject to the requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2.
Construction activities would also result in the emission of other criteria pollutants from
equipment exhaust, construction-related vehicular activity and construction worker automobile
trips. Emission levels for construction activities would vary depending on the number and type of
equipment, duration of use, operation schedules, and the number of construction workers. Criteria
pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx from these emission sources would incrementally add to
the regional atmospheric loading of ozone precursors during project construction.
The BAAQMD’s approach to analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation of
effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification of emissions.
The BAAQMD considers any project’s construction-related impacts to be less than significant if
the required dust-control measures are implemented. Without these measures, the impact would
be considered significant. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recognize that construction equipment
emit ozone precursors, but indicate that such emissions are included in the emission inventory
that is the basis for regional air quality plans. Therefore construction emissions are not expected
to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in the Bay Area (BAAQMD, 1999).
The following policy in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce air pollutant emissions
during construction and ensure this impact would be less than significant.
OSC-J-1: Review all new construction projects and require dust abatement actions as
contained in the CEQA Handbook of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.D-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could expose
existing and proposed sensitive receptors to air toxics or objectionable odors. (Significant)
Development resulting from buildout of the proposed General Plan 2035 could place sensitive
land uses near local intersections and roadways associated with air pollutant emissions that
exceed state or federal ambient air quality standards. Similarly, existing sensitive land uses near
local roadways that experience increased levels of traffic resulting from buildout of the proposed
General Plan 2035 could be exposed to air pollutant emissions that exceed state and/or federal
ambient air quality standards. In addition to these air pollutant emissions, a variety of TAC
emissions could also be released from various construction and operations (i.e., industrial
processes, diesel equipment and vehicles) associated with the proposed General Plan 2035. The
ARB has declared that diesel particulate matter from diesel engine exhaust is a TAC.
Additionally, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
determined that chronic exposure to DPM can cause carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic health
effects. Implementation of the following policies included in the proposed General Plan 2035
would reduce potential DPM exposure. In addition, implementation of proposed Policy OSC-J-4
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would ensure appropriate land use compatibility and DPM reduction and would reduce this
impact to less than significant.
LUL-K-1: Require industrial development adjacent to residential areas to provide buffers,
and institute setback, landscaping, and screening requirements intended to minimize noise,
light, and glare and other impacts.
OSC-J-2: Budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the city’s long-range capital expenditure
plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel powered vehicles.
Initiate a policy to make its fleet among the cleanest in the North Bay by:
-

Purchasing electric vehicles wherever possible, and especially for stop-and-go units
such as parking meter readers.

-

Purchasing electric or hybrid electric fleet vehicles for general staff use, especially
for building inspectors and other uses primarily within the city.

-

Purchasing alternative fuel vehicles, such as natural gas, as the existing dieselpowered fleet is replaced. Alternatively, purchase diesel vehicles only if they meet or
exceed emission specifications for available natural gas fuel vehicles.

-

Purchasing biodiesel fuel for use by the city diesel truck fleet.

-

As possible, use lo-NOx fuel additives, such as Purinox, in all diesel vehicles.

Though offensive odors from stationary sources rarely cause any physical harm, they still remain
unpleasant and can lead to public distress generating citizen complaints to local governments. The
occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency and intensity of the
source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors. Odor impacts should be
considered for any proposed new odor sources located near existing receptors, as well as any new
sensitive receptors located near existing odor sources. Generally, increasing the distance between
a receptor and the source to an acceptable level will mitigate odor impacts. Table 4.D-6 shows
BAAQMD-recommended buffer zones (distance between receptor and source) for known odoremitting sources.
TABLE 4.D-6
BAAQMD RECOMMENDED BUFFER ZONE DISTANCES FOR POTENTIAL ODOR SOURCES
Type of Operation

Buffer Zone

Wastewater Treatment Plant
Sanitary Landfill

1 mile
1 mile

Transfer Station

1 mile

Composting Facility

1 mile

Petroleum Refinery

2 miles

Asphalt Batch Plant

1 mile

Chemical Manufacturing

1 mile

Fiberglass Manufacturing

1 mile

Painting/Coating Operations (e.g., auto body shops)

1 mile

Rendering Plant

1 mile

Coffee Roaster

1 mile

SOURCE: BAAQMD, 1999
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Development under the proposed General Plan 2035 could place residential and other sensitive
receptors in proximity to light industrial uses, which could result in odor impacts depending on
the types of industries proposed. However, ARB planning guidelines in the Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook (ARB, 2005) encourage adequate separation between new sensitive land uses
(residential, educational, healthcare) proposed adjacent to freeways or major arterial roadways to
minimize land use incompatibility associated with air pollutant emissions from on-road traffic.
The city would protect existing sensitive land uses from the encroachment of incompatible
activities (i.e., traffic) and air pollution to the extent possible during the development permitting
process. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.D-4 would ensure that sensitive
land uses proposed near high volume traffic corridors would be have acceptable indoor air
quality.
Mitigation Measure 4.D-4: The City of Santa Rosa shall require new sensitive uses
proposed to be located within 500 feet of high volume traffic routes where daily
vehicle counts exceed 100,000, to use an HVAC system with filtration to reduce/mitigate
infiltration of vehicle emissions as warranted by exposure analysis.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.D-5: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could conflict with
implementation of state or local goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions or generate
greenhouse gas emissions (directly or indirectly) that would exceed any applicable threshold
of significance and thereby have a negative effect on Global Climate Change. (Significant)
The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimated that in 2004 California produced
500 million gross metric tons (about 550 million U.S. tons) of carbon dioxide-equivalent GHG
emissions.1 The CEC found that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG
emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 23 percent and
industrial sources at 13 percent (CEC, 2006).
In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, offhighway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of the Bay Area’s GHG
emissions, accounting for just over half of the Bay Area’s 85 million tons of GHG emissions in
2002. Industrial and commercial sources were the second largest contributors of GHG emissions
with about one-fourth of total emissions. Domestic sources (e.g., home water heaters, furnaces,
etc.) account for about 11 percent of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions, followed by power plants at
7 percent. Oil refining currently accounts for approximately 6 percent of the total Bay Area GHG
emissions (BAAQMD, 2006b).
1

Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in
“carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global
warming”) potential.
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Greenhouse gas impacts are considered to be exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no noncumulative greenhouse gas emission impacts from a climate change perspective (CAPCOA, 2008).
Four types of analyses are used to determine whether the proposed General Plan 2035 could be in
conflict with the state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The analyses are as follows:
A.

Any potential conflicts with the ARB’s thirty-nine (39) recommended actions in
California’s AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

B.

The relative size of the proposed General Plan 2035. The proposed General Plan’s
greenhouse gas emissions will be compared to the size of major facilities that are required
to report greenhouse gas emissions (25,000 metric tons/year of CO2e)2 to the state; and the
proposed General Plan 2035 size will be compared to the estimated greenhouse reduction
state goal of 169 million metric tons per year of CO2e emissions by 2020. The
25,000 metric ton annual limit identifies the large stationary point sources in California that
make up approximately 94 percent of the stationary emissions. If the proposed General
Plan’s total emissions are below this limit, its total emissions are equivalent in size to the
smaller projects in California that as a group only make up 6 percent of all stationary
emissions. It is assumed that the activities of these smaller projects generally would not
conflict with state’s ability to reach AB 32 overall goals. In reaching its goals the ARB will
focus upon the largest emitters of greenhouse gas emissions.

C.

The basic energy efficiency parameters of a project to determine whether its design is
inherently energy efficient.

D.

Any potential conflicts with any applicable City of Santa Rosa plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

With regard to Item A, the proposed General Plan 2035 does not pose any apparent conflict with
the ARB’s thirty-nine recommended actions (see Table 4.D-2).
With regard to Item B, as shown in Table 4.D-7, the incremental increase of CO2e emissions of
the Proposed Project (year 2035) versus existing (year 2007) would be approximately 328,286
metric tons/year of CO2e.3 The proposed General Plan 2035 would exceed the lower reporting
limit for major sources, which is 25,000 metric tons/year of CO2e. When compared to the overall
State reduction goal of approximately 174 million metric tons/year of CO2e, the incremental
increase of GHG emissions for the proposed General Plan 2035 (328,286 metric tons/year of
CO2e or 0.2 percent of the State goal) is substantial and could conflict with the State’s ability to
meet the AB 32 goals.

2

3

The State of California has not provided guidance as to quantitative significance thresholds for assessing the impact
of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change and global warming concerns. Nothing in the CEQA Guidelines
directly addresses this issue.
On road vehicle emissions were estimated with the EMFAC2007 model using VMT information provided by
Dowling and Associates, Inc. (2009). Area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007 for the land uses
for existing and the proposed General Plan 2035. Please see Appendix C for additional information.
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TABLE 4.D-7
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS FOR EXISTING AND
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN 2035 CONDITIONS
Unmitigated GHGs (metric tons/year)
CO2e

Emissions Source

City of Santa Rosa Onroad Vehicle Emissionsa
Baseline (Year 2007)
Buildout (Year 2035)
Incremental Increase

514,649
751,803
237,154

City of Santa Rosa Area Source Emissionsa
Baseline (Year 2007)
Buildout (Year 2035)
Incremental Increase

255,466
346,598
91,132

Total Incremental Onroad and Area Source Emissions

328,286

a On road vehicle emissions were estimated with the EMFAC2007 model using VMT information provided by Dowling and Associates, Inc.

(2009). Area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007 for the land uses for existing and the proposed General Plan 2035.
Please see Appendix C for additional information.
SOURCES: ESA, 2009; Dowling and Associates, Inc., 2009

With regard to Item C, the City of Santa Rosa has implemented a number of policies to encourage
energy conservation and alternative energy sources in project developments:
OSC-K-1: Promote the use of site planning, solar orientation, cool roofs, and landscaping to
decrease summer cooling and winter heating needs. Encourage the use of recycled content
construction materials.
OSC-K-2: Identify opportunities for decreasing energy use through installation of energy
efficient lighting, reduced thermostat settings, and elimination of unnecessary lighting in
public facilities.
OSC-K-3: Identify and implement energy conservation measures that are appropriate for
public buildings. Implement measures that are at least as effective as those in the retrofit
ordinances for commercial and office buildings.
OSC-L-: Reconsider any existing codes and policies that constrain or prohibit the
installation of environmentally acceptable forms of distributed generation.
OSC-L-2: Participate in state and local efforts to develop appropriate policies and review
procedures for the installation of photovoltaic solar and other environmentally acceptable
forms of distributed generation.
In addition, policies described under Impacts 4.D-1 and 4.D-2 would reduce on-road vehicle trips
through land use planning and alternative modes of transportation.
With regard to Item D, the substantial incremental increase in GHG emissions associated with
growth under the proposed General Plan 2035 would make it much more difficult for the city to
achieve the GHG reduction goals included in Resolution 26341. This resolution aims to reduce
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municipal greenhouse gas emission by 20 percent from 2000 levels by 2010 and helps facilitate the
community-wide greenhouse gas emission reduction target of 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2015.
The review of Items A, B, C and D indicate that the project could conflict with the state goals in
AB 32 and City Resolution 26341 and therefore this impact would be significant and
unavoidable.
Depending on the feasibility and level of implementation as applied to individual development
projects consistent with the General Plan 2035, the inclusion of additional trip reduction measures
(described in Impacts 4.D-1 and 4.D-2) would help to further reduce vehicle-related CO2
emissions. Future project-specific compliance with BAAQMD permitting would also help to
reduce air quality emissions associated with individual projects. However, the increase in
greenhouse gases by the proposed General Plan 2035 of 0.2 percent of the state AB32 reduction
goal places the project in conflict with the goal of the state to reduce up to 174 million metric tons
CO2e/yr. Therefore, as a conservative determination, this impact would remain significant.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 including the adoption of the policies listed
above would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact.
Mitigation: None available. Significant and Unavoidable.

Impact 4.D-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, along with
other foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay
Area Ozone Strategy and would result in a cumulative air quality impact. (Significant)
CEQA requires that the EIR examine cumulative impacts. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines
§15130(a)(1), a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is created as a result of the
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related
impacts.” The analysis of cumulative impacts need not provide the level of detail required of the
analysis of impacts from the project itself, but shall “reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)).
In order to assess cumulative impacts, the EIR must analyze either a list of past, present, and
probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document. In conducting the analysis for this EIR, ABAG population projections
for the City of Santa Rosa were reviewed. It is important to note that the proposed General Plan
2035 is essentially a set of projects, representing the cumulative development scenario for the
reasonably foreseeable future in the City of Santa Rosa. Therefore, the analysis presented above
represents a cumulative analysis of the City of Santa Rosa as a whole, for the duration of
development until the year 2035.
The air quality analyses included in this section evaluate the future development scenario as a
whole, with the proposed General Plan 2035 development applied to projected future growth in
the region. Therefore, analysis of air quality from implementation of the proposed General Plan
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2035 represents both the project impacts and cumulative effects. As a result of adding the
proposed General Plan to the regional land use and transportation baseline, the associated air
emissions produced for the proposed General Plan 2035 conditions are considered identical to the
cumulative condition for CEQA purposes. Therefore, as described under Impact 4.D-1, the
proposed General Plan 2035 would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.
Thus, this impact is considered cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable for the
proposed General Plan 2035. No additional feasible mitigation is available to completely mitigate
this impact.
Mitigation: None available. Significant and Unavoidable.
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E. Noise
Introduction
This section describes the existing noise environment in Santa Rosa, reviews applicable
regulatory requirements, and evaluates the potential impacts associated with the implementation
of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. The proposed revision to the General Plan does
not include an update to the noise section of the Noise and Safety Element; however changes in
land use patterns resulting from the proposed revision of the Housing Element of the General
Plan could generate noise impacts. Noise impacts could occur due to construction activities,
change in traffic conditions, location of new sources near existing sensitive receptors and the
location of new sensitive receptors near existing or proposed noise sources.
Background information on environmental acoustics, including definitions of terms commonly
used in noise analysis, is provided below.

Setting
Technical Background
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise
is defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the rate
of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or
energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common
descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is
measured in decibels (dB), with zero dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human
hearing, and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain.
Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the
frequency of a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but
rather a broad band of frequencies varying in levels of magnitude (sound power). When all the
audible frequencies of a sound are measured, a sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of
frequency spanning 20 to 20,000 Hz. The sound pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive
force exerted by a sound corresponding to the sound frequency/sound power level spectrum.
The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum.
As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic
filter that de-emphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner
corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to low and extremely high frequencies
instead of the frequency mid-range. This method of frequency weighting is referred to as Aweighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA).1 Frequency A-weighting
follows an international standard methodology of frequency de-emphasis and is typically applied
to community noise measurements.
1

All noise levels reported herein reflect A-weighted decibels unless otherwise stated.
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Noise Exposure and Community Noise
An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of the noise experienced by the individual over a
period of time. A noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. However, noise
levels rarely persist consistently over a long period of time. Rather, community noise varies
continuously with time with respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise
environment. Community noise is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which
constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual contributors
unidentifiable. The background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but does so
gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources such as traffic
and atmospheric conditions. What makes community noise constantly variable throughout a day,
besides the slowly changing background noise, is the addition of short duration single event noise
sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are readily identifiable to the
individual.
These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment varies the community
noise level from instant to instant requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of
time to legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise
impacts. This time-varying characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical
noise descriptors. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:
Leq:

The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of time,
typically one hour, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound
level, which would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during
the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).

Lmax:

The instantaneous maximum noise level measured during the measurement period of
interest.

Lmin:

The instantaneous minimum noise level measured during the measurement period of
interest.

Lx :

The sound level that is equaled or exceeded x percent of a specified time period. The L50
represents the median sound level.

DNL:

Also termed the Ldn, the DNL is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels
occurring during a 24-hour period, and which accounts for the greater sensitivity of most
people to nighttime noise by weighting noise levels at night (“penalizing” nighttime
noises). Noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. is weighted (penalized) by adding
10 dBA to take into account the greater annoyance of nighttime noises.

CNEL: Similar to the DNL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) adds a 5-dBA
“penalty” for the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. in addition to a
10-dBA penalty between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
The Ldn and CNEL are primarily used for transportation noise analysis. These descriptors are well
correlated with public annoyance due to transportation noise sources and are used in this analysis.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.E-2

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
E. Noise

Traffic noise is also described using the Ldn and hourly noise descriptors. Ldn and CNEL are also
used for noise/land use compatibility assessments.

Effects of Noise on People
The effects of noise on people can be placed into three categories:
•

Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning – The thresholds for speech
interference indoors are about 45 dBA if the noise is steady and above 55 dBA if the noise
is fluctuating. Outdoors, the thresholds are about 15 dBA higher. Interior residential
standards for multi-family dwellings are set by the State of California at 45 DNL. The
standard is designed for sleep and speech protection and most jurisdictions apply the same
criterion for all residential uses.

•

Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction – Based on attitude surveys
used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises intruding into homes or
affecting outdoor activity areas, the main causes for annoyance are interference with
speech, radio and television, house vibrations, and interference with sleep and rest. The
DNL as a measure has been found to provide a valid correlation of noise level and the
percentage of people annoyed. Three aspects of community noise are most important in
determining subjective response – the level of sound, the frequency composition or
spectrum of the sound, and the variation of sound level with time.

•

Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling – While physical damage to the
ear from an intense noise impulse is rare, a degradation of auditory acuity can occur even
within a community noise environment. Hearing loss occurs mainly due to chronic exposure
to excessive noise, but may be due to a single event such as an explosion. Natural hearing loss
associated with aging may also be accelerated from chronic exposure to loud noise.

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers in industrial
plants generally experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to
measure the subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and
dissatisfaction. A wide variation exists in the individual thresholds of annoyance, and different
tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s past experiences with noise.
Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so called “ambient noise”
level. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the
less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. With regard to increases in
A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur:
•

Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be
perceived;

•

Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference;

•

A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human
response would be expected; and

•

A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard approximately as a doubling in loudness, and can
cause adverse response.
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These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel
system. The human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion; hence the decibel scale was
developed. Because the decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in
a simple additive fashion, rather logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources
produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA.

Noise Attenuation
For any given noise source, the noise level naturally decreases as one moves further away from
the source. This basic attenuation rate is referred to as the geometric spreading loss, and varies
whether a given noise source can be characterized as a point or line source. For a point source,
such as an idling truck or a piece of construction equipment, the noise level decreases by about
6.0 dB for each doubling of distance.
In many cases, point source noise attenuation can increase by 1.5 dB (from 6.0 dB to 7.5 dB) for
each doubling of distance due to ground absorption and reflective wave canceling. These factors
are collectively referred to as excess ground attenuation. The lower excess ground attenuation rate
(6.0 dB per doubling of distance) is used where the intervening ground between source and
receiver is reflective, such as parking lots or smooth bodies of water. The higher excess ground
attenuation rate (7.5 dB per doubling of distance) is used where the intervening ground is
absorptive, such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees.
For a linear noise source, such as a heavily traveled roadway, the sound level decreases by a
nominal value of 3.0 dB for each doubling of distance between noise source and receiver. As with
point sources, if the intervening ground between source and receiver is absorptive rather than
reflective, the nominal rate changes by 1.5 dB for each doubling of distance to 4.5 dB.
Atmospheric effects, such as wind and temperature gradients, can also influence noise attenuation
rates from both line and point sources. Unlike ground attenuation, atmospheric effects are
constantly changing and difficult to predict.
Shielding effects from trees and vegetation, buildings, and barriers reduce the noise level that
would otherwise occur at receiver locations due to geometric spreading loss and excess ground
attenuation alone. However, for a vegetative strip to have a noticeable effect on noise levels, it
must be dense and wide. For example, to attenuate traffic noise by 5 dB, a stand of trees must be
at least 100 feet wide and dense enough to completely obstruct a visual path to the roadway. A
row of structures can shield more distant receivers depending upon the size and spacing of the
intervening structures and site geometry. Generally, for an at-grade highway in an average
residential area where the first row of houses cover at least 40 percent of the total area, the
reduction provided by the first row of houses is approximately 3 dB, with 1.5 dB for each
additional row. Similar to vegetative strips discussed above, noise barriers, which include natural
topography and soundwalls, reduce noise by interrupting the direct noise path along the line of
sight between the source and receiver. Generally, a noise barrier that breaks the line of sight
between source and receiver will provide at least 5-dB reduction in noise.
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Existing Noise Conditions in Santa Rosa
In Santa Rosa, as in most of the urban Bay Area, transportation activities create the bulk of
community noise. Emergency vehicle sirens, in particular, can create loud noise, albeit for a short
period. Near hospitals, helicopter noise may create a temporary disturbance, as emergency airlifts
bring or remove critical care patients. The Northwest Pacific Railroad line also runs north-south
through the center of Santa Rosa. While not currently fully operational, the State has allocated
funds for repair of the line and reestablishment of freight service within the next five years. As
the line is brought up to safety standards, freight service will resume along the NWPRR. Noise
generated by this use will therefore become part of the ambient noise background, or future
baseline. Major commercial facilities use air conditioning systems, have audible alarms, and
attract motor vehicle traffic, including delivery trucks. All these activities are noise sources.
Industrial facilities generally keep noise-generating equipment inside of buildings, but they may
have fans and air conditioners outside, which generate noise. Industrial facilities may also be
served by truck and rail services.
Other noise sources include construction equipment, operation of pumps and generators, and
human sounds such as children playing in schoolyards. Caltrans is widening Highway 101 from
four to six lane from Wilfred Avenue to State Route 12, and several interchanges will be
reconstructed. Because traffic noise is a function of both vehicle speed and volume, this widening
project could significantly impact people in areas along the highway. Caltrans has conducted
extensive noise studies, and, in conjunction with the widening, is building a series of noise walls
to protect homes, schools and businesses from excessive and unwanted highway noise.
At the north end of Santa Rosa, west of Highway 101, is the Charles M. Schulz Sonoma County
Airport, which is a commercial service airport with facilities for airline passenger service, business
and recreational aircraft, law enforcement, emergency medical service, and fire fighting aircraft.
Light air craft and helicopter operations can create significant noise, especially at take off (because
of high power demand on the engine). The Santa Rosa General Plan does not address changes at the
Charles M. Shulz- Sonoma County Airport, which is covered by the County’s Airport Land Use
Plan. Aircraft noise generated at that airport is also covered separately in that plan.

Sensitive Receptors
Human response to noise varies considerably from one individual to another. Effects of noise at
various levels can include interference with sleep, concentration, and communication;
physiological and psychological stress; and hearing loss. Given these effects, some land uses are
considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others. In general, residences, schools,
hotels, hospitals, and nursing homes are considered to be the most sensitive to noise. Commercial
and industrial uses are considered the least noise-sensitive.
To protect various human activities and sensitive land uses, lower noise levels than those for
typical residential areas are needed. A noise level of DNL 55 to 60 dB outdoors is necessary for
intelligible speech communication inside a typical home. In addition, social surveys and case
studies have shown that complaints and community annoyance in residential areas begin to occur
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at about DNL 55 dB. Sporadic complaints may come if ambient noise increases to the DNL 55 to
60 dB range. If noise levels increase to the DNL 60 to 70 dB range, widespread complaints often
result. At DNL 70 dB and above, residential community reaction typically involves threats of
legal action and strong appeals to local officials to stop the noise.

Vibration
Vibration consists of oscillatory waves that radiate along the surface of the earth and downward
into the earth, potentially resulting in effects that range from human annoyance to structural
damage. Some common sources of ground-borne vibration are mining operations, including
quarrying and blasting, railways and highways, industrial facilities, heavy-duty vehicles on rough
roads, and construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving and operating heavy earth-moving
equipment. As vibrations travel outward from the source, they excite the particles of rock and soil
through which they pass and cause them to oscillate by a few ten-thousandths to a few
thousandths of an inch. Differences in subsurface geologic conditions and distance from the
source of vibration will result in different vibration levels characterized by different frequencies
and intensities. In all cases, vibration amplitudes will decrease with increasing distance. There are
several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV),
typically measured in inches per second, is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the
vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The
root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on
the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the
signal. Decibel notation (Vdb) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to
compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.
Vibration energy spreads out as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration level to
diminish with distance away from the source. High frequency vibrations reduce much more
rapidly than low frequencies, so that low frequencies tend to dominate the spectrum at large
distances from the source. Discontinuities in the soil strata can also cause diffractions or
channeling effects that affect the propagation of vibration over long distances. When vibration
encounters a building, a ground-to-foundation coupling loss will usually reduce the overall
vibration level, however, under certain circumstances, the ground-to-foundation coupling may
also amplify the vibration level due to structural resonance of the floors and walls.
Human response to vibration is difficult to quantify. Vibration can be felt or heard well below the
levels that produce any damage to structures. The duration of the event has an effect on human
response, as does frequency. Generally, as the duration and vibration frequency increase, the
potential for adverse human response increases. While people have varying sensitivities to
vibrations at different frequencies, in general they are most sensitive to low-frequency vibration.
Vibration in buildings may be perceived as motion of building surfaces or rattling of windows,
items on shelves, and pictures hanging on walls. In extreme cases, the vibration can cause damage
to buildings. Vibration of building components can also take the form of an audible lowfrequency rumbling noise, which is referred to as ground-borne noise. Ground borne noise is
usually only a problem when the originating vibration spectrum is dominated by frequencies in
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the upper end of the range (60 to 200 Hz), or when foundations or utilities, such as sewer and
water pipes, connect the structure and the source. A vibration level that causes annoyance will be
well below the damage threshold for normal buildings. The background vibration velocity level in
residential areas is usually around 50 VdB. The vibration velocity level threshold of perception
for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate
dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for most people.
Ground-borne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. Although the
motion of the ground may be perceived, without the effects associated with the shaking of a
building, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction. In addition, the rumble
noise that usually accompanies the building vibration is perceptible only inside buildings.
Sensitive receptors for vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures), people
(especially residents, the elderly and sick), and vibration sensitive equipment.

Regulatory Framework
Federal, State, and local agencies regulate different aspects of environmental noise. Generally, the
federal agencies set noise standards for transportation-related noise sources closely linked to
interstate commerce, such as aircraft, locomotives, and trucks. The State agencies set noise
standards for those transportation noise sources such as automobiles, light trucks, and
motorcycles. Noise sources associated with industrial, commercial, and construction activities are
generally regulated by local agencies. Local regulation of noise involves implementation of
general plan policies and noise ordinance standards. Local general plans identify general
principles intended to guide and influence development plans; local noise ordinances establish
standards and procedures for addressing specific noise sources and activities.

State of California
State law (California Health & Safety Code, Section 46000-46001) declares that excessive noise
is a hazard to public health and safety and allows cities and counties to adopt and enforce
regulations that are more stringent than state standards. State regulations include requirements for
the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached
single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable
spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards
and are found in California Code of Regulations, Title 24 (known as the Building Standards
Administrative Code), Part 2 (known as the California Building Code), Appendix Chapters 12
and 12A. For limiting noise transmitted between adjacent dwelling units, the noise insulation
standards specify the extent to which walls, doors, and floor ceiling assemblies must block or
absorb sound. For limiting noise from exterior sources, the noise insulation standards set forth an
interior standard of DNL 45 dBA in any habitable room and, where such units are proposed in
areas subject to noise levels greater than DNL 60 dBA, require an acoustical analysis demonstrating
how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard. If the interior noise level
depends upon windows being closed, the design for the structure must also specify a ventilation or
air-conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment. Title 24 standards are enforced
through the building permit application process in most jurisdictions.
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The California Office of Noise Control has issued land use compatibility guidelines that were
developed to assist local agencies’ preparation of General Plan Noise Elements. Under these
guidelines, establishing residences, churches, libraries, hospitals, and schools in areas exceeding
70 dB CNEL is normally unacceptable. These facilities are conditionally acceptable in areas that
measure between 60 and 70 dB CNEL. Professional and commercial office buildings are
normally unacceptable in areas exceeding 75 dB CNEL, and are conditionally acceptable in areas
that measure between 67 dB and 77 dB CNEL. These guidelines, however, can be modified to
reflect sensitivities of individual communities to noise.
California Title 21 Division of Aeronautics, Noise Standards, states the following (in accordance
with Article 3, Chapter 4, Part 1, Division 9, Public Utilities Code, Regulation of Airports) to
provide noise standards governing the operation of aircraft and aircraft engines for all airports
operating under a valid permit issued by the Department of Transportation:
“The level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person residing in the vicinity of an airport is
established as a CNEL value of 65 dB for purposes of these regulations. This criterion level has
been chosen for reasonable persons residing in urban residential areas where houses are of typical
California construction and may have windows partially open. It has been selected with reference
to speech, sleep and community reaction. As in the Federal criteria, no compatibility criteria have
been established for A-weighted single event noise metrics such as SENEL or Lmax.”

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to noise
are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures in this section.
The Noise and Safety Element of the General Plan contains guidelines for determining the
compatibility of various land uses with different noise environments (see Figure 4.E-1). These
guidelines recognize that some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others,
due to the amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from
noise) and the types of activities typically involved. Figure 4.E-1 lists normally acceptable,
conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable, and generally unacceptable noise levels for
various land uses proposed for the project site, including hospitals, offices, and residential
dwellings. As seen in the table, hospitals are considered less sensitive to ambient noise than
residential uses, but more sensitive to ambient noise than office and commercial land uses.
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COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE
Ldn or CNEL, dB
55

Residential – Low-Density Single-Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes
Residential – Multi-Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes
Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,
Nursing Homes
Auditorium, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks
Golf Courses, Riding Stables,
Water Recreation, Cemeteries
Office Buildings, Business, Commercial
and Professional
Industrial, Manufacturing Utilities,
Agriculture

SOURCE: ESA

60

65

70

75

80

LEGEND

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE
Specified land use is satisfactory, based
upon the assumption that any building
involved is of normal conventional
construction, without any special noise
insulation requirements.
CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should be
undertaken only after a detailed analysis of
the noise reduction requirements is made
and needed noise insulation features
included in the design. Conventional
construction, but with closed windows and
fresh air supply systems or air conditioning
will normally suffice.

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should
generally be discouraged. If new
construction or development does
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements must be made
and needed noise insulation features
included in the design.
CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development
should generally not be undertaken.
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Santa Rosa Noise Ordinance
The City Municipal Code has a Noise Ordinance (Chapter 17-16). Section 17-16.030 sets criteria
for base, or ambient noise levels to help determine if radios, musical instruments, machinery or
equipment or other devices are creating a nuisance. These ambient base noise levels are shown in
Table 4.E-1 below:
TABLE 4.E-1
AMBIENT BASE NOISE LEVEL CRITERIA
Sound Level A (decibels) Community Environment Classification
Zone

10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

7 p.m. to 10 p.m.

7 a.m. to 7 p.m.

45
50
55
55
70

50
55
60
65
70

55
55
60
65
70

R-1 and R-2
Multi-family
Office and Commercial
Intensive Commercial
Industrial
SOURCE: Santa Rosa City Code, Section 17-16.030

The ordinance states “any noise level exceeding the ambient base level at the property line of any
property by more than five decibels shall be deemed to be prima facie evidence of a violation of
this section.” The ordinance prohibits motor vehicle operations in such manner that a reasonable
person of normal hearing sensitivity residing in the area is caused discomfort or annoyance. The
ordinance also cites section 23130 of the state vehicle code.

Ground borne Vibration Regulations
There are no widely adopted standards for acceptable levels of ground vibration generated by
construction activities. However, the U.S. Department of Transportation has identified a
“vibration damage threshold” of 0.2 inch per second for the protection of “fragile” buildings,
generally, older structures with plasters walls and ceilings (FTA, 2006). For non-fragile
residential buildings, a structural damage criterion of 2.0 inches per second has been established
(Caltrans, 2002). The FTA threshold for human annoyance due to ground-borne vibration is
80 RMS (FTA, 2006).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Implementation of revisions to the General Plan would result in a significant impact on the noise
environment if it results in:
•

Increased exposure of residents and workers to excessive noise levels generated by
machinery, equipment, pumps, fans, air-conditioning apparatus or similar noise generating
mechanical devices that exceed the City of Santa Rosa Noise Ordinance Standards;
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•

Increased noise along existing and new roadway corridors to levels that exceed the City of
Santa Rosa Noise Ordinance Ambient Noise Standards (City Code Sec. 17-16.030);

•

Vibration which is perceptible without instruments by the average person at or beyond any
lot line containing vibration-causing activities not associated with motor vehicles, trains,
and temporary construction or demolition;

•

Conflict with land use compatibility guidelines for land uses contained in the Santa Rosa
General Plan (shown in Figure 4.E-1);

•

Siting sensitive receptors 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, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or

•

Siting sensitive receptors within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and exposing people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.E-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could result
in excessive noise generated by commercial uses, industrial facilities, or construction
equipment. (Less than Significant)
Excessive noise means an increase of more than five dBA Leq at the property line (City Code
Sec 17-16.120). The General Plan 2035 proposes new commercial and industrial development, as
well as roadway improvements. Presumably, all of these projects will involve some heavy
construction or truck activity. Noise from machinery or equipment is a potentially significant
impact, especially near sensitive receptors.
Construction equipment is typically diesel powered, and is used to excavate, transport heavy
materials, and remove debris and waste. Construction noise is typically short-term, but can be
very loud. Permits also usually require contractors to have mufflers and other sound control in
place and good operating order. Table 4.E-2 shows typical exterior noise levels at various phases
of commercial construction, and Table 4.E-3 shows typical noise levels associated with various
types of construction related machinery. Also, individual development projects will be subject to
site-specific environmental review, which will necessitate identification of site-specific mitigation
if significant noise impacts are identified.
Several policies in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the potential for excessive noise
from construction activities and commercial and industrial land uses to a less than significant
impact. They include the following:
NS-B-1: Do not locate noise-sensitive uses in proximity to major noise sources, except
residential is allowed near rail to promote future ridership.
NS-B-2: Encourage residential developers to provide buffers other than sound walls, where
practical. Allow sound walls only when projected noise levels at a site exceed land use
compatibility standards in Figure 4.E-1.
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TABLE 4.E-2
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOISE LEVELS
Noise Level (dBA, Leq)1

Construction Phase
Ground Clearing
Excavation
Foundations
Erection
Finishing

84
89
78
85
89

1 Average noise levels 50 feet from the noisiest source and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with a given construction

phase. Noise levels correspond to commercial projects in a typical urban ambient noise environment.
SOURCE: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, U.S. EPA, 1971. Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and
Home Appliances, 1971.

TABLE 4.E-3
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Construction Equipment

Noise Level (dBA, Leq at 50 feet)

Dump Truck
Portable Air Compressor
Concrete Mixer (Truck)
Scraper
Jack Hammer
Dozer
Paver
Generator
Pile Driver
Rock Drill
Pump
Pneumatic tools
Backhoe

88
81
85
88
88
87
89
76
101
98
76
85
85

SOURCE: Cunniff, 1977, Bolt et al., 1971.

NS-B-3: Prevent new stationary and transportation noise sources from creating a nuisance
in existing developed areas. Use a comprehensive program of noise prevention through
planning and mitigation, and consider noise impacts as a crucial factor in project approval.
NS-B-4: Require new projects in the following categories to submit an acoustical study,
prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant:
•

All new projects proposed for areas with existing noise above 60dBA DNL.
Mitigation shall be sufficient to reduce noise levels below 45 dBA DNL in habitable
rooms and 60 dBA DNL in private and shared recreational facilities. Additions to
existing housing units are exempt.

•

All new projects that could generate noise whose impacts on other existing uses
would be greater than those normally acceptable (as specified in the Land Use
Compatibility Standards).
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NS-B-5: Pursue measures to reduce noise impacts primarily through site planning.
Engineering solutions for noise mitigation, such as sound walls, are the least desirable
alternative.
NS-B-6: Do not permit existing uses to generate new noises exceeding normally acceptable
levels unless:
•

Those noises are mitigated to acceptable levels; or

•

The activities are specifically exempted by the City Council on the basis of
community health, safety, and welfare.

NS-B-7: Allow reasonable latitude for noise generated by uses that are essential to
community health, safety, and welfare. These include emergency medical helicopter and
vehicle operations, and emergency vehicle sirens.
NS-B-9: Encourage developers to incorporate acoustical site planning into their projects.
Recommended measures include:
•

Incorporating buffers and/or landscaped earth berms;

•

Orienting windows and outdoor living areas away from unacceptable noise exposure;

•

Using reduced-noise pavement (rubberized-asphalt);

•

Incorporating traffic calming measures, alternative intersection designs, and lower
speed limits; and

•

Incorporating state-of-the-art structural sound attenuation and setbacks.

NS-B-10: Work with private enterprises to reduce or eliminate nuisance noise from
industrial and commercial sources that impact nearby residential areas. If progress is not
made within a reasonable time, the city shall issue abatement orders or take other legal
measures.
NS-B-12: Cooperate with Santa Rosa Memorial Hospital, Sutter Medical Center, and other
hospitals proposing helipads. Minimize the noise and safety impacts of medical emergency
helicopters through location and design of landing pads, regulation of flight times and
frequency and, if necessary, sound attenuating alterations to nearby residences.
NS-B-13: Prohibit new helipads in developments of industrial, commercial, office, or
business park uses. The city may make an exception if the helipad will provide a significant
benefit for community health, safety, and welfare.
NS-B-14: Discourage new projects that have potential to create ambient noise levels more
than 5 dBA DNL above existing background, within 250 feet of sensitive receptors.
The implementation of these policies would ensure that this impact remains less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
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Impact 4.E-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could
increase ambient noise levels along highways and roadways within the city due to greater
auto and truck traffic volumes. (Less than Significant)
Increased traffic volumes and congestion on local roadways, coupled with roadway
improvements proposed in the General Plan 2035, could increase traffic noise levels. Noise
contours for year 2035 were developed, based on traffic modeling for the proposed General Plan
2035. These noise contours are listed by distance from the road centerline to the 60 dBA, 65 dBA,
and 70 dBA contours in Table 4.E-4.
The city recognizes that traffic noise will probably increase noticeably in some specific areas with
implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035. Therefore, the city has proposed policies that
will help minimize future community noise impacts to less than significant levels. These policies,
which are listed under Impact 4.E.1, would locate sensitive receptors away from substantial noise
sources and consider land use compatibility (Policies NS-B-1 and NS-B-2), require an acoustical
study for specific projects (Policy NS-B-4), and require acoustical considerations in site planning
(Policies NS-B-3 and NS-B-9). Additional policies to reduce transportation noise include:
NS-B-8: Adopt mitigations, including reduced speed limits, improved paving texture, and
traffic controls, to reduce noise to normally acceptable levels in areas where noise
standards may be exceeded (e.g., where homes front arterial roadways, and in mixed use
areas).
NS-B-11: Work with Caltrans to assign a high priority to traffic noise mitigation programs.
Support construction of attractive sound walls, as necessary along Highway 101 and Highway
12.Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.E-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could expose
sensitive receptors to increased train/rail traffic noise along the Northwest Pacific Railroad.
(Less than Significant)
Currently, the Northwest Pacific Railroad (NWPRR) is operating on a very limited basis because
of poor track condition and funding problems. The state has programmed about 60 million dollars
for restoration of significant train operation (i.e., to hundreds of rail cars per day, as in decades
past) could pose both positive and negative noise impacts. This restoration work is underway
now, independent of the proposed General Plan 2035. Positive impacts would occur because
many truck trips could be avoided, thus eliminating noise from these sources. Presumably, much
of the truck traffic replaced would occur on the Highway 101 corridor. Negative impacts would
occur from train noise. Train engines and wheels create noise, but this would generally be
modest, as track repair would probably be at Class II (25 mph) or Class III (40 mph).
Federal law requires trains to sound their horn at grade crossings, a potentially significant impact
at night or near sensitive receptors. Train horns create a conical sound pattern to warn persons in
front of the locomotive. Sound levels range from 106 dB to 113 dB (at 50 feet). This is loud
enough to interrupt conversation about one-third mile away. The city can adopt Quiet Zones that
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TABLE 4.E-4
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE CONTOURS FOR SELECTED ROADS, 2035

Roadway Segment
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Bellvue Btw Dutton Ave & SR Ave
Bellvue Btw Dutton Ave & Stony Point
Bellvue Btw Stony Pt & S Wright
Hearn Btw S Wright & Stony Point
Hearn Btw Dutton & SR Ave
Sebastopol Rd Btw Stony Pt and S Wright
Hwy 12 Btw Marlowe & S Wright Rd
W College Ave Btw Fulton & Marlowe
W College Ave Btw N Dutton & Marlowe
College Ave Btw N Dutton & 4th
Guerneville Rd Btw Fulton & Marlowe
Piner Btw Fulton & Marlowe
Chanate Btw Franklin & Fountain Grove
Mid Rincon Rd Btw Hwy 12 &Badger
Mission Btw Hwy 12 & Fount Grv Pkwy
Coffey Ln Btw Piner & Steele Ln
Coffey Ln Btw Piner & Hopper
Old Rewood Hwy. Btw Ftn Gr Pk & Wallace
Old Rewood Hwy. Btw Ftn Pk & Bicenten
Mendo Ave. Btw Bicenten & Steele Ln
Mendo Ave. Btw College & Steele Ln
Steele Ln Btw Marlowe & Range Ave.
Steele Ln Btw Range & Mendo Ave.
Ftn Grv Pkwy Btw Old Redw & US 101
S Wright Rd Btw Bellvue & Sebastopol
Fulton Rd Btw Hwy 12 & Guerneville Rd
Fulton Rd Btw Piner & Guerneville Rd
Fulton Rd Btw Piner & Wood Rd.
Fulton Btw Wood Rd & River Rd
Guerneville Rd Btw Steele & Marlowe
Hwy 101 Btw Todd Rd & Hwy 12
Hwy 101 Btw College Ave & Hwy 12
Hwy 101 Btw College Ave & Bicentennial
Hwy 101 Btw Bicen & River Rd
Hwy 12 Btw Marlowe & Brookwood
Bennett Val Btw Brkwood & Summerfield
Farmers Ln Btw Hoen Ave & 4th St
Hwy 12 Btw Farmers Ln & Calistoga Rd
Brush Crk Btw Hwy 12 & Fount Grv Pkwy
Marlowe Btw Hwy 12 & W. College Ave
N. Dutton Rd. Btw Hwy 12 & W. College
Stoney Pt. Rd Btw Hearn & Sebastopol Rd
Stoney Pt. Rd Btw Hearn & Bellvue Ave
Stoney Pt Rd Btw Bellvue & Todd Rd
Dutton Ave. Btw Bellvue & Todd Rd
Marlowe Btw Guerneville Rd & W. College
Marlowe Btw Guerneville Rd & Piner
Piner Btw Coffey & Hwy 101
Dutton Ave. Btw Bellvue & N. Hearn Rd
N. Dutton Rd. Btw S Hearne & Sebastopol
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70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA Distance from Road Distance from Road Distance from Road
Centerline (ft)
Centerline (ft)
Centerline (ft)
30
27
28
42
25
35
172
37
32
22
34
43
11
20
27
8
10
19
29
21
25
5
28
22
16
51
69
78
57
36
487
477
526
431
199
102
33
40
24
29
23
35
51
45
16
26
34
33
31
12

4.E-15

96
85
89
132
81
111
545
116
101
70
106
136
34
64
84
25
33
59
90
67
78
17
90
71
50
160
217
246
180
114
1539
1507
1664
1363
628
323
104
127
76
92
74
111
163
142
52
83
109
103
97
40

305
268
282
419
255
350
1724
366
320
222
336
430
108
202
266
80
103
187
285
213
246
53
285
223
157
505
687
778
570
362
4867
4766
5263
4310
1987
1022
328
402
240
291
234
351
514
448
163
261
344
326
306
125
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TABLE 4.E-4 (Continued)
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE CONTOURS FOR SELECTED ROADS, 2035

Roadway Segment
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

N Dutton Btw W. College and Guerneville
Farmers Ln Extension - Proposed
Pet Hill Rd Btw Farm Ln Extension & Todd
Todd Rd Btw Pet Hill Rd & Sr Ave
Todd Rd Btw Dutton & Santa Rosa Ave
Todd Rd Btw Dutton & Stony Pt Rd
Todd Rd Fr Stony Pt Rd to 3 miles west
Hwy 12 Fr S Wright Rd to 1.5 miles west
Guerneville Rd Fr Fulton to 1.5 miles west
Piner Fr Fulton to 1.5 miles west
Pet Hill Rd Btw Farm Ln Ext & Hwy 12
Hwy 12 Fr Calistoga Rd to 4.5 southeast
Wallace Btw Chanate Rd & Mark West Sp
Franklin Ave Btw Pacific Ave & Chanate
Sumfld & Bethards Btw Mont & Yalupa
Yalupa Btw Montgomery & Bethards
Pet Hill Rd Fr Todd Rd 1 mile south
Montgom Btw Frms Ln & Sumerfld
Montgom Btw Frms Ln Ext & Brookwd
Calistoga Rd Btw Hwy 12 & Fount Grv Pkw
Fount Grv Pkw Btw Calistog & Brush Crk
Calistoga Rd Fr Fount Grv Pkw 3 miles north
SR Ave Btw Todd & Frms Ln Ext
SR Ave Btw Fr Todd 1 mile south
4th St Btw Frms Ln Ext & Franklin Ave

70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA Distance from Road Distance from Road Distance from Road
Centerline (ft)
Centerline (ft)
Centerline (ft)
31
32
45
39
17
28
6
40
8
9
35
62
5
18
31
43
26
14
7
31
23
18
60
17
43

98
103
144
123
55
89
19
127
26
27
109
197
15
58
99
135
83
45
23
97
73
57
188
55
135

309
325
454
390
175
282
59
401
82
86
345
622
49
184
312
428
264
141
72
306
232
182
595
173
426

NOTES: Traffic volumes and speeds based on Dowling and Associates traffic data and noise calculation algorithms from FHWA Noise
Model adjusted with California Noise Emission Factors (CALVENO).
SOURCES: Dowling and Associates, Inc. 2009; ESA, 2009.

prevent trains from using their warning horns on a routine basis. The Federal Railroad Authority
will consider Quiet Zones only for crossings with automatic gates and flashing lights, and certain
crossings where train speeds do not exceed 15 miles per hour. Periodic noise/blasts resulting from
train traffic along the NWPRR is a potentially significant impact.
Several policies in the proposed General Plan 2035would reduce the potential for substantial
noise from railroad activities to a less than significant impact. These policies, which are listed
under Impact 4.E.1, would locate sensitive receptors away from substantial noise sources and
consider land use compatibility (Policies NS-B-1 and NS-B-2), require an acoustical study for
specific projects (Policy NS-B-4), and require acoustical considerations in site planning (Policies
NS-B-3, NS-B-5, NS-B-9).
Mitigation: None required.
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Impact 4.E-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could result
in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels. (Less than Significant)
Buildout of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could potentially expose more people to
the impacts of excess groundborne vibration or noise levels. Increased exposure to sources of
groundborne vibration could occur through increased residential or employment densities on
lands within proximity to noise generating activities (i.e., industrial, railroad, etc.). Specifically,
vibration created through construction and industrial activities or railways could result in
potentially significant impacts on existing or proposed sensitive land uses. It is expected that
subsequent CEQA documentation prepared for individual projects would have project-specific
data and will be required to address, and if possible, mitigate any potential
construction/operations-related vibration and noise impacts to a less than significant level.
Several policies in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the potential for substantial
vibration at sensitive receptors to a less than significant impact. These policies, which are listed
under Impact 4.E.1, would locate sensitive receptors away from substantial noise sources and
consider land use compatibility (Policies NS-B-1 and NS-B-2), and require acoustical
considerations in site planning (Policies NS-B-3 and NS-B-9).
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.E-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could result
in sensitive receptors located within an airport land use plan area or within the vicinity of a
private airstrip and could expose people residing or working within the project area to
excessive noise levels. (Less than Significant)
The Charles M. Schulz-Sonoma County Airport is located approximately four miles north of
Santa Rosa. Using current projections of future airport operations, airport noise contours for 2030
have been developed and are identified in Figure 4.E-2. Future residential land uses within the
City of Santa Rosa are outside the 65 CNEL and 60 CNEL future noise contours.
The Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) was established to ensure that there are no direct
conflicts with land uses, noise, or other issues that would impact the functionality and safety of
airport operations. One of the key functions of the ALUC is to require that cities’ and counties’
general plans and zoning ordinances are consistent with Airport Land Use Plans, which contain
noise contours, restrictions for types of construction and building heights in navigable air space,
as well as requirements impacting the establishment or construction of sensitive uses within close
proximity to airports.
Existing city code, as well as Policy T-M-3 in the proposed General Plan 2035 would minimize
negative noise affects on the city from operation of the airport. Continued application of city code
and implementation of Policy T-M-3 in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the negative
effects of airport noise on the city. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
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Figure 4.E-2
Year 2030 CNEL Noise Contours
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Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.E-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
other foreseeable development in the vicinity would result in substantially increase traffic
noise conflicts. (Less than Significant)
CEQA requires that the EIR examine cumulative impacts. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines
§15130(a)(1), a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is created as a result of the
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related
impacts.” The analysis of cumulative impacts need not provide the level of detail required of the
analysis of impacts from the project itself, but shall “reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)).
In order to assess cumulative impacts, the EIR must analyze either a list of past, present, and
probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document. It is important to note that the proposed General Plan 2035 is
essentially a set of projects, representing the cumulative development scenario for the reasonably
foreseeable future in the City of Santa Rosa. Therefore, the analysis presented above represents a
cumulative analysis of the City of Santa Rosa as a whole, for the duration of development until
the year 2035.
The noise analyses included in this section are based upon the build-out (year 2035) cumulative
numbers of the traffic report, and therefore already represent a cumulative scenario. Forecast
population and employment growth would result in increased traffic volumes and could, in turn,
increase noise levels along some of the travel corridors in the region. In addition, a variety of
stationary noise sources are located throughout the city, primarily consisting of commercial and
light industrial mechanical equipment, HVAC equipment, compressors, impact tools and similar
equipment. This equipment is typically fitted with noise muffling devices or is located inside of
structures. As a part of the city approval for any land use involving such stationary noise sources,
the city requires an acoustic study to demonstrate that the stationary noise sources would not
exceed city noise standards at affected noise-sensitive uses.
Implementation of the policy provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would assist
in reducing traffic and stationary source noise exposure impacts to a less than significant level.
These policies, which are described above, would locate sensitive receptors away from substantial
noise sources and consider land use compatibility (Policies NS-B-1 and NS-B-2), require an
acoustical study for specific projects (Policy NS-B-4), require acoustical considerations in site
planning (Policies NS-B-3 and NS-B-9), reduce traffic noise (Policies NS-B-8 and NS-B-11), and
would minimize noise effects of the Charles M. Schulz-Sonoma County Airport on the City of
Santa Rosa (Policy T-M-3).
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Mitigation: None required.
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F. Biological Resources
This section describes the existing botanical, wildlife, and wetland resources in the project area,
identifies the potential impacts of the proposed project on these resources, and discusses
mitigation measures to minimize or eliminate potentially significant impacts imposed by the
project. ESA reviewed several sources of biological information, including applicable biological
literature, the Santa Rosa General Plan (2001), the California Department of Fish and Game’s
(CDFG) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (2008), the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) on-line Electronic Inventory (CNPS, 2008), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) on-line list of special-status species for the nine U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles in the project area1 (2008).

Setting
Regional Setting
The eastern portion of Santa Rosa is located in the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains (part of the
inner Coast Range), and the western portion is on the Santa Rosa Plain (also called the Llano de
Santa Rosa). Santa Rosa is horizontally bisected by Santa Rosa Creek, which originates in the
foothills of the Sonoma Mountains, and runs from east to west through the city, across the Santa
Rosa Plain, and into the Laguna de Santa Rosa. Other creeks, including Piner Creek, Brush
Creek, and Matanzas Creek, run through or near the city limits and are tributaries of Santa Rosa
Creek.
The city’s habitat is predominantly developed with a mix of industrial, residential, and
agricultural uses (Figure 4.F-1). These developed areas have encroached on native vegetation,
but there are still numerous natural areas near the city, some of which support populations of
sensitive plants and animals. The vernal pools and surrounding grasslands west of the city are
particularly important in this regard, but the eastern upland woodlands and forests, and the city
creeks and riparian corridors, are also inhabited by sensitive plants and animals.

Plant Communities and Wildlife Habitats
Plant communities are assemblages of plant species that occur together in the same area, and are
defined by species composition and relative abundance. The vegetation/habitat classification
system used in this section is based on the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG)
List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB (CDFG, 2003)
and field observations. Plant communities generally correlate with wildlife habitat types. Wildlife
habitats typically were classified and evaluated using CDFG’s A Guide to Wildlife Habitats of
California (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). Dominant plant communities within Santa Rosa
include non-native grasslands, oak woodlands, Douglas-fir forests, and developed. Sensitive

1

The nine quadrangles in the project area include Santa Rosa, Healdsburg, Mark West Springs, Calistoga,
Sebastopol, Kenwood, Two Rock, Cotati, and Glen Ellen.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.F-1

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
F. Biological Resources

habitat communities within the city include valley needlegrass grasslands, seasonal wetlands
(including vernal pools), riverine, and riparian.
Grassland

Non-native grassland. Aside from developed habitat, non-native grassland is the predominant
plant community in western Santa Rosa. The dominant species are mostly annuals and include
filaree (Erodium moschatum), hare barley (Hordeum gussoneanum spp. leporinum), and rip-gut
brome (Bromus diandrus). Other species observed include common chickweed (Stellaria media),
white clover (Trifolium repens), and subterranean clover (T. subterraneum).
Grasslands attract reptiles and amphibians such as western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis),
common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), and western rattlesnake (Crotalis viridis). Bird
species commonly found in this community include California quail (Callipepla californica),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta). Annual
grasslands are important foraging grounds for aerial and ground-foraging insect eaters such as
Myotis bat species and pallid bats (Antrozous pallidus). Mammals such as coyote (Canis latrans),
black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus
beecheyi), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), and Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys
bottae) are expected to browse and forage on grasslands within the city. Small rodents such as
deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus) and California meadow vole (Microtus californicus)
attract raptors (birds of prey) including red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawk
(B. lineatus), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).
Valley needlegrass grassland. Valley needlegrass grassland is present in the southeast corner of
the Santa Rosa Planning Area, and is considered a sensitive community by CDFG. This grassland
was formerly extensive in the Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Salinas Valleys, as well as the
Los Angeles Basin, but now is much reduced. It is a mid-height grassland dominated by
perennial, tussock-forming Nassella pulchra. Native and introduced annual grasses occur
between the perennials, often exceeding the bunchgrasses in cover. Wildlife species found here
are similar to those described for non-native grasslands.
Oak woodland

Oak woodlands are prevalent in the eastern portion of the Santa Rosa Plain. Species commonly
found in this habitat include canyon, interior, and coast live oak (Quercus chrysolepis,
Q. wislizenii, and Q. agrifolia), with blue oak (Quercus douglasii) on more interior sites. Other
species present include black oak (Quercus kelloggii), Oregon white oak (Q. garryana),
California bay (Umbellularia californica), big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), and pacific
madrone (Arbutus menziesii). Dominant understory plants are toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia),
blackberry (Rubus spp.), and poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum).
Oak woodlands provide food and shelter for a variety of bird species, including insect eaters such
as chestnut-backed chickadee (Poecile rufescens), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), whitebreasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), and warbling vireo (Vireo gilvus). Other species attracted
to these habitats include song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), California quail, and California
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towhee (Pipilo crissalis), which glean insects from the foliage on the ground. Western scrub jay
(Aphelocoma californica), Stellar’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes
formicivorus), and squirrels (Sciurus sp.) are dependent on the acorns during the winter.
Douglas-Fir Forest

Douglas-Fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) forests are present in southeast Santa Rosa, such as in
Annadel State Park. Tanoak (Lithocarpus densiflorus var. densiflorus) and madrone is commonly
found in mesic sites. Canyon live oak becomes an important hardwood associate on steeper or
drier slopes and those underlain by shallow soils. Black oak may associate with this conifer but is
not usually abundant. Other tree species sometimes present in this forest type include coast
redwood (Sequoia sempevirens), ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), incense cedar (Calocedrus
decurrens), white fir (Abies concolor), Oregon white oak, big-leaf maple, California bay, and
chinquapin (Chrysolepis chrysophylla). The shrub understory may also be quite diverse,
including huckleberry oak (Quercus vaccinifolia), salal (Gaultheria shallon), California
huckleberry (Vaccinium ovatum), California hazelnut (Corylus cornuta var. californica), poison
oak, oceanspray (Holodiscus discolor), hairy honeysuckle (Lonicera hispidula), and a wide range
of other shrubs and forbs.
Douglas-fir forests typically support a high abundance of wildlife. Although not restricted to this
habitat, ensatina salamander (Ensatina eschscholtzii) is the most abundant amphibian. The most
common reptiles include ring-necked snake (Diadophis punctatus) and rubber boa (Charina
bottae). Typical mammals include deer mouse, dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes),
western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus), Trowbridge’s shrew (Sorex trowbridgii), gray fox
(Urocyon cinereoargetius) and Columbian black-tailed deer. Birds associated with this habitat
include red-breasted nuthatch (Sitta canadensis), brown creeper, yellow-rumped warbler
(Dendroica coronata auduboni), western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana), pine siskin (Carduelis
pinus), Stellar’s jay, western scrub jay, American robin, and northern flicker (Colaptes auratus).
The northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), a federally threatened species, sometimes
inhabits this type of forest.
Developed

Residential/Industrial. The City of Santa Rosa’s Planning Area is primarily residential and
industrial development, and vegetation here is composed of ruderal and ornamental species.
Residential developments and other areas with ornamental landscaping can provide habitat for
wildlife species adapted to human habitation, such as striped skunk, Virginia opossum (Didelphis
virginiana), raccoon, European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), American robin, and mourning dove.
Bat species including Myotis species (Myotis spp.), pallid bats, and Townsend’s big-eared bats
(Corynorhinus townsendii) may roost in larger trees or buildings within the city. Larger trees may
provide roosting and nesting habitat for raptors and other birds, and buildings and bridges can be
suitable substrate for swallows.
Agriculture. Agricultural lands, including vineyards, orchards, hayfields, and croplands, are fairly
abundant west of Santa Rosa’s urban growth boundary, in the Santa Rosa Plain.
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Agricultural areas may provide valuable habitat linkages for transient mammals, reptiles, and
amphibians. Mammals such as black-tailed jackrabbits, black-tailed deer, raccoons, and rodents
forage on the crops, and in turn, may attract small predators such as hawks and feral cats. Pocket
gophers and meadow voles are also common in agricultural fields. American robin, European
starling, and house finch (Carpodocus mexicanus) forage on fruit, while wintering ruby-crowned
kinglet (Regulus calendula) and yellow-rumped warbler, and several bat species including the
California myotis (Myotis californicus), Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), big
brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), and western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) forage on insects.
Seasonal Wetlands

Seasonal wetlands occur in small drainages, localized depressions, and along the lower banks and
in sediments that accumulate in creeks. Where soils do not absorb water readily or are shallow
and have only a limited capacity to store it, water can pond wherever the ground is low-lying.
Because of rainfall amounts on the Santa Rosa Plain, water can collect and remain ponded for
long periods in even shallow depressions.
Vernal pools. Vernal pools are seasonal wetlands that generally occur in grasslands and are
typically located in slight depressions that form over bedrock or hardpan soils that allow water to
pool during winter and spring rains. Although vernal pools occur naturally in grassland and
woodland settings, they may also occupy disturbed locations where the underlying soil conditions
remain intact or where disturbance has resulted in soil compaction.
Vegetation in relatively undisturbed vernal pools is typically characterized by native annual
species that are capable of completing their life cycles and producing viable seed in an extremely
variable habitat, that is ponded at times and dry at others. Common vernal pool plant species in
the Santa Rosa Plain include fringed downingia (Downingia concolor), spiny coyote thistle
(Eryngium armatum), sedge species (Eleocharis spp.), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), California
goldfields (Lasthenia californica), Douglas’ meadowfoam (Limnanthes douglasii ssp. douglasii),
and navarretia (Navarettia leucocephala ssp.). Special-status plant species found in vernal pools
in the Santa Rosa Plain include Sonoma sunshine (Blennosperma bakeri), Burke’s goldfields
(Lasthenia burkei), many-flowered navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. plieantha), and
Sebastopol meadowfoam (Limnanthes vinculans), among others.
Vernal pools provide seasonal aquatic habitat for invertebrates and tree frogs, and are temporary
water sources for birds and terrestrial wildlife. They are habitat for the threatened California tiger
salamander (Ambystoma californiense) and California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis).
Northern Hardpan Vernal Pools and Northern Vernal Pools are two vernal pool habitats found in
the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Planning Area, both which are considered sensitive communities by
CDFG.
Riverine

The Santa Rosa Planning Area is within the Russian River basin, and the Santa Rosa sub-basin.
Santa Rosa has approximately 90 miles of waterways extending through the city and its Urban
Growth Boundary. Several creeks flow through the city, beginning in the eastern foothills,
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flowing west through the Santa Rosa Plain and the city, into the Laguna de Santa Rosa, and
ultimately to the Russian River and Pacific Ocean.
Santa Rosa Creek is the largest creek in Santa Rosa’s Planning Area, and drains approximately
78.6 square miles. Santa Rosa Creek is a 22-mile long tributary to the Laguna de Santa Rosa,
which flows west from Mount Hood. Major tributaries to Santa Rosa Creek include Brush Creek,
Matanzas Creek, and Piner Creek, and smaller tributaries include Paulin Creek, Spring Creek,
Ducker Creek, Austin Creek. In the downtown area, Santa Rosa Creek was converted into a
trapezoidal channel lined with rip-rap, and the riparian vegetation was removed. In 2007, the city
established the Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan to ensure the restoration and conservation
of Santa Rosa Creek and its tributaries (see Regulatory Framework - Local Ordinances, Plans,
and Polices, below).
Wildlife species that are associated with stream habitat include the river otters (Lontra
canadensis), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), snowy egret (Egretta thula), belted kingfisher
(Ceryle alcyon), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), and black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans).
Channelized reaches of streams that lack shade canopy, habitat diversity, and water depth
encourage warm water species such as California roach (Hesperoleucus symmetricus),
Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis occidentalis), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), green
sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis), flathead minnow (Pimephales
promelas), common carp (Cyprinus carpio), and threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus
aculeatus). More natural creek reaches typically have increased shade canopies, pool habitat,
cover, water velocity, channel slope, and cooler temperatures. These conditions make the creeks
more hospitable for special-status aquatic species such as steelhead trout (Oncoryhynchus
mykiss), Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), Russian River tule perch (Hysterocarpus traskii),
foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica), and
northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata marmorata). Currently, steelhead are present in
Santa Rosa Creek, Rincon Creek, and the south fork of Santa Rosa Creek. Chinook salmon were
recently observed in Santa Rosa Creek (City of Santa Rosa, 2007b). Several streams in the
Planning Area could support salmonids if fish passage impediments are removed, including
Matanzas, Austin, Rincon, Brush, Ducker, Piner, Paulin, and the upper reaches of Santa Rosa
Creek.
Streams within the Planning Area are subject to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdictions under Sections 404 and 401 of the
Clean Water Act, respectively, and CDFG jurisdiction under Sections 1600–1616 of the
California Fish and Game Code.
Riparian Woodland

Santa Rosa has a network of creeks, as discussed above. Some sections of these creeks are
bordered by riparian woodland - for example, Santa Rosa Creek east of E Street is bordered by
riparian vegetation that is approximately 250 feet wide. In other parts of the city, where creeks
were channelized for flood control, mature vegetation is generally absent.
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Intact native riparian plants along Santa Rosa Creek include buckeye, Pacific madrone, valley
oak, snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus var. laevigatus), and coast live oak. Bank slopes and
floodplains support big-leaf maple, box elder (Acer negundo), blue elderberry (Sambucus
mexicana), giant wild rye (Leymus cinereus), and Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia). The active
channel supports sedges (Carex spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), willows (Salix spp.), white alder
(Alnus rhombifolia), and Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii).
Birds that forage for insects in riparian areas include Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii),
black phoebe, and black-headed grosbeak (Pheuticus melanocephalus). Bark-insect foraging
birds also occur in this habitat and include acorn woodpecker, Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides
nuttalli), and white-breasted nuthatch. Other bird species expected in the riparian corridor include
dark-eyed junco, bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), oak titmouse, chestnut-backed chickadee, and
brown creeper (Certhia americana), and piscivorous birds such as the belted kingfisher.
Riparian woodlands also provide habitat for reptiles and amphibians including the western toad
(Bufo boreas), California newt (Taricha torosa), Pacific tree frog (Hyla regilla), and Pacific
slender salamander. Mammals such as the western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis),
deer mouse, western gray squirrel, Virginia opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), and raccoon
(Procyon lotor), utilize these habits for nesting and foraging. Small rodents attract raptors such as
red-shouldered hawk and red-tailed hawk. Black-tailed deer, striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis),
bobcat (Felis rufus), and occasionally the California Special Protected mountain lion (Puma
concolor) (CDFG Code §4800), are expected to use Santa Rosa’s riparian habitat as a wildlife
movement corridor. Other special-status wildlife that could be present in the riparian woodlands
include raptors such as Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and sharp-shinned hawk (A. striatus),
and great blue heron rookeries.
Riparian woodlands are protected under §1600–1616 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Wildlife Movement Corridors
Wildlife movement corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise
separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or by areas of human disturbance or urban
development. Topography and other natural factors in combination with urbanization can
fragment or separate large open-space areas. The fragmentation of natural habitat creates isolated
“islands” of vegetation that may not provide sufficient area to accommodate sustainable
populations of animals or plants, and can adversely impact genetic and species diversity.
Movement corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by allowing animals to move
between remaining habitats, which in turn allows depleted populations to be replenished and
promotes genetic exchange between separate populations.
The City of Santa Rosa is predominantly developed. Agricultural lands dominate the area
immediately west of Santa Rosa. East of the city is Annadel State Park and undeveloped mixed
hardwood, predominantly oak woodlands and Douglas-fir forests. Natural linkages in the area
include riparian corridors and drainages such as Santa Rosa Creek and Llano de Santa Rosa,
agricultural fields, canyons, ridgelines, and corridors across valley floors where impermeable
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barriers such as dense urban development, exclusionary fencing, and heavily traveled roadways
have not yet eliminated options for wildlife movement. Mammals such as black-tailed deer,
mountain lion, and bobcat are known to at least occasionally use these natural linkages
(particularly the Santa Rosa Creek riparian woodlands) (City of Santa Rosa, 2007).

Special-Status Species
Several species known to occur in the project vicinity are accorded “special-status” because of their
recognized rarity or vulnerability to various causes of habitat loss or population decline. Some of
these receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species legislation (see
Regulatory Framework below). Others have been designated as “sensitive” based on adopted
policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations with acknowledged expertise, or
policies adopted by local governmental agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts to
meet local conservation objectives. The latter category is recognized by Section 15380(b) of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. This CEQA Guidelines section provides
a definition of rare, endangered or threatened species that is broader than that included in federal
and state endangered species regulations.2 These species are referred to collectively as “specialstatus species” in this document, following a convention that has developed in practice but has no
official sanction. The various categories encompassed by the term, and the legal status of each, are
discussed in the Regulatory Framework component of this section below. For purposes of this EIR,
special-status species include:
•

Plant and animal species designated as rare, threatened or endangered under the federal or
state endangered species acts.

•

Species that are candidates for listing under either federal or state law.

•

Species designated by the USFWS as species of concern or species of local concern, or by
CDFG as Species of Special Concern.

•

Species protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711).

•

Bald and golden eagles protected by the federal Bald Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668).

•

Species such as candidate species and CNPS List 1 and 2 species that may be considered
rare or endangered pursuant to Section 15380(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.

Table 4.F-1 lists 65 special-status plant species and 34 special-status animal species reported to
occur in the vicinity of the project area based on data in the CDFG CNDDB (2008), CNPS
Electronic Inventory (2008), special-status species information from the USFWS (2008), and
biological literature of the region. Special-status plants and animals are evaluated in this
document based on a plausible likelihood of habitat loss or project-related disturbance occurring
during the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035.

2

For example, there is a general agreement among biologists, ecologists and other resource specialists, that vascular
plants listed as List 1 or 2 by the CNPS meet the broader definition in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b).
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TABLE 4.F-1
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

LISTED SPECIES OR SPECIES PROPOSED FOR LISTING

Invertebrates
California freshwater shrimp
Syncaris pacifica

FE/CE

Found in low-elevation, low gradient perennial freshwater streams in
Sonoma, Marin and Napa Counties where banks are structurally diverse with
undercut banks, exposed roots, or overhanging woody debris or vegetation.

FE/CE

Central and northern California coastal rivers and streams, including the
Russian River.

Steelhead, Central California
Coast ESU
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus

FT/--

Drainages of San Francisco and San Pablo bays, central Calif. Coastal
rivers, including the Russian River and Santa Rosa Creek.

Chinook salmon- California
coastal ESU
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

FT/--

Central California coastal drainages; mainstem streams and rivers with
cover, cool water and sufficient dissolved oxygen. Require beds of loose,
silt-free gravel for spawning. Russian River and tributaries mark southern
extent of this ESU.

Fish
Coho salmon, Central California
Coast ESU
Oncorhynchus kisutch

Amphibians
California tiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense

FT/CSC

Wintering sites occur in grasslands occupied by burrowing mammals; breed
in ponds and vernal pools.

California red-legged frog
Rana draytonii

FT/CSC

Breed in stock ponds, pools, and slow-moving streams.

Birds
Marbled murrelet
Brachyramphus marmoratus

FT/CE

Nests in dense, old-growth forests along coast.

Western yellow-billed cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

FC/CE

Nests in thick riparian forest growth of willow, often mixed with cottonwood
and understory of blackberry, nettles or wild grape; usually in flood bottoms
of larger river systems.

American peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus anatum
Northern spotted owl
Strix occidentalis caurina

Delisted/CE,
CFP
FT/CSC

Nests near wetlands, lakes, rivers, or other water on cliffs, banks, human
structures.
Dense, multi-layered canopy cover, including old-growth conifer, partly
logged redwood forest, closed canopy oak forests.

Plants
Sonoma alopecurus
Alopecurus aequalis var.
sonomensis

FE/--/1B.1

Marshes and swamps, and riparian scrub.

Vine Hill manzanita
Arctostaphylos densiflora

--/CE/1B.1

Chaparral, sandy soil.

Clara Hunt’s milk-vetch
Astragalus claranus

FE/CT/1B.1

Chaparral (openings), cismontane woodland, valley and foothill
grassland/serpentines or volcanic, rocky, clay.

Sonoma sunshine
Blennosperma bakeri

FE/CE/1B.1

Vernal pools, valley and foothill grassland; endemic to Sonoma County.

Sonoma white sedge
Carex albida

FE/CE/1B.1

Freshwater marsh, bogs and fens, meadows and seeps; endemic to
Sonoma County.

Pitkin Marsh Indian paintbrush
Castilleja uliginosa
Sonoma spineflower
Chorizanthe valida
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TABLE 4.F-1 (Continued)
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

LISTED SPECIES OR SPECIES PROPOSED FOR LISTING (cont.)

Plants (cont.)
Vine Hill clarkia
Clarkia imbricata

FE/CE/1B.1

Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland, endemic to Sonoma County.

Yellow larkspur
Delphinium luteum

FE/CR/1B.1

Chaparral, coastal prairie and scrub; endemic to Sonoma County.

Loch Lomond button-celery
Eryngium constancei

FE/CE/1B.1

Vernal pools.

Burke’s goldfields
Lasthenia burkei

FE/CE/1B.1

Vernal pools and swales.

Contra Costa goldfields
Lasthenia conjugens

FE/--/1B.1

Cismontane woodland, playas, valley and foothill grassland, and vernal
pools.

Pitkin Marsh lily
Lilium pardalium ssp. pitkinense

FE/CE/1B.1

Mesic and freshwater marsh.

Sebastopol meadowfoam
Limnanthes vinculans

FE/CE/1B.1

Vernal pools, swales, mesic meadows, or marshy areas in grassland or
valley oak savannah.

Many-flowered navarretia
Navarretia leucocephala ssp.
plieantha

FE/CE/1B.1

Vernal pools.

Calistoga popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys strictus

FE/CT/1B.1

Meadows and seeps, valley and foothill grassland, and vernal pools/alkaline
areas near thermal springs.

North Coast semaphore grass
Pleuropogon hooverianus

--/CT/1B.1

Wet grassy meadows and seeps, sometimes freshwater marsh; in usually
shaded areas of broad-leafed upland forest and north coast coniferous
forest.

Napa blue grass
Poa napensis

FE/CE/1B.1

Meadows and seeps, valley and foothill grassland/alkaline, near thermal
springs.

Hickman’s cinquefoil
Potentilla hickmanii

FE/CE/1B.1

Coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous forest, meadows and seeps,
marshes and swamps.

Kenwood Marsh checkerbloom
Sidalcea oregana ssp. valida

FE/CE/1B.1

Marshes and swamps.

Two-fork clover
Trifolium amoenum

FE/--/1B.1

Open sites and swales in grassland and coastal bluff scrub; sometimes on
serpentine soils.

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN

Amphibians
Foothill yellow-legged frog
Rana boylii

FSC/CSC

Fast-moving streams and rivers in chaparral, forests, and woodlands.

FSC/CSC

Lakes, ponds, reservoirs, and slow-moving streams and rivers, primarily in
foothills and lowlands.

Reptiles
Northwestern pond turtle
Actinemys marmorata
marmorata

Birds
Cooper’s hawk
Accipiter cooperii

--/WL

Nests in riparian growths of deciduous trees and live oak woodlands.

Sharp-shinned hawk
Accipiter striatus

--/WL

Heavily wooded areas along streams or near springs; forages in seasonal
wetlands.
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TABLE 4.F-1 (Continued)
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN (cont.)

Birds (cont.)
Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

--/CSC

Golden eagle
Aquila chrysaetos

--/CSC, CFP

Great blue heron
Ardea herodias

--/*

Nests in riparian thickets and emergent vegetation. Forages in grassland
and cropland.
Nests in canyons and large trees in open habitats.
Generally nests in colonies in groups of trees; can hunt in grasslands,
riparian areas, or shallow water.

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

--/CSC

Nests and forages in low-growing grasslands that support burrowing
mammals.

Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus

--/CSC

Meadows, marshes, grasslands, open fields; forages in seasonal wetlands.

White-tailed kite
Elanus leucurus

--/CFP

Generally nests in trees with dense canopies; hunts in open grasslands.

Osprey
Pandion haliaetus

--/CSC

Rivers, lakes, where fish can be obtained from food.

Blennosperma vernal pool
andrenid bee
Andrena blennospermatis

FSC/--

Upland areas near vernal pools. This bee collects pollen only from the genus
Blennosperma.

Tomales isopod
Caecidotea tomalensis

FSC/--

Prefers practically still to slow-moving, vegetated water, such as from springfed ponds.

Ricksecker’s water scavenger
beetle
Hydrochara rickseckeri

FSC/--

Found in freshwater ponds, shallow water of streams marshes and lakes.

Leech’s skyline diving beetle
Hydroporus leechi

FSC/--

Shallow water.

Invertebrates

California linderiella
Linderiella occidentalis

--/*

Vernal pools, seasonal waters.

Fish
Russian River tule perch
Hysterocarpus traski pomo

--/CSC

Require deep pools (> 3ft.) in streams with clear flowing water with abundant
cover.

Navarro roach
Lavinia symmetricus
navarroensis

--/CSC

Slow, warm reaches of streams, in Russian River and Navarro River
drainages.

River lamprey
Lampetra ayresi

FSC/--

Clean gravelly riffle necessary for spawning; ammocoetes require sandy
stream edges or backwaters.

--/CSC

Day roosts are mainly in caves, crevices and mines; also found in buildings
and under bark. Forages in open lowland areas, often in oak woodlands.

FSC/CSC

Forages in a variety of habitats; prefers mesic sites. Roosts in caves, mines,
tunnels, buildings, and hollow trees.

Mammals
Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus
Townsend’s big-eared bat
Corynorhinus townsendii
townsendii
Western red bat
Lasiurus blossevillii
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TABLE 4.F-1 (Continued)
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN (cont.)

Mammals (cont.)
Hoary bat
Lasiurus cinereus

--/*

Long-eared myotis
Myotis evotis

FSC/--

Occurs in semiarid shrublands, sage, chaparral, agricultural areas, and most
frequently in coniferous forests. Roost under exfoliating tree bark, hollow
trees, caves, mines, cliff crevices, sink holes, rocky outcrops.

Fringed myotis
Myotis thysanodes

FSC/--

Inhabits a variety of habitats including pinyon-juniper woodland, valleyfoothill hardwood, hardwood-conifer forests, and desert scrub.

Long-legged myotis
Myotis volans

FSC/--

Inhabits forests and woodland habitats, primarily oak and juniper woodlands.

Yuma myotis
Myotis yumanensis

FSC/--

Occurs in riparian, arid scrublands and deserts, and forests. Roosts in
bridges, buildings, cliff crevices, caves, mines, and trees. Forages over open
water.

Mountain lion
Puma concolor
American badger
Taxidea taxus

--/*
--/CSC

Roosts primarily alone in foliage of both coniferous and deciduous trees,
near the ends of branches.

Found in nearly all habitats, except croplands in the Central Valley. Most
abundant in riparian areas, and brushy stages of most habitats.
Friable soils in oak savannahs and grasslands.

Plants
Franciscan onion
Allium peninsulare var.
franciscanum

--/--/1B.2

Napa false indigo
Amorpha californica var.
napensis

FSC/--/1B.2

Slender silver moss
Anomobryum julaceum

--/--/2.2

Dry valley grasslands and foothill woodlands.

Openings in broad-leafed forest, chaparral, cismontane woodland.

Damp rock and soil on outcrops in broad-leafed upland forest, lower
montane coniferous forest, and North Coast coniferous forest.

Sonoma canescent manzanita
Arctostaphylos canescens ssp.
sonomensis

--/--/1B.2

Chaparral, lower montane coniferous forest (sometimes serpentinite).

Rincon Ridge manzanita
Arctostaphylos stanfordiana ssp.
decumbens

--/--/1B.1

Chaparral, cismontane woodland.

Big-scale balsamroot
Balsamorhiza macrolepis var.
macrolepis

--/--/1B.2

Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland.

Narrow-anthered California
brodiaea
Brodiaea californica var.
leptandra

FSLC/--/ 1B.2

Openings in broad-leafed forest, chaparral, lower montane coniferous forest.

Thurber’s reed grass
Calamagrostis crassiglumis

--/--/2.1

Freshwater marsh, coastal scrub; usually in marshy swales.

Mt. Saint Helena morning-glory
Calystegia collina ssp. Oxyphylla

--/--/4.2

Chaparral on serpentinite.

Swamp harebell
Campanula californica

--/--/1B.2

Bogs and marshes in a variety of habitats, including coastal prairie,
meadows, and coniferous forests.

Rincon Ridge ceanothus
Ceanothus confusus

--/--/1B.1

Chaparral, woodland, closed-cone pine forest.
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TABLE 4.F-1 (Continued)
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN (cont.)

Plants (cont.)
Calistoga ceanothus
Ceanothus divergens

--/--/1B.2

Chaparral (serpentinite or volcanic, rocky).

Vine Hill ceanothus
Ceanothus foliosus var. vineatus

--/--/1B.1

Chaparral, endemic to Sonoma and Mendocino counties.

Holly-leaved ceanothus
Ceanothus purpureus

--/--/1B.2

Chaparral, cismontane woodland/volcanic, rocky.

Sonoma ceanothus
Ceanothus sonomensis

FSLC/--/1B.2

Chaparral, in serpentine, sandy or volcanic soils.

Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi

--/--/1B.2

Dwarf downingia
Downingia pusilla

--/--/2.2

Streamside daisy
Erigeron biolettii

--/--/3

Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps,
valley and foothill grassland (often alkaline).
Mesic grasslands, vernal pools.
Broadleafed upland forest, cismontane woodland, North Coast coniferous
forest.

Serpentine daisy
Erigeron serpentinus

--/--/1B.3

Chaparral (serpentinite, seeps).

Tuolumne button-celery
Eryngium pinnatisectum

--/--/1B.2

Cismontane woodland, lower montane coniferous forest, vernal pools.

Fragrant fritillary
Fritillaria liliacea

--/--/1B.2

Cismontane woodland, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, valley and foothill
grassland.

Wooly-headed gilia
Gilia capitata ssp. tomentosa

--/--/1B.1

Coastal bluff scrub (rocky outcrops).

Seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp.
congesta

--/--/1B.2

Valley and foothill grassland.

Thin-lobed horkelia
Horkelia tenuiloba

--/--/1B.2

Coastal scrub, chaparral.

Baker’s goldfields
Lasthenia california ssp. bakeri

--/--/1B.2

Closed-cone coniferous forest (openings), coastal scrub, meadows and
seeps, marshes and swamps.

Colusa layia
Layia septentrionalis

--/--/1B.2

Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland/sandy
serpentinite.

Legenere
Legenere limosa

--/--/1B.1

Vernal pools.

Jepson’s leptosiphon = Jepson’s
linanthus
Leptosiphon jepsonii=
Linanthus jepsonii
Woolly-headed lessingia
Lessingia hololeuca
Jepson’s linanthus
Linanthus jepsonii
Cobb Mountain lupine
Lupinus sericatus
Oregon lungwort
Mertensia bella
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FSLC/--/ 1B.2

Openings in chaparral, cismontane woodland (usually volcanic or periphery
of serpentinite).

--/--/3

Broad-leafed upland forest, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest,
valley and foothill grassland.

--/--/1B.2
FSLC/--/1B.2
--/--/2.2

Chaparral, cismontane woodland.
Openings in broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, cismontane woodland.
Meadows and seeps, upper montane coniferous forest.
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TABLE 4.F-1 (Continued)
FOCUSED LIST OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE PROJECT STUDY AREA

Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat Requirements

SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN (cont.)

Plants (cont.)
Mt. Diablo cottonweed
Micropus amphibolus

--/--/3.2

Broad-leafed upland forest, chaparral, cismontane woodland, and valley and
foothill grassland.

Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa

--/--/1B.2

Moist grassland or somewhat open areas of closed-cone coniferous forest,
cismontane woodland and coastal scrub.

Robust monardella
Monardella villosa ssp. globosa

--/--/1B.1

Broad-leafed upland forest (openings), chaparral (openings), cismontane
woodland, coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland.

Baker’s navarretia
Navarretia leucocephala ssp.
bakeri

--/--/1B.1

Vernal pools and swales.

Sonoma beardtongue
Penstemon newberryi var.
sonomensis

--/--/1B.3

Chaparral.

White beaked-rush
Rhynchospora alba

--/--/2.2

Bogs and fens, meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps.

California beaked-rush
Rhynchospora californica

--/--/1B.1

Bogs, ferns, marshes, swamps, meadows and seeps, lower montane
conifer forest.

Brownish beaked-rush
Rhynchospora capitellata

--/--/2.2

Lower montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, marshes and
swamps, and upper montane coniferous forest.

Round-headed beaked-rush
Rhynchospora globularis var.
globularis

--/--/2.1

Marshes and swamps.

Marin checkerbloom
Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. viridis

--/--/1B.3

Chaparral, usually on serpentinite.

Saline clover
Trifolium depauperatum var.
hydrophilum

--/--/1B.2

Marshes and swamps, valley and foothill grassland, vernal pools.

Oval-leaved viburnum
Viburnum ellipticum

--/--/ 2.3

Openings in chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower montane coniferous
forest.

STATUS CODES:
Federal Categories (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

California Native Plant Society (CNPS)

FE = Listed as endangered by the Federal Government
FT = Listed as threatened by the Federal Government
FPE = Proposed for Listing as endangered
FPT = Proposed for Listing as threatened
FC = Candidate for Federal Listing
FSC = former Federal Species of Concern. Species designated as such in
this EIR were listed by the Sacramento FWS office until 2006, when they
stopped maintaining their list. These species are still considered to be at-risk
species by other federal and state agencies, as well as various organizations
with recognized expertise such as the Audubon Society.

List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California
List 1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered plants in California
and elsewhere
List 2 = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but
common elsewhere.
List 3 = Plants about which more information is needed – a review
list
List 4 = Plants of limited distribution – a watch list
0.1= Seriously endangered in California
0.2= Fairly endangered in California
0.3= Not very endangered in California

State Categories (California Department of Fish and Game)
CE = Listed as endangered by the State of California
CT = Listed as threatened by the State of California
CR = Listed as Rare by the State of California
CFP = California fully protected species

* = Special Animals as defined by CDFG
CSC = California Species of Special Concern
WL = Watch List

SOURCE: CDFG, 2008; CNPS, 2008; ESA, 2008; USFWS, 2008
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Special-Status Plant Species

Of the 65 plant species that have CNDDB records in the vicinity of Santa Rosa (see Table 4.F-1),
seven species have recent occurrences in the city’s Planning Area, all of which are in marsh and
vernal pool habitats: Sonoma sunshine, Burke’s goldfields, legenere (Legenere limosa),
Sebastopol meadowfoam, Baker’s navarretia, saline clover (Trifolium depauperatum var.
hydrophilium), and dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) (see Figure 4.F-2) (CDFG, 2008).
Sonoma sunshine. Sonoma sunshine is a federal and state endangered species. It grows in vernal
pools and wet grasslands below 100 m (330 ft), which grow in Sonoma County. This species is
located in the Santa Rosa Plain in western Santa Rosa, and within portions of the Planning Area
(CDFG, 2008).
Burke’s goldfields. Burke’s goldfields is a federal and state endangered species, and a CNPS
List 1B.1 plant (see Table 4.F-1 for CNPS List definitions). This species grows in vernal pools
and swales below 500 meters (1,640 feet). The core of the current range of Burke’s goldfields is
in the Santa Rosa Plain (USFWS, 2007), and there are several recent records of this species in
western Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008).
Legenere. Legenere is listed by CNPS as seriously endangered in California (List 1B.1), found in
vernal pools. There is one CNDDB record for this species in southwest Santa Rosa, outside of the
urban growth boundary (CDFG, 2008).
Sebastopol meadowfoam. Sebastopol meadowfoam is a federal and state endangered species,
and a CNPS List 1B.1 plant. Most occurrences of this species are known from the central and
southern portions of the Santa Rosa Plain. It grows in Northern Basalt Flow and Northern
Hardpan vernal pools, wet swales and meadows, on the banks of streams, and in artificial habitats
such as ditches. It is found in western Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008).
Baker’s navarretia. Baker’s navarretia is considered seriously endangered in California by
CNPS (List 1B.1) (2008). This species is found in vernal pools and swales in several locations in
Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008).
Saline clover. CNPS considers saline clover to be fairly endangered in California (List 1B.2). It
is found in marshes and swamps, valley and foothill grassland, and vernal pools. Most of the
known populations of saline clover in Santa Rosa have been extirpated, but at least one
population is presumed extant in western Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008).
Dwarf downingia. Dwarf downingia is listed as fairly endangered in California but common
elsewhere, by CNPS (List 2.2), found in mesic grasslands vernal pools. The CNDDB reports two
extant populations within the Planning Area (CDFG, 2008), and suitable habitat is present for this
species in western Santa Rosa.
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Special-Status Wildlife Species

The vast diversity of vegetation types in Santa Rosa provide habitat for a number of specialstatus animal species, as shown in Table 4.F-1. The Planning Area also contains a mix of
different habitats advantageous for species that use the “edges” between them, such as blacktailed deer. In addition to supporting large, wide-ranging animals such as deer, the open space
areas support small species, including songbirds, rodents, and a variety of invertebrates. They
also provide habitat for a number of legally sensitive species, including nesting raptors such as
the red-tailed and Cooper’s hawks.
Three threatened/endangered terrestrial special-status species have recent CNDDB records in the
Santa Rosa Planning Area: northern spotted owl, California red-legged frog, and California tiger
salamander (see Figure 4.F-3). These species, along with the northwestern pond turtle, foothill
yellow-legged frog, American badger, several breeding raptors and passerines, several bat
species, Chinook salmon, and steelhead, are discussed below.
California red-legged frog. The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is a federally threatened
species and a California Species of Special Concern. CRLF typically occur in perennial streams
with deep pools and stands of overhanging willows and an intermixed fringe of cattails (Typha
latifolia) (Jennings, 1988). However, CRLF also have been found in ephemeral creeks and
drainages and in ponds that may or may not have riparian vegetation. During winter rain events,
juvenile and adult CRLF are known to disperse up to 1 to 2 kilometers (0.6 to 1.2 miles) (Rathbun
et al., 1991). There is suitable breeding and dispersal habitat for this species in the Planning Area,
and several known locations in the vicinity of southern Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008).
California tiger salamander. The California tiger salamander (CTS) is listed as federally
threatened, and a California Species of Special Concern. Most of the occurrences of this species
in Sonoma County are from the complex of vernal pools and drainages of the Santa Rosa Plain
along the Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed, generally between Sebastopol, Santa Rosa, and
Cotati. Extensive habitat conversion and fragmentation of breeding habitat has eliminated this
species from much of its former range. There are recent records of this species in the southwest
corner of Santa Rosa (CDFG, 2008), and protection measures for this species is described in the
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy (see Regulatory Framework, below).
Northern spotted owl. The northern spotted owl (NSO) is one of three subspecies of spotted
owls, listed as a federally threatened species in 1990. The current population of NSO is estimated
at 2,500 to 10,000 individuals. In 2004 one NSO territory was verified along the southeast corner
of the Santa Rosa Planning Area, on the east side of Bennett Mountain (CDFG, 2008). Another
pair was detected along Santa Rosa Creek in 1993, approximately one mile northeast of the
Santa Rosa Planning Area. There is currently suitable habitat present for this species in the
vicinity of eastern Santa Rosa.
Foothill yellow-legged frog. The foothill yellow-legged frog is a former federal species of concern
and a California Species of Special Concern. This species inhabits rocky streams and is rarely found
far from permanent water. There is one CNDDB for this species within the Planning Area (CDFG,
2008), and several creeks in Santa Rosa are suitable habitat for the foothill yellow-legged frog.
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Special- Status Animal Species
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Northwestern pond turtle. The northwestern pond turtle is a California Species of Special
Concern, which occurs in a variety of permanent and intermittent aquatic habitats such as ponds,
marshes, rivers, streams, and ephemeral pools. Pond turtles require suitable basking habitat and
haul-out sites, such as emergent rocks or floating logs, which they use to thermoregulate their
temperature throughout the day (Stebbins, 1985). Pond turtles also require upland egg laying sites
near appropriate aquatic habitat, typically within 650 feet of aquatic habitat. There are recent
CNDDB records for this species along Santa Rosa Creek, Rincon Creek, and Matanzas Creek,
they are presumed to still be present in these locations (CDFG, 2008), and they are likely also
present in other creeks in the Planning Area.
American badger. The badger is a California Species of Special Concern that occurs in oak
savannahs and grasslands with friable soils. There is a 2003 CNDDB record of this species along
Santa Rosa’s western urban growth boundary (CDFG, 2008), and suitable grassland habitat is
present in the Planning Area.
Special-status birds. The Santa Rosa Planning Area has potential nesting and foraging habitat
for a variety of special-status raptors.3 Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, white-tailed kite,
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), and other raptors such as red-tailed hawk and American kestrel
may nest in the oak woodlands or riparian areas, and forage over the grasslands in the Santa Rosa
Plain.
Although burrowing owls have not been reported from the immediate vicinity of the project site,
the species was observed in 2002 approximately five miles south of the city. Grasslands within
the Planning Area may provide foraging and wintering habitat for this species.
Special-status passerine4 species that may inhabit the Santa Rosa Planning Area include
California horned lark, loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Allen’s hummingbird
(Selasphorus sasin), oak titmouse, and Lawrence’s goldfinch (Carduelis lawrencei). California
horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia) and loggerhead shrike forage for insects in grasslands,
while Allen’s hummingbird, oak titmouse, and Lawrence’s goldfinch nest and forage in oak and
riparian woodlands.
Special-status bats. Several bat species may forage in the Santa Rosa Planning Area, and roost in
buildings, under bridges, or in trees in the area, including the pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared
bat, western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis), long-legged myotis
(Myotis volans), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), and Yuma myotis. All of these species are
former federal species of concern and/or California Species of Special Concern.
Special-status fish. The California coast steelhead evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) and the
California coastal Chinook salmon ESU are both federally threatened species. Steelhead are
currently present in Santa Rosa Creek, Rincon Creek, and the south fork of Santa Rosa Creek,
and Chinook salmon have recently been observed in Santa Rosa Creek (City of Santa Rosa,
3
4

California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 prohibits the take or destruction of any raptor, adult, egg or nest.
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 prohibits the take or destruction of any bird, nest or egg in the order
passerines.
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2007b). Several streams in the Planning Area could support salmonids if fish passage
impediments are removed, including Matanzas, Austin, Rincon, Brush, Ducker, Piner, Paulin, and
the upper reaches of Santa Rosa Creek.

Critical Habitat for Listed Fish and Wildlife Species
Critical habitat for central California coast steelhead was designated by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) on September 2, 2005 and became effective on January 2, 2006.
Portions of Laguna de Santa Rosa and Mark West Creek that lie within the City of Santa Rosa
Planning Area, but outside of the Urban Growth Boundary, are designated critical habitat for
steelhead (Figure 4.F-4).
NMFS also designated critical habitat for the California coastal Chinook salmon on September 2,
2005. Portions of the Laguna de Santa Rosa that border the western edge of the City of Santa
Rosa’s Planning Area are designated critical habitat for this ESU (Figure 4.F-4).

Heritage and Protected Trees
The City of Santa Rosa has numerous trees, including heritage trees and street trees, which are
protected by the Santa Rosa City Code Ordinance 2858 (see Regulatory Framework, below). The
City Code designates specific parts of the city where a tree permit from the Director is required
for tree removal/impacts, and specifies tree protection measures for those trees that will be
retained.

Regulatory Framework
Regulation of Special-Status Species
Federal Endangered Species Act
Under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Commerce have joint authority to list a species as threatened or endangered
(16 United States Code [USC] 1533[c]). Pursuant to the requirements of FESA, a federal agency
reviewing a proposed project within its jurisdiction must determine whether any federally listed,
threatened, or endangered species, or species proposed for federal listing may be present in the
project area and determine whether the proposed project will have a potentially significant impact
on such species. In addition, the federal agency is required to determine whether the project is
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species proposed to be listed under FESA or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be designated for
such species (16 USC 1536[3], [4]). Substantial adverse project impacts on these species or their
habitats would be considered potentially significant in this EIR.
Procedures for addressing federally listed species (hereafter called “listed species”) follow two
principal pathways, both of which require consultation with the USFWS, which administers
FESA for all terrestrial species, or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), which
administers FESA for marine fish species, including anadromous salmonids. The first pathway
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Figure 4.F-4
Critical Habitat and Species Distribution
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(FESA, Section 10(a) Incidental Take Permit) is set up for situations where a non-federal
government entity (or where no federal nexus exists) must resolve potential adverse impacts to
species protected under FESA. The second pathway (FESA, Section 7 Consultation) involves
projects with a federal connection or requirement; typically these are projects where a federal lead
agency is sponsoring or permitting the proposed project. For example, a permit from the Corps
may be required if a project will result in wetland impacts. In these instances, the federal lead
agency (e.g., the Corps) initiates and coordinates the following steps: informal consultation with
USFWS and/or NMFS to establish a list of target species; preparation of biological assessment
assessing potential for the project to adversely affect listed species; coordination between state
and federal biological resource agencies to assess impacts/proposed mitigation; and development
of appropriate mitigation for all significant impacts on federally listed species.
The FESA administrating agency ultimately issues a final Biological Opinion on whether the
project will affect a federally listed species. A Section 10(a) endangered Species Incidental Take
Permit would be necessary when the “taking” or harming of a species is incidental to the lawful
operation of a project.
The USFWS also publishes a list of candidate species. Species on this list receive “special
attention” from federal agencies during environmental review, although they are not otherwise
protected under FESA. Candidate species are taxa for which the USFWS has sufficient biological
information to support a proposal to list as endangered or threatened. In addition, until recently
the USFWS maintained a list of species of concern. Federal species of concern receive no legal
protection under FESA but may meet CEQA criteria for being considered rare or endangered.

California Endangered Species Act
Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the taking of plants and animals
listed under the authority of the California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (CESA). Under
CESA, CDFG maintains a list of threatened species and endangered species (California Fish and
Game Code 2070). The CDFG also maintains a list of candidate species that are species CDFG
has formally noticed as being under review for addition to either the list of endangered species or
the list of threatened species, as well as a list of “species of special concern” which serve as
“watch lists.”
Pursuant to the requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a project within its jurisdiction must
determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species may be present in the project
area and determine whether the proposed project will have a potentially significant impact on
such species.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15380
Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state statutes,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet
certain specified criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the definition in FESA and the
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section of the California Fish and Game Code dealing with rare or endangered plants or animals.
This section was included in the guidelines primarily to deal with situations in which a public
agency is reviewing a project that may have a significant effect on, for example, a candidate
species that has not yet been listed by either the USFWS or CDFG. Thus, CEQA provides the
ability to protect a species from potential project impacts until the respective government
agencies have an opportunity to designate the species as protected, if warranted.
CEQA also calls for the protection of other locally or regionally significant resources, including
natural communities. Although natural communities do not at present have legal protection of any
kind, CEQA calls for an assessment of whether any such resources would be affected, and
requires a finding of significance if there will be substantial losses. Natural communities listed by
CNDDB as sensitive are considered by CDFG to be significant resources and fall under the
CEQA Guidelines for addressing impacts. Local planning documents such as general plans often
identify these resources as well.

Other Statutes, Codes, and Policies Affording Limited Species Protection
Birds

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703, Supp. I, 1989) prohibits killing,
possessing, or trading in migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of the Interior. This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and
eggs. Birds of prey are protected in California under the State Fish and Game Code,
Section 3503.5 (1992). Section 3503.5 states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any
birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the
nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted
pursuant thereto.” Construction disturbance during the breeding season could result in the
incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Disturbance
that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “taking” by the
CDFG. Any loss of fertile eggs, nesting raptors, or any activities resulting in nest abandonment
would constitute a significant impact. Project impacts to these species would not be considered
significant unless they are known in or have a high potential to nest in the project area or to rely
on it for primary foraging.
Plants

The legal framework and authority for the state’s program to conserve plants are woven from
various legislative sources, including CESA and CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the California
Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (Fish and Game Code Section 1900 – 1913) gives the CDFG
authority to designate state endangered, threatened, and rare plants and provides specific
protection measures for identified populations.
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a list of special status plant species based
on collected scientific information. Designation of these species by CNPS has no legal status or
protection under federal or state endangered species legislation. CNPS designations are defined as
List 1A (plants presumed extinct); List 1B (plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California
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and elsewhere); List 2 (plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more numerous
elsewhere); List 3 (plants about which more information is needed – a review list); and List 4
(plants of limited distribution - a watch list). There is a general agreement among biologists,
ecologists and other resource specialists, that vascular plants listed as rare or endangered or as
List 1 or 2 by the CNPS meet the broader definition in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b). Thus,
substantial adverse effects to these species would be considered significant. Additionally, plants
constituting CNPS List 1A, 1B or 2 meet the definitions of CDFG Code Section 1901 (Native
Plant Protection Act) or Sections 2062 and 2067 (CESA).

Wetlands
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wetlands and other waters, e.g., rivers, streams and natural ponds, are a subset of “waters of the
U.S.” and receive protection under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Corps has primary
federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters and wetlands on the
project site under statutory authority of the Clean Water Act (Section 404). In addition, the
regulations and policies of various federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Department of Agriculture, and
Natural Resource Conservation Service [NRCS], U.S. EPA) mandate that the filling of wetlands
be avoided to the extent possible.
The term “waters of the U.S.“ as defined in Code of Federal Regulations (33 CFR 328.3[a];
40 CFR 230.3[s]) includes: (1) All waters which are currently used, were used in the past, or may
be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to
the ebb and flow of the tide; (2) All interstate waters including interstate wetlands; (3) All other
waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mud flats, sand
flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use,
degradation, or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any
such waters which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other
purposes; or from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign
commerce; or which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate
commerce; (4) All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States
under the definition; (5) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (1) through (4);
(6) Territorial seas; and (7) Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves
wetlands) identified in paragraphs (1) through (6). The Corps requires obtaining a permit if a
project proposes placing structures within navigable waters and/or alteration of waters of the
United States.

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Under Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) must certify that actions receiving authorization under section
404 of the CWA also meet state water quality standards. The RWQCB also regulates waters of
the state under the Porter-Cologne Act Water Quality Control Act (Porter Cologne Act). The
RWQCB requires projects to avoid impacts to wetlands if possible and requires that projects do
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not result in a net loss of wetland acreage or a net loss of wetland function and values. The
RWQCB typically requires compensatory mitigation for impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the
state. The RWQCB also has jurisdiction over waters deemed “isolated” or not subject to
Section 404 jurisdiction under Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (SWANCC).5 Dredging, filling, or excavation of isolated waters constitutes a
discharge of waste to waters of the state and prospective dischargers are required obtain
authorization through an Order of Waste Discharge or waiver thereof from the RWQCB and
comply with other requirements of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

California Department of Fish and Game
Under §1600 - 1616 of the California Fish and Game Code, the CDFG regulates activities that
would substantially divert, obstruct the natural flow, or substantially change rivers, streams and
lakes. The jurisdictional limits of CDFG are defined in §1602 of the California Fish and Game
Code as, “bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris,
waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into
any river, stream, or lake….” The CDFG requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for
activities within its jurisdictional area.

Local Ordinances, Plans, and Policies
Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan (1995)
The purpose of the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan (CH2MHill, 1995)
is to provide regional protection for the vernal pool ecosystem in the Santa Rosa Plain, while
allowing planned urban development and land use changes. This Plan identifies vernal pool
ecosystem habitat within the Santa Rosa Plain; targets potential preserves within the Santa Rosa
Plain; and outlines a streamlined regulatory process that allows faster authorization for
development on low-quality vernal pool ecosystem wetlands. The Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool
Ecosystem Preservation Plan was later adopted by the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy
(2005).

Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy (2005)
The Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy seeks to create a long-term program to mitigate
potential adverse effects on listed species due to future development on the Santa Rosa Plain,
which is located in central Sonoma County, bordered on the south and west by the Laguna de
Santa Rosa, on the east by the foothills, and on the north by the Russian River. The Plain and
adjacent areas are characterized by vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and associated grassland
habitat, which supports several species of flora and fauna that are listed by the FESA as
5

Based on the Supreme Court ruling (SWANCC) concerning the Clean Water Act jurisdiction over isolated waters
(January 9, 2001), non-navigable, isolated, intrastate waters based solely on the use of such waters by migratory birds
are no longer defined as waters of the United States. Jurisdiction of non-navigable, isolated, intrastate waters may be
possible if their use, degradation, or destruction could affect other waters of the Unites States, or interstate or foreign
commerce. Jurisdiction over such other waters are analyzed on a case-by-case basis. Impoundments of waters,
tributaries of waters, and wetlands adjacent to waters should be analyzed on analyzed on a case-by-case basis.
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threatened or endangered, including the federally threatened California tiger salamander (CTS)
and four federally endangered plant species - Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol
meadowfoam, and many-flowered navarretia.
The Conservation Strategy was created to (1) provide a plan for local agencies, developers, and
community groups that would preserve and enhance populations and habitat of the listed species;
(2) support the issuance of a USFWS authorization for incidental take of CTS and listed plants
that may occur in the course of carrying out a broad range of activities on the Plain; and
(3) protect stakeholder’s (public and private) interests. It is based in part on CH2M Hill’s
Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan (1995).
The Conservation Strategy addresses various aspects of urban and rural growth and its effects on
the above-listed species, mitigation for impacts to these listed species and wetlands, and the
conservation and recovery of the listed species and their habitat. The Conservation Strategy
identified the Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System (discussed below) and nine “Conservation
Areas” through the Plain, where mitigation for project-related impacts to listed species and vernal
pools should be directed. The designation of Conservation Areas is based on the following
factors: (1) known distribution of CTS; (2) presence of suitable CTS habitat; (3) presence of large
blocks of natural or restorable land; (4) adjacency to existing preserves; and (5) known location
of the listed plants. A critical component of the Conservation Strategy is that 350-900 acres of
actual preserve land ultimately will be established within each Conservation Area; the Southwest
Santa Rosa Preserve System does not meet this Conservation Area size requirement, but
nevertheless is critically important because of its proximity to near-term development in
southwest Santa Rosa.
As of December 2008 the Conservation Strategy had not yet been implemented by local
government agencies.

Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System
The Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System is part of the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy, located in the southwest corner of Santa Rosa. This is an area of significant existing
development and subject to future development under the city’s 2002 General Plan. This area
contains an abandoned military air center with some of the runways still present. There are
currently 101 acres of preserves and 52 acres of pending preserves in this Preserve System, with
numerous wetlands, CTS breeding sites, and listed plant occurrences. The focus of the Southwest
Santa Rosa Preserve System is to interconnect these preserves with each other and neighboring
Conservation Areas (in particular, the Llano Conservation Area to the south), and insure their
viability as future development occurs in southwest Santa Rosa. Until there are adequate viable
preserves throughout the Conservation Areas, the Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System’s
population of CTS is significant to the persistence of the species on the Plain (Conservation
Strategy Team, 2005).
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Programmatic Biological Opinion, Nov. 9, 2007

The Programmatic Biological Opinion for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permitted Projects that
May Affect California Tiger Salamander and Three endangered Plant Species on the Santa Rosa
Plain, California Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO) (USFWS, 2007) covers the California
tiger salamander, Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma sunshine, and Sebastopol meadowfoam.6 The PBO
provides guidance to the Corps on projects that may affect these listed plants, by defining
“Conservation Areas” and “preserves” in the Santa Rosa Plain, describing mitigation and
minimization requirements and procedures as they apply to projects which impact the four target
species, and providing a comprehensive status report for these species, which includes species
descriptions, historical and current distribution, habitat and life history, threats to survival, and
environmental baseline information. In the PBO’s figure “Enclosure 1,” CDFG determined that
projects “may affect listed plants and would likely affect California tiger salamander” in portions
of the Santa Rosa Planning Area’s southwest corner.
Although the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy has not yet been adopted, the USFWS
Programmatic Biological Opinion (2007) can still be invoked for projects that have suitable
habitat for CTS, Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and manyflowered navarretia, and that impact wetlands in the Santa Rosa Plain.

Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan (2007)
In March 2007, Santa Rosa adopted the Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan, as guided by the
Santa Rosa 2020 General Plan Policy OSC-D-13. The purpose of the Santa Rosa Citywide Creek
Master Plan is to provide the guidelines, policies, and criteria for the protection, care,
management, restoration, and enhancement of waterways in Santa Rosa. This Plan supersedes the
Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan (1993) and the Santa Rosa Waterways Plan (1996), and relevant
policies are incorporated into the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 (2009).
The Citywide Creek Master Plan includes the portions of the Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed
that are within the 45.5 square mile urban growth boundary surrounding the City of Santa Rosa,
which includes approximately 90 miles of creeks.
One of the Plan’s goals is to preserve, enhance, and restore habitat for fish, birds, mammals, and
other wildlife in local creeks and riparian corridors. The Plan outlines several objectives and
policies to achieve this goal. Those that may be applicable to development activities in the Santa
Rosa Planning Area are listed below:
Objective HA-1. Preserve healthy and/or environmentally sensitive creek areas.
Policy HA-1-1. Avoid channelization of additional creeks to preserve remaining wildlife
habitat.

6

The PBO does not include the many-flowered navarretia, which was part of the Santa Rosa Conservation Strategy,
possibly because this species occurs mostly outside the Santa Rosa Plain and there is only one known site for this
species in the Plain (USFWS, 2007).
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Policy HA-1-2. Meet or exceed the required creek setback to provide ecological buffers,
recognize the 100 year floodplain, and allow for stream corridor restoration. Development
shall locate outside the creek setback, as defined within the Santa Rosa Zoning Code.
Objective HA-5. Focus preservation, enhancement, and restoration efforts on habitat
that supports one or more special-status species, including those species that are state
or federally listed as threatened or endangered, or as a Species of Special Concern.
Policy HA-5-1. Protect habitat for endangered species, through preservation, enhancement,
and restoration of riparian corridors (as discussed above) and prevention of storm water
pollution.
Policy HA-5-2. Reestablish populations of special-status species as ecologically
appropriate.
Objective HA-6. Obtain and comply with all necessary regulatory agency permits.
Policy HA-6-1. Coordinate, as appropriate, with regulatory agencies on Master Plan
projects.
Policy HA-6-2. Consistent with federal, state, and local regulations, impacts to existing
habitat will be avoided if possible. Minimization and mitigation of any unavoidable
impacts will be required.
Objective HA-7. Use the “best available science” when planning and implementing a
creek project.
Policy HA-7-1. Consult with knowledgeable experts as appropriate, including natural
resources agency staff and other jurisdictions or organizations that have successfully
completed similar projects.

Santa Rosa City Code (2004)
Trees

In 1990 the City Council of Santa Rosa passed Ordinance 2858, which enacted the following
regulations to protect certain trees that are an essential part of the city’s natural heritage, called
“heritage trees,” while at the same time recognizing an individual property owner’s freedom in
how they treat their land:
•

Section 17-14.030 describes the conditions in which a permit is required to remove or alter
any tree, including heritage, protected, or street tree.

•

Section 17-14.040 describes tree alteration/relocation/removal requirements on properties
where no additional development is proposed, and permit information requirements.

•

Section 17-14.050 describes tree alteration/relocation/removal requirements on properties
proposed for development. This section also describes protection measures for heritage
trees that must be implemented for all development projects (including fencing during
construction, avoidance of disturbance and trenching within driplines, maintaining grade
around trees, and prohibiting the placement of paving or landscaping requiring summer
irrigation in the vicinity of oaks), and a tree replacement program for all trees and heritage
trees that are removed.
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•

Section 17-14.070 lists acceptable street tree species, and the tree removal permit
requirements for removing a street tree(s).

Creekside Development

The Santa Rosa City Code Section 20-30.040 – Creekside Development established the following
creek setback requirements for any new development:
•

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

•

Waterways without a defined bank will have a setback area of 50 feet, measured
horizontally, from the established 100-year storm freeboard level.

Exceptions are permitted for any defined channel that is owned by the Sonoma County Water
Agency, for developments in compliance with setback requirements prior to September 3, 2004,
for new developments that are surrounded by existing structures that were developed in
compliance with setback requirements prior to September 3, 2004, and for bridges and utilities.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
biological resources are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this
chapter.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan Revision
results in:
•

Degradation of riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, including
interference with native migration or nursery sites.

•

Reductions in threatened, endangered, or other special-status species populations.

•

Reductions in significant habitat areas or animal movement corridors.
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•

Removal or alteration of wetlands or other aquatic resource.

•

Conflict with any local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.F-1: New development permitted under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would impact the habitat quality of streambeds, riparian areas, and other sensitive
communities, due to increased runoff, siltation, and encroachment. (Less than Significant)
The Planning Area contains both stream and riparian habitat, notably Santa Rosa Creek and its
tributaries, which flow through the city and are thus adjacent to existing and proposed
development. These creeks are jurisdictional waters, whose fill is regulated under Sections 401
and 404 of the Clean Water Act and Sections 1600–1616 of the California Fish and Game Code.
Santa Rosa Creek provides habitat for steelhead trout, a federally threatened anadromous fish.
Creeks and riparian areas in Santa Rosa support a variety of plants and animals, including specialstatus species such as the steelhead and northwestern pond turtle. In 2007 the city developed the
Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan, in order to provide the protection, care, management,
restoration, and enhancement of waterways in Santa Rosa. Impacts on streams, riparian areas, and
other sensitive communities are potentially significant (impacts to wetlands including vernal
pools, are discussed in Impact 4.4, below).
Implementation of the following proposed General Plan 2035 policies would mitigate degradation
of creek, riparian, and other sensitive communities:
OSC-A-2: Collaborate with other agencies and private development to link non-access open
spaces, where such linking would benefit the protection of special environments and life
systems such as wetlands, plant communities, and wildlife habitats and corridors.
OSC-B-3: Require that new subdivisions, multifamily, and non-residential development
abutting creek corridors are appropriately designed and oriented with respect to the creek.
OSC-D-1: Utilize existing regulations and procedures, including Subdivision Guidelines,
Zoning, Design Review, and environmental law, to conserve wetlands and rare plants.
Comply with the federal policy of no net loss of wetlands using mitigation measures such
as:
•
•
•
•

Avoidance of sensitive habitat,
Clustered development,
Transfer of development rights, and/or
Compensatory mitigation, such as restoration or creation.

OSC-D-2: Protect high quality wetlands and vernal pools from development or other
activities as determined by the Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan.
OSC-D-4: Continue to consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to identify
significant environments. Identify priorities for acquisition or maintenance of open space
areas based on biological and environmental concerns, and develop an overall strategy for
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the maintenance of areas that will preserve the populations of plants and animals currently
found within the Urban Growth Boundary.
OSC-D-5: Consult with North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board staff as part of
the CEQA process for proposed developments to help them identify wetland and vernal
pool habitat that has candidacy for restoration/protection based on actual and potential
beneficial uses, and determine appropriate locations for mitigation banking.
OSC-D-6: Preserve waterways by informing residents of the environmental effects of
dumping yard waste into creeks, or other wastes, such as motor oil, into storm drains that
empty into creeks.
OSC-D-7: Rehabilitate existing channelized waterways, as feasible, to remove concrete
linings and allow for a connection with the stream channel and the natural water table.
Avoid creating additional channelized waterways, unless no other alternative is available to
protect human health, safety, and welfare.
OSC-D-8: Restore channelized waterways to a more natural condition which allows for
more natural hydraulic functioning, including development of meanders, pools, riffles, and
other stream features. Restoration should also allow for growth of riparian vegetation
which effectively stabilizes banks, screens pollutants from runoff entering the channel,
enhances fisheries, and provides other opportunities for natural habitat restoration.
OSC-D-9: Ensure that construction adjacent to creek channels is sensitive to the natural
environment. Ensure that natural topography and vegetation is preserved along the creek,
and that construction activities do not disrupt or pollute the waterway.
OSC-D-11: New development along channelized waterways should allow for an ecological
buffer zone between the waterway and development. This buffer zone should also provide
opportunities for multi-use trails and recreation.
OSC-D-12: New development should maintain an adequate setback from channelized
waterways to recognize the 100-year flood elevation, and allow for stream corridor
restoration. Setbacks identified in the Zoning Code should serve as minimum setbacks.
Larger setbacks are encouraged in accordance with Restoration Concept Plans to meet
restoration and enhancement goals.
OSC-E-1: Preserve trees and other vegetation, including wildflowers, both as individual
specimens and as parts of larger plant communities.
OSC-E-2: Preserve and regenerate native oak trees.
The following Citywide Creek Master Plan policies would also mitigate potential degradation of
creek, riparian, and other sensitive communities:
HA-1-1: Avoid channelization of additional creeks to preserve remaining wildlife habitat.
HA-1-2: Meet or exceed the required creek setback to provide ecological buffers, recognize
the 100 year floodplain, and allow for stream corridor restoration. Development shall locate
outside the creek setback, as defined within the Santa Rosa Zoning Code.
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Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 and Citywide Creek Master Plan policies
would reduce potential degradation of creek, riparian, and other water-related habitat to less than
significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.F-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would impact special-status species. (Less than Significant)
Several special-status plant and animal species are known to occur within or adjacent to the
Planning Area, including aquatic species such as steelhead, and vernal pool species such as
California tiger salamander, Burke’s goldfield, Sonoma sunshine, Sebastapol meadowfoam, and
many-flowered navarretia. Development under the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce or
fragment habitat for these species.
The implementation of the following proposed General Plan 2035 policies would mitigate
potential effects on special-status plant or animal species:
OSC-A-2: Collaborate with other agencies and private development to link non-access open
spaces, where such linking would benefit the protection of special environments and life
systems such as wetlands, plant communities, and wildlife habitats and corridors.
OSC-D-1 Utilize existing regulations and procedures, including Subdivision Guidelines,
Zoning, Design Review, and environmental law, to conserve wetlands and rare plants.
Comply with the federal policy of no net loss of wetlands using mitigation measures such
as:
•
•
•
•

Avoidance of sensitive habitat,
Clustered development,
Transfer of development rights, and/or
Compensatory mitigation, such as restoration or creation.

OSC-D-2: Protect high quality wetlands and vernal pools from development or other
activities as determined by the Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan.
OSC-D-3: Preserve and restore elements of wildlife habitats and corridors throughout the
Planning Area.
OSC-D-4: Continue to consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to identify
significant environments. Identify priorities for acquisition or maintenance of open space
areas based on biological and environmental concerns, and develop an overall strategy for
the maintenance of areas that will preserve the populations of plants and animals currently
found within the Urban Growth Boundary.
OSC-E-1: Preserve trees and other vegetation, including wildflowers, both as individual
specimens and as parts of larger plant communities.
OSC-E-2: Preserve and regenerate native oak trees.
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The following Citywide Creek Master Plan policies mitigate potential effects on special-status
species:
HA-5-1: Protect habitat for endangered species, through preservation, enhancement, and
restoration of riparian corridors (as discussed above) and prevention of storm water
pollution.
HA-5-2: Reestablish populations of special-status species as ecologically appropriate.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 and Citywide Creek Master Plan policies
would reduce potential loss of special-status plants or animals to less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.F-3: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would adversely affect significant habitat areas and wildlife movement
corridors. (Less than Significant)
The grasslands and vernal pools in the southwest corner of Santa Rosa are critical for the
persistence of California tiger salamanders on the Santa Rosa Plain, as they not only contain
breeding habitat for this species, but also connect breeding and upland habitats to the north and
south. Santa Rosa Creek also serves as a valuable movement corridor for steelhead and other
native aquatic species, and the riparian habitat bordering the Creek is a valuable movement
corridor for terrestrial species such as black-tailed deer, striped skunk, and bobcat.
The implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies outlined for Impact 4.F-2, above
(i.e. OSC-A-2, OSC-D-1, OSC-D-2, OSC-D-3, OSC-D-4, OSC-E-1, and OSC-E-2) would reduce
impacts to habitat areas and wildlife movement corridors to a less than significant level.
Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.F-4: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would remove or alter wetlands, marshes, or vernal pools. (Less than
Significant)
Vernal pools are present mostly in the western portions of the city, but also in the north and south.
Potential impacts include the destruction of vernal pools themselves, as well as alteration or
destruction of the surrounding habitat. Surrounding habitat can include grasslands, swales, and
savanna, and its modification can reduce the ability of the pools to retain their ecological function
and to maintain populations of their characteristic species. Special-status plant and animal species
associated with vernal pools include the California tiger salamander, Sonoma sunshine,
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Sebastapol meadowfoam, many-flowered navarretia, and Burke’s goldfields. Such losses are
considered potentially significant impacts.
The implementation of the following proposed General Plan 2035 policies would mitigate
potential loss of vernal pool habitat:
OSC-D-1: Utilize existing regulations and procedures, including Subdivision Guidelines,
Zoning, Design Review, and environmental law, to conserve wetlands and rare plants.
Comply with the federal policy of no net loss of wetlands using mitigation measures such
as:
•
•
•
•

Avoidance of sensitive habitat,
Clustered development,
Transfer of development rights, and/or
Compensatory mitigation, such as restoration or creation.

OSC-D-2: Protect high quality wetlands and vernal pools from development or other
activities as determined by the Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan.
OSC-D-4: Continue to consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to identify
significant environments. Identify priorities for acquisition or maintenance of open space
areas based on biological and environmental concerns, and develop an overall strategy for
the maintenance of areas that will preserve the populations of plants and animals currently
found within the Urban Growth Boundary.
OSC-D-5: Consult with North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board staff as part of
the CEQA process for proposed developments to help them identify wetland and vernal
pool habitat that has candidacy for restoration/protection based on actual and potential
beneficial uses, and determine appropriate locations for mitigation banking.
Implementation of the General Plan 2035 would reduce potential loss and impacts of vernal pool
habitats to a less than significant level. Therefore this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.F-5: Expansion of urban land uses envisioned under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would conflict with local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans.
(Significant)
Expansion of urban land uses under the proposed General Plan 2035 would not fundamentally
conflict with any adopted habitat conservation plans. The 2005 Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy covers the Santa Rosa Plain in western Santa Rosa and has not yet been implemented,
but may be implemented prior to 2035. Although the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy has
not yet been adopted, the USFWS Programmatic Biological Opinion (2007) can still be invoked
for projects that have suitable habitat for California tiger salamander, Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma
sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and many-flowered navarretia, and that impact wetlands in
the Santa Rosa Plain.
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Mitigation Measure 4.F-5: The City of Santa Rosa shall incorporate the avoidance and
mitigation measures described in the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy and the
USFWS Programmatic Biological Opinion, as conditions of approval for development in or
near areas with suitable habitat for California tiger salamander, Burke’s goldfields, Sonoma
sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and many-flowered navarretia. However, in
accordance with the USFWS Programmatic Biological Opinion, projects within the
Southwest Santa Rosa Preserve System will be evaluated individually and mitigation may
not necessarily adhere to the ratios described in the Conservation Strategy.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.F-6: The implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 in combination
with other reasonably foreseeable projects would result in minimal direct mortality and loss
of habitat for special-status species, wetlands, and waters of the U.S. Therefore, this impact
is not considered cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant)
This analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the proposed project, together with the impacts of
cumulative development, would result in a cumulatively significant impact on special-status
species, wetlands and other waters of the U.S., or other biological resources protected by federal,
state, or local regulations or policies (based on the significance criteria and thresholds presented
earlier). This analysis then considers whether the incremental contribution of the proposed project
to this cumulative impact would be considerable. Both conditions must apply in order for a
project’s cumulative effects to rise to the level of significance. The geographic context for
analysis of cumulative impacts to biological resources includes sites within and adjacent to the
Santa Rosa Planning Area.
Environmentally protective laws and regulations have been applied with increasing rigor since the
early 1970s and include the California Endangered Species Act, Federal Endangered Species Act,
and the Clean Water Act, as described in the Regulatory Setting earlier in this EIR chapter.
Actions undertaken under the General Plan 2035 and other future projects within the cumulative
geographic context would be required to comply with local, state, and federal laws and policies
and all applicable permitting requirements of the regulatory and oversight agencies intended to
address potential impacts on biological resources, including wetlands, other waters of the U.S.,
and special-status species. Additionally, new projects would be required to demonstrate that they
would not have significant effects on these biological resources, although it is possible that some
projects may be approved despite having significant, unavoidable impacts on biological
resources.
Sonoma County’s population is expected to increase in coming years, which will result in a
decrease in habitat for native flora and fauna, increased indirect affects such as noise disturbance,
increased night lighting, harassment from pets, increased mortality from automobiles, and
increased fragmentation of habitat.
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In particular there will be population growth in the Santa Rosa Plain, which contains rare vernal
pools that are habitat for several special-status plants and the California tiger salamander. The
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy was created in 2005 in order to reduce cumulative
impacts to sensitive biological resources in the Santa Rosa Plain to a less than significant level,
and in 2007 the USFWS issued a formal biological opinion for projects with a federal nexus,
within the boundaries of the Conservation Strategy. Future development within the remaining
undeveloped land in the Santa Rosa Plain could adversely affect special-status plants, specialstatus wildlife, wildlife corridors, and wetlands, which could be cumulatively significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.F-5 would reduce these cumulative impacts to
biological resources in the Santa Rosa Plain to less than significant.
Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would not result in a considerable
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts, because Santa Rosa is largely built out, the city
has strong policies that encourage infill development, remaining potential development would not
constitute substantial conversion of natural habitat conditions, and potentially developed parcels
in sensitive habitats would be protected by the proposed General Plan policies and regulations set
forth by state and federal agencies. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.F-5
would further serve to reduce potential impacts to sensitive biological resources occurring in the
Santa Rosa Plain. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
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Introduction
This section discusses existing public utilities serving the City of Santa Rosa including the water,
wastewater and solid waste systems and describes how the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would impact the provision of these services.

Setting
Water
The City of Santa Rosa receives its primary potable water supply from the Russian River
watershed. Water is provided through the Russian River Project managed by the Sonoma County
Water Agency (SCWA). The SCWA has supplied water to meet the City of Santa Rosa’s
demands since the 1970s. From its headwaters in central Mendocino County, the Russian River
drains a 1,485 square mile area. Principal tributaries of the Russian River are the East Fork of the
Russian River, Big Sulphur Creek, Mark West Creek, Maacama Creek, and Dry Creek. There are
also two major reservoir projects located within the Russian River watershed (Lake Mendocino
on the East Fork of the Russian River and Lake Sonoma on Dry Creek) that provide water supply
storage. A third reservoir project, Lake Pillsbury, indirectly contributes to the water supply through
releases into the Eel River that are ultimately diverted into the East Fork of the Russian River
project. The SCWA source of water is collected from the Russian River through Ranney water
collector systems from two intake sites at Wohler and Mirabel located near Forestville. Infiltration
ponds surround the SCWA river collectors and an inflatable dam on the Russian River assists in
raising the water level during periods of low flow. The dam serves to divert water from the river
into the infiltration ponds and also raises water levels upstream that supply the intake sites.
In addition to surface water supply, the SCWA also has three groundwater wells in the Santa
Rosa Plain Subbasin of the Santa Rosa Valley Basin, which drains northwest toward the Russian
River. The three wells are located north, east and southeast of Sebastopol and are referred to as
the Todd, Sebastopol, and Occidental Road supply wells, respectively. Although there are no
legal constraints to the SCWA’s ability to use groundwater supplies, the amount of groundwater
expected to be pumped by the agency is projected to remain stable between 2010 and 2030, at
3,820 acre-feet/year.
Separate from the SCWA system, the City of Santa Rosa owns eight groundwater well sites; two
are inactive and out of service. Two well were converted from emergency to active status in July
2005 and can provide up to 2.3000 acre feet per year (ac-ft/year) of supply. Three of the
remaining six wells are only operated for emergency purposes, and one is used only for landscape
irrigation purposes. The city also has approximately 2.1 million gallons per day (mgd) of
groundwater capacity on a stand-by emergency basis. Since the mid 1990s, Santa Rosa has
adopted a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to provide an additional 8.7 mgd of emergency
groundwater supply.
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Historical Water Use
Of the volume of water distributed from the City of Santa Rosa supplies in 2005, it was projected
that approximately 72 percent went to residential customers and 28 percent went to nonresidential
customers, which include commercial, industrial, institutional, and semi public (City of Santa
Rosa, 2006). In the 10-year period from 1990 to 1999, average day water demands in Santa Rosa
increased at an average annual rate of 0.62 percent (19.7 mgd to 20.9 mgd) (WYA, 2001). The
demand over an average day during a peak month (referred to as average-day, peak month)
increased at a rate of about 1.8 percent per year. By 2005, average daily water demands were
estimated to have increased to 23.4 mdg (City of Santa Rosa, 2006; 2008b).
The increase in Santa Rosa’s water use is relatively slow and can be attributed to various factors
including aggressive conservation practices implemented by the city and above-normal and wet
rain years through the later part of the 1990s. Under the current water entitlement agreement
(referred to as the Restructured Agreement) between the SCWA and eight contracting agencies,
water is supplied to the City of Santa Rosa to meet its demands. Under the Restructured
Agreement, the City of Santa Rosa’s monthly water entitlement from the SCWA is an averageday peak month supply of 56.6 mgd and their supply is limited to a total of 29,100 acre feet
annually (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b).
In 2005, the number of single family accounts was 41,088, multi-family accounts was 3,072, and
commercial, industrial, and institutional was 2,831 accounts combined. The metered projections
for 2030 without implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 are 12,679 ac-ft/year
(single-family residential); 5,005 ac-ft/year (multi-family); 6,447 ac-ft/year (commercial,
industrial, and institutional), 3,776 acre-ft./year (irrigation), and 5,754 acre-ft/year (new singlefamily), totaling 33,650 ac-ft/year1 (City of Santa Rosa, 2006). Additionally, 2,536 acre-ft./year
of additional water uses and losses are anticipated for 2030 without the proposed project, bringing
the total to 36,186 acre-ft./year of demand without the proposed General Plan 2035.

Wholesale Water Rights and Supply
The SCWA holds appropriative water rights to the Russian River and Dry Creek through the
Sonoma County’s 1949 application to the State of California Water Resources Control Board for
the Coyote Valley Dam Project rights, and the 1960 application for appropriative water rights
through the Warm Springs Dam Project. In combination, the limit on annual diversions is
currently a maximum of 92 mgd or 75,000 acre feet annually (October 1st to September 30th)
with a maximum diversion rate of 180 cubic feet per second. Once diverted, water is distributed
among the eight major water contractors, including the City of Santa Rosa and other agency
customers, located within SCWA’s service area via an aqueduct system. During the 1990s, the
SCWA developed a plan, referred to as the Water Supply and Transmission System Project

1

In accordance with SB 610, the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the proposed Santa Rosa 2035 General Plan
(see below) evaluates projected supply and demand for a twenty-year period, or until 2028. Although the proposed
revisions to the General Plan have a horizon year of 2035, for purposes of the WSA and this analysis, it was
anticipated that the entire additional water demand would occur by 2028. Additionally, the city’s 2005 Urban Water
Management Plan projects use through 2030. Therefore, the year 2030 is used for analysis purposes.
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(WSTSP), to expand its transmission and delivery system capacities to be able to meet the future
water supply needs of its customers.
The WSTSP was intended to provide a safe, economical, and reliable water supply to meet the
defined needs of the SCWA service area including the City of Santa Rosa (City of Santa Rosa,
2008b). The project would provide the necessary infrastructure to increase the SCWA water
diversion from the Russian River to 101,000-acre feet annually and increase diversion,
transmission, and delivery system capacities from 92 mgd to 149 mgd (average-day, peak month).
In 1998 the EIR for the WSTSP was approved; however, in January 1999, a lawsuit was filed on
the EIR. Although the EIR was found by the courts to be adequate, other regulatory and
environmental requirements challenged the SCWA’s ability to provide the water supply specified
under either the previous 10th or 11th Amended Agreements (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b). In May
2003, the Court of Appeals reversed the trial court’s initial decision, concluding that the EIR was
inadequate because it did not contain cumulative impacts and alternatives analyses, and its
environmental setting description was deficient. In October 2004, SCWA adopted a resolution
directing the preparation of a new EIR—the Water Supply, Transmission, and Reliability Project
EIR (Water Project EIR)—to address the inadequacies of the WSTSP EIR and to more closely
reflect water supply circumstances. The draft Water Project EIR was released for public review in
December 2008.
The delay of the WSTSP and Water Project EIR could also affect the city’s sustainable water
supply. Other potential conditions affecting supply are discussed below. They include the
temporary impairment condition, results of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Section 7 determination regarding SCWA facilities, hydrologic constraints related to use of the
inflatable dams, and operation of the Potter Valley Project.
Temporary Impairment Condition and Restructured Agreement for Water Supply

Due to challenges to the WSTSP and delay in the Water Project EIR, SCWA has not been able to
construct certain transmission components required to meet peak demands. In December 1999,
the SCWA adopted a resolution determining that, for the months of summer (June to September),
the reliable water production capacity for the existing transmission system was limited to an
average monthly delivery of 84 mgd, instead of the 92 mgd previously contracted in the
10th Amended Agreement. As a result, the SCWA determined that the water transmission system
was temporarily impaired, having a reliability of 84 mgd, due to legal and regulatory constraints
that have delayed the construction of Collector 6, an additional water collection facility. The
SCWA believed that if water demand increased as it had previously, shortages of the SCWA
transmission system could occur until Collector 6 was constructed and operational. The SCWA
allocated the available 84 mgd and asked all of the SCWA customers to voluntarily implement
Stage 1 water conservation measures during the summer months.
The strategy for allocating the 84 mgd was a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among the
eight contractors and SCWA, which was approved on February 27, 2001 and was considered the
operating contract throughout the period of Temporary Impairment (June through September,
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2001 through 2005).2 Santa Rosa’s year 2002 allocation under the MOU was 34.2 mgd for
average-day, peak month delivery, which increased to 36.3 mgd in year 2005. Under the MOU,
the city was allowed to use water in excess of the MOU allocation without penalty provided the
use did not exceed the original 10th Amended Agreement entitlement of 50 mgd. Therefore, the
temporary impairment and the MOU could have limited the city’s water supply; however, the city
had the ability to use up to the full 50 mgd if demand exceeded the MOU. The MOU affected
only transmission capacity and not overall volume entitlement. The MOU was renewed in 2006
and expired in September 2008, but parties are in discussions regarding a successor MOU.
Continued emphasis on conservation practices and expansion of reclaimed water uses further
ensured adequate available water supply.
While the MOU is expired, the entitlements of the Restructured Agreement, successor to the
11th Amended Agreement, apply. During the Temporary Impairment Condition, the contractor
cities and districts and the SCWA negotiated a new water supply agreement that would replace
the existing (11th Amended) agreement and address other issues. The Restructured Agreement
for Water Supply (Restructured Agreement) was executed in June 2006 (SCWA et al., 2006).3
Under the Restructured Agreement, the City of Santa Rosa’s monthly water entitlement from the
SCWA remains as it was under the 11th Amended Agreement, with an average-day peak month
supply of 56.6 mgd, and the supply is limited to a total of 29,100 acre feet annually (City of Santa
Rosa, 2008b).The Restructured Agreement also requires contractors—including Santa Rosa and
the seven other municipalities and districts—to become members of the California Urban Water
Conservation Council, implement water conservation measures, and file annual reports on
progress with best management practices. Contractors are also required to bring local supply or
recycled water projects on line that will reduce overall demand on SCWA’s transmission system
by 7,500 acre-feet within 10 years; to set goals to achieve and maintain local water production
capable of meeting approximately 40 percent of the contractor’s average day, peak month
demand; and to participate in a Technical Advisory Committee with power to make
recommendations to the already existing Water Advisory Committee.
NMFS Section 7 Determination

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) published a final notice in October 1996 listing the
Coho Salmon as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) within an area that included
the Russian River. NMFS soon after included Steelhead Trout and Chinook Salmon in this
classification. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the US Fish and Wildlife Service and
NMFS must be consulted to ensure that actions carried out by the SCWA do not jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species or lead to destruction or modification of designated habitat.
SCWA projects of concern that fall under Section 7 provisions include the Warm Springs and
Coyote Valley dams, as well as the inflatable dams, fish ladders, and fish screens.

2
3

The original MOU also include the Marin Municipal Water District.
A revised MOU Regarding Water Transmission System Capacity Allocation During Temporary Impairment was
drafted in 2005 and adopted in October 2006. This MOU stated that regardless of the outcome of the Restructured
Agreement negotiations or whether the Restructured Agreement is fully executed, the City of Santa Rosa agreed to
use its best efforts to limit its demand on the transmission system during periods of temporary impairment to
39.1 mgd (SCWA, 2005).
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In 1997, the Army Corp of Engineers—as the above federal sponsor of the above-listed flood
control and water supply projects, and SCWA—as local sponsor, entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with NMFS for a Section 7 consultation for the existing facilities.
(Operation of facilities under SCWA’s Water Project, currently undergoing environmental review,
will also be subject to a future Section 7 consultation.) As part of the consultation, a Biological
Assessment studying the impact of current and potential future operations of facilities on the
endangered species listed above was completed in 2004 (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b). The NMFS
reevaluated the listing of the three species, and in 2005 issued final ruling confirming the
endangered status of the Chinook Salmon and maintaining the threatened status of the Coho Salmon
and Steelhead Trout. In September 2008, the NMFS issued a Biological Opinion determining that
the continued operations of flood control and water supply operations would have substantial
adverse effects on both the Coho Salmon and the Steelhead Trout, but not the continued recovery of
the Chinook Salmon. To address these concerns, NMFS collaborated with SCWA and the Army
Corp of Engineers to develop measures to implement over a 15-year timeframe to address effects to
the Coho Salmon and Steelhead Trout, including changes to summertime flows in the Russian River
and Dry Creek, restoring fish habitat along Dry Creek, and expansion of the existing Coho
broodstock program, among others. The increased flows required by these measures would still
provide enough water for the SCWA’s diversion to meet existing water demands.
Inflatable Dams in the Russian River

The SCWA’s ability to extract water from the Russian River depends on the amount of water that
is recharged to the aquifer. In order to augment the natural recharge capability, SCWA operates
the inflatable dams to supply infiltration ponds and increase backwater to ultimately increase
groundwater levels. The SCWA determined that hydrologic conditions are stressed in fall and
early winter, not stressed in winter, and again stressed in spring, prior to using the inflatable dams
in the low flow periods of summer. Although the SCWA operates the dams under permit, the
NMFS has discouraged the practice of raising and lowering the dams. The ability to raise and
lower the dams, however, provides the SCWA the ability to provide adequate and reliable water
supply to meet demands that are sometimes variable. The dams also assist the SCWA in
conducting river maintenance activities. As water demand increases, the SCWA will continue to
rely on the use of the inflatable dams but will likely require their use during longer periods of the
year. If the SCWA is not able to use the inflatable dams due to regulatory, environmental or
mechanical constraints, their production capacity could be temporarily impaired.
Future Operations of the Potter Valley Project

For 93 years, the operations of Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E) Potter Valley Project have
diverted water from the Eel River to the Russian River. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) required PG&E to conduct a 10-year fish monitoring study with the US
Department of Fish and Game and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The study
resulted in a flow schedule, which PG&E has voluntarily implemented since 1999, to reduce the
Eel River diversions by approximately 15 percent, based upon a biological opinion from NMFS
for the Potter Valley Project. In 2004, FERC formalized this voluntary implementation with a
final decision to reduce the Eel River diversion flows by 15 percent. In 2006, the NMFS and
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California Department of Fish and Game filed concerns with FERC regarding PG&E’s
implementation of the flow regime, as well as associated flow requirements of the Biological
Opinion measures of an NMFS Section 7 Determination for the Potter Valley Project, which had
been issued in 2002.4 In response, PG&E adjusted its implementation of the flow regime, leading
to an approximately 33 percent reduction in summer flows, which is the current condition of the
Potter Valley Project diversion.

Local Municipal Supply
In addition to the SCWA entitlement, total groundwater pumpage from City of Santa Rosa
municipal wells was less than .12 mgd from 2000 to 2006 (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b). However,
the city pumped approximately 829 acre feet (270 million gallons) from the wells in 2007. This
increase was due to the conversion of two of the wells to production status from emergency
stand-by status in 2005 by the Department of Public Health (DPH), dry hydrologic conditions in
2007, and a State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order requiring the SCWA to
reduce diversions from the Russian River by 15 percent compared to 2004 diversions.

Wastewater
Sewage generated from residential, commercial and industrial uses within the City of Santa Rosa
is collected and transported to the Laguna Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP), located southwest
of the city on Llano Road. The Laguna WTP, managed by the City of Santa Rosa, provides
wastewater treatment and disposal services for the city as well as for Rohnert Park, Cotati,
Sebastopol, and South Park Sanitation District. Waste water is tertiary-treated and, depending
upon the amount of rainfall received in any given year, between 90 and 100 percent is recycled
for urban and agricultural irrigation and for the Geysers Recharge Project. Currently, 6,000 acres
of crops are irrigated with recycled water to grow hay, pasture, vegetables, wine grapes, and for
landscaped areas (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b).
The Geysers Recharge project came into operation in 2003 and pumps up to 20 million gallons of
recycled water per day to the Geysers steamfields in the Mayacamas Mountains. This geothermal
operation injects the water into the earth, producing electricity for up to 150,000 households in
the North Bay Area. From October to May, recycled water, which can be reused, may be
discharged in the Laguna de Santa Rosa, which flows to the Russian River. Discharge is
permitted for up to 5 percent of the river’s flow (City of Santa Rosa, 2008a).
In 2008, the Laguna WTP collected and treated 6.6 billion gallons of waste water. Santa Rosa
contributed approximately 75 percent of this wastewater quantity (City of Santa Rosa, 2006). It is
currently permitted to treat up to 21.34 million gallons per day (City of Santa Rosa, 2009).
Projects under Santa Rosa’s Subregional Water Reuse System Incremental Recycled Water
Program (IRWP), which was originally undertaken in 2001, will be implemented as growth
4

This Section 7 Determination is separate from that described on pages 4.G-5 and 4.G-5, and relates to a settlement
of a new 50-year license (backdated to 1972) to PG&E for operations of the Potter Valley Project. The settlement
required a 10-year study of flow regime to make recommendations and modifications to the flow release schedule
to protect and maintain salmonid fishery resources.
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occurs, eventually increasing the plant’s capacity to 25.79 mgd, 18.25 mgd of which would be
allocated to Santa Rosa (City of Santa Rosa, 2009; Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reuse System,
2007). This expanded capacity will be sufficient to meet the city’s wastewater needs up to 2020.

Solid Waste
The City of Santa Rosa contracts with the North Bay Corporation to provide solid waste collection
and curbside recycling for residential and commercial uses in Santa Rosa (North Bay Corporation,
2008). The North Bay Corporation is the licensed hauler and recycler for the project area. For
residential customers, North Bay Corporation provides recycling and green waste containers and
weekly collection of these materials (North Bay Corporation, 2008). The North Bay Corporation
currently provides a single-stream recycling program (all recyclables in one container).
The North Bay Corporation collects and transports commercial and residential solid waste to the
Central Disposal Site Transfer Station at 500 Meacham Road in the City of Petaluma. The Central
Disposal Site has a daily permitted disposal of about 1,050 tons per day, and a remaining capacity
of about 9 million cubic yards (Arcady, 2008). Because the Central Disposal Site has reached
capacity in the ground, it no longer serves as a landfill and now transfers Santa Rosa’s waste to
three county landfills within the Bay Area. Once at the transfer station, the solid waste is sorted
and hauled to the following landfills: the Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County (anticipated to
be in operation until approximately 2030), the Redwood Sanitary Landfill in Marin County
(anticipated to be in operation until approximately 2039), the Keller Canyon Landfill in Contra
Costa County (anticipated to be in operation until approximately 2030). At the time of this
writing, the County is soliciting proposals for divestment of its solid waste facilities, including
the Central Disposal Site, and at this point the future of its existence is uncertain (Fisher, 2008).
The Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, formed in 1992, is responsible for
implementing the regional waste diversion programs in Sonoma County, as required by AB939.
As such, the Agency is tasked with operating various residential and commercial recycling,
hazardous waste, composting and green building programs throughout the County.
The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939) requires each California
city and county to prepare, adopt, and submit to the CIWMB a source reduction and recycling
element (SRRE) that demonstrates how the jurisdiction would meet the mandated solid waste
diversion goals of 50 percent on and after January 1, 2000. In 2004, Sonoma County had a waste
diversion rate of 59 percent, which grew to 67 percent in 2006 (CIWMB, 2008; City of Santa
Rosa, 2009). The Sonoma County Integrated Waste Management Plan (ColWMP) has a goal of
achieving a 70 percent diversion rate by 2015.
Santa Rosa currently has several waste reduction and recycling programs in place to divert the
amount of waste that is deposited at the landfill. Most recently, the city has been working to
establish recycling facilities in older multi-family development projects and is exploring use of a
single container for curbside collection of recyclables. In 2006 the combined recycled tonnage,
yard waste, and wood waste for the City of Santa Rosa resulted in 68,064 tons of diverted
material and a diversion rate of 64 percent (Fisher, 2008).
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Waste diversion programs currently implemented in the County include programs for source
reduction, recycling, composting, special waste, education, and household toxics. This is
accomplished through source separation of reusables, recyclables, and compostables at the curb,
along with comprehensive dropoff opportunities at each disposal site. In addition, a new organic
material processing facility and a permanent household hazardous waste collection facility will be
developed.

Regulatory Framework
Sonoma County Water Agency
Adopted in June 1999, the Sonoma County Water Agency’s Water Conservation (SCWA) Plan is
designed to provide funding to water contractors for cost-effective water conservation measures
with the goal of saving 6,600 acre-feet of water annually. So far, the Agency has funded and
distributed over 100,000 free water-conserving showerheads and faucet aerators, retrofitting of
33,000 toilets to low flow, and 1,200 rebates for horizontal-axis, water-efficient washing
machines.
California Water Code § 10610 requires the Agency to prepare a regional Urban Water
Management Plan for the Agency and its eight primary water contractors, describing the
availability of water, water use, reclamation, and water conservation activities. This plan, the
2005 SCWA Urban Water Management Plan concludes that, with the given assumptions of the
water supplies available to the Agency’s water transmission system, water supplies are adequate
over its 20-year planning period, or until 2025.

Sonoma County Waste Management Agency
The Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, formed in 1992, is the joint powers authority
of the nine cities and the County of Sonoma. The specific focus of the Agency’s efforts is the
implementation of regional waste diversion programs as required by AB939.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to the
provision of public utilities and service systems are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation
Measures section of this chapter.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the General Plan 2035 results in:
•

Water demands that exceed planned supply and distribution capacity;

•

Wastewater flows that exceed collection and treatment capacity, or treatment requirements
of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; or

•

Solid waste levels that exceed available disposal capacity.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.G-1: New development anticipated under the proposed General Plan 2035 would
generate higher water demands than available through existing Sonoma County Water
Agency and City of Santa Rosa entitlements. (Less than Significant)
Assessment of water supply impacts under the proposed General Plan 2035 requires an analysis
of future water demands, which involve estimates of various parameters including population, job
projections, and residential water use. To inform the proposed General Plan 2035 and as required
by Senate Bill 610 of 2001 for planning agencies proposing large projects subject to CEQA, the
city conducted an SB 610 Water Supply Assessment (WSA), which was approved by City
Council resolution in November 2008. The analysis was based on the city’s 2005 Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) demand projections, which were based on SCWA demand
projections. The analysis was also based upon current population, residential unit, and use squarefootage data and projections in the Draft General Plan 2035.
The WSA concluded that the City of Santa Rosa would have a total supply of 38,486 acre-ft./year
in 2035. Total demand was concluded to be 36,186 acre-ft./year without the proposed project.
Project-specific demand was calculated to be 1,040 acre-ft./year. Therefore, as stated above, in
the year 2035 with the proposed General Plan 2035, 38,486 acre-ft./year of water would be
available, and demand would be 37,226 acre-ft./year (36,186 + 1,040). The Water Supply
Assessment concluded that the city would have adequate water supply, including existing and
additional supply, to meet planned future development demands plus the maximum anticipated
demands from the General Plan 2035. A summary of the WSA follows below.

Summary of SB610 WSA
The WSA analyzed potential impacts of increased water demand due to the proposed General
Plan 2035 by the year 2028 (City of Santa Rosa, 2008b). The Restructured Agreement entitlement
of 29,100 acre-ft/year, the local supply of 2,300 acre-ft/year, and the recycled supply of
approximately 410 acre-ft./year would not be enough supply to meet the projected demand in
2030. However, the city has access to 6,535 acre-ft./year of additional supplies. 3,000 acre-ft/year
recycled water project, titled “Urban Reuse Project,” is ready to implement when needed and
would meet the additional demand in combination with some or all of the following: additional
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entitlement of 1,830 acre-ft/year from the SCWA, additional local groundwater, additional
recycled water beyond the 3,000 acre-ft/year recycled water project, and/or more stringent water
conservation measures. Each additional supply is detailed below:
Supply

Additional Wholesale Water Supply. The SCWA 2005 UWMP incorporates a 30,930 acreft/year of annual entitlement for the city, which includes an additional 1,830 acre-feet/year
beyond the current 29,100 acre-ft/.year entitlement. To begin the process of attaining the
additional 1,830 acre-ft./year entitlement, the Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities adopted
Resolution 883, requesting not less than 30,930 acre-ft/year of annual entitlement from the
SCWA to assist in meeting future water supply needs for the city’s proposed General Plan 2035.
The financing mechanisms and authorization to construct the facilities to increase the diversion
rate are already incorporated within the Restructured Agreement. Additionally, the SCWA has
submitted petitions to the SWRCB to increase SCWA’s Russian River diversions to 101,000
acre-ft./year from the current 75,000 acre-ft./year, which would allow for the increased Santa
Rosa diversion entitlement. As part of that planning effort, the “Russian River Component” of
SCWA’s Water Supply, Transmission, and Reliability Project includes an analysis of the
potential environmental effects of the increased diversion. The Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the project was released in December 2008. The SCWA 2005 UWMP estimates that
the capital projects necessary to provide the diversion infrastructure and capacity will be
complete by 2020 and that SWRCB will approve the new water rights application by 2016.
Additional Groundwater Supply. In March 1998, the city completed a Well Field Study, which
identified an additional 9,752.7 acre-ft./year (8.7 mgd) of emergency potable groundwater supply
and implementation steps to access it. The city has initiated this program and begun evaluating
potential future well sites, having done exploratory drilling at two locations and in preparation to
do so at three other sites. A timeline for the development of additional production wells would be
prepared after the exploratory drilling at these three sites. When sites are identified, appropriate
CEQA documentation would be developed and adopted, and permits and approvals for
production wells would be obtained from DPH. Additionally, the city’s Capital Improvement
Program would be updated to include the construction of infrastructure to implement these wells.
Additional Recycled Water Supply. The Incremental Recycled Water Program (IRWP) outlines
a water recycling alternative that can replace the city’s potable water sources to a maximum of
2,200 acre-ft./year upon implementation and up to 6,600 acre-ft./year by 2020. As already noted,
the already approved Urban Reuse Project, which is one component of the IRWP, would supply
3,000 acre-ft./year of the total 6,600 acre-ft./year. However, the costs of implementing recycled
water beyond the 3,000 acre-ft./year of the Urban Reuse project has not been determined. Also,
for recycled water beyond the 3,000 acre-ft./year, the city would need to complete a CEQA
analysis at the project level.
Additional Water Conservation. Future conservation efforts will focus on sustaining the
existing progress made while achieving additional savings through use of high-efficiency fixtures
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and “smart” irrigation controls. Funding for existing conservations efforts and exploration of
future possible programs include approximately $600,000 per year to operate the Water
Conservation Program, which is funded by water and wastewater demand fees as well as water
rates. Additionally, the city’s $1 million Capital Improvement Program includes components to
replace inefficient hardware with water-conserving hardware. The city anticipates achieving
additional water savings of up to 1,100 acre-ft./year by 2020 and up to an additional 500 acreft./year by 2035. Existing and future water conservation measures approval and direction are
provided by the city’s Board of Public Utilities and it is not anticipated that further approvals or
permits will be necessary.
Total Supply. Supplies for single and multiple dry years were fully analyzed in the city’s 2005
UWMP, and supply was projected to 2030 using that document in combination with SCWA’s
2005 UWMP. According to the SCWA 2005 UWMP, single-dry year conditions are anticipated
reduction in 15 percent of SCWA supply. However, no water supply deficiency in Santa Rosa
was expected due to dry year conditions due to allocation agreements among the contractors as
detailed in the Restructured Agreement. Table 4.G-1 below details total supply:
TABLE 4.G-1
YEAR 2030 SUPPLY PERCENT OF NORMAL (ACRE-FT./YEAR)

Sources

Non-Drought, Single- and
Multiple-Dry Water Years1

SCWA

29,100

Groundwater wells2

1,550

Recycled Water

550

Additional Supplies

6,535

Total

37,736

1 Multiple dry years were evaluated up to 4 years.
2 Supply reported in city 2005 UWMP assumes 1,550 acre-ft./year even though

2,300 acre-ft./year would be available (the WSA assumes full use of the
2,300 acre-ft./year. Please see Table 4.G-2 below).
SOURCE: City of Santa Rosa, 2008b

Demand

Future without the proposed General Plan 2035. As stated above, a total of 36,186 acreft./year of demand is projected for 2030 without the proposed project. The demand projections in
the city’s 2005 UWMP and Supply Analysis assume that the city will be required by 2030 to
provide more than 2,000 acre-ft./year of water supply to private well users for potable water
needs. These neighborhoods have previously been served by private wells, and DPH has
identified a significant number of these wells as being in close proximity to known groundwater
contamination sites. The decision to provide this supply would be a discretionary action of the
city. Table 4.G-2 details projected future demand, as based on the city’s 2005 UWMP.
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TABLE 4.G-2
SANTA ROSA HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED WATER DEMAND (ACRE-FT./YEAR)
2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Water Supply1

26,235

29,428

32,992

34,992

37,033

38,486

Water Demand

26,235

28,528

30,699

32,692

34,733

36,186

1 For non-drought years, single- and multiple-dry years. Unlike city’s UWMP, the WSA assumes full 2,300 acre-ft./year of groundwater

supplies.

Future with the proposed General Plan 2035. The water demand generated by the additional
development of the General Plan 2035 beyond the development of the General Plan 2020 is
anticipated to be 1,040 acre-ft./year. This additional demand was determined using residential
equivalency factors (REFs) consistent with the project and zoning code land use classifications
for residential attached buildings, residential detached buildings, retail, office, industrial,
public/institutional, and park or public landscape uses. These REFs translate non-residential
square footages into equivalent residential use in detached buildings.
As describe in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in
approximately 4,000 additional residential units and a decrease of approximately 790,000 square
feet of non-residential buildable space. Additionally, approximately 5 acres of new public park
and/or landscape space would be provided (or about 272,000 square feet of space). Therefore, by
applying the REFs for each category of use within the resulting approximately 570,000 decrease
of buildable space, plus the 4,000 residential units, the proposed General Plan 2035 would result
in a total of 2,879 resident units (or equivalent).
The City of Santa Rosa’s projected residential water usage is 110,000 gallons per detached
residential unit per year. Therefore, the annual water demand generated by the proposed General
Plan 2035 would be a total of 316.7 mgd, or 972 acre-ft./year (2,879 x 110,000). Additionally, the
city’s 2005 UWMP estimates that approximately 7 percent of water use is unaccounted for,
whether through system maintenance, fire flow, or leakage before reaching the meter. The
addition of unaccounted water brings the total estimate demand generated by the proposed
General Plan 2035 to 1,040 acre-ft./year.
Therefore, as stated above, in the year 2035 with the proposed General Plan 2035, 38,486 acreft./year of water would be available, and demand would be 37,226 acre-ft./year (36,186 + 1,040).
The Water Supply Assessment concluded that the city would have adequate water supply,
including existing and additional supply, to meet planned future development demands plus the
maximum anticipated demands from the proposed General Plan 2035.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.G-12

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
G. Utilities and Service Systems

General Plan 2035 Policies
In addition to the supply expansion measures listed above, several policies in the proposed
General Plan 2035 address the potential for inadequate water supply to accommodate proposed
General Plan 2035 development:
LUL-A-3: Require development in county areas within the Santa Rosa Urban Growth
Boundary to be built to City of Santa Rosa standards to ensure consistency upon
annexation.
GM-B-3: Strongly encourage the development of off -site improvements through the use of
reimbursement agreements, assessment districts and Mello Roos districts. The city will
identify areas where a lack of infrastructure is creating negative, community-wide impacts
to prioritize needed off -site improvements.
GM-B-4: Direct growth to areas where services and infrastructure can be provided
efficiently. Do not allow any development in the approximately 453-acre area generally
east of Santa Rosa Avenue and north of Todd Road (as mapped in Figure 8-1 of General
Plan 2035), until 2010.
PSF-F-1: Utilize high quality water from the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA)
aqueduct system as the primary water supply.
PSF-F-2: Ensure that water supply capacity and infrastructure are in place prior to
occupancy of new development.
PSF-F-3: Develop available groundwater resources for the purpose of providing a
supplemental source of water in the event of an emergency.
PSF-F-4: Maintain existing levels of water service by preserving and improving
infrastructure, replacing water mains as necessary, and improving water transmission lines.
PSF-F-5: Decline requests for extension of water beyond the Urban Growth Boundary,
except in cases of existing documented health hazards and in areas where the city has
agreements to provide services.
PSF-F-6: Evaluate the city’s long-term water supply strategies, including development of
new sources of water supply, improved water conservation and re-use, and implementation
of appropriate growth control measures if necessary.
These policies ensure that potential higher water demands caused by the proposed General Plan
2035 would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.
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Impact 4.G-2: Proposed new development and intensification envisioned under the
proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in increased wastewater flows that
exceed current treatment capacity. (Less than Significant)
The City of Santa Rosa, acting as the Managing Partner of the Subregional System, will address
any incremental increase in wastewater capacity demand based on the projections in the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 and the General Plans of other municipalities in the subregion. As
stated above, the Incremental Water Reuse Program projects will be implemented as growth
occurs. In addition, General Plan 2035 policies relate to the assurance of continued wastewater
capacity. They include the following:
LU-A-3: Require development in county areas within the Santa Rosa Urban Growth
Boundary to be built to City of Santa Rosa standards to ensure consistency upon
annexation.
PSF-G-1: Continue to explore and develop new uses for treated wastewater, including
expanding existing programs such as urban and agricultural irrigation, consistent with
objectives adopted by the Board of Public Utilities and the City Council. Examples of
urban reuse include park and landscaping irrigation.
PSF-G-3: Decline requests for extension of sewer services beyond the Urban Growth
Boundary, except in cases of existing documented health hazards and in areas where the
city has agreements to provide services.
GM-B-3: Strongly encourage the development of off -site improvements through the use of
reimbursement agreements, assessment districts and Mello Roos districts. The city will
identify areas where a lack of infrastructure is creating negative, community-wide impacts
to prioritize needed off -site improvements.
GM-B-4: Direct growth to areas where services and infrastructure can be provided
efficiently. Do not allow any development in the approximately 453-acre area generally
east of Santa Rosa Avenue and north of Todd Road (as mapped in Figure 8-1 of General
Plan 2035), until 2010.
These policies would ensure that the potential shortage of wastewater capacity would be a less
than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.G-3: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would result in increased demand for solid waste disposal at the county landfills. (Less
than Significant)
Current capacity of the three landfills may not accommodate solid waste disposal needs through
the proposed General Plan 2035 build-out in 2035. Sonoma County and Santa Rosa are focusing
increasingly on waste diversion and recycling through public education and new services and
facilities. These factors help accommodate the growing need for solid waste disposal while
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decreasing per capita waste disposal demand. However, even with the county and city waste
diversion measures, demand is projected to exceed landfill capacity before the proposed General
Plan 2035 building in the year 2035.
The following proposed General Plan 2035 policies address solid waste disposal issues.
LUL-A-3: Require development in county areas within the Santa Rosa Urban Growth
Boundary to be built to City of Santa Rosa standards to ensure consistency upon
annexation.
GM-B-3: Strongly encourage the development of off -site improvements through the use of
reimbursement agreements, assessment districts and Mello Roos districts. The city will
identify areas where a lack of infrastructure is creating negative, community-wide impacts
to prioritize needed off -site improvements.
GM-B-4: Direct growth to areas where services and infrastructure can be provided
efficiently. Do not allow any development in the approximately 453-acre area generally
east of Santa Rosa Avenue and north of Todd Road (as mapped in Figure 8-1 of General
Plan 2035), until 2010.
PSF-H-1: Continue contracting for garbage and recycling collection services. Expand the
single-stream recycling program (all recyclables in one container) to all users.
PSF-H-2: Work with Sonoma County to identify alternatives to meet the need for solid
waste disposal.
PSF-H-3: Expand recycling efforts in multifamily residential and commercial projects, and
continue to encourage recycling by all residents.
PSF-H-4: Require provision of attractive, convenient recycling bins and trash enclosures in
residential and non-residential development.
PSF-H-5: Continue public education programs about waste reduction, including recycling,
yard waste, wood waste, and household hazardous waste.
PSF-H-6: Consider development of a residential and commercial food waste composting
program.
The application of these policies would therefore result in a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.G-15

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
G. Utilities and Service Systems

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.G-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
growth within the Sonoma County Water Agency service area would result in cumulative
water supply impacts. (Less than Significant)
Development that would occur under implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy
provisions and mitigation measures would require verification of adequate water supply and
utilization of conservation measures, and encourage the use of recycled water and droughtresistant landscaping to reduce water supply impacts.
The additional population and density resulting from all other planned and foreseeable
development under the cumulative scenario, including development within the SCWA service
area, would contribute to the increased demand for water supply. As discussed above in Impact
4.G.1, the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) concluded that the city would have adequate water
supply, including existing and additional supply, to meet planned future development demands
plus the maximum anticipated demands from development that would occur under the adoption
of the proposed General Plan 2035.
The WSA was based on analysis in the adopted 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
which estimates urban development and therefore anticipates water supply demand, including all
foreseeable development within Santa Rosa’s Urban Growth Boundary through the year 2030. In
a comparison of future water supply versus future water demand, the UWMP indicates that with
implementation of water conservation measures and development of alternative sources of water,
the city will be able to meet the normal climate year water demand through the year 2030.
Therefore, the application of policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in
a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact 4.G-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
growth in the Laguna Wastewater Treatment Plant service area would result in cumulative
impact. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of proposed General Plan 2035 land use policy provisions would reduce any
potential cumulative wastewater treatment impacts to a less than significant level.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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Impact 4.G-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
growth in the North Bay Corporation service area would result in cumulative impact. (Less
than Significant)
Implementation of policy provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce any
potential cumulative solid waste impacts to a less than significant level.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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H. Hydrology and Water Quality
Introduction
This section describes the existing hydrological conditions within the Planning Area and includes
a discussion of surface water and groundwater resources, including water quality, flooding, and
stormwater runoff. The setting section is followed by the regulatory framework that would apply
to the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035. A discussion of the potential impacts is
also included along with appropriate mitigation measures, where applicable.

Setting
Climate and Topography
The project site is located in a Mediterranean climate zone typical of central coastal California.
This climate zone is characterized by cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers. The project site
receives a mean annual precipitation of approximately 34 inches in the lower elevations to about
45 inches in the higher elevations. The majority of the rainfall typically occurs between October 1
and April 1. Influenced by marine air about 85 percent of the time, the region is generally
protected from the hot weather of the Central Valley by the interior Coast Ranges. Although the
Pacific Ocean moderates temperatures, they have a wider range than along the coast, occasionally
exceeding 100 degrees Fahrenheit and sometimes falling as low as several degrees below freezing
for several consecutive nights.
Santa Rosa is located within the Santa Rosa Plain, an alluvial plain that stretches into Sonoma
Valley on the east and spills into the Laguna de Santa Rosa catchment basin to the west. The city
is located at the foot of the Mayacamas Mountains where elevations are as high as 220 feet above
mean sea level in the easternmost portion of the city limits and slope down to 120 feet above
mean sea level at the furthest westernmost end of the city. The Santa Rosa Creek flows east to
west and runs generally through the center of the city.

Regional Hydrology
The entire city is located within the Santa Rosa Creek watershed, which originates from Hood
Mountain in the Mayacamas Mountains to the east and discharges to Laguna de Santa Rosa, a
large wetland complex downstream of the Santa Rosa urban area. Tributary basins to Santa Rosa
Creek that lie primarily in the city are Brush Creek, Matanzas Creek, Paulin Creek,
Roseland/Colgan Creek, and Piner/Peterson Creek. Mark West Creek drains the northern portion
of the city; Naval Creek the westernmost portion, and Todd Creek the southernmost portion of the
city’s planning area. All of these tributaries ultimately drain through to the Laguna de Santa Rosa
which drains into the Russian River and on out to the ocean. Other water bodies located in or
around the city include Fountaingrove Lake, Lake Ralphine, and Santa Rosa Creek Reservoir.
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Flood Hazards
Flooding is inundation of normally dry land as a result of a rise in the level of surface waters or
rapid accumulation of stormwater runoff. Regional flooding hazards are generally evaluated by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and presented in community Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) as part of the floodplain mapping program. Following a very
severe flood in 1955, local improvement programs were developed and focused on increasing the
flood capacity of Santa Rosa Creek, Matanzas Creek, Piner Creek, Paulin Creek, Brush Creek and
Spring Creek. However, following the construction of 25 miles of flood control channels in the
1960s, the lower reach of Spring Creek continued to consistently overflow. Therefore, the FIRM
for Santa Rosa prepared by FEMA in 1981, is limited to the confluence of Spring Creek with
Matanzas Creek and the remainder of the city was not included (FEMA, 1981). The FIRM shows
a 100-year flood zone in the area of Montgomery Village east of Farmers Lane (FEMA, 1981).1
There is a 100-year flood zone associated with Matanzas Creek, located to the south of Spring
Creek, but is generally limited to within the creek channels.
The Spring Creek Bypass project was completed in 1988-1989 to divert a portion of the high
flows from Spring Creek into a pipeline from Summerfield Road to Farmers Lane. Ponding and
sheet flow problems still occur in the Spring Creek watershed during large storms (Santa Rosa,
2006). The more recent significant storm and flooding event for Santa Rosa occurred during the
winter of 2005/2006. FEMA issued a Disaster Declaration for these winter storms, the most
severe of which occurred on New Year’s Eve. Santa Rosa Creek exceeded the 25-year flood
event and Matanzas Creek also had flows that fell between the 25- and 50-year flood event. In
southern Santa Rosa flows were likely close to the 50-year flood event (Santa Rosa, 2006).
Natural flooding hazards are those associated with major precipitation events, which result in the
inundation of developed areas due to overflows of nearby waterways, or inadequacies in local
storm drain facilities. Most of the annual precipitation falls between the months of November and
April in Santa Rosa. The estimated rainfall for 6 hours during a 100-year storm is 3 inches, and
for 24 hours is 6 inches. For storm events with a 25-year return period, rainfall amounts are
2.6 inches for the 6-hour duration and 5.0 inches for the 24-hour duration.
Sonoma County is divided into nine flood control zones that are managed by the Sonoma County
Water Agency. The City of Santa Rosa is located in Flood Control Zone 1A (Mark West CreekLaguna de Santa Rosa watershed). System-wide maintenance and improvement activities funded
through Zone 1A funds include:
•

Structural Repair. 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.

•

Grading and Reshaping. Removal of siltation in low-velocity channels to restore hydraulic
capacity; repair of bank “wash-outs.”

1

A 100-year storm is defined as a storm that has a one percent probability of occurring in any given year. A 100-year
storm does not necessarily occur once in 100 years and can occur in consecutive years.
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•

Debris Removal. Removal of debris that collects in creek channels such as downed
trees/branches, tires, shopping carts and other miscellaneous garbage. Most debris is
removed by hand.

Although the major creeks that drain Santa Rosa have the potential to cause flooding during a
large storm event, flood control improvements have reduced the risk of storm flooding. As the
dominant drainage channel in the city, Santa Rosa Creek has received the most attention with
respect to flood control improvements. In general, however, hydraulic capacity has been
maintained or improved. In 2006, the city conducted a Hydrologic/Hydraulic Assessment as part
of the Citywide Creek Master Plan (discussed below). The findings of the assessment determined
that current flood carrying capacity for most reaches is less than the design capacity due to
growth of vegetation (Santa Rosa, 2006). Based on the results of the assessment, recommended
actions as part of the Master Plan were modified such that the flood carrying capacity could be
restored for each reach. Additional information is anticipated once two additional drainage
studies (the Santa Rosa Creek Ecosystem Restoration/Flood Damage Reduction Feasibility Study
and the Southern Santa Rosa Drainage Study) are completed and the findings incorporated into
the Master Plan.
In addition to natural flood hazards, flooding can also occur as a result of dam inundation caused
by dam failure. Structural failure may be caused by seismic activity. The most extreme flood risk
to the City of Santa Rosa would be from an uncontrolled release from a failure at, Matanzas
Creek Reservoir, or to a lesser degree Lake Ralphine or Fountaingrove (ABAG, 2008). However,
all of these dams are annually inspected by the California Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD)
engineers to insure they are performing and being maintained in a safe manner. When determined
to be structurally inadequate to withstand anticipated groundshaking, dams under the jurisdiction
of DSOD are required to undergo seismic retrofitting. Therefore, with annual DSOD inspection
and oversight the potential for catastrophic failure is considered to be very low.
Flooding can also occur due to tsunamis, seiches, or mudflows. Tsunamis are waves caused by an
underwater earthquake, landslide, or volcanic eruption. Since the project site is located inland, it
could not experience a tsunami. A seiche is a rhythmic motion of water in a partially or
completely landlocked water body caused by landslides, earthquake-induced ground
accelerations, or ground offset. There are several reservoirs located within or near the city limits
that could potentially experience seiche waves from a significant seismic event. A mudflow or
mudslide is the most rapid and fluid type of downhill mass wasting. It is a rapid movement of a
large mass of mud formed from loose earth and water. Similar terms are debris flow (e.g. in high
mountains) and mudslide (not very liquid).

Surface Water Quality
Surface water quality in Sonoma County is monitored by the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region (Basin
Plan), prepared by the North Coast RWQCB, identifies the beneficial uses of surface waters
within its region and specifies water quality objectives to maintain the continued beneficial uses
of these waters. According to the Basin Plan, beneficial uses of the Santa Rosa subarea of the
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Russian River include: municipal, agricultural, and industrial supply; groundwater recharge;
warm and cold freshwater habitat; navigation; spawning, reproduction, and development; water
contact recreation; non-water contact recreation; wildlife habitat; rare species; and possible
shellfish and aquatic plant and animal harvesting (North Coast RWQCB, 2006).
The Russian River hydrologic unit that includes the Santa Rosa Creek watershed is listed under
the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) as impaired for pathogen contamination (see discussion of
Section 303(d) under Regulatory Framework, below)( North Coast RWQCB, 2007). The Laguna
de Santa Rosa unit of the Russian River was also listed for impairments associated with low
dissolved oxygen, mercury, nitrogen, phosphorus, sedimentation, and temperature. At the time of
this EIR preparation, a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) (also discussed below in the
Regulatory Framework section) for pathogens is being developed by the RWQCB and the
TMDL.for the Russian River has not yet been prepared (North Coast RWQCB, 2009).

Groundwater
The project region is largely underlain by alluvial deposits known as the Glen Ellen Formation.
The gravels, sands, and silts, of this formation are the principle water-bearing units of the region.
The relatively permeable materials of the Glen Ellen Formation provide the means for recharge of
the aquifer from storm events and surface water infiltration.

Regulatory Framework
Clean Water Act
The federal Clean Water Act, enacted by Congress in 1972 and amended several times since
inception, is the primary federal law regulating water quality in the U.S. and forms the basis for
several state and local laws throughout the country. Its objective is to reduce or eliminate water
pollution in the nation’s rivers, streams, lakes, and coastal waters. The Clean Water Act
prescribes the basic federal laws for regulating discharges of pollutants into waters of the U.S.,
which includes setting water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters, establishing
wastewater and effluent discharge limits from various industry categories, and imposing
requirements for controlling nonpoint-source pollution. At the federal level, the Clean Water Act
is administered by the U.S. EPA. At the state and regional levels, the act is administered and
enforced by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCBs.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the primary statute covering the quality of
waters in California. The act sets out specific water quality provisions and discharge requirements
regulating the discharge of waste within any region that could affect the quality of state waters.
Under the Act, the SWRCB has the ultimate authority over state water rights and water quality
policy. The nine RWQCBs are responsible for the oversight of water quality on a day-to-day
basis at the local/regional level. Within each region, the RWQCBs have prepared and periodically
updated Basin Plans that identify existing and potential beneficial uses for specific water bodies.
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Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans)
Each RWQCB is required to develop, adopt, and implement a Water Quality Control Plan (Basin
Plan) for its respective region. The Basin Plan is the master policy document that contains
descriptions of the legal, technical, and programmatic bases of water quality regulation in each
region. Basin Plans identify beneficial uses of surface waters and groundwater within the
corresponding region; specify water quality standards, known as water quality objectives, for both
surface water and groundwater; and develop the actions necessary to maintain the standards to
control nonpoint and point sources of pollutants to the state’s waters. All discretionary projects
requiring permits from the RWQCB (i.e., waste and pollutant discharge permits) must implement
Basin Plan requirements (i.e., water quality standards), taking into consideration the beneficial
uses to be protected.

Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies
Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify water bodies that do not
meet water quality standards and are not supporting their beneficial uses. Each state must submit
an updated list, called the Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies, to the U.S. EPA by
April of each even-numbered year. In addition to identifying the water bodies that are not
supporting beneficial uses, the list also identifies the pollutant or stressor causing impairment and
establishes a schedule for developing a control plan to address the impairment. As previously
discussed, Mark West Creek is listed on the Section 303(d) List.
Placement of a water body on the Section 303(d) List acts as the trigger for developing a TMDL
pollution control plan for each water body and associated pollutant/stressor on the list. The
TMDL serves as the means to attain and maintain water quality standards for the impaired water
body. During each Section 303(d) listing cycle, the water bodies on the list are prioritized, and a
schedule is established for completing the TMDLs. TMDLs for Mark West Creek have not yet
been developed.

NPDES Program
Since 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) has regulated the discharge of pollutants to waters of the
U.S. from all point sources. Section 402(d) of the CWA establishes a framework for regulating
nonpoint source (NPS) stormwater discharges under the National Pollutant Elimination System
(NPDES). Established in 1990, Phase I of the NPDES stormwater program regulates stormwater
discharges from major industrial facilities, large and medium-sized municipal separate storm
sewer systems (those serving more than 100,000 persons), and construction sites that disturb five
or more acres of land. In 1999 the NPDES stormwater program was expanded to include Phase II.
Pursuant to the Phase II NPDES Final Rule in December 1999, discharges of stormwater
associated with construction activities that result in the disturbance of one acre of land or more
must also apply for coverage under the statewide NPDES General Construction Activities Permit.
To comply with the NPDES General Construction Permit, a project applicant is required to
submit a Notice of Intent to the State Water Resource Control Board’s (SWRCB) Division of
Water Quality. The NOI includes general information on the types of construction activities that
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will occur on the site. The applicant (for a site-specific project) is also required to submit a sitespecific plan called the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize the
discharge of pollutants during construction. The SWPPP must include a description of Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for preventing the discharge of silt and sediment into receiving
waters. The SWPPP must also include BMPs for preventing the discharge of other nonpoint
source (NPS) pollutants besides sediment (e.g., drilling lubricant, oil, concrete, cement) to
downstream waters, as well as a detailed description of (and schedule for) all monitoring.
Construction activities that are subject to the project include, but are not limited to: clearing,
grading, demolition, excavation, construction of new structures, and reconstruction of existing
facilities involving removal and replacement that results in soil disturbance.

Sonoma County Water Agency Flood Control Design Criteria
The Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) was formed in 1949 with the primary responsibility
to produce and furnish water for beneficial uses, water conservation, and flood management. Nine
geographical zones, each encompassing a major watershed, were proposed in 1958 as a means of
financing the construction and maintenance of flood control works in the County. The SCWA
works cooperatively with the incorporated cities, unincorporated communities, and the state and
federal government to oversee flood control channel modifications and flood control revenue
collection within the six active zones. The City of Santa Rosa is located in Flood Zone 1A –
Laguna de Santa Rosa – Mark West Creek Watershed.
Storm drainage infrastructure in unincorporated Sonoma County is designed using the SCWA
Flood Control Design Criteria (FCDC). In compliance with the SCWA FCDC, all culverts and
drainage systems must be designed to accommodate the runoff from a 25-year recurrence interval
storm event and safely pass the 100-year recurrence interval storm. SCWA reviews project plans
for proposed on-site drainage improvements, as well as proposals for drainage improvements that
may be required off-site. In addition, SCWA is in the process of revising and updating the FCDC
to reflect a lower impact approach.

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), adopted by Sonoma County, the
SCWA, and the City of Santa Rosa in June 2005, applies to both privately sponsored-projects and
capital improvement projects. The SUSMP requires applicable projects to design and implement
post-development measures to reduce stormwater pollution. Under the SUSMP, applicable
projects are required to design and implement post-development measures for the management of
stormwater quality and stormwater quantity and for the conservation of natural areas of the
development site. The SUSMP is also in the process of undergoing revision to reflect
requirements for Low Impact Development projects. The emphasis will be on managing
stormwater runoff through landscape based treatment methods to reduce the potential impacts to
local drainages.
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Citywide Creek Master Plan Background
The Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan, adopted by City Council on March 27, 2007,
implements General Plan Policy OSC-D-13 and provides guidelines for the care, management,
restoration and enhancement of nearly ninety miles of creeks in Santa Rosa. The Master Plan is
intended for use by city and county staff when planning creek enhancement and restoration
activities, coordination and expansion of creekside trail systems, making broader land-use
planning decisions concerning creeks, and in the development project approvals process for
projects proposed adjacent to a waterway. The Master Plan along with proposed future updates to
the Santa Rosa Design Guidelines supersedes the Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan and the Santa
Rosa Waterways Plan. It is expected that the Citywide Creek Master Plan will be periodically
updated and amended to reflect changing conditions and new opportunities that would increase
the benefits that creeks provide the community.
The Master Plan consolidates previously adopted creek policies which are contained in numerous
city documents that were adopted over a span of several decades. The Citywide Creek Master
Plan presents these policies in a comprehensive and illustrative form which includes
recommendations for habitat preservation, enhancement, restoration, and development of trails by
each watershed. Project recommendations are based on community input, literature reviews, and
extensive field research. Site-specific recommendations are presented in the text as well as on a
set of Geographical Information System (GIS)- based maps, organized by watershed area.
Detailed conceptual plans were developed for two locations, Upper Colgan Creek and Roseland
Creek. Previously adopted concept plans incorporated into the Master Plan include Pierson Reach
of Santa Rosa Creek and Lower Colgan Creek.
Implementation of the Master Plan will occur over several years, perhaps decades, and will be
accomplished through partnerships with citizens, organizations, agencies, and the development
community. Project funding will come primarily from grants or other funding sources designated
for restoring fish and wildlife habitat and for improving creekside recreation, access, and
transportation opportunities.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
hydrology are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur with full implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 if
results included:
•

Alteration of an existing drainage pattern or creek, which would result in erosion or
siltation in runoff;

•

Increased exposure of residents and workers to storm flooding due to increased runoff in
the local creek and drainage system;

•

Allowed structures within 100 year floodplain which would impede or redirect flood flows;

•

Degraded water quality due to sediments and other nonpoint source pollutants in
stormwater runoff; or

•

Exposed people or structures to loss, injury, or death involving flooding from dam failure.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.H-1: New development and intensification anticipated under the proposed Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 would alter existing drainage patterns or creeks, causing
downstream flooding or erosion. (Less than Significant)
Increased urban development, such as that proposed under the proposed General Plan 2035, can
be accompanied by decreases in natural ground cover and in increase in impervious surfaces
(such as paved areas and buildings). New development projects on vacant sites often alter
existing drainage patterns to accommodate proposed site design. Development may also cause
erosion, such as when ground is cleared for construction, resulting in the siltation of creeks and
reduction of their capacity to accommodate stormwater. Alteration of existing site drainage or
creek patterns is considered a potentially significant impact.
The proposed General Plan 2035 contains numerous policies which would improve drainage
facilities of new development and redevelopment, require erosion and sedimentation control
measures for construction and operation, comply with the local Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), and require design standards that would reduce the amount of
stormwater going offsite to the extent practicable. Policies PSF-I-1 through PSF-I-4 are centered
around improving stormwater flow through maintenance and upgrades of drainage facilities as a
condition of approval and requiring erosion and sedimentation control measures during operation
of a project consistent with the Santa Rosa Waterways Plan. Policies OSC– B-3, OSC-D-6, and
OSC-D-7 are preservation measures that are intended to retain and preserve existing waterways
and drainages in a more natural state. Finally, Policies NS-D-1, -3, -4 and -5 would require that
new development would include design standards consistent with the SUSMP plan including use
of landscaped areas for infiltration of stormwater, permeable paving, stormwater detention basins,
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and parking lots with bio-infiltrations systems. These policies include, but are not limited to the
following:
PSF-I: Manage, maintain, and improve stormwater drainage and capacity.
PSF-I-1: Require dedication, improvement, and maintenance of stormwater flow and
retention areas as a condition of approval.
PSF-I-2: Require developers to cover the costs of drainage facilities needed for surface
runoff generated as a result of new development.
PSF-I-3: Require erosion and sedimentation control measures to maintain an operational
drainage system, preserve drainage capacity, and protect water quality.
PSF-I-4: Require measures to maintain and improve the storm drainage system, consistent
with goals of the Santa Rosa Waterways Citywide Creek Master Plan, to preserve natural
conditions of waterways and minimize paving of creek channels.
PSF-I-5: Cooperate with the Sonoma County Water Agency and the Northern California
Regional Water Quality Control Board to conduct regular assessment of stormwater
drainage facilities, to ensure that adequate drainage capacity is maintained throughout the
system to accommodate increases in residential and commercial development.
PSF-I-6: Require implementation of Best Management Practices to reduce drainage system
discharge of non-point source pollutants originating from streets, parking lots, residential
areas, businesses, industrial operations, and those open space areas involved with pesticide
application.
PSF-I-7: Prepare and distribute information to increase awareness of businesses and
residents about the need to reduce drainage system discharge of non-pollutants.
PSF-I-8: Develop a Implement the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
in order to reduce pollutants and runoffs flows from new development and significant
redevelopment projects.
PSF-I-9: Consider installation of creekside pathways, consistent with the City’s Citywide
Creek Master Plan and Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, when possible as part of
stormwater improvement projects along the city’s creek corridors.
OSC-B-3: Require that new subdivisions, multifamily, and non-residential development
abutting creek corridors are appropriately designed with respect to the creek. Development
may orient toward the creek as an amenity, but adequate setbacks shall be used to ensure
riparian habitat is protected.
OSC-D-6: Preserve waterways by informing residents of the environmental effects of
dumping yard waste into creeks, or other wastes, such as motor oil, into storm drains that
empty into creeks.
OSC-D-7: Rehabilitate existing channelized waterways, as feasible, to remove concrete
linings and allow for a connection with the stream channel and the natural water table.
Avoid creating additional channelized waterways, unless no other alternative is available to
protect human health, safety, and welfare.
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NS-D: Minimize hazards associated with storm flooding.
NS-D-1: Ensure flood plain protection by retaining existing open areas and creating new
open areas needed to retain stormwater, recharge aquifers, and prevent flooding. Creek
beds that are dry most of the year provide flood retention needed for public safety.
NS-D-2: Maintain current flood hazard data, and coordinate with the Army Corps of
Engineers, FEMA, Sonoma County Water Agency, and other responsible agencies to
coordinate flood hazard analysis and management activities.
NS-D-3: Require that new development incorporate features that are consistent with the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) into site drainage plans that would
reduce impermeable surface area, increase surface water infiltration, and minimize surface
water runoff during storm events. Such features may include:
•
•
•
•

Additional landscape areas;
Parking lots with bio-infiltration systems;
Permeable paving designs; and
Stormwater detention basins.

NS-D-4: Incorporate features and appropriate standards that reduce flooding hazards, as
described in Policy NS-D-3 into the city’s design standards.
NS-D-5: Apply design standards to new development that help reduce project runoff into
local creeks, tributaries, and drainage ways.
NS-D-6: Locate new essential public facilities such as hospitals and fire stations outside of
flood areas or areas subject to dam inundation.
NS-E: Provide protection of public and private properties from hazards associated with dam
inundation.
NS-E-1: Support efforts to conduct periodic inspections of local dams to ensure all safety
measures are in place.
Incorporation of these policies would ensure that new development and redevelopment projects
included as part of the proposed growth in the General Plan 2035 would limit the amount of
runoff that would be directed offsite that might impact downstream receiving waters. Therefore
this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.H-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would degrade water quality by increasing nonpoint source pollutants in stormwater
runoff. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, nonpoint source pollution includes oils and exhaust from cars that settles on
city streets and parking lots and is washed into local waterways during storm event. Pollutant also
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include sedimentation caused by erosion from such activities as ground clearing for construction,
chemicals used for lawn and garden maintenance, and litter. New and increased levels of urban
land uses can increase the level of nonpoint pollution that could ultimately wash to nearby creeks
that drain to the Laguna de Santa Rosa which ultimately empties into the Russian River.
Increased nonpoint source pollution is considered a potentially significant impact.
Many of the policies mentioned above will also be effective in controlling nonpoint source
pollutants in stormwater runoff. Policies such as PSF-I-1, -2, and -3 would all require
development to implement stormwater quality control measures. Policy PSF-6 and -7 specifically
address measures to control non-point source pollutants through Best Management Practices and
reduction of discharge quantities. In addition Policies NS-D-1, -3, and -5 would require that new
development would include design standards consistent with the SUSMP plan including use of
landscaped areas for infiltration of stormwater, permeable paving, stormwater detention basins,
and parking lots with bio-infiltrations systems. Incorporation of these policies would ensure that
new development and redevelopment projects included as part of the proposed growth in the
proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the total volume and improve the water quality of the
runoff would be directed offsite that might impact downstream receiving waters. Therefore this
would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.H-3: Urban development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035 would increase drainage flows as a result of impervious surfaces, resulting in
localized and cumulative flooding. (Less than Significant)
Development under the proposed General Plan 2035 would result in construction of structures on
land that is currently vacant. Streets, parking lots, and rooftops prevent the natural drainage and
infiltration of the storm water through the soil. Surface water runoff volumes and rates generated
from undeveloped, unpaved areas can increase significantly when that site is paved and the
capability of surface water infiltration is reduced or eliminated. Although the General Plan 2035
does not proposed changes to existing land uses within FEMA-designated 100-year flood zones,
development undertaken consistent with General Plan 2035 designations would increase runoff,
potentially causing flooding on newly constructed sites and near local drainage facilities. In
addition, runoff from built-out areas could be discharged more efficiently, decreasing the time it
takes to reach downstream facilities and altering the existing peak flood timing.
Additionally, drainage problems currently exist in the relatively flat, poorly drained areas in the
southern and western portions of the city, which are currently less developed than the northern
and eastern portion of the city. Development of vacant land and underdeveloped lands in the
South Wright Road area, for example, cannot practically occur without substantial improvements
to the drainage conditions in the area. Unless such improvements to the drainage conditions of
these areas are undertaken, increased development in these areas could contribute to increased
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risk of storm flooding in these areas. Increased exposure to flooding hazards is considered a
potentially significant impact.
The proposed General Plan 2035 contains a number of policies which would help minimize the
amount of increased runoff from new impervious surfaces. Policies PSF-I-1 through PSF-I-5 are
centered around improving stormwater flow through maintenance and upgrades of drainage
facilities as a condition of approval consistent with the Santa Rosa Waterways Plan. Policy
PSF-I-5 includes coordination with the Sonoma County Water Agency and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board to ensure that adequate drainage facilities exist for proposed development.
Policies OSC-B-3, OSC-D-6, and OSC-D-7 are preservation measures that are intended to retain
and preserve existing waterways and drainages in a more natural state. Finally, Policies NS-D-3,
-4 and -5 would require that new development include design standards consistent with the
SUSMP plan including use of landscaped areas for infiltration of stormwater, permeable paving,
stormwater detention basins, and parking lots with bio-infiltrations systems. Incorporation of
these policies would ensure that new development and redevelopment projects included as part of
the proposed growth in the General Plan 2035 would limit the amount of runoff directed offsite
that might impact downstream receiving waters. Therefore this would be a less than significant
impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.H-4: Proposed new development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would expose people or structures to risk of flooding due to the failure of
a dam. (Less than Significant)
Several reservoirs are located within the Santa Rosa Planning Area. However, the dams on these
reservoirs are under the jurisdiction of the DSOD, which imposes strict standards for the design,
maintenance, and monitoring of dams under its jurisdiction. DSOD requirements for siting,
engineering, construction, and monitoring of dams are continually improved as knowledge
increases as to how and why dams fail. Several of the policies included in the General Plan 2035
are directed at minimizing the risk associated with dams. Policy NSC-C-7, NS-D-6, NS-E, and
NS-E-1 require inspection of water storage facilities, location of essential public facilities outside
of potential dam inundation areas, and support measures to conduct periodic inspections of local
dams as well as provide protection of public and private properties from dam inundation.
Therefore the risk of flooding due to dam failure is considered less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
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Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.H-5: Land uses and growth under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, in
combination with current land uses in the surrounding communities and land use activities
and development of the cities and other agencies in the County, could introduce additional
non-point source pollutants to surface waters. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of policy provisions as well as compliance with the city’s Grading and Drainage
Ordinance would reduce the city’s contribution to cumulative water quality impact to a less than
cumulatively considerable level. This impact is mitigated through the use of effective BMPs that
include site preparation, runoff control, sediment retention, and other similar features. The
effectiveness of BMPs has been recognized in the California Stormwater Quality Association,
California Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact 4.H-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would increase impervious surfaces and
alter drainage conditions and rates in the Planning Area, which would contribute to
cumulative flood conditions in creeks in the Planning Area. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of various General Plan 2035 policy provisions and their associated
implementation programs would help to reduce flood and drainage impacts in Santa Rosa. The
proposed policy provisions for flooding would require new development and remodeling
proposals in areas subject to flooding to provide a minimum flood protection level equal to a
100-year storm event, aggressively pursue sources of state and federal funding, and establish and
maintain an effective emergency response program that anticipates the potential for disasters.
Thus, implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions and continued
implementation of Municipal Code standards for flood protection would reduce this impact to
less than cumulatively considerable.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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I. Public Services
Introduction
This section discusses existing public services, including police and fire protection services and
public schools, that serve the project area, and analyzes the potential impacts that would occur
with the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035.

Setting
Police Protection Services
The Santa Rosa Police Department provides neighborhood-oriented policing services via patrol
operations and traffic enforcement. The Police Department has 251 employees working within the
community to provide public safety services. Neighborhood-oriented policing is based on
encouraging citizen input and involvement to resolve issues concerning public safety, law
enforcement, and criminal activity throughout the community. The Police Department is organized
into four areas: Administrative; Field Services (patrol); Special Services (Investigations Bureau and
Support Bureau); and Technical Services (Communications Bureau and Records Bureau). Officers
comprise eight patrol teams, which are divided among various beats. Under the field services
division, officers are assigned to a beat for six months at a time. The patrol teams are managed by a
lieutenant and staffed with sergeants, patrol officers, and field and evidence technicians.
In 2007 the department received 45,147 calls for emergency response. The total number of incidents
was 132,052. The average response time for emergency calls (Priority 1) was 6.07 minutes, the
average response time for urgent calls (Priority 2) was 10.7 minutes, and the average response time
for routine calls (Priority 3) was 22.66 minutes. The total number of crime incidents (majority of
types of crimes) for the same time period was 5,496 (City of Santa Rosa, 2008).

Fire Protection Services
The Santa Rosa Fire Department is responsible for protecting life, property, and the environment
from fire, explosion, and hazardous materials incidents. The Department, which comprises three
divisions—Administrative, Fire Suppression, and Fire Prevention—is staffed with 138 sworn
employees and ten civilians. In 2007 the Fire Department responded to 18,720 service calls
within the classifications of fire/explosion; overpressure rupture, explosion, or overheat; rescue or
emergency medical; hazardous condition, standby; service call; good intent call; false alarm call;
natural disaster; and other (Table 4.I-1).
The City Council has set a goal for the Fire Department of responding to 80 percent of all calls
for service within 4 minutes or less, to 90 percent of all calls for service within 5 minutes or less,
and to all calls for service within 6 minutes or less. In 2007, 28.46 percent of Code 3 calls were
responded to within 4 minutes; 54.62 percent of these calls were responded to within 5 minutes;
77.86 percent were responded to within 6 minutes or less, and 22.14 percent of Code 3 calls were
responded to in more than 6 minutes (Hanley, 2008).
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TABLE 4.I-1
ALARM CALLS BY CLASSIFICATION IN 2007
Number of
calls

Percent of
total calls

714

4%

12

0%

12,109

65%

530

3%

1,513

8%

Good Intent call

2,681

14%

False alarm call

1,141

6%

Natural disaster

1

0%

19

0%

18,720

100%

Call Classification
Fire, Explosion
Overpressure Rupture, Explosion, Overheat
Rescue, Emergency Medical
Hazardous Condition, standby
Service Call

Other types of situations found:
TOTAL
SOURCE: Santa Rosa Police Department (Hanley, 2008).

The Santa Rosa Emergency Operations Plan addresses how the city will respond to extraordinary
events or disasters, from preparation through recovery. It includes a comprehensive assessment of
potential hazards and threats, and sets forth policies and procedures pertaining to emergency
planning, organization and response. The plan is based on the principles and functions of the
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) (EIP, 2002).

Public Schools
The Santa Rosa public school system comprises eight public school districts. Santa Rosa City
High School District is a grades 7–12 district, Piner-Olivet is a grades K–8 district, and there are
six smaller elementary school districts: Bellevue, Bennett Valley, Rincon Valley, Roseland, Santa
Rosa City, and Wright. Additionally, the boundaries of Mark West and Kenwood Elementary
School Districts overlap the Santa Rosa Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Students from the
elementary school districts later attend Santa Rosa City High School’s facilities.
Within the Santa Rosa UGB, there are a total of 33 elementary schools, five middle schools, five
comprehensive high schools, and one continuation high school. School locations are illustrated in
Figure 4.I-1. The Santa Rosa City Elementary School District is the largest in the city and
includes 14 elementary schools, including four charter schools. The Santa Rosa City High School
District includes nineteen total schools, including middle schools, high schools, necessary
schools, and continuing education schools. During the 2007–2008 school year, the combined
Santa Rosa City School District and Santa Rosa City High School District served an estimated
16,698 students from kindergarten through twelfth grade (SCOE, 2008a). Table 4.I-2 displays
recent enrollment numbers for the various school districts in the Santa Rosa Planning Area.
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TABLE 4.I-2
ENROLLMENT IN SANTA ROSA SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 2007–2008

School District

Number of Schools1

2006 – 2007
Enrollment2

2007 – 2008
Enrollment2

Bellevue

4

1,700

1,725

Bennett Valley

2

941

951

1

148

153

4

1,391

1,421

Kenwood

3
3

Mark West

Piner-Olivet

6

1,685

1,683

Rincon Valley

9

2,758

2,965

Roseland

3

2,261

1,994

Santa Rosa City Elem.

14

4,435

4,734

Santa Rosa City High

19

11,969

11,964

3

1,440

1,435

28,728

29,025

Wright
TOTAL

65 schools

1 Charter schools are included.
2 Items may not sum due to rounding
3 Kenwood and Mark West School Districts encompass small portions of the Santa Rosa Planning Area, but they do not include school

sites within the city.
SOURCES: City of Santa Rosa, 2009; SCOE, 2008a.

The school districts in Santa Rosa are described below (SCOE, 2009):
•

Bellevue Union School District encompasses the southern Santa Rosa area. The district
comprises four elementary schools.

•

Bennett Valley Union School District consists of two schools, one K-3, and one 4-6. This
district also has an additional site on Bennett View Drive, which is being leased to
Merryhill Country Day School, and part of which contains a special education school for
pre-schoolers.

•

Piner-Olivet, also in the northwestern portion of the Planning Area, contains four K – 6
schools, one charter middle school (seventh through eighth grades), and one grades 7-10
school.

•

Rincon Valley School District is located in the eastern part of Santa Rosa and comprises
eight elementary schools and one grades 7-8 charter school.

•

Roseland School District encompasses the Roseland area in southwest Santa Rosa. The
district comprises two elementary schools (one of which includes a grades 6–8 middle
school) and one grades 7-11 charter school.

•

Centrally located Santa Rosa City Elementary School District encompasses Downtown and
neighborhoods north and northwest of downtown. The district includes ten elementary
schools and four elementary charter schools.

•

Santa Rosa City High School District comprises a total of 19 middle and high school
facilities, including five middle schools, two charter high schools, four traditional high
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schools, four necessary small high schools, and other schools. Unlike schools in the
elementary districts, schools in this district are not geographically located in close
proximity to one another, but rather are distributed throughout the Planning Area in various
other districts.
•

Write School District encompasses about half of southwest Santa Rosa, generally west of
Stony point Road and south of Santa Rosa Creek to the Urban Boundary. Three elementary
schools make up this district.

Regulatory Framework
Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
public services are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Downtown Station Area Specific Plan
Police and Fire Services

Goal SP-UPS-1: Provide funding for public services and utilities in the Plan Area.
Goal SP-UPS-7: Provide fire and police services that ensure the safety of the Plan Area
community.
Policy SP-UPS-7.1: Require developers to be in compliance with Santa Rosa Fire
Department High-Rise Requirements.
Policy SP-UPS-7.2: Relocate Engine Company No. 8 to a new site in the vicinity of
Sebastopol Road. Explore the feasibility of acquiring the historic Fitzgerald Building
site on Roberts Avenue as a multi-use site for both a Fire Station and neighborhood
community facility.
Policy SP-UPS-7.3: Require new development along the SMART rail corridor to
comply with Fire Department requirements for equipment access and circulation.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Police and Fire Protective Services
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 results
in:
•

Increased demand for police and fire protection services beyond the planned capacity of the
Santa Rosa Police and Fire Departments; or

•

Development in areas of high fire hazard where people and property are placed at
substantial risk from wildfire.

Public Schools
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 results in:

•

Failure to provide adequate school sites and enrollment capacity available to serve all new
development.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.I-1: Proposed development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General
Plan 2035 would increase demand on police and fire protection by increasing population
and urbanized land area. (Less than Significant)
New residential, mixed use, and business park uses in the southwestern portion of the Urban
Growth Boundary will increase the population served by Santa Rosa’s police and fire personnel.
Additionally, reuse and intensification activities throughout the city’s arterial corridors will
contribute to higher residential densities and population, and potentially increased crime rates and
alarm calls.
Several objectives and polices in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the increased
demand on police and fire protection. They include the following:
PSF-E-1: Provide for citizen safety through expedient response to emergency calls.
PSF-E-2: Provide for the safety of Santa Rosa citizens by maintaining efficient, well
trained, and adequately equipped police and fire personnel.
PSF-E-3: Collaborate with other local jurisdictions in the provision of some police and fire
services, if such collaboration can improve service levels and is cost effective.
PSF-E-4: Require implementation of fire protection measures, such as non-combustible
roofing materials and fire sprinklers in areas of high fire hazard.
PSF-E-5: Assist neighborhoods and increase community contact through the Neighborhood
Oriented Policing Program.
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PSF-E-6: Develop a new fire station in southeast Santa Rosa.
PSF-E-7: To better serve the community, move the fire station on Parker Hill Road to a
new location near Fountaingrove Parkway and Parker Hill Road.
Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.I-2: Development near the Urban Growth Boundary under the proposed Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase risk from wildland fires due to the proximity of
development to open areas of grassland or chaparral. (Less than Significant)
The residential construction proposed by the General Plan 2035 will result in an increased hazard
from wildland fire, as various factors result in construction adjacent to open areas and slopes
covered with tall grasses and/or chaparral. This risk is particularly high in areas to the east and
north of the city, where proposed development is adjacent to Annadel State Park and other open
space areas.
Several policies within the proposed General Plan 2035 address the increased hazard from
wildland fire. These policies include the following:
NS-G-1: Require proposed developments in high or medium fire hazard areas to investigate
a site’s vulnerability to fire and to minimize risk accordingly.
NS-G-2: Require new development in areas of high wildfire hazard to utilize fire-resistant
building materials. Require the use of on-site fire suppression systems, including automatic
sprinklers, smoke and/or detection systems, buffers and fuel breaks, and fire retardant
landscaping.
NS-G-3: Prohibit untreated wood shake roofs in areas of high fire hazard.
NS-G-4: Continue monitoring water fire-flow capabilities throughout the city and
improving water availability at any locations having flows considered inadequate for fire
protection.
NS-G-5: Require detailed fire prevention and control measures, including community
firebreaks, for development projects in high fire hazard zones.
NS-G-6: Minimize single-access residential neighborhoods in development areas near open
space, and provide adequate access for fire and other emergency response personnel.
Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.
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Impact 4.I-3: Increased traffic congestion in certain areas due to development anticipated
under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in increased response times
for emergency vehicles. (Less than Significant)
There are twelve fire stations currently serving the city, including the Roseland contract station.
In addition, the city has an agreement with the Rincon Valley Fire District, which integrates its
station on Todd Road into the citywide response matrix. Increases in traffic congestion due to the
development proposed in the General Plan 2035 may affect the ability of one or more of these
stations to respond to an emergency in an efficient manner. However, based on the traffic analysis
conducted for the proposed project, as described in Table 4.I-3, increased congestion in the
vicinity of stations on arterial roadways would not be substantial enough to adversely affect the
operations of the Santa Rosa Fire Department. Moreover, emergency vehicles are outfitted with
equipment (such as sirens) that can be utilized regularly to traverse traffic-congested streets.
TABLE 4.I-3
TRAFFIC IMPACTS TO FIRE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE, CITY OF SANTA ROSA
Station Impacts
1.

Congestion on Brookwood Ave., Farmers Lane, and 4th Street.

2.

Congestion on Stony Point Road (3rd-College) and moderate congestion on Fulton Rd (W. 3rd to Guerneville Rd.)

3.

Moderate congestion on Piner Road

4.

Congestion on Montgomery Drive, Hoen Avenue

5.

Congestion on Fountaingrove Parkway; Chanate Road

6.

Sonoma Highway (12) slow speeds

7.

No impacts

8.

Some congestion on cross-freeway bridges; Stony Point Rd. and Dutton Ave. near Highway 12

9.

Information unavailable.

10. Some congestion on S. Wright Road; congestion on Fulton Road
11. Moderate congestion Guerneville Road; congestion on Petaluma Hill Road

SOURCE: Dowling Associates, 2009.

The following policies within the General Plan 2035 address the potential increased response time:
T-A-2: Evaluate corridor levels of service (LOS) and develop strategies to improve service
levels.
T-C-4: Improve traffic flow and reduce neighborhood traffic impacts in all quadrants of the
city by completing needed improvements, such as road widening and traffic calming. Seek
innovative funding mechanisms in order to maximize the number of projects completed.
T-D-1: Maintain a Level of Service (LOS) D or better along all major corridors. Exceptions
to meeting the standard include:
•
•
•
•

Within downtown;
Where attainment would result in significant environmental degradation;
Where topography or environmental impact makes the improvement impossible; or
Where attainment would ensure loss of an area’s unique character.
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Additionally, traffic congestion is considered when adjusting fire station boundaries, and the
impacts to emergency vehicles are assessed when prioritizing roadway and traffic signal
improvements. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.I-4: Increased residential development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would result in a greater number of students that school facility
capacity. (Less than Significant)
Under the proposed General Plan 2035, a total population of 233,520 is estimated in the year 2035.
Increases in citywide population will generate comparable increases in youth population (ages 5–
18). In 2007, the California Department of Finance (DOF) released 2030 and 2040 population
projections according to age group for each county. DOF projections for Sonoma County were in
2030 and 2040 were averaged to estimate 2035 projected population. These 2035 projections were
then used to establish the distribution of total population in each age group, which were applied to
the projected General Plan 2035 population in Santa Rosa, as shown in Table 4.I-4.1
TABLE 4.I-4
PROJECTED POPULATION BY AGE CATEGORY, SANTA ROSA PLANNING AREA

Age Class

2035 Population

Total 2035 Population

Percentage of 2035
Population

233,520

Ages 5 through 9

18,296

7.8 %

Ages 10 through 14

17,967

7.7 %

Ages 15 – 18

13,788

5.9 %

Youth Population (Ages 5 – 18)

50,051

21.4%

SOURCE: California Department of Finance, 2007

Youth, or school-aged children, will constitute 21.4 percent of Santa Rosa’s population in 2035. It
is assumed, based on 2000 DOF school enrollment data for Sonoma County, that approximately
81.1 percent of the youth population will be enrolled in public school in 2035.2 Table 4.I-5
distributes the youth population by grade range, calculates projected enrollment based on the
results of Table 4.I-4 (previous) and the assumption that 80 percent of youths will be enrolled in
public schools, and calculates the projected demand for public schools in 2035.

1
2

DOF projections do not include an ages 15–18 group. They include an ages 15–19 group. The ages 15–18 group
projection was calculated by taking four-fifths of the DOF ages 15– 19 group projection.
DOF data state that 73,584 students were enrolled in grades K–12 in Sonoma County in the 2000–2001 school
year. In July 2000, approximately 90,695 people were of school-attending age. Therefore 81.1 percent of all
school-aged-youths attended school in the year 2000.
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TABLE 4.I-5
PROJECTED K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT BY GRADE RANGE
2007–2008
Enrollment1

Projected 2035
Enrollment2

Elementary Schools

16,054

22,124

Middle Schools

3,750

7,286

High Schools

9,221

11,182

Total

29,025

40,592

Schools

1 SCOE, 2008b. Enrollment includes Kenwood and Mark West Districts.
2 Assumes 81.1 percent of youth enrolled in public school; of that 81.1 percent, 100% ages 5 – 9 in

elementary, 50% ages 10 – 14 in elementary, 50% 10 – 14 in middle school, and 100% ages 15 –
18 in high school.

Currently, many schools are at or nearing capacity (City of Santa Rosa, 2009). School district
boundaries will be adjusted periodically based on shifts in the school-age population. The number
of students enrolled in Santa Rosa schools is projected to increase by 11,567 students by year
2035. Projected 2035 enrollment for elementary, middle, and high schools could exceed capacity.
In response to projected demand for new middle and elementary schools during the next 25 years,
the city has identified future school sites in the proposed General Plan 2035 (see Figure 4.I-1).
Two middle school sites and four elementary school sites are proposed to accommodate Santa
Rosa’s student population. However, the proposed locations are not specific; they merely indicate
a school is needed in the vicinity.
In addition, the proposed General Plan 2035 includes the following policies to meet the increased
school facility demand:
PSF-C-1: Assist the various school districts in developing school sites and facilities to
serve all neighborhoods in the city, and to respond to the educational needs of various
sectors of the population.
PSF-C-2: Maintain good communication with area school districts on all matters pertaining
to the need for and the provision of school sites and facilities. Integrate the planning efforts
of the city and the school districts by:
•

Locating school facilities that allow safe pedestrian and bicycle access, as well as
ensuring construction of traffic calming measures in the vicinity; and

•

Designing attractive facilities that contribute to neighborhood identity and pride.

PSF-C-3: Continue cooperation with Santa Rosa Junior College administration to further
the accessibility to and the quality of local community college education. Encourage the
improvement of campus parking in order to reduce parking impacts on adjacent
neighborhoods.
Finally, pursuant to Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), developers would be required to pay school impact
fees established to offset potential impacts on school facilities. Therefore, although the project
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could result in additional students and overcrowding within school districts’ facilities with the
Santa Rosa Planning Area, payment of the fees mandated under SB 50 is the mitigation measure
prescribed by the statute, and payment of the fees is deemed full and complete mitigation.
Therefore, no mitigation is required, and this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact 4.I-5: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
along with potential development in the surrounding area would contribute to the
cumulative demand for fire protection and emergency medical services. (Less than
Significant)
Implementation of proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions, which include mutual aid
agreements with surrounding communities, and the continued funding from property taxes,
developer fees, and other alternative sources of funding would provide sufficient resources to
serve the projected needs of the Fire Department under buildout conditions, including future
development within the Planning areas. Individual development projects would be subject to Fire
Department review and approval. Therefore, the cumulative fire protection and emergency
medical services demand increases in the city would be offset and would result in a less than
significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.I-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
along with potential development in the surrounding area would result in the increase of the
demand for cumulative law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of Land Use policy provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035 would ensure
that adequate response times and high-quality law enforcement services are maintained within the
City of Santa Rosa. The police department receives funding from the General Fund, which is
expected to grow as a result of further development in the city. In addition, Sonoma County has
established an Emergency Operations Plan in compliance with the State OES SEMS program to
address regional emergency disasters. As such, cumulative development would provide additional
funding sources for the provision of law enforcement services. Individual development projects
would be subject to department’s review and approval. Therefore, the cumulative law
enforcement impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.I-11

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
I. Public Services

Impact 4.I-7: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding area would result in cumulative public school
impacts. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of proposed General Plan 2035 Land Use policies and payment of required
impact fees would ensure that long-term facility needs and funding for future school facilities
would be maintained for the three school districts serving the City of Santa Rosa. Therefore, the
cumulative public school impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
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J. Cultural Resources
Introduction
This section presents a summary of the prehistory and history of the Santa Rosa Planning Area
and an overview of known cultural resources. The potential for adverse effects on cultural
resources is assessed in the impact analysis. This section has been adapted from the Santa Rosa
2020 General Plan Environmental Impact Report. Information has been updated as necessary.
Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic-era archaeological resources; and buildings,
structures, objects, and districts of historic-era architectural/structural significance.
In order to identify the types and quantity of cultural resources within the Planning Area, a
records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical
Resources Information System (NWIC) at Sonoma State University on July 1, 2008 (File No. 071900). The records were accessed by utilizing the Santa Rosa California, U.S. Geological Survey
7.5-minute quadrangle base map and the Geographic Information System currently being
developed by the NWIC. Also reviewed were the California Inventory of Historical Resources
(DPR, 1976), California Historical Landmarks (OHP, 1990), California Points of Historical
Interest (OHP, 1992), and Historic Properties Directory Listing (OHP, 2008). The Historic
Properties Directory includes listings of the National Register of Historic Places and the
California Register of Historical Resources, and the most recent listings of California Historical
Landmarks and California Points of Historical Interest. The Santa Rosa Planning Department
provided the updated information on designated local landmarks and historic districts.

Setting
Prehistoric and Ethnographic Overview
Categorizing prehistoric times into broad cultural stages allows researchers to describe a wide
number of archaeological sites with similar cultural patterns and components during a given
period of time, thereby creating a regional chronology. This section provides a brief discussion of
the chronology for the Planning Area.
A framework for the interpretation of the San Francisco Bay Area, including Sonoma County, is
provided by Milliken et al. (2007), who have divided human history in California into three broad
periods: the Early period, the Middle period, and the Late period. Economic patterns, stylistic
aspects, and regional phases further subdivide cultural patterns into shorter phases. This scheme
uses economic and technological types, socio-politics, trade networks, population density, and
variations of artifact types to differentiate between cultural periods.
The Paleoindian period (11,500 to 8000 B.C.) was characterized by big-game hunters occupying
broad geographic areas – evidence for this period has not yet been discovered in the San Francisco
Bay or Sonoma County vicinity. During the Early period, consisting of the Early Holocene (8000
to 3500 B.C.) and Early Period (3500 B.C. to 500 B.C.), geographic mobility continued and is
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characterized by the millingslab and handstone as well as large wide-stemmed and leaf-shaped
projectile points. The first cut shell beads and the mortar and pestle are first documented in
burials during this period, indicating the beginning of a shift to sedentism. During the Middle
period, which includes the Lower Middle Period (500 B.C. to A.D. 430), and Upper Middle
Period (A.D. 430 to 1050), geographic mobility may have continued, although groups began to
establish longer-term base camps in localities from which a more diverse range of resources could
be exploited. The first rich black middens are recorded from this period. The addition of milling
tools, obsidian and chert concave-base points, and the occurrence of sites in a wider range of
environments suggest that the economic base was more diverse. By the Upper Middle Period,
mobility was being replaced by the development of numerous small villages. Around A.D. 430 a
“dramatic cultural disruption” occurred evidenced by the sudden collapse of the Olivella saucer
bead trade network. During the Initial Late period (A.D. 1050 to 1550), social complexity
developed toward lifeways of large, central villages with resident political leaders and specialized
activity sites. Artifacts associated with the period include the bow and arrow, small cornernotched points, and a diversity of beads and ornaments.
Ethnographic literature indicates that at the time of historic contact, the Planning Area was within
the territory of the Southern Pomo people. The Southern Pomo are one of a group of seven
distinct languages (Southern, Kayasha, Central, Northern, Eastern, Southeastern, and
Northeastern) that have been associated with the larger Pomoan linguistic family (McLendon and
Oswalt, 1978:279). The Pomo people organized themselves into small groups, referred to by
anthropologists as “tribelets” or village communities. The closest reported ethnographic village to
the Planning Area was Hukabetawi, located in the vicinity of southwestern Santa Rosa (Kroeber,
1925:233). The Pomo economy was traditionally based on a seasonal round of fishing, hunting,
and the collection of a variety of plants used for food, tools, and structures.
By the mid-1800s Spanish missionization, diseases, raids by Mexican slave traders, and dense
immigrant settlement had disrupted Southern Pomo culture, dramatically reducing the population,
and displacing the native people from their villages and land-based resources (Barrett, 1908:211;
McLendon and Oswalt, 1978:279). In 1920 the Bureau of Indian Affairs purchased a 15.45 acre
tract of land in Graton for the Marshall, Bodega, Tomales, and Sebastopol Indians. This land was
put into a federal trust and these neighboring peoples that included both Coast Miwok and
Southern Pomo were consolidated into one recognized group called the Graton Rancheria. The
Lytton Band of Pomo Indians was first established in 1937 when Bert Steele, who was part
Achomawi and part Nomlaki, and his Bodega Pomo wife, petitioned the government for a 50-acre
parcel north of Healdsburg. In 1958 the U.S. government enacted the Rancheria Act of 1958,
transferring tribal property into private ownership. Forty-four Rancherias in California were
affected, including the Graton and Lytton Rancherias.
Throughout the remaining century, tribal members continued to protect their cultural heritage and
identity despite being essentially landless. On December 27, 2000 President Clinton signed into
law legislation restoring federal recognition to the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria. The
tribe currently has approximately 1,100 members. The Lytton Band of Pomo Indians also has
federal recognition and currently has approximately 200 members.
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Prehistoric Archaeological Resources
The Planning Area is located in the Santa Rosa Basin with six major drainages, including Santa
Rosa, Mantanzas, Piner, Rincon, Austin, Brush creeks. These creeks are significant with respect
to prehistoric resources because Native American archaeological sites tend to be located near
waterways, as well as along ridgetops, midslope terraces, alluvial flats, the base of hills, and near
vegetation ecotones. Therefore, areas near these natural features are most likely to contain
recorded or still undiscovered prehistoric resources. In addition, Annadel State Park, containing
an important obsidian source for Native American tool manufacture, is located adjacent to the
Planning Area. Prehistoric materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g.,
projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”)
containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment
(mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones
and pitted stones.
The 2008 review of the records and literature on file at the NWIC indicates that the Santa Rosa
Planning Area contains 161 recorded Native American resources. Remnants of Native American
civilization have been discovered along Santa Rosa Creek and its tributaries, in the adjacent
alluvial valleys and surrounding plains, in the hills, in the Annadel State Park area, in the Laguna
de Santa Rosa, and in the Windsor area. Given the environmental setting, the archaeologically
rich nature of the Santa Rosa area, and the large amount of unsurveyed land (at least 50% of the
Planning Area has not been surveyed for archaeological resources), there is a high potential for
finding additional Native American sites in the Planning Area.

Historic Overview
The first known non-Native American settlers came to the Santa Rosa area in the 1830s. María
Ignacia Lopez de Carrillo moved to the Rancho Cabeza de Santa Rosa with her twelve unmarried
children in 1837. Carrillo was mother-in-law to General Mariano Vallejo, commander of the
Mexican forces north of the Presidio of San Francisco. Her adobe was located on the south side of
Santa Rosa Creek near its confluence with Matanzas Creek. The land was formally granted to her
by the governor on September 30, 1841.
The post office of Santa Rosa was established in 1852 although the town consisted of only a few
buildings. In 1853, a Carrillo son (Julio) purchased two square leagues of his mother’s property and
constructed a house on what is now Second Street in downtown Santa Rosa. Three German-born
business partners—Barney Hoen, Ted Hahman, and William Hartman—rented the tavern and store
at the Carrillo Adobe and called it Hoen & Company, from which they sold groceries, cattle, and
real estate. They soon devised a plan to wrest the county seat away from the town of Sonoma and
helped nominate Sonoma County pioneer James Bennett for the state legislature. Bennett promptly
presented a bill calling for an election in the fall of 1854. The promise of a modern town and the
rejection of the old Mexican lifeways typified by the town of Sonoma turned the vote and all
official documents were immediately hauled to Santa Rosa. According to Carrillo's wish the town
was laid out with a central plaza like that of a Hispanic city. A store, a saloon, and a Masonic hall
were built by the spring of 1854, and that fall the first court of sessions was held.
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In 1868 Santa Rosa was officially incorporated and had a population of 200. Two years later the
railroad came and within seven years the population increased by tenfold.

Historic-era Architectural/Structural Resources
Historic-era resources of the built environment include structures, districts, or other physical
evidence greater than 50 years old. Santa Rosa has a rich architectural heritage spanning many
periods that includes Mexican-period adobes, 19th-century Gothic, Greek-revival, and Italianate
houses, turn-of-the-century Stick/Eastlake styles, early 20th-century Craftsman and California
bungalows, 1920s Spanish-revival, and 1930s art deco buildings.
The Santa Rosa Planning Area has fourteen buildings and one district listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Luther Burbank House and Garden, the William Hood House,
and the 20th-century-folkart Medica Gardens are listed as California Historical Landmarks. Sixtynine buildings and structures have paperwork on file at the NWIC.
Although many historic structures have been lost through reconstruction, fire, and neglect, there
remain many restoration opportunities. A growing interest in the city’s historic resources and
appreciation of the value of special historic architecture is resulting in continued restoration and
preservation efforts. Owners of landmark properties and individual historic properties within a
preservation district can take advantage of the State Historic Building Code (which provides safe
alternatives to the Uniform Building Code), Housing Rehabilitation Assistance, possible federal
income tax credits, technical assistance from the Community Development Department, increased
property values, neighborhood protection, and official recognition.
The 2008 records and literature review identified 21 local landmarks and 8 historic preservation
districts in Santa Rosa. A local landmark is any site having a specific historical, archaeological,
cultural, or architectural value. Preservation districts are areas that have special historic
significance or represent one or more architectural periods or styles typical to the city’s history.
Preservation districts include Burbank Gardens, Cherry Street, Saint Rose, Olive Park, Railroad
Square, West End, McDonald, and Ridgway neighborhoods.
In addition to the listed buildings and districts forty individual buildings have been determined
potentially-eligible local landmarks. Five neighborhoods in Southwest Santa Rosa have been
identified as the Northeast Roseland Historic Neighborhoods for which special design
considerations must be given (Northeast Roseland Planned Community Policy Statement Oct. 1,
1996, Ordinance 3283). Seven neighborhoods in the Southwest Area have also been determined
to contain properties that may contribute to potentially-eligible historic neighborhoods.

Historic-era Archaeological Resources
Historic-era archaeological resources in the Planning Area include remnants of Spanish, Mexican,
and Euroamerican use and occupation. Historical materials might include stone, concrete, or
adobe footings and walls; artifact-filled wells or privies; deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic
refuse; and remnant roads and railroad grades. Historic-era sites enhance information about early
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non-Native American settlement and its effects on indigenous peoples, as well later development,
urbanization, and industrialization.
Fifty historic-era archaeological resources have been recorded within the Planning Area. New
development projects within the Planning Area, especially in more urban locations, have a
probability of uncovering previously unknown historic-era archaeological resources.

Regulatory Framework
Numerous laws and regulations require federal, state, and local agencies to consider the effects a
project may have on cultural resources. These laws and regulations stipulate a process for
compliance, define the responsibilities of the various agencies proposing the action, and prescribe
the relationship among other involved agencies (e.g., State Historic Preservation Office and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation). The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
and the California Register of Historical Resources, Public Resources Code (PRC) 5024, are the
primary state laws governing and affecting preservation of cultural resources of national, state,
regional, and local significance.

California State Laws and Regulations
California Register of Historical Resources
The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is “an authoritative listing
and guide to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the
existing historical resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected,
to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public Resources
Code [PRC] Section 5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility for the California Register are based
upon National Register criteria (PRC Section 5024.1[b]). Certain resources are determined by the
statute to be automatically included in the California Register, including California properties
formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register).
To be eligible for the California Register, a prehistoric or historic-era property must be significant
at the local, state, and/or federal level under one or more of the following criteria:
1)

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

2)

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3)

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or

4)

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
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A resource eligible for the California Register must meet one of the criteria of significance
described above, and retain enough of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be
recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reason for its significance. It is possible
that a historic resource may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the
National Register, but it may still be eligible for listing in the California Register.
Additionally, the California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those
that must be nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California
Register automatically includes the following:
•

California properties listed on the National Register and those formally Determined
Eligible for the National Register.

•

California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward.

•

California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the OHP and have been
recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the California Register.

Other resources that may be nominated to the California Register include:
•

Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (Those properties
identified as eligible for listing in the National Register, the California Register, and/or a
local jurisdiction register).

•

Individual historical resources.

•

Historical resources contributing to historic districts.

•

Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local
ordinance, such as an historic preservation overlay zone.

CEQA Regulations
CEQA, as codified at PRC Sections 21000 et seq., is the principal statute governing the
environmental review of projects in the state. CEQA requires lead agencies to determine if a
proposed project would have a significant effect on archaeological resources. As defined in PRC
Section 21083.2, a “unique” archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site
about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
•

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information

•

Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type

•

Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person
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In addition, the CEQA Guidelines define a historical resource as: (1) a resource in the California
Register; (2) a resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in
PRC Section 5020.1(k) or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the
requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or (3) any object, building, structure, site, area, place,
record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in
the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political,
military, or cultural annals of California, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.
If a lead agency determines that an archaeological site is a historical resource, the provisions of
PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 would apply. If an archaeological
site does not meet the CEQA Guidelines criteria for a historical resource, then the site is to be
treated in accordance with the provisions of PRC Section 21083 regarding unique archaeological
resources. The CEQA Guidelines note that if a resource is neither a unique archaeological
resource nor a historical resource, the effects of the project on that resource shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[c][4]).

Senate Bill (SB) 18
Effective January 2005 and in conformance with SB 18, which was signed into law by the
Governor of California in September 2004, starting on March 1, 2005 local governments are
required to consult with tribes before making certain planning decisions and to provide notice to
tribes at certain key points in the planning process. The intent is to “provide California Native
American tribes an opportunity to participate in local land use decisions at an early planning stage,
for the purpose of protecting, or mitigating impacts to, cultural places” (State of California, 2005).
According to the Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to General Plan Guidelines (2005),
the following identifies the contact and notification responsibilities of local governments:
•

Prior to the adoption or any amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local
government must notify the appropriate tribes (on the contact list maintained by the Native
American Heritage Commission [NAHC]) of the opportunity to conduct consultations for
the purpose of preserving, or mitigating impacts to, cultural places located on land within
the local government’s jurisdiction that is affected by the proposed plan adoption or
amendment. Tribes have 90 days from the date on which they receive notification to
request consultation, unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe
(Government Code Section 65352.3).

•

Prior to the adoption or substantial amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local
government must refer the proposed action to those tribes that are on the NAHC contact list
and have traditional lands located within the city or county’s jurisdiction. The referral must
allow a 45-day comment period (Government Code Section 65352). Notice must be sent
regardless of whether prior consultation has taken place. Such notice does not initiate a new
consultation process.

•

Local government must send a notice of a public hearing, at least 10 days prior to the
hearing, to tribes who have filed a written request for such notice (Government Code
Section 65092).
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Native American Consultation
In accordance with SB 18, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was
contacted on June 23, 2008 to conduct a review of their Sacred Lands File and determine if any
listed Native American traditional cultural properties are located within or adjacent to the
Planning Area. The NAHC provided a list of Native American contacts for the vicinity that
should be consulted for additional information and comments. A letter was sent to the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria and the Lytton Band of Pomo Indians, both federally recognized
tribes. A response was received from both tribes for additional consultation with the City of Santa
Rosa.

Local Regulations
Sonoma County
Sonoma County’s General Plan contains the following goals, objectives, and policies concerning
cultural resources:
Goal OS-9 Preserve significant archaeological and historical sites which represent the
ethnic, cultural, and economic groups that have lived and worked in Sonoma County.
Preserve unique or historically significant heritage or landmark trees.
Objective OS-9.1: Encourage the preservation and conservation of historic structures by
promoting their rehabilitation or adaptation to new uses.
Objective OS-9.2: Encourage preservation of historic building or cemeteries by maintaining
a Landmarks Commission to review projects which may affect historic structures or other
cultural resources.
Objective OS-9.3: Encourage preservation of archaeological resources by reviewing all
development projects in archaeologically sensitive areas.
Objective OS-9.4: Identify and preserve heritage and landmark trees.
The County shall use the following policies to achieve these objectives:
OS-9a: Designate the County Landmarks Commission to review projects within designated
historic districts.
OS-9b: Refer proposals for County Landmark status and rezonings to the Historic
Combining District to the County Landmarks Commission.
OS-9c: The County Landmarks Commission shall review Historic Building Surveys and
make recommendations for designation of structures or cemeteries as county landmarks.
OS-9d: Include a list of historic structures proposed for designation as county landmarks in
specific or area plans or local area development guidelines and refer the list to the
Landmarks Commission for their recommendations.
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OS-9e: Refer applications which involve the removal, destruction or alteration of a
structure or cemetery identified in a historic building survey to the Landmarks Commission
for mitigation. Measures may include reuse, relocation, or photo-documentation.
OS-9f: Refer applications for discretionary permits to the Northwest Information Center to
determine if the project site might contain archaeological or historical resources. If a site is
likely to have these resources, require a field survey and include mitigation measures if
needed. Discourage paving over resources.
OS-9g: Use the Heritage or Landmark Tree Ordinance and the design review process to
protect trees.
OS-9h: Pursue grant funding for the preparation and updating of historic resource
inventories.
OS-9i: Designate the County Landmarks Commission to administer a preservation program
for stabilization, rehabilitation, and restoration of historic structures.
Historic Preservation Districts

Sonoma County zoning code Section 26-68 regulates the designation of and alterations to
structures or areas deemed to have special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value. It
prohibits the issuance of zoning permits authorizing alterations or demolition to the exterior of a
structure within a historic district, or construction of new structures within a historic district,
without permission from the county landmarks commission (26-68-020).
County Landmarks Commission

The Landmarks Commission was formed in 1976 to designate historic landmarks and districts,
review development proposals when they involve historic properties, and to administer programs
on the preservation of historic resources. The Commission must approve zoning permits for
projects involving the alteration or demolition of historic structures.

City of Santa Rosa
Cultural Heritage Board

Adopted in 1988, the Historic and Cultural Preservation Ordinance created the Cultural Heritage
Board. The Board recommends to the City Council designation of landmarks and preservation
districts, reviews permits for alterations to landmarks and buildings within preservation districts,
and promotes public awareness of historic resources.
Landmarks and Preservation Districts

Under City of Santa Rosa municipal code 17-22.030, any site, including trees or other significant
landscaping, place, building, structure, street, sign, work of art, natural feature, or other object of
special historical, cultural, archaeological, or architectural value may be designated as a historical
landmark by the City Council, with the recommendation of the Cultural Heritage Board.
Additionally, any area having historical significance or representing an architectural period or
style typical to the history of the city, may be designated as a preservation district. Before a
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landmark or preservation district is restored, developed, demolished, or otherwise altered without
being granted a permit by the Cultural Heritage Board.
Santa Rosa General Plan 2020

The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
cultural resources are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this
chapter.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Standards of Significance
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 results
in:
•

Demolition or substantial alteration of a historically or culturally significant resource; or

•

Damage or destruction of a prehistoric or archaeological site.

CEQA provides that a project may result in a significant environmental effect if it would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (Public Resources Code,
Section 21084.1). CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (b)(1), defines a “substantial
adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource to mean “physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.”
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5, subdivision (b)(2), defines “materially impaired” for
purposes of the definition of “substantial adverse change…“ as follows:
The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project:
•

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or

•

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to
section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical
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resources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or
•

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency
for purposes of CEQA.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.J-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would
generally help protect Santa Rosa’s Native American archaeological resources. However,
revisions to proposed General Plan 2035 policies would ensure protection of historic-era
archaeological resources and to Native American human remains. (Less than Significant)
The objectives and polices in the proposed General Plan 2035 would generally help protect Santa
Rosa’s Native American heritage. However, policies protecting Santa Rosa’s historic-era
archaeological resources are not specifically addressed in the proposed Plan, and as such, may be
overlooked during the city’s long-term planning efforts. Historic-era archaeological resources can
be legally-significant under California and federal law, and any damage or destruction to such
resources would be considered a significant impact under CEQA.
Additionally, policies ensuring that Native American human remains are treated in accordance
with state regulations are not specifically addressed in the proposed General Plan 2035.
Therefore, minor additions to the proposed cultural resource policies, as well as one new policy,
were incorporated into the General Plan 2035, which reduced impacts to cultural resources to a
less-than-significant level. The policy changes included the following language:
HP-A-1: Review proposed developments and work in conjunction with Sonoma State
University’s Northwest Information Center to determine whether project areas contain
known archaeological resources, either prehistoric and/or historic-era, or have the
potential to contain such resources.
HP-A-2: Require that project areas found to potentially contain significant archaeological
resources be examined by a qualified consulting archaeologist for recommendations
concerning protection and preservation.
HP-A-3: If cultural resources are encountered during development, work should be halted
to avoid altering the materials and their context until a qualified consulting archaeologist
and Native American representative (if appropriate) has evaluated the situation, recorded
the identified cultural resources, and determined suitable mitigation measures.
HP-A-4: Consult with local Native American tribes to identify, evaluate, and appropriately
address cultural resources and tribal sacred sites through the development review process.
New Policy HP-A-5. Ensure that Native American human remains are treated with
sensitivity and dignity and assure compliance with the provisions of California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
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Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact 4.J-2: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would help
preserve Santa Rosa’s historic structures and neighborhoods, and would help to increase
public involvement in the historic preservation process. (Less than Significant)
The proposed General Plan 2035 policies strive to ensure long-term historic preservation in Santa
Rosa by encouraging preservation of historic structures, as well as their surrounding setting in areas
of new development and redevelopment, and by discouraging demolition of historic resources. The
policies also help to increase public involvement in the historic preservation process.
Several objectives and polices in the General Plan 2035 support the preservation of Santa Rosa’s
historic structures and neighborhoods. They include Policy HP-B-1, which states that alterations to
historic buildings and their surrounding settings should be compatible with the character of the
structure and the neighborhood, and that rehabilitation projects should follow the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to a reasonable extent, taking into consideration economic
and technical feasibility. In addition, Policy HP-B-2 states that various alternatives to demolition of
historic structures should be considered, including the adaptive reuse of historic buildings for
contemporary uses. Similarly, Policy HP-B-4 would allow for the adaptive reuse of historic
landmark structures for institutional, office, or limited commercial uses, incorporating
improvements to minimize negative impacts on existing neighborhoods to the extent feasible.
Finally, HP-B-7 encourages the establishment of zoning designations for historic properties which
considers historic uses and establishes provisions for the retention of the historic use and/or setting.
Although the potential for direct and indirect effects to historic architectural resources would
continue to increase due to new construction, adaptive reuse, and other physical changes to urban
and suburban areas within the city between 2009 and 2035, policies outlined in the proposed
General Plan 2035 would reduce significant impacts to historic resources and foster preservation
and compatible adaptive reuse of such resources. Therefore, impacts to historic architectural
resources would be a less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.J-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in cumulative impacts to
cultural resources in the region. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035, in combination with cumulative development
in the City of Santa Rosa and the surrounding region would increase the potential to disturb
known and undiscovered cultural resources. Policy provisions, including the text amendments
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outlined in Impact 4.J-1, reduce the General Plan 2035’s contribution to cumulative impacts to
cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts and features) and
human remains to a less than significant level.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.J-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in cumulative impacts to
paleontological resources in the region. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of provision outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to paleontological resources to a less than
significant level.
Mitigation: None required.
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K. Visual Quality
Introduction
This section discusses the existing visual conditions within the Santa Rosa Planning Area, and
considers the potential visual effects of the proposed General Plan 2035 with respect to visual
character, views, and light and glare.

Environmental Setting
Existing Conditions
Santa Rosa is a visually and culturally rich community. The downtown serves as the city’s
primary activity node, and is comprised primarily of mixed office and retail uses. The Old
Courthouse, Santa Rosa Plaza, an indoor mall, and Railroad Square, a retail and hotel hub, are
sited within the downtown area. Surrounding the Downtown are several historic districts, which
contain structures that lend a sense of historic character to the city. The city’s residential
neighborhoods are diverse, ranging from the traditional—such as JC, Burbank, and West End—
with grid street patterns and moderately high densities, to low density hillside neighborhoods
such as Chanate/Hidden Valley, Rincon Valley, and Fountaingrove.
Rural vistas on the edges of Santa Rosa contribute to the city’s identity. Old farmhouses and
ranches provide reminders of local agricultural history. Views of the Sonoma Mountain foothills
in the eastern portion of the Planning Area are available from most parts of the city.

Significant Visual Features
Scenic Views
Santa Rosa is framed by the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains that are prominently visible from
many locations in the flatland areas of the city. Due to potential visual impacts of new
development, General Plan 2035 policies seek to preserve remaining public views.

Entries and Corridors
Major highway and regional/arterial entries into the city are visually strengthened to announce
entry into Santa Rosa. Major corridors connecting various parts of the city to Downtown are also
emphasized to clarify the structure of the city and to provide a more pleasing visual experience
while moving through the community.
The city contains the following major corridors leading into Downtown:
•

Highway 101. A major north-south highway through Santa Rosa that carries local and
regional traffic and provides entry into the city from northern and southern edges of the
UGB. In Sonoma County, US 101 is a four-lane freeway from the Marin County line to
approximately Wilfred Avenue in Rohnert Park. Ongoing improvements have added
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additional lanes to Highway 101. Once construction is completed, there will be three lanes
in each direction.
•

Highway 12. An east-west highway through western Santa Rosa with city entry provided at
the UGB in the east and west. Due to outdated design, this highway is often congested at
the interchange of Highway 101 and Highway 12.

•

Mendocino Avenue/Old Redwood Highway-Fulton Road-Calistoga Road. Regional/arterial
streets that carry traffic from the northern edge of the UGB into the city. City entries occur
at the UGB, generally north of Hopper Avenue for Old Redwood Highway and Fulton
Road.

•

Guerneville Road-Piner Road-Hall Road/West Third Street. Regional/arterial streets that
carry regional traffic into Santa Rosa from the west. City entries along these roadways
occur at the UGB, which is generally located at Fulton Road.

•

Santa Rosa Avenue-Stony Point Road-Petaluma Hill Road. Regional/arterial streets that
mark the southern entries into Santa Rosa. City entries occur at the UGB: Highway 101 for
Santa Rosa Avenue; Bellevue Avenue for Stony Point Road; and Yolanda Avenue for
Petaluma Hill Road.

•

Bennett Valley Road. A rural regional/arterial street that carries traffic between Taylor and
Bennett Mountains into Santa Rosa from the southeast.

Scenic Roads
Several roads in Santa Rosa have unique scenic qualities because of their natural setting as well
as historical and cultural features. A scenic road is defined as a highway, road, drive, or street
that, in addition to its transportation function, provides opportunities for the enjoyment of natural
and human-made scenic resources. Scenic roads direct views to areas of exceptional beauty,
natural resources or landmarks, or historic or cultural interest.
The proposed General Plan 2035 designates the following Santa Rosa roadways as scenic roads.
Roads marked with an asterisk (*) should be given special attention as roads that provide
transitions between the rural countryside and the city’s urban area.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fountaingrove Parkway
Bennett Valley Road (south of Farmers Lane)
Farmers Lane Extension (planned)*
Montgomery Drive (from Mission Boulevard to Melita Road)
Los Alamos Road (south of Highway 12 to Montgomery Drive)
Melita Road (from Highway 12 to Sharon Court)
Chanate Road (from Mendocino Avenue to Fountaingrove Parkway)
Petaluma Hill Road (from Colgan Avenue to Urban Growth Boundary)*
Highway 12 (from Farmers Lane to Calistoga Road)
Highway 12 (from Highway 101 west to Fulton Road)
Highway 101 (contiguous from northern to southern city limits)
Newanga Avenue
Channel Drive
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•
•
•

Francisco Avenue*
Wright Road South*
Ludwig Avenue*

Downtown
Downtown is an energetic center of commerce in Santa Rosa and the entire North Bay region.
Generally bounded by Fifth and Seventh Streets, Brookwood Avenue, Santa Rosa Creek, and the
Northwest Pacific Railroad tracks, the central business district includes pedestrian-oriented streets
featuring commercial establishments, offices, and cultural facilities surrounding Old Courthouse
Square. Santa Rosa Plaza, an indoor mall, serves as a visual barrier between Downtown and
Railroad Square, a historic, mixed use district west of Highway 101.

Open Space and Agriculture
Open space areas provide a variety of benefits, including visual enjoyment, natural resource
conservation (e.g., plant and wildlife habitats, creek corridors, hillsides, and soils), watershed
protection, recreation use, and hazard reduction. The city’s UGB encompasses 180 acres of land
designated as open space. Open space lands outside the UGB include Taylor Mountain and other
hillside and ridgeline areas.
Four types of open space identified near Santa Rosa include agriculture, greenbelts (community
separators), natural resources, and recreation areas. Preservation of open space for each of these
activities is important to the quality of life and rural character valued by local residents.
Agricultural uses, including farms, co-ops, dairies, livestock ranches, and vineyards, surround the
city’s UGB. Agricultural resources within the Planning Area provide residents with a sense of
rural character and access to fresh produce and agricultural goods. Community separators are
greenbelt areas designated by the Sonoma County General Plan to ensure protection of open
space, and prevent expansion of urban development between cities. These separators are intended
to preserve the County’s sense of rural character by preserving open space corridors between
existing communities.

Regulatory Framework
Local
Santa Rosa General Plan
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
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The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
visual quality are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan
The purpose of the Sebastopol Road Urban Vision Plan was to develop community consensus
regarding the character of future development along Sebastopol Road and the development of a
neighborhood center concept for the Roseland Village Shopping Center. In order to present a
unified streetscape corridor, the city extended the streetscape concept eastward from Dutton
Avenue to Olive Street, and the Sebastopol Road Corridor Plan was launched soon after
completion of the Urban Vision Plan. The Corridor Plan focuses on physical improvements
within the public right-of-way of Sebastopol Road from Stony Point Road to Olive Street at the
State Route 12 overpass. The Corridor Plan incorporates the streetscape concept developed with
the Urban Vision Plan and adds some additional details such as street lamps, textured crosswalks,
and bus turnout locations.
The proposed General Plan incorporates concepts from the recently adopted Sebastopol Road
Urban Vision and Corridor Plan and would be generally consistent with the goals and objectives
of this planning document.

Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Study
This 2006 study evaluated the area of the 6th and 7th Street corridors between E Street and
Pierson Street, including a new freeway underpass designed to reunite 6th Street as a primary
connection between downtown and the historic Railroad Square. The purpose of the study was to
reunify Railroad Square and downtown with a safe and attractive corridor for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and motorists. The proposed General Plan 2035 is general consistent with this
document.

Design Review
Santa Rosa’s design review process ensures that new or remodeled development in the city will
enhance the city’s environment and blend into the style of the surrounding area. All professional
offices, commercial buildings, multi-family housing units, Planned Unit Developments and
Planned Residential Zones are subject to design review. Single family dwellings built in
Residential Hillside zones require a Hillside Development permit and site design review. Projects
are reviewed for site planning, circulation, architectural design, quality and type of materials,
colors and landscaping. The Design Review staff of the Community Development Department
reviews minor projects and the Design Review Board reviews all other projects and all sign
programs. The city has adopted Design Guidelines to implement the Urban Design Element of the
General Plan. The Guidelines incorporate traditional development patterns such as pedestrianoriented residential neighborhoods, interconnected street systems, housing variety, and mixed
uses within the Downtown.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this EIR, adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 would have a
significant effect on visual resources if it would exceed the following Standards of Significance,
adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines:
•
•
•

Substantial negative change in urban visual character due to proposed intensification;
Degradation of existing visual quality and views to Sonoma Mountain foothills; or
Damage to scenic resources along the city’s Scenic Roads.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.K-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would, over time,
redevelop designated areas of the city but would not result in substantial negative change to
the urban visual character as a whole. (Less than Significant)
As stated in the Project Description, the proposed General Plan 2035 assumes that, at buildout,
the city would have approximately 23,770 additional housing units, for a total of approximately
94,840 housing units. It is assumed that vacant lands would develop over the next 25 plus years
and that some redevelopment would also occur, especially within the boundaries of the
Downtown Station Area Specific Plan. The city would encourage the development of a variety of
housing sizes and types, such as single family, townhomes, multifamily units, in different
locations at varied prices. It also anticipates changes to some of the existing retail, offices,
industrial and public uses. The proposed General Plan 2035 would use the city’s zoning code and
design review to manage housing growth in a way that would not drastically alter the existing
visual environment. The Design Review Board would continue to review all proposed private and
public developments in terms of their architecture, aesthetic, and site planning features.
As part of the proposed General Plan 2035, the city’s Downtown (an area general bound by
College Avenue on the north, Brookwood Avenue on the east, Santa Rosa Creek/Sonoma Avenue
on the south, and the North Western Pacific Rail Road tracks on the west) would continue to be
the city’s primary activity node, and would continue to be made up primarily of mixed office,
retail, hotel, and service-oriented uses with many historic structures and cultural features
preserved. No land use changes are anticipated within this area as part of the proposed General
Plan 2035.
The city currently contains a mix of visual features, with a range of densities, land use patterns,
architectural styles, landscaping and natural characteristics. While the implementation of the
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in some changes to the urban fabric, particularly in
areas identified for intensification, the goals and policies included in the proposed General Plan
2035 would mitigate this potential impact to a less than significant level. Among the goals
policies that seek to maintain the integrity of the city’s visual character, including preserving the
downtown as the visual focus, are the following:
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UD-A: Preserve and enhance Santa Rosa’s scenic character, including its natural
waterways, hillsides, and distinctive districts.
UD-A-2: Strengthen and emphasize community focal points, visual landmarks, and features
that contribute to the identity of Santa Rosa using design concepts and standards
implemented through the Zoning Code, Design Guidelines, Preservation District Plans,
Scenic Roads policies, and the Station Area Specific Plan.
UD-A-5: Require superior site and architectural design of new development projects to
improve visual quality in the city.
UD-A-6: Review and revise the Design Guidelines, Subdivision Guidelines, Street Design
Standards, and Master Street Tree Planting Plan to design, maintain and enhance the city’s
streets in accordance with the goals and policies in this General Plan.
UD-A-10: Relate landscape design to the natural setting. Require that graded areas within
new development be revegetated.
UD-A-12: Promote green building design and low impact development projects.
UD-B: Preserve and strengthen downtown as a vital and attractive place.
UD-B-1: Maintain and enhance downtown’s position as the main civic, entertainment,
commercial, and office hub of Santa Rosa and the region.
UD-B-4: Respect and relate the scale and character of development at the edges of
downtown to the surrounding Preservation Districts.
UD-B-5: Promote street life in the downtown through attractive building designs with street
level activity and façade windows, public art, trees, fountains, and other landscaping
elements that are pedestrian friendly. Discourage blank parking garage or office block
frontage. Implement this policy through development review and the city’s Capital
Improvement and Downtown Programs.
UD-B-6: Require design review for all new structures and alterations to existing structures
within downtown.
UD-F: Maintain and enhance the diverse character of Santa Rosa’s neighborhoods.
Promote the creation of neighborhoods – not subdivisions – in areas of new development.
UD-F-1: Encourage the rehabilitation of older structures in neighborhoods to preserve the
history, improve energy efficiency, and to allow for diversity of architectural styles.
UD-F-3: Encourage creative subdivision design that avoids walling off neighborhoods
abutting regional/arterial streets with long monotonous stretches of fencing or walls.
UD-F-4: Provide visual interest in building, site, and landscape design that avoids the sense
of a monotonous tract development.
UD-G: Design residential neighborhoods to be safe, human-scaled, and livable by
addressing compact development, multi-modal connectivity and reducing energy use.
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UD-G-9: Encourage pedestrian-oriented village character, rather than strip malls, in
neighborhood centers for local shops and services. Shops should front on streets rather than
parking lots. Parking areas should be located in less visible locations behind buildings and
away from the street edge.
UD-H-5: Allow creative lot layouts such as clustering, flexible setbacks, or flag lots if such
approaches help to preserve contours and other natural features.
UD-I: Respect natural features in the design and construction of hillside development.
UD-I-1: Require mapping of all natural features as part of development applications,
including landforms, mature tree stands, rock outcroppings, creek ways, and ridgelines.
During development review, ensure that site layout is sensitive to such mapped features.
LUL-E-4: Protect the rural quality of Very Low Density areas within the Urban Growth
Boundary through design and development standards in the Zoning Code, and development
review.
LUL-F-3: Maintain a balance of various housing types in each neighborhood and ensure
that new development does not result in undue concentration of a single housing type in
any one neighborhood. Downtown is excepted.
LUL-I: Maintain vibrant, convenient, and attractive commercial centers.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact 4.K-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in new
development, but would not degrade existing visual character of and views to Sonoma
Mountain foothills. (Less than Significant)
Development anticipated under the proposed General Plan 2035 would constitute a continuation
of the existing densities already established throughout the city, which vary from low to high, but
are primarily low within hillside neighborhoods such as Chanate/Hidden Valley, Rincon Valley,
and Fountaingrove. The intensification of certain parcels slated for redevelopment has the
potential to alter public views of the surrounding hillsides. Pursuant to existing Zoning Code
requirements, residential developments would continue be restricted to 35 feet in height within
R-2 and R-3-10 residential districts and to 45 feet in height within R-3-15, R-3-18, R-3-30, and
R-3-HD residential districts. Furthermore, all subsequent individual projects, both residential and
non-residential, would be subject to the policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035
which aim to ensure that new development results in minimum impacts to the existing built
environment.
The following policies, already proposed as part of the proposed General Plan 2035, seek to
preserve the visual quality and the remaining public views of the surrounding hillsides:
UD-A-1: Maintain view corridors to natural ridgelines and landmarks, such as Taylor
Mountain and Bennett Mountain.
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UD-A-8: Maintain hillsides in the city as a scenic backdrop to urban development.
UD-A-9: Prohibit development on hillsides and ridgelines where structures would interrupt
the skyline.
UD-A-11: Require structures within new developments to step with the slope of the site.
Absorb site topography through use of split-level designs.
UD-A-12: Promote green building design and low impact development projects.
UD-F-2: Protect natural topographic features such as hillsides, ridgelines and mature trees
and stands of trees. Minimize grading of natural contours in new development.
UD-H: Design hillside development to be sensitive to existing terrain, views, and
significant natural landforms or features.
UD-H-1: Minimize the visual prominence of hillside development by taking advantage of
existing site features for screening, such as tree clusters, depressions in topography, setback
hillside plateau areas, and other natural features.
UD-H-2: Align and construct streets along natural grades. Minimize visibility of streets
from other areas within the city.
UD-H-3: Prohibit grading of slopes that are greater than 25 percent. During review of
development plans, ensure that necessary grading respects significant natural features and
visually blends with adjacent properties.
UD-H-4: Avoid large areas of fl at pads in hillside areas. Instead, building forms should be
“stepped” to conform to site topography.
UD-H-5: Allow creative lot layouts such as clustering, flexible setbacks, or flag lots if such
approaches help to preserve contours and other natural features.
UD-H-6: Minimize vegetation removal in hillside areas, and preserve large trees that
partially screen development or help blend new development into views.
UD-I: Respect natural features in the design and construction of hillside development.
UD-I-1: Require mapping of all natural features as part of development applications,
including landforms, mature tree stands, rock outcroppings, creek ways, and ridgelines.
During development review, ensure that site layout is sensitive to such mapped features.
UD-I-2: Encourage architectural design that reflects the undulating forms of the hillside
setting, such as breaking building masses and rooflines into several smaller components.
UD-I-3: Reflect the predominant colors and textures within the surrounding landscape in
selection of building materials for hillside development. Roof colors should tend toward
darker earth tones, so that they are less visible from adjacent or upslope properties.
UD-I-4: Use irregular planting on graded slopes to achieve a natural appearance. Maximize
water conservation, fire resistance, and erosion control in landscape design through use of
sturdy, native species.
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The implementation of the aforementioned goals and policies would ensure that this impact
remains less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact 4.K-3: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in new
development but would not adversely affect scenic natural or cultural resources along Santa
Rosa’s Scenic Roads. (Less than Significant)
The proposed General Plan 2035 anticipates residential and non-residential development over the
next 25 years to accommodate projected population growth and additional employment within the
city. To help the city reduce energy use and discourage the use of single-occupancy vehicles, the
proposed General Plan 2035 articulates a policy of promoting a close land use/transportation
relationship (Policy LUL-A-1) and fostering a compact rather than a scattered development
pattern (Goal LUL-A). To this end, in encouraging a more sustainable pattern of growth, it is
likely that much of the development would be sited near or along major roads and public transit
lines, which may contain scenic natural and/or cultural resources, including open space areas,
historic landmarks, or structures with cultural significance. To ensure that these resources are not
adversely impacted, the following policies, already proposed as part of the proposed General Plan
2035, would be implemented:
UD-C: Enhance and strengthen the visual quality of major entry routes into the city, as well
as major corridors that link neighborhoods with downtown.
UD-C-1: Enhance the appearance of the city’s major entries through special design criteria
and streetscape improvements. City entries, which occur at the Urban Growth Boundary,
are shown in Figure 3-1: City Entries and Corridors (General Plan):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Highway 101;
Highway 12;
Mendocino Avenue/Old Redwood Highway;
Fulton Road;
Calistoga Road;
Guerneville Road;
Piner Road;
Hall Road/West Third Street;
Santa Rosa Avenue;
Stony Point Road;
Petaluma Hill Road; and
Bennett Valley Road.

UD-C-2: Pursue permanent preservation of Community Separator open space areas
adjacent to city entries, as shown on Figure 7-1: Open Space and Community Separators.
UD-C-3: Screen views of development from Highway 101, south of Hearn Avenue, with
dense landscape treatments, allowing only glimpses or short breaks to points of interest.
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North of Hearn Avenue along Highway 101, allow openings in the buffer to views of
downtown.
UD-C-4: Work with Caltrans to beautify Highway 101 and Highway 12. Encourage
Caltrans to incorporate more landscaping, planting of trees, and soundwall mitigation into
any improvements planned for these highways. Lessen the impact of new soundwalls
through the use of vegetation.
UD-C-5: Work with the County of Sonoma to retain and improve the scenic qualities of
Highway 101 and Highway 12, including the planting of trees in the back of developments
and along the edge of the CalTrans rights-of-way.
UD-C-6: Require that buildings, sound walls, and other structures highly visible from
Highway 101 or Highway 12 and adjoining neighborhoods be designed to enhance and
improve scenic character.
UD-C-7: Install planted medians on wide regional/arterial streets to make them more
pedestrian friendly. Regional/arterial streets requiring landscaped medians include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Corporate Center Parkway;
Fulton Road;
Guerneville Road;
Stony Point Road;
Northpoint Parkway;
Sebastopol Road;
Santa Rosa Avenue;
Mendocino Avenue;
Sonoma Avenue;
Farmers Lane;
Fountaingrove Parkway; and
West Third Street.

UD-D: Avoid strip patterns of commercial development. Improve the appearance and
functioning of existing commercial strip corridors, such as Santa Rosa Avenue and
Sebastopol Road.
UD-D-2: Maintain a uniform setback of structures from the street. Require parking areas to
be placed to the side or rear of structures, not in front.
UD-D-3: Minimize curb cuts through shared access and width reduction.
UD-D-5: Provide planting strips with large canopy trees between the road and sidewalk to
buffer pedestrians from traffic, and help define the street space along commercial streets.
Install pedestrian amenities in the planting strip such as:
•
•
•
•
•

Street lighting;
Seating;
Bus stop shelters;
Bicycle racks; and
Mail boxes.

T-G: Identify, preserve, and enhance scenic roads throughout Santa Rosa in both rural and
developed areas.
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T-G-5: Retain existing trees and vegetation along scenic roads, as possible. Enhance
roadway appearance through landscaping, using native plant material.
T-G-6: Provide large setbacks from scenic roads, as possible, to avoid encroachment of
buildings on the view of the roadway.
T-G-7: Provide bikeways along scenic roads, where right-of-way exists or where its
acquisition will not jeopardize roadway character.
T-G-8: Disallow on-street parking along scenic roads. Bus stops or scenic overlooks may
be provided at appropriate intervals.
T-G-9: Require curbs and gutters only where they are necessary for drainage and pedestrian
safety purposes.
T-G-10: Ensure any signage along scenic roads does not detract from the area’s scenic
character.
T-G-11: Underground utility lines along scenic roads.
T-G-12: Scenic road alignments (horizontal and vertical curves) should be free fl owing
rather than unnaturally forced or kinked. Grading should be fitted to the existing
topography to avoid sharp and artificial appearing transitions in landform.
T-G-14: Use of natural materials such as stone, brick, and wood is preferable to metal posts
and rails for roadside appurtenances.
T-G-15: Require that scenic road rights-of-way are wide enough to preserve natural
vegetation. Provide appropriate construction setbacks to retain views along the corridor.
The implementation of these goals and policies outlined above, already proposed as part of the
proposed General Plan 2035, would ensure that this impact remains less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Cumulative Impacts
Impact 4.K-4: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with potential
development in the surrounding region would not be expected to result in cumulative
impacts to visual resources. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035, in combination with cumulative development
in the City of Santa Rosa and the surrounding region would increase the potential for altering the
existing visual character of the city as well as degrading some of the public views. However, the
implementation of goals and policies outlined above, already proposed as part of the proposed
General Plan 2035, and the continued implementation of the design review procedures already
required for all developments, would reduce the Plan’s contribution to cumulative impacts to
visual resources. Thus, impacts to the existing visual character, impacts to public views and
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character of the Sonoma Mountain foothills, and impacts to scenic natural and cultural resources
along the city’s Scenic Roads would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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L. Open Space and Agriculture
This section discusses the amount and quality of open space and agricultural land within the
Santa Rosa Planning Area. The impact analysis evaluates the potential loss of open space and
agriculture due to urbanization that could result from the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035.

Setting
Open space, as defined by Government Code Section 65560, is any parcel or area of land or water
that is essentially unimproved and devoted to an open-space use, and that is designated in a local,
regional or state open-space plan to preservation of natural resources, managed production of
resources, outdoor recreation, or public health and safety. Open space areas within the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) generally include undeveloped lands usually containing significant
wildlife habitat or natural resources. Creek corridors, open space pockets within hillside
residential neighborhoods, and wetland areas are included in the 180 acres of open space
designated within the Santa Rosa’s UGB. Additionally, open space lands outside the UGB
include Taylor Mountain, Annadel State Park, and other hillside and ridgeline areas. Rural
residential, open space and resource protection, and agricultural uses constitute the majority of
activities outside of the city’s UGB. Figure 4.L-1 illustrates the designated open space lands in
the planning area.
Community separators are greenbelt areas designated by the Sonoma County General Plan to
ensure protection of open space, and prevent expansion of urban development between cities.
These separators are intended to preserve the county’s sense of rural character by preserving open
space corridors between existing communities and preventing cities from becoming contiguously
urbanized. Figure 4.L-1 also shows community separators.

Agricultural Resources
Farmland Mapping
The California Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection maps
important farmlands throughout California. Important farmlands are divided into the following
five categories based on their suitability for agriculture:
•

Prime Farmland: Land which has the best combination of physical and chemical
characteristics for the production of crops. It has the soil quality, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and
managed, including water management, according to current farming methods.

•

Farmland of Statewide Importance: Land that is similar to Prime Farmland but with
minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to hold and store moisture.

•

Unique Farmland: does not meet the criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance but has been used for the production of specific high-economic-value crops.
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•

Farmland of Local Importance: Land of importance to the local agricultural economy, as
determined by each county’s board of supervisors and local advisory committees.

•

Grazing Land: Land on which the existing vegetation, whether grown naturally or
through management, is suitable for grazing or browsing of livestock.

In order to be designated Prime Farmland, the soils must be classified as prime farmland and have
been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time during the four years prior to 1998,
the year that the Farmland mapping was completed.

Sonoma County
Farms, ranches and dairies in Sonoma County play a critical role in the local economy, with
59 percent of the county’s land in agricultural use (Sonoma, 2006).
The California Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection tracks
agricultural land uses and land use conversion from agriculture. For a countywide perspective on
farmland use, Table 4.L-1 shows the categories of farmland use in Sonoma County in 2006.
TABLE 4.L-1
IMPORTANT FARMLAND IN SONOMA COUNTY
Land Use Category

2006 Acreage

2004 Acreage

Prime Farmland

32,258

33,804

Farmland of Statewide Importance

17,734

18,623

Unique Farmland

32,179

33,299

Farmland of local Importance

78,168

76,384

Important Farmland Subtotal

160,339

162,110

Grazing Land

420,022

420,322

Agricultural Land Subtotal

580,361

582,432

74,231

72,935

353,931

353,334

Urban and Built-up Land
Other Land
Water Area
Total Area Inventoried

17,532

17,354

1,026,055

1,026,055

SOURCE: CA Dept of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection, 2008.

Santa Rosa
As shown in Figure 4.L-2, the agricultural resources found within the Santa Rosa Planning Area
primarily consist of Farmland of Local Importance (9,657 acres). Additionally, 3,121 acres of
Prime Farmland and 3,203 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance are located within the
Santa Rosa Planning Area, a majority of which is located outside of the UGB. Such farmland is
focused along the western edge of the city, adjacent to the Laguna de Santa Rosa.
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Regulatory Considerations
Williamson Act
Several sites around Santa Rosa are involved in Williamson Act contracts. The Williamson Act of
1965 (California Land Conservation Act, Government Code §51200 et seq.) is intended to
discourage the unnecessary and premature conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses
by taxing land according to the income-producing value, rather than its “highest and best use.”
Under contract, farmers agree not to develop their land for 10 years in exchange for the lower tax
rate, with contracts automatically renewed each year. Land under a Williamson Act contract is
designated as an agricultural preserve, which can be used for agriculture, recreational uses, open
space and managed habitat, or scenic highway corridor.

Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District’s (SCAPOSD) Acquisition
Plan 2000 addresses acquisition and preservation of open space resources. Four types of open
space are addressed by the Acquisition Plan:
•

Agriculture includes farms, dairies, livestock ranches, vineyards and other agricultural
lands that contribute to the county’s agricultural economy. Small parcels of greenbelt
agriculture are designated outside of the city’s UGB on the northwest and southwest.

•

Greenbelts include community separators, areas around and between communities that
contribute to the open space character of the region. Four greenbelts surround the city:
Windsor-Santa Rosa to the north, Sonoma Valley to the east, Taylor Mountain to the south,
and Sebastopol-Santa Rosa to the west.

•

Natural Resources include forestlands, oak woodlands, wetlands, areas containing
threatened or endangered species, fish spawning streams, and other areas of biotic
significance. Swaths of “priority riparian corridors” and “priority oak woodlands” bisect
the eastern portion of the city, and areas north and east of the UGB. Small areas of “priority
forest land” are also located within Annadel State Park, southeast of the city. Species rich
areas extend north along Rincon Valley, while significant wetlands species exist in the
northwest and southwest portions of the UGB.

•

Recreation includes sites with multiple natural resource features suitable for acquisition as
parks, preserves, or public access projects. Several SCAPOSD properties offering
recreational opportunities are located within the Planning Area, focused on Taylor
Mountain and Bennett Valley.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
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The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to open
space and agricultural resources are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section
of this chapter.

Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan
Open Space Goals

Objective OS-1: Provide for new open space opportunities throughout the city, especially
in neighborhoods that have less access to open spaces.
Policy OS-1-1. Provide an open space network that is linked by pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and that preserves and enhances Santa Rosa’s significant visual and
natural resources.
Policy OS-1-2. Encourage the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open
Space District to appropriate funds for the acquisition of open space within and
surrounding Santa Rosa. Priorities for acquisition would include lands adjacent to
creeks, such as the Santa Rosa Creek Greenway corridor and Colgan Creek.
Policy OS-1-3. Coordinate with public and private entities to link open spaces with a
network of paths and trails, including Sonoma County Water Agency access roads,
Sonoma County Regional Parks Department trails, Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit
trail, and the Bay Area Ridge Trail.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
results in:
•

Conversion of designated open space or agricultural areas to urban land uses;

•

Loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.L-1: Implementation of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase new urban
development which would result in the loss of existing open space areas within the Urban
Growth Boundary. (Less than Significant)
The construction of new housing, neighborhood commercial, parks, and schools along the edges
of the UGB will urbanize existing rural, open areas. Small-scale agricultural uses on some
properties will be forfeited. Although visual access to such open, rural areas will be reduced,
these privately-owned lands are not considered permanent open space.
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The city’s UGB ensures that urban development is contained within a specified boundary
throughout the duration of the proposed General Plan 2035. Open space resources, such as
Annadel State Park and Taylor Mountain, are preserved outside of the UGB. Additionally, new
pedestrian and bicycle linkages along creek corridors within the city will provide new open space
and recreation opportunities under the proposed General Plan 2035. The following General Plan
2035 policies ensure that accessible open space is maintained within the UGB:
UD-C-3: Screen views of development from Highway 101, south of Hearn Avenue, with
dense landscaping treatments, allowing only glimpses or short breaks to points of interest.
North of Hearn Avenue along Highway 101, allow openings in the buffer to views of
Downtown.
UD-E-2: Provide an open space network that is linked by pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
that preserves and enhances Santa Rosa’s significant visual and natural resources.
UD-E-3: Restore Santa Rosa Creek as a linear park throughout the city for pedestrians and
cyclists.
OSC-A-1: Cooperate with various public and private entities to create new public access
trails to parks, open spaces, and drainage ways within the city, as well as to trail systems
outside the UGB. Priorities for trail access outside the UGB should include:
•
•

Joe Rodota Trail (from Santa Rose to Sebastopol), and
Bay Area Ridge Trail.

OSC-A-3: Cooperate with the County of Sonoma in preserving and, where appropriate,
acquiring open space outside the UGB, for both growth management and open space
purposes.
OSC-A-4: Encourage the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space
District to appropriate funds for acquisition of open space within and surrounding Santa
Rosa. Priorities for acquisition include:
•
•
•
•

Community Separator between Santa Rosa and Rohnert Park;
Taylor Mountain;
Areas west and north of the Urban Growth Boundary; and
Santa Rosa Creek corridor.

OSC-A-6: Protect the Annadel and Spring Lake regional parks from intrusion by
inappropriate uses. Conserve the biotic systems in those parks.
OSC-B-1: Prohibit development on ridgelines.
OSC-C-1: Support efforts by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open
Space District to protect and/or acquire Prime Agricultural Land outside of the Urban
Growth Boundary.
GM-A-1: Contain urban development in the Santa Rosa area within the city’s Urban
Growth Boundary.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.L-7

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
L. Open Space and Agriculture

In addition, the following policies would be included in the General Plan 2035 pursuant to the
proposed revision and in tandem with the Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan, and they
would ensure that accessible creek site open space is maintained within the UGB:
OSC-F-1: Accommodate connections to regional trail systems that enhance or support the
creek trail systems network.
OSC-F-2: Cooperate with various public and private entities to create new public access
trails along creeks to parks and open spaces within the Urban Growth Boundary, as well as
connections to the regional trail system.
Therefore, loss of open area within the UGB is considered a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.L-2: Expansion of residential development anticipated under the proposed Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in loss of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance. (Less than Significant)
Lands in the western portion of the Santa Rosa Planning Area are currently used for agricultural
production and livestock grazing. Row crops, vineyards, cooperative and community farms, and
agricultural service industries are all located adjacent to the city’s UGB. However, proposed
General Plan 2035 development is contained within the voter-approved UGB, and will not impact
the agricultural uses located within the greater Laguna de Santa Rosa.
Table 4.L-2 shows that approximately 1,624 acres of viable agricultural lands are located within
the Santa Rosa UGB. However, only 67 of these acres constitute Prime Farmland (25 acres) or
Farmland of Statewide importance (22 acres). The agricultural soils that exist within the UGB are
generally not used for agricultural production—but remain vacant, open parcels. Agricultural
resources outside the UGB are designated with agricultural land classifications according to the
Sonoma County General Plan.
TABLE 4.L-2
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLANNING AREA

Planning Area

Urban Growth
Boundary

Total

Prime Farmland

3,121

25

3,146

Statewide Importance

3,203

22

3,225

Local Importance

9,657

1,571

11,228

Unique Farmland

2,099

6

2,105

18,080

1,624

19,704

Grand Total

NOTE: Items may not sum to total due to rounding.
SOURCE: ESA GIS estimates, 2009
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The following General Plan 2035 policies address potential conversion of agricultural resources
to urban development:
OSC-C-1: Support efforts by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open
Space District to protect and/or acquire Prime Agricultural Land outside of the Urban
Growth Boundary.
OSC-C-2: During the next update of the Sonoma County General Plan, encourage
preservation of unincorporated lands adjacent to and near the Santa Rosa Urban Growth
Boundary as viable agricultural resources.
OSC-C-3: Preserve and enhance agriculture within the Planning Area as a component of
the economy and as a part of Santa Rosa’s environmental quality.
Implementation of the above General Plan 2035 policies ensures potential conversation of
agricultural resources is a less than significant impact
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.L-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in the loss of open space and
agricultural lands. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies associated with the impacts described
above would result in a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative
impacts by mitigating the city’s development of open space and agricultural lands.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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M. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Introduction
This section discusses the regional geologic and seismic setting, and analyzes potential geologic
and seismic hazards in the planning area that may affect implementation of the provisions of the
proposed General Plan 2035. This review is based on the site conditions and location, focusing on
increased exposure of people, structures, and the environment to issues such as ground shaking,
liquefaction, surface fault rupture, landslides, settlement and erosion.

Setting
Geologic Setting
The planning area lies within the geologic region of California referred to as the Coast Ranges
geomorphic province.1 The Coast Ranges province lies between the Pacific Ocean and the Great
Valley (Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys) provinces and stretches from the Oregon border to
the Santa Ynez Mountains near Santa Barbara. Much of the Coast Range province is composed of
marine sedimentary deposits and volcanic rocks that form northwest trending mountain ridges
and valleys, running subparallel to the San Andreas Fault Zone. The relatively thick marine
sediments dip east beneath the alluvium of the Great Valley. The Coast Ranges can be further
divided into the northern and southern ranges which are separated by the San Francisco Bay. The
San Francisco Bay lies within a broad depression created from an east-west expansion between
the San Andreas and the Hayward fault systems.
The Northern Coast Ranges are comprised largely of the Franciscan Complex or Assemblage,
which consists primarily of graywacke, shale, greenstone (altered volcanic rocks), basalt, chert
(ancient silica-rich ocean deposits), and sandstone that originated as ancient sea floor sediments.
Franciscan rocks are overlain by volcanic cones and flows of the Quien Sabe, Sonoma and Clear
Lake volcanic fields (CGS, 2002a).
The City of Santa Rosa lies within the northeastern portion of the Cotati valley found along the
Santa Rosa Plain and also include part of the Sonoma Mountains to the east. The planning area
can be characterized by three distinct topographic regimes: gently sloping alluvial plains, upland
foothills, and low valleys. The city is situated at the confluence of Matanzas Creek and Santa
Rosa Creek, both of which originate from the Sonoma Mountains to the east. The Santa Rosa
Plain slopes gently towards the west, away from the uplands, towards the lowest elevations of
Cotati Valley. Elevations within the planning area range from between 120 to 200 feet above
mean sea level in the downtown area of Santa Rosa where slopes are generally less than 5 percent
to upwards of 900 feet above mean sea level in the upland areas where slopes range from 15 to
50 percent. Eastern valleys such as Rincon Valley and Bennett Valley are considered the low

1

A geologic province is an area that that possesses similar bedrock, structure, history, and age. California has
11 geologic provinces.
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intervening valleys that are 200 to 300 feet above mean sea level with gentle slopes ranging from
0 to 15 percent.
In general, Santa Rosa is underlain by volcanic flow deposits known as the Sonoma Volcanics,
sedimentary rocks known as the Petaluma Formation, and alluvial deposits.2 The Sonoma
Volcanics formed during volcanic activity in the region approximately 3 to 6 million years ago
and are generally found in the hilly upland areas. The Petaluma Formation is similar in age and
consists of claystones, siltsones, and mudstones formed from the deposition of eroded materials
in the upland areas. The alluvial deposits have been divided into the younger Huichia Formation
and the Glen Ellen Formation which consist of gravels, silt, sands, and clays found predominately
in the lower valley areas east of Santa Rosa. Recent alluvial sediments deposited after the
aforementioned formations are divided into younger and older deposits. The older deposits are
considered to be older alluvial fan deposits, dissected by river action and consist of gravels from
the nearby Rodgers Creek Fault Zone. The younger alluvial sediments consist of gravels, sands,
silts, and clays. These deposits fill the valleys and originated from continued erosion of the
upland areas.

Soils
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
(formerly known as the Soil Conservation Service) has characterized the majority of soils within
Santa Rosa as clayey alluvial soils, riverwash, as well as some silty and gravelly soils and loams.
The most prominent soil type in the city is the Zamora silty claim loam found on 0 to 2 percent
slopes although many other soil units are also mapped in the area including Arbuckle, Clear Lake,
Guenoc, Haire Clays, Spreckles, Wright and Yolo soil series units. Zamora soils are moderately
permeable and exhibit slow runoff, and slight susceptibility to erosion hazards (USDA, 1972).

Seismicity
The San Francisco Bay Area contains both active and potentially active faults and is considered a
region of high seismic activity (see Figure 4.M-1).3 The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) along
with the California Geological Survey and the Southern California Earthquake Center formed the
2007 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities which has evaluated the probability
of one or more earthquakes of magnitude 6.7 or higher occurring in the state of California over
the next 30 years. The result of the evaluation indicated a 63 percent likelihood that such an
earthquake event will occur in the Bay Area between 2003 and 2032 (USGS, 2008). For Northern
California, the combined Hayward-Rodgers Creek Fault has the highest probability (31percent in

2
3

Alluvial deposits are unconsolidated sediments deposited along active stream and river channels and floodplains.
An “active” fault is defined by the State of California as a fault that has had surface displacement within Holocene time
(approximately the last 10,000 years). A “potentially active” fault is defined as a fault that has shown evidence of
surface displacement during the Quaternary (last 1.6 million years), unless direct geologic evidence demonstrates
inactivity for all of the Holocene or longer. This definition does not, of course, mean that faults lacking evidence of
surface displacement are necessarily inactive. “Sufficiently active” is also used to describe a fault if there is some
evidence that Holocene displacement occurred on one or more of its segments or branches (Hart, 1997).
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the next 30 years) for being the source of a magnitude 6.7 or higher seismic event. However,
many of the other active faults in the region are also capable of causing significant groundshaking
in the planning area (see Table 4.M-1).
TABLE 4.M-1
ACTIVE FAULTS NEAR THE NORTHEAST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN

Fault

Distance and
Direction from
planning area

Recency of
Movement

Rodgers Creek

Adjacent (east)

Maacama

Fault
Classification

Historical
Seismicitya

Historic Holocenec

Active

M6.7, 1898
M5.6, 5.7, 1969

7.0

12 miles northeast

Historic Holocene

Active

Historic active
creep

7.1

San Andreas

18 miles west

Historic (1906; 1989
ruptures) Holocene

Active

M7.1, 1989
M7.9, 1906
M7.0, 1838
Many <M6

7.9

West Napa

25 miles southeast

Historic Holocene

Active

M5.2 2000

6.5

Hayward

30 miles south

Historic (1836; 1868
ruptures) Holocene

Active

M6.8, 1868
Many <M4.5

7.1

Concord–Green
Valley

24 miles east

Historic (1955)
Holocene

Active

Historic active
creep

6.9

Calaveras

60 miles south

Historic

Active

M 6.1, 1984
M 5.9, 1979
Many <M 6.5

6.8

San GregorioHosgri Fault

70 miles southwest

Holocene

Active

Many M 3 – 6.4

7.3

a
b

c

Maximum
Moment
Magnitude
Earthquake
(Mw)b

Richter magnitude (M) and year for recent and/or large events. The Richter magnitude scale reflects the maximum amplitude of a
particular type of seismic wave.
Moment magnitude is related to the physical size of a fault rupture and movement across a fault. Moment magnitude provides a
physically meaningful measure of the size of a faulting event (CGS, 2002). The Maximum Moment Magnitude Earthquake (Mw), derived
from the joint CGS/USGS Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment for the State of California, 1996. (CGS OFR 96-08 and USGS
OFR 96-706).
Holocene geologic time is considered to be anything within the last 11,000 years.

SOURCES: Hart (1997); Jennings (1994); Peterson (1996).

The City of Santa Rosa lies adjacent to the Rodgers Creek Fault Zone and is approximately eight
miles southeast of the Maacama Fault Zone and 20 miles northeast of the San Andreas Fault
Zone. The San Andreas Fault Zone is a major structural feature in the region and forms a
boundary between the North American and Pacific tectonic planes The Hayward-Rodgers Creek
and San Andreas fault systems are two principally active, Bay Area strike-slip-type faults that
within the last 150 years have been responsible for historic earthquakes such as the memorable
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake in Santa Cruz associated with the San Andreas fault system. The
Rodgers Creek fault is considered an extension of the Hayward fault and has experienced historic
seismic events in 1969 and 1898. The Maacama Fault Zone experienced movement within the
last 11,000 years and is capable of producing a maximum moment magnitude 7.1 earthquake. As
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shown on Table 4.M-1, other principal faults capable of producing ground shaking in Santa Rosa
include the East Bay’s Hayward, San Gregorio-Hosgri Fault Zone along the San Mateo Coast, the
Calaveras fault, and Concord-Green Valley fault.
The hazards associated with these regional active faults is related to the estimated potential
magnitude of each fault. The estimated (moment) magnitudes shown in Table 4.M-1 represent
characteristic earthquakes on particular faults.4 While magnitude is a measure of the energy
released in an earthquake, intensity is a measure of the ground shaking effects at a particular
location. Ground movement during an earthquake can vary depending on the overall magnitude,
distance to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and type of geologic material. The composition
of underlying soils, even those relatively distant from faults, can intensify ground shaking. The
Modified Mercalli (MM) intensity scale (see Table 4.M-2) is commonly used to measure
earthquake effects due to ground shaking. The MM values for intensity range from I (earthquake
not felt) to XII (damage nearly total), and intensities ranging from IV to X could cause moderate to
significant structural damage.5 Within the planning area, maximum ground shaking intensity
resulting from a M 7.0 earthquake generated on Rodgers Creek fault is anticipated to be very strong
(MM VIII) to very violent (MM X) (ABAG, 2008). As a comparison, ground shaking during the
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (M 7.1) resulted in light (MMV) ground shaking whereas the 1906
earthquake produced moderate (MM VI) to very strong (MM VIII) ground shaking in the
planning area (ABAG, 2008).

Seismic Hazards
Seismic hazards include those hazards that could reasonably be expected to occur at the project
site during a major earthquake on any of the Bay Area fault zones. Some hazards can be more
severe than others, depending on the location, underlying materials, and level of ground shaking.

Surface Fault Rupture
Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement of surface deposits in
response to an earthquake’s seismic waves. The magnitude and nature of fault rupture can vary
for different faults or even along different strands of the same fault. Surface rupture can damage
or collapse buildings, cause severe damage to roads and pavement structures, and cause failure of
overhead as well as underground utilities. As a result of the damage, buildings could become
uninhabitable, roads could close, and utility service could be disrupted for an undetermined
length of time. Future earthquakes are generally more likely to occur on faults that have had more
recent activity and are aligned to relieve accumulating stresses (CGS, 2002). Ground rupture is

4

5

Moment magnitude is related to the physical size of a fault rupture and movement across a fault. The Richter
magnitude scale reflects the maximum amplitude of a particular type of seismic wave. Moment magnitude provides
a physically meaningful measure of the size of a faulting event (CGS, 2002). The concept of “characteristic”
earthquake means that we can anticipate, with reasonable certainty, the actual earthquake that can occur on a fault.
The damage level represents the estimated overall level of damage that will occur for various MM intensity levels.
The damage, however, will not be uniform. Some buildings will experience substantially more damage than this
overall level, and others will experience substantially less damage. Not all buildings perform identically in an
earthquake. The age, material, type, method of construction, size, and shape of a building all affect its performance.
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TABLE 4.M-2
MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE
Intensity
Value

a

Average Peak
Acceleration

Intensity Description

< 0.0017 ga

I

Not felt except by a very few persons under especially favorable circumstances.

II

Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors on buildings.
Delicately suspended objects may swing.

< 0.014 g

III

Felt noticeably indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings, but many people
do not recognize it as an earthquake. Standing motor cars may rock slightly,
vibration similar to a passing truck. Duration estimated.

< 0.014 g

IV

During the day felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. At night, some awakened.
Dishes, windows, doors disturbed; walls make cracking sound. Sensation like
heavy truck striking building. Standing motor cars rocked noticeably.

0.014–0.039 g

V

Felt by nearly everyone, many awakened. Some dishes and windows broken; a
few instances of cracked plaster; unstable objects overturned. Disturbances of
trees, poles may be noticed. Pendulum clocks may stop.

0.039–0.092 g

VI

Felt by all, many frightened and run outdoors. Some heavy furniture moved; and
fallen plaster or damaged chimneys. Damage slight.

0.092–0.18 g

VII

Everybody runs outdoors. Damage negligible in buildings of good design and
construction; slight to moderate in well-built ordinary structures; considerable in
poorly built or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken. Noticed by
persons driving motor cars.

0.18–0.34 g

VIII

Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable in ordinary
substantial buildings, with partial collapse; great in poorly built structures. Panel
walls thrown out of frame structures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns,
monuments, walls. Heavy furniture overturned. Sand and mud ejected in small
amounts. Changes in well water. Persons driving motor cars disturbed.

0.34–0.65 g

IX

Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well-designed frame
structures thrown out of plumb; great in substantial buildings, with partial
collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations. Ground cracked conspicuously.
Underground pipes broken.

0.65–1.24 g

X

Some well-built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame
structures destroyed with foundations; ground badly cracked. Rails bent.
Landslides considerable from riverbanks and steep slopes. Shifted sand and
mud. Water splashed (slopped) over banks.

> 1.24 g

XI

Few, if any, (masonry) structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Broad
fissures in ground. Underground pipelines completely out of service. Earth
slumps and land slips in soft ground. Rails bent greatly.

> 1.24 g

XII

Damage total. Practically all works of construction are damaged greatly or
destroyed. Waves seen on ground surface. Lines of sight and level are distorted.
Objects are thrown upward into the air.

> 1.24 g

g (gravity) = 980 centimeters per second squared. 1.0 g of acceleration is a rate of increase in speed equivalent to a car traveling 328
feet from rest in 4.5 seconds.

SOURCE: ABAG, 2003; California Geological Survey (2003).

typically confined to relatively narrow zones (a few feet to tens of feet wide) and considered more
likely along active faults (listed in Table 4.M-1). An Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Hazard Zone,
as designated through the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (discussed below), extends
through downtown Santa Rosa.
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Ground Shaking
Strong ground movement from a major earthquake could affect the project site during the next
30 years. Earthquakes on the active faults (listed in Table 4.M-1) are expected to produce a range
of ground shaking intensities at the project site. Ground shaking may affect areas hundreds of
miles distant from the earthquake’s epicenter. A major seismic event on one of these active faults
could cause violent (MM IX) to moderate (MM VI) ground shaking at the site, as experienced
during earthquakes in recent history, namely the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. Violent ground
shaking from an earthquake on the Rodgers Creek Fault could result in considerable damage,
with buildings shifted off their foundations and underground pipes broken if they are not
designed.
The common way to describe ground motion during an earthquake is with the motion parameters
of acceleration and velocity in addition to the duration of the shaking. A common measure of
ground motion is the peak ground acceleration (PGA). The PGA for a given component of motion
is the largest value of horizontal acceleration obtained from a seismograph. PGA is expressed as
the percentage of the acceleration due to gravity (g), which is approximately 980 centimeters per
second squared. In terms of automobile accelerations, one “g” of acceleration is a rate of increase
in speed equivalent to a car traveling 328 feet from rest in 4.5 seconds. According to the
USGS/CGS Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment Model, peak ground acceleration in the
planning area could reach or exceed 0.63 g (CGS, 2008). A probabilistic seismic hazard map
represents the severity of ground shaking from earthquakes that geologists and seismologists
agree could occur, but has a 90 percent chance of not exceeding in 50 years (an annual probability
occurrence of 1 in 475). It is “probabilistic” in the sense that the analysis takes into consideration
the uncertainties in the size and location of earthquakes and the resulting ground motions that can
affect a particular site, and expresses the probability of exceeding a certain ground motion.6

Liquefaction
Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby unconsolidated and/or near-saturated soils lose cohesion
and are converted to a fluid state as a result of severe vibratory motion. The relatively rapid loss of
soil shear strength during strong earthquake shaking results in temporary, fluid-like behavior of the
soil. Soil liquefaction causes ground failure that can damage roads, pipelines, underground cables,
and buildings with shallow foundations. Liquefaction can occur in areas characterized by watersaturated, cohesionless, granular materials at shallow depths, or in saturated unconsolidated or
artificial fill sediments located in reclaimed areas along the margin of San Francisco Bay.
Liquefaction potential is highest in areas underlain by loose fills, Bay Mud, and unconsolidated
alluvium. The CGS has not investigated the project site or surrounding area for potential
designation as a Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction. However, according to mapping compiled
6

The CGS probabilistic seismic map for 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years represents ground motions
that geologists and seismologists do not think will be exceeded in the next 50 years. This probability level of
ground shaking is used for formulating building codes and designing buildings in highly active seismic areas,
allowing engineers to design buildings for larger ground motions that geologists and seismologists think will occur
during a 50-year interval, which makes buildings safer than if there were only designed for the ground motions that
are expected to occur. Seismic shaking maps are prepared using consensus information on historical earthquakes
and faults (Peterson et al., 1999).
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by the Association of Bay Area Governments, the majority of the planning area has a moderate
liquefaction potential but there are some isolated areas where the potential is greater (ABAG, 2008).

Earthquake-Induced Settlement
Settlement of the ground surface can be accelerated and accentuated by earthquakes. During an
earthquake, settlement can occur as a result of the relatively rapid rearrangement, compaction,
and settling of subsurface materials (particularly loose, non-compacted, and variable sandy
sediments). Settlement can occur both uniformly and differentially (i.e., where adjoining areas
settle at different rates). Areas are susceptible to differential settlement if underlain by
compressible sediments, such as poorly engineered artificial fill or loose alluvial sediments.

Geologic Hazards
Slope Failure Hazards
Slope failures, commonly referred to as landslides, include many phenomena that involve the
downslope displacement and movement of material, either triggered by static (i.e., gravity) or
dynamic (i.e., earthquake) forces. A slope failure is a mass of rock, soil, and debris displaced
downslope by sliding, flowing, or falling. Exposed rock slopes undergo rockfalls, rockslides, or
rock avalanches, while soil slopes experience shallow soil slides, rapid debris flows, and deepseated rotational slides. Landslides may occur on slopes of 15 percent or less; however, the
probability is greater on steeper slopes that exhibit old landslide features such as scarps, slanted
vegetation, and transverse ridges. Landslide-susceptible areas are characterized by steep slopes
and downslope creep of surface materials. Debris flows consist of a loose mass of rocks and other
granular material that, if saturated and present on a steep slope, can move downslope. The rate of
rock and soil movement can vary from a slow creep over many years to a sudden mass
movement. Landslides occur throughout the state of California, but the density of incidents
increases in zones of active faulting.
Slope stability can depend on a number of complex variables. The geology, structure, and amount
of groundwater in the slope affect slope failure potential, as do external processes (i.e., climate,
topography, slope geometry, and human activity). The factors that contribute to slope movements
include those that decrease the resistance in the slope materials and those that increase the
stresses on the slope. Slope failure under static forces occurs when those forces initiating failure
overcome the forces resisting slope movement. For example, a soil slope may be considered
stable until it becomes saturated with water (e.g., during heavy rains or due to a broken pipe or
sewer line). Under saturated conditions, the water pressure in the individual pores within the soil
increases, reducing the strength of the soil. Cutting into the slope and removing the lower portion,
or slope toe, can reduce or eliminate the slope support, thereby increasing stress on the slope.
Earthquake motions can induce significant horizontal and vertical dynamic stresses in slopes that
can trigger failure. Earthquake-induced landslides can occur in areas with steep slopes that are
susceptible to strong ground motion during an earthquake.
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Settlement
Settlement is the depression of the bearing soil when a load, such as that of a building or new fill
material, is placed upon it. Soils tend to settle at different rates and by varying amounts
depending on the load weight, which is referred to as differential settlement. Areas are susceptible
to differential settlement if underlain by compressible sediments, such as poorly engineered
artificial fill or loose unconsolidated alluvial sediments.

Expansive Soils
Expansive soils possess a “shrink-swell” characteristic. Shrink-swell is the cyclic change in
volume (expansion and contraction) that occurs in fine-grained clay sediments from the process
of wetting and drying. Structural damage may occur over a long period of time, usually the result
of inadequate soil and foundation engineering or the placement of structures directly on
expansive soils.

Soil Erosion
Soil erosion is a process whereby soil materials are worn away and transported to another area,
either by wind or water. Rates of erosion can vary depending on the soil material and structure,
placement, and human activity. Soil containing high amounts of silt can be easily eroded, while
sandy soils are less susceptible. Excessive soil erosion can eventually damage building
foundations and roadways. Erosion is most likely to occur on sloped areas with exposed soil,
especially where unnatural slopes are created by cut-and-fill activities. Soil erosion rates can be
higher during the construction phase. Typically, the soil erosion potential is reduced once the soil
is graded and covered with concrete, structures, or asphalt. Although the project site is relatively
level and existing on-site soils are not characterized as erosion-prone, grading or stockpiling
activities during construction could result in soil erosion.

Regulatory Environment
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (formerly the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zones Act), signed into law in December 1972, requires the delineation of zones along active
faults in California. The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to regulate development on or near
fault traces to reduce the hazard of fault rupture and to prohibit the location of most structures for
human occupancy across these traces. Cities and counties must regulate certain development
projects within the zones, which includes withholding permits until geologic investigations
demonstrate that development sites are not threatened by future surface displacement (Hart,
1997). Surface fault rupture is not necessarily restricted to the area within a Fault Rupture Hazard
Zone, as designated under the Alquist-Priolo Act. As noted, the project site is not located within
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.
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California Building Code
The California Building Code (CBC) has been codified in the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) as Title 24, Part 2. Title 24 is administered by the California Building Standards
Commission, which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under state
law, all building standards must be centralized in Title 24 or they are not enforceable. The
purpose of the CBC is to establish minimum standards to safeguard the public health, safety and
general welfare through structural strength, means of egress facilities, and general stability by
regulating and controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use and occupancy,
location, and maintenance of all building and structures within its jurisdiction. The CBC is based
on the International Building Code. The 2007 CBC is based on the 2006 International Building
Code (IBC) published by the International Code Conference. In addition, the CBC contains
necessary California amendments which are based on the American Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE) Minimum Design Standards 7-05. ASCE 7-05 provides requirements for general structural
design and includes means for determining earthquake loads as well as other loads (flood, snow,
wind, etc.) for inclusion into building codes. The provisions of the CBC apply to the construction,
alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition of every building or structure or any
appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures throughout California.
The earthquake design requirements take into account the occupancy category of the structure,
site class, soil classifications, and various seismic coefficients which are used to determine a
Seismic Design Category (SDC) for a project. The SDC is a classification system that combines
the occupancy categories with the level of expected ground motions at the site and ranges from
SDC A (very small seismic vulnerability) to SDC E/F (very high seismic vulnerability and near a
major fault). Design specifications are then determined according to the SDC.

Senate Bill 1953 (SB 1953) and the Office of Statewide Health Planning and
Development (OSHPD)
All acute care medical center properties fall under the jurisdiction of the 1973 Alfred E. Alquist
Hospital Seismic Safety Act (Seismic Safety Act) and SB 1953, an amendment of the Alquist
Act, passed in 1994 and finalized in 1997. The Act and subsequent senate bill require medical
facilities to comply with seismic safety building standards as defined by Office of Statewide
Health Planning and Development (OSHPD).
OSHPD is a department of the California Health and Human Services Agency and is responsible
for carrying out the provisions of SB 1953. OSHPD’s primary goals include assessing
California’s healthcare infrastructure, managing the healthcare workforce, providing healthcare
outcomes information to the public, insuring healthcare facilities development loans, and running
the Hospital Seismic Safety Program, which enforces building seismic safety. The Hospital
Building Safety Board (HBSB) further advises the director of OSHPD on the administration of
SB 1953 and acts as a board of appeals for hospital seismic safety issues.
SB 1953 was adopted in part so that after a major earthquake or disaster, hospital facilities can
continue to provide care to their current occupants as well as any new patients that might arrive
after the event. During and after the 1994 Northridge earthquake, hospitals that were compliant
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with SB 1953 sustained minimal structural damage and continued to function. Hospitals that were
not compliant sustained major damage and had to be abandoned.

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was developed to protect the public from the effects of strong
ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure, and from other hazards caused
by earthquakes. This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones
and requires cities, counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development
projects within these zones. Before a development permit may be granted for a site within a
Seismic Hazard Zone, a geotechnical investigation of the site must be conducted and appropriate
mitigation measures incorporated into the project design. The California Geological Survey has
not completed any mapping for the Santa Rosa area under this Act to date.

Santa Rosa General Plan
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
geological resources are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this
chapter.

Local Hazards Mitigation Plan
The Local Hazards Mitigation Plan is a multi-jurisdictional document entitled Taming Natural
Disasters (ABAG, March 2005). The City of Santa Rosa adopted the document as its mitigation
strategy in May 2006. The goal of the Mitigation Plan is to maintain and enhance a disasterresistant region by reducing the potential loss of life, property damage, and environmental
degradation from natural disasters, while accelerating economic recovery from those disasters.
The City of Santa Rosa is committed to reviewing and updating this plan annex at least once
every five years, as required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.
The General Plan 2035 incorporates concepts from the Local Hazards Mitigation Plan and would
be generally consistent with the goals and objectives set forth in this planning document.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
results in:
•

Unmitigated potential loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault,
ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides;

•

Allowing development on unstable or expansive soils, thereby resulting in a landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; or

•

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil causing damage to structures or
personal injury.

Impact Analysis
Excavation, Grading, and Construction Impacts
Impact 4.M-1: In the event of a major earthquake in the region, surface fault rupture,
ground shaking, localized liquefaction, and/or seismic-related landsliding would cause
damage, destruction or injury to development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035. (Less than Significant)
According to modeling conducted by the US Geological Survey in conjunction with the
California Geological Survey, the San Francisco Bay Area would likely experience at least one
major earthquake (greater than moment magnitude 6.7) within the next 30 years. The intensity of
such an event would depend on the causative fault and the distance to the epicenter, the
magnitude, the duration of shaking, and the characteristics of the underlying geologic materials.
The potential for damage or loss during an earthquake of this magnitude is considered a
potentially significant impact.
In general, ground shaking tends to be more severe in softer sediments such as alluvial deposits
where surface waves can be amplified causing a longer duration of ground shaking compared to
bedrock materials. Areas where bedrock is exposed or located relatively shallow tends to
experience surface waves from an earthquake as more of a sharp jolt. In Santa Rosa, ground
shaking could be higher in the Downtown locations where development overlies alluvial
materials as opposed to the Sonoma Mountain foothills that are underlain by bedrock. Areas
located within or near the Rodgers Creek fault zone, especially in areas where loose alluvial
materials are found, could experience significant ground shaking.
Surface fault rupture could occur along the active trace or within the associated Alquist Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (APEFZ) of the Rodgers Creek fault affecting a large section of Santa
Rosa with the greatest impact on the commercial corridors along Highway 101 and Downtown.
Although fault rupture is not necessarily confined to the boundaries of the APEFZ, the likelihood
of rupture occurring outside of it is reduced. The amount and location of surface displacement
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would depend on the magnitude and nature of the seismic event on the Rodgers Creek fault. In
some cases, surface fault rupture can cause displacement of the ground surface causing significant
damage to foundations, roadways, and utilities.
Liquefaction typically occurs in areas underlain with loose saturated cohesionless soils within the
upper 50 feet of subsurface materials. These soils, when subjected to groundshaking, can lose
their strength resulting from the buildup of excess pore water pressure causing them to behave
closer to a liquidified state. Areas such as Downtown or the lowland areas of Rincon Valley and
Bennett Valley could be prone to liquefaction hazards. The amount of structural damage could be
higher in areas of dense commercial development along Highway 101 as well. Unreinforced
masonry buildings and other buildings constructed prior to the 1930s that have not undergone
seismic upgrades would be expected to incur the greatest structural damage. Damage from
earthquake-induced ground failure could be high in buildings constructed on improperly
engineered fills or saturated alluvial sediments that have not received adequate compaction or
treatment.
Earthquake-induced landslides could occur in unstable upland areas where previous landslide
stabilization measures have not been employed. Landslides may occur on slopes of 15 percent or
less; however, the probability is greater on steeper slopes that exhibit old landslide features such
as scarps, slanted vegetation, and transverse ridges. Landslide-susceptible areas are characterized
by steep slopes and downslope creep of surface materials.
For newly constructed structures, all of the aforementioned seismic hazards can be mitigated
through the application of current industry standard geotechnical practices and seismic structural
design according to the requirements found in the most recent version of the California Building
Code. After decades of study of past earthquakes and the performance of structures and other
improvements, building codes have incorporated measures to reduce the potential for catastrophic
damage to occur in buildings, roadways, and utility connections.
A number of policies and objectives found in the proposed General Plan 2035 would help ensure
that any new development would be built to standards that reduce their risk from seismic hazards.
They include Policies NS-C-1 through NS-C-7 which generally restricts development in areas of
high hazards as determined by required geotechnical investigations. It also includes the requirement
to adhere to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and California Division of Mines and
Geology (CDMG) Special Publication 117, where appropriate. Lifeline facilities such as water
storage facilities, water conveyance facilities, electricity transmission lines, roadways, water
detention facilities, levees, and other utilities as well as critical facilities (hospitals, fire stations,
emergency management headquarters, including broadcast services, sewage treatment plants, and
other places of large congregations) would also receive special restrictions.
NS-C: Prohibit development in high-risk geologic and seismic hazard areas to avoid
exposure to seismic and geologic hazards.
NS-C-1: Prior to development approval, require appropriate geologic studies to identify
fault trace locations within active fault zones as designated by the provisions of the AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. California registered geologists or engineers must
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conduct these studies and investigation methodologies must comply with guidelines set
forth by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. Compliance with the Act would
insure proper setback or appropriate design to minimize the potential hazards resulting
from fault movement and surface displacement.
NS-C-2: Require comprehensive geotechnical investigations prior to development approval,
where applicable. Investigations shall include evaluation of landslide risk, liquefaction
potential, settlement, seismically-induced landsliding, or weak and expansive soils.
Evaluation and mitigation of seismic hazards, including ground shaking, liquefaction, and
seismically-induced landslides, shall comply with guidelines set forth in the most recent
version of the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) Special Publication 117.
The level of investigation would depend on physical site location, local or regional
geologic or seismic hazards, and recommendations by a consulting engineer.
NS-C-3: Restrict development from areas where people might be adversely affected by
known natural or manmade geologic hazards. Hazards might include unstable slopes,
liquefiable soils, expansive soils or weak poorly engineered fills, as determined by a
California registered geologist or engineer.
NS-C-4: Restrict development of critical facilities--such as hospitals, fire stations,
emergency management headquarters, and utility lifelines, including broadcast services,
sewage treatment plants, and other places of large congregations—in areas determined as
high-risk geologic hazard zones (e.g. Rodgers Creek Fault zone, liquefiable soils, areas of
slope instability).
NS-C-5: Require identification and evaluation of existing structural hazards related to
unreinforced masonry, poor or outdated construction techniques, and lack of seismic
retrofit. Abate or remove any structural hazard that creates an unacceptable level of risk,
including requiring post-earthquake buildings that are not currently retrofitted and are
located within areas determined to experience strong ground shaking during an earthquake.
NS-C-6: Require appropriate and feasible seismic retrofit, as determined by a registered
structural engineer, of commercial, industrial, and public buildings that are not currently
retrofitted and are located within areas determined to experience strong ground shaking
during an earthquake.
NS-C-7: Require inspection for structural integrity of water storage facilities, water
conveyance facilities, electricity transmission lines, roadways, water detention facilities,
levees, and other utilities after a major seismic event, especially on the San Andreas or
Rodgers Creek faults.
Although damage and injury cannot be completely avoided during a significant seismic event,
policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the potential damage and
personal injury. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.
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Impact 4.M-2: New development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan
2035 would be subjected to geologic hazards, including expansive soils, landslides,
differential settlement, and erosion. (Less than Significant)
As can be expected, the geologic materials and settings within Santa Rosa vary widely and can
contain geologic hazards such as expansive soils, landslides, differential settlement and erosion.
Exposure to one or more of these geologic hazards is considered potentially significant.
Typically, soils that exhibit expansive characteristics are found within the upper five feet of
ground surface. Over a long term exposure to wetting and drying cycles, expansive soils can
experience volumetric changes. The effects of expansive soils could damage foundations of
above-ground structures, paved roads and streets, and concrete slabs. Expansion and contraction
of soils, depending on the season and the amount of surface water infiltration, could exert enough
pressure on structures to result in cracking, settlement, and uplift. Expansive soils would
generally be expected more in low-lying alluvial valley locations and on the Santa Rosa plain.
Landsliding due to static forces (not seismically induced) could occur in developed and nondeveloped upland areas including Taylor and Bennett Mountains (see Figure 4.M-1, previous).
Landslide potential increases in areas where construction activity, such as road building or
grading for building sites, reduces slope support or in areas where residential development has
lead to ground saturation or removal of adequate lateral support. Over-steepened slopes, slope
saturation in areas of heavy rainfall, and removal of slope vegetation can also increase landslide
potential. Instability of existing slopes could expose people to rockfall hazards and property
damage. Failure in cut slopes produced during grading could cause damage and disrupt
construction projects. Landslides can damage building beyond repair by dislodging the structure
from the foundation or causing collapse as the slope beneath fails and moves downslope.
Landslides in slope above buildings can generate gradual or sudden downslope deposition of rock
and debris that can bury or dislodge structures, resulting in injury and sometimes death.
Differential settlement could occur in low-lying areas of Downtown and areas west depending on
the underlying soil materials. In the Downtown area, materials most susceptible to settlement
would be those loose or unconsolidated alluvial or floodplain deposits. Settlement could also
occur in soils previously placed as poorly engineered construction fills. Differential settlement
could damage building foundations and roads, and could affect underground utilities. Settlement
would be a concern in redevelopment areas that have not previously supported structures and
where new structures would place loads heavier than the soils could tolerate.
Erosion could occur in the sloped upland areas undergoing development, at construction sites,
and in previously developed areas with earthen slopes. In Santa Rosa, areas most susceptible to
erosion of soil include those areas where new development is planned in upland or hilly areas and
will require extensive grading.
Policies and objectives found in the proposed General Plan 2035 would help ensure that any new
development would be built to standards that reduce their risk from geologic hazards such as
unstable soils and erosion. They include Policies NS-C-1 through NS-C-4 which generally
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restricts development in areas of high hazards and requires geotechnical investigations to evaluate
potential hazards and provide recommendations to mitigate them. These policies restrict
development in areas of high risk and require more stringent requirements for critical facilities. In
addition, Policy NS-C-8 requires minimum erosion control measures for current properties and
those under construction to protect from soil erosion and loss of topsoil.
Current geotechnical engineering practices have incorporated effective mitigations to geologic
hazards, and the policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce the potential
damage and personal injury by ensuring that industry standard controls are implemented in any
future development. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.M-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in cumulative impacts to
geologic and seismic hazards. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the policy provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035, in addition to the
provisions of the Uniform Building Code and California Building Code, would reduce the
potential hazards associated with seismic ground shaking and ground failure. During small and
moderate seismic events, the impacts of seismic ground shaking would be reduced to less than
cumulatively considerable for new development and redevelopment consistent with the proposed
General Plan 2035. These measures would require specific standards for the location and
development of residential and other uses that are in close proximity to known active seismic
faults.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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This section discusses the hazardous materials setting and analyzes potential issues related to
hazardous materials in the Planning Area that may affect implementation of the provisions of the
proposed General Plan 2035 based upon the existing conditions. This section provides an overview
of the regulatory setting applicable to health and safety regarding hazardous materials in the
Planning Area and potential project impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary.

Introduction
Definition of Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes
A material is considered hazardous if it appears on a list of hazardous materials prepared by a
federal, state, or local agency, or if it has characteristics defined as hazardous by such an agency.
Factors that influence the health effects of exposure to hazardous material include the dose to
which the person is exposed, the frequency of exposure, the exposure pathway, and individual
susceptibility.
The California Code of Regulations (CCR) defines a hazardous material as a substance that,
because of physical or chemical properties, quantity, concentration, or other characteristics, may
either: (1) cause an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating,
illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or environment when
improperly treated, stored, transported or disposed of, or otherwise managed (CCR, Title 22,
Division 4.5, Chapter 10, Article 2, Section 66260.10).
Hazardous wastes are defined in the same manner. Hazardous wastes are hazardous materials that
no longer have practical use, such as substances that have been discarded, discharged, spilled,
contaminated, or are being stored prior to proper disposal. Hazardous materials and hazardous
wastes are classified according to four properties: toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity
(CCR, Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3), which are defined in the CCR, Title 22, Sections 66261.2066261.24.

Potential Receptors/Exposure
The sensitivity of potential receptors in the areas of known or potential hazardous materials
contamination is dependent on several factors, the primary factor being an individual’s potential
pathway for exposure. Exposure pathways include external exposure, inhalation, and ingestion of
tainted air, water, or food. The magnitude, frequency, and duration of human exposure can cause
a variety of health affects ranging from short term acute symptoms or long term chronic affects.
Potential health effects from exposure can be evaluated in a health risk assessment. The principle
elements of exposure assessments typically include:
•
•
•

Evaluation of the fate and transport processes for hazardous materials at a given site;
Identification of potential exposure pathways;
Identification of potential exposure scenarios;
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•
•

Calculation of representative chemical concentrations; and
Estimation of potential chemical uptake.

Setting
Hazardous materials are used throughout the City of Santa Rosa for industrial, commercial, and
household purposes, which are regulated by a multiple of agencies at the federal, state, and local
government levels. These regulations are intended to protect both the environment and public
health and safety from improper use, handling, storage, and transport of hazardous materials and
hazardous waste. For example, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulates
transportation of hazardous materials. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
has jurisdiction over water quality issues, including groundwater contamination, while the
Sonoma County Hazardous Materials Division and Santa Rosa City Fire Department oversee
underground and aboveground storage tanks containing hazardous materials and petroleum
products. Response to hazardous materials spills is provided by the Santa Rosa City Fire
Department Hazardous Materials Response Unit.
Although the City of Santa Rosa does not support a large industrial sector compared to other Bay
Area cities, potential environmental and health and safety risks associated with hazardous
materials do exist. These include automobile accidents involving vehicles transporting hazardous
materials or hazardous wastes, particularly along the Highway 101 corridor, accidental spills or
leaks associated with seismic events, and improper use, handling, storage, transport, and disposal
of hazardous materials.

Hazardous Building Materials Associated with Demolition
Many buildings and structures within Santa Rosa are of an age where the potential exists for the
presence of hazardous building materials. Older buildings can contain building materials that
consist of hazardous components such as lead-based paint, asbestos, mercury and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). When these buildings or structures are demolished for the purpose of
renovation or new development, these hazardous building materials can become exposed.
Prior to the EPA ban in 1978, lead-based paint was commonly used on interior and exterior
surfaces of buildings. Old peeling paint has been found to contaminate near surface soil and
exposure to residual lead has resulted in illness in children.
Asbestos is a naturally occurring fibrous material that was extensively used as a fireproofing and
insulating agent in building construction before such uses were banned by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) in the 1970s. Asbestos can lead to lung disease by
inhaling its tiny fibers.
Spent fluorescent light tubes commonly contain mercury vapors. In February 2004, regulations took
effect in California that classified all fluorescent lamps and tubes as a hazardous waste. When these
lamps or tubes are broken, mercury is released to the environment. Mercury can also be absorbed
through the lungs into the bloodstream and can be washed by rain water into waterways.
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PCBs are organic oils that were formerly used primarily as insulators in many types of electrical
equipment including transformers and capacitors. After PCBs were determined to be a carcinogen
in the mid to late1970’s, the US EPA banned PCB use in most new equipment and began a
program to phase out certain existing PCB-containing equipment. Fluorescent lighting ballasts
manufactured after January 1, 1978, do not contain PCBs and are required to have a label clearly
stating that PCBs are not present in the unit. Additional information about these materials is
provided in the Regulatory Setting Section below.

Underground Fuel Storage Tanks
Underground storage tanks (UST) are commonly used for fuel storage and have been for many
years. UST design has changed over the years after it was discovered that single walled steel
tanks can be relatively easily compromised causing a release of petroleum hydrocarbons to the
subsurface which can contaminate soil and groundwater. Current UST design typically contain
engineering controls such as fiberglass construction which resists corrosion, double walled
construction, and active monitoring controls which reduce the potential for inadvertent releases to
the environment.

Regulatory Context
The City of Santa Rosa is subject to government health and safety regulations applicable to the
transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, hazardous wastes and bio-medical
wastes. This section provides an overview of the regulatory setting that is applicable to health and
safety within the study area.

Federal
Hazardous Materials Management

The primary federal agencies with responsibility for hazardous materials management include the
US EPA, U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(Fed/OSHA), and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). Federal laws, regulations, and
responsible agencies are summarized in Table 4.N-1 and are discussed in detail in this section.
State and local agencies often have either parallel or more stringent regulations than federal
agencies. In most cases, state law mirrors or overlaps federal law and enforcement of these laws
is the responsibility of the state or of a local agency to which enforcement powers are delegated.
For these reasons, the requirements of the law and its enforcement are discussed under either the
state or local agency section.

State
In January 1996, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) adopted regulations
implementing a Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory
Program (Unified Program). The program has six elements: hazardous waste generators and
hazardous waste on-site treatment; underground storage tanks; aboveground storage tanks;
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TABLE 4.N-1
FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS RELATED TO
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT
Law or Responsible
Federal Agency

Description

Hazardous Materials
Management

Community Right-to-Know Act of
1986 (also known as Title III of the
Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA)

Imposes requirements to ensure that hazardous materials
are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of and to
prevent or mitigate injury to human health or the environment
in the event that such materials are accidentally released.

Hazardous Waste
Handling

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA)

Under RCRA, the EPA regulates the generation,
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of
hazardous waste from “cradle to grave.”

Hazardous and Solid Waste Act

Amended RCRA in 1984, affirming and extending the
“cradle to grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes.
The amendments specifically prohibit the use of certain
techniques for the disposal of some hazardous wastes.

U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT)

Has the regulatory responsibility for the safe transportation
of hazardous materials. The DOT regulations govern all
means of transportation except packages shipped by mail
(49 CRF).

U.S. Postal Service (USPS)

USPS regulations govern the transportation of hazardous
materials shipped by mail.

Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970

Fed/OSHA sets standards for safe workplaces and work
practices, including the reporting of accidents and
occupational injuries (29 CFR).

The National Institutes of Health,
and the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC)

Operated under the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, these agencies establish standards for working
with biohazardous materials.

Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA)

Regulates the use and management of PCBs in electrical
equipment, and sets forth detailed safeguards to be
followed during the disposal of such items.

U.S. EPA

The EPA monitors and regulates hazardous materials used
structural and building components and affects on human
health.

Classification

Hazardous Materials
Transportation

Occupational Safety

Biosafety Standards

a

Structural and
Building Components
(Lead-based paint,
PCBs, and asbestos)

a

A hazardous biologic material is any potentially harmful biologic material (including infectious agents, oncogenic viruses, and
recombinant DNA) or any material contaminated with a potentially harmful biologic material.

hazardous materials release response plans and inventories; risk management and prevention
programs; and Unified Fire Code hazardous materials management plans and inventories. The
plan is implemented at the local level. The Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) is the
local agency that is responsible for the implementation of the Unified Program (Cal EPA, 2002).
In Santa Rosa, the Santa Rosa Fire Department is the designated CUPA for all businesses.
Hazardous Materials Management

The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985
(Business Plan Act) requires that any business that handles hazardous materials prepare a
business plan, which must include the following:
•

Details, including floor plans, of the facility and business conducted at the site;
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•

An inventory of hazardous materials that are handled or stored on site;

•

An emergency response plan; and

•

A safety and emergency response training program for new employees with annual
refresher courses

Hazardous Waste Handling

The Cal EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates the generation,
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. State and federal laws require
detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and
disposed of, and, in the event that such materials are accidentally released, to prevent or to
mitigate injury to health or the environment. Laws and regulations require hazardous materials
users to store these materials appropriately and to train employees to manage them safely.
Under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), whose
responsibilities are described in Table 4.N-1, individual states may implement their own
hazardous waste programs in lieu of RCRA, as long as the state program is at least as stringent as
federal RCRA requirements. In California, the DTSC regulates the generation, transportation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. The hazardous waste regulations establish
criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribe management of
hazardous waste; establish permit requirements for hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal,
and transportation; and identify hazardous wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.
Hazardous Materials Transportation

The State of California has adopted DOT regulations for the intrastate movement of hazardous
materials. State regulations are contained in Title 26 of the California Code of Regulations
(CCR). In addition, the State of California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste
originating in the state and passing through the state (26 CCR). Both regulatory programs apply
in California. The two state agencies that have primary responsibility for enforcing federal and
state regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the
California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
Medical Waste

Within the regulatory framework of the Medical Waste Management Act, the Medical Waste
Management Program of the California Department of Health Services (CDHS) ensures the
proper handling and disposal of medical waste by permitting and inspecting medical waste offsite
treatment facilities and transfer stations throughout the state. The CDHS also oversees all medical
waste transporters. The Medical Waste Management Program provides support and oversight to
the Sonoma County Environmental Health Department, which enforces the Medical Waste
Management Act locally.
Occupational Safety

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) assumes primary
responsibility for developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations in California. Because
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California has a federally approved OSHA program, it is required to adopt regulations that are at
least as stringent as those found in Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). Cal/OSHA
standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations.
Cal/OSHA regulations (8 CCR) concerning the use of hazardous materials in the workplace
require employee safety training, safety equipment, accident and illness prevention programs,
hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention plan
preparation. Cal/OSHA enforces hazard communication program regulations, which contain
training and information requirements, including procedures for identifying and labeling
hazardous substances, and communicating hazard information relating to hazardous substances
and their handling. The hazard communication program also requires that Materials Safety Data
Sheets (MSDSs) be available to employees, and that employee information and training programs
be documented. These regulations also require preparation of emergency action plans (escape and
evacuation procedures, rescue and medical duties, alarm systems, and training in emergency
evacuation).
State laws, like federal laws, include special provisions for hazard communication to employees
in research laboratories, including training in chemical work practices. Specific, more detailed
training and monitoring is required for the use of carcinogens, ethylene oxide, lead, asbestos, and
certain other chemicals listed in 29 CFR. Emergency equipment and supplies, such as fire
extinguishers, safety showers, and eye washes, must also be provided and maintained in
accessible places.
Cal/OSHA (8 CCR), like Fed/OSHA (29 CFR) includes extensive, detailed requirements for
worker protection applicable to any activity that could disturb asbestos-containing materials,
including maintenance, renovation, and demolition. These regulations are also designed to ensure
that persons working near the maintenance, renovation, or demolition activity are not exposed to
asbestos.
Biosafety Standards

Similar to federal laws, state laws establish standards for working with biohazardous (infectious)
materials and wastes. A hazardous biologic material is any potentially harmful biologic material
(including infectious agents, oncogenic viruses, and recombinant DNA) or any material
contaminated with a potentially harmful biologic material. The National Institutes of Health
(NIH), and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) operate under the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and establish standards for working with
biohazardous materials. The project facility currently handles wastes that are considered
biological hazards.
Emergency Response

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided
by federal, state, and local government and private agencies. Responding to hazardous materials
incidents is one part of this plan. The plan is administered by the State Office of Emergency
Services (OES), which coordinates the responses of other agencies, including Cal EPA, CHP, the
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Department of Fish and Game, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, the
Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services. The Hazardous Materials (Haz Mat)
Division is responsible for the enforcement of the regulatory-based Hazardous Materials Business
Plan Program, Hazardous Waste Program, Underground Tank Program, Accidental Release
Program, and the portions of the Uniform Fire Code that address hazardous materials. Inspections
of businesses are conducted on a routine basis, and the division often works in conjunction with
the County’s Environmental Health and Permit and Resource Management Departments.
Structural and Building Components

Implementation of the project would include demolition of structures which, due to their age, may
contain asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), or lead and lead-based paint. In addition,
removal of existing aboveground or underground storage tanks may be required.
Asbestos. Asbestos represents a human health risk when asbestos fibers become airborne (friable)
and are inhaled into the lungs. State laws and regulations prohibit emissions of asbestos from
asbestos-related manufacturing, demolition, or construction activities that disturb asbestos
containing materials (ACMs). Also required are medical examinations and monitoring of
employees engaged in activities that could disturb asbestos. The state must also specify
precautions and safe work practices that must be followed to minimize the potential for release of
asbestos fibers. Finally, federal and local governmental agencies must provide notice to the public
prior to beginning renovation or demolition that could disturb asbestos.
The Bay Area Air Management District (BAAQMD) is vested by the California legislature with
authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law
enforcement, and is to be notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement
work. Cal/OSHA regulates asbestos removal to ensure the health and safety of workers removing
asbestos containing materials and also must be notified of asbestos abatement activities.
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). As previously discussed, PCBs are organic oils that were
formerly placed in many types of electrical equipment and in fluorescent lighting ballasts. PCBs
are highly persistent in the environment and are toxic. In 1979, the U.S. EPA banned the use of
PCBs in most new electrical equipment and began a program to phase out certain existing PCBcontaining equipment. The use and management of PCBs in electrical equipment is regulated
pursuant to the Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR). Fluorescent lighting ballasts that contain
PCBs, regardless of size and quantity, are regulated as hazardous waste and must be transported
and disposed of as hazardous waste.
Lead and Lead-Based Paint. The California Code of Regulations, Title 22, considers waste soil
with concentrations of lead to be hazardous if it exceeds a total concentration of 1,000 parts per
million (ppm) and a soluble1 concentration of 5 ppm. Both the federal and California OSHAs
regulate all worker exposure during construction activities that involve lead-based paint. The
Interim Final Rule found in 29 CFR Part 1926.62 covers construction work where employees

1

Capable of being dissolved, especially in water.
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may be exposed to lead during such activities as demolition, removal, surface preparation for
re-painting, renovation, clean up and routine maintenance. The OSHA-specified method of
compliance includes respiratory protection, protective clothing, housekeeping, hygiene facilities,
medical surveillance, training, etc.
Aboveground and Underground Storage Tanks. The State Regional Water Quality Control
Board (SWRCB) administers the Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Program. Facilities that store
petroleum in a single tank greater than 1,320 gallons or facilities that store petroleum in ASTs or
containers with a cumulative storage capacity of greater than 1,320 gallons are subject to
SWRCB regulations. The AST Program requires that the owners or operators file a storage
statement, pay a facility fee, and prepare and implement a federal Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. The SPCC Plan must discuss the procedures, methods, and
equipment in place at the facility to prevent discharges of petroleum from reaching navigable
waters. AST oversight is provided by the Santa Rosa Fire Department.
State laws governing underground storage tanks (USTs) specify requirements for permitting,
construction, installation, leak detection monitoring, repairs, release monitoring, corrective
actions, cleanup, and closure. Sonoma County Environmental Health Department and the
Santa Rosa Fire Department are the local agencies designated to permit and inspect USTs and to
implement applicable regulations.
California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development

The Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) is a department of the
California Health and Human Services Agency. OSHPD serves as the regulatory building agency
for all hospitals and nursing homes in California. Its primary goal in this regard is to ensure that
patients in these facilities are safe in the event of an earthquake or other disaster, and to ensure
that the facilities remain functional after such an event in order to meet the needs of the
community affected by the disaster.

Local
Soil and Groundwater Contamination

In Santa Rosa, oversight of contaminated sites such as leaking USTs is performed by the Santa
Rosa Fire Department and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Santa Rosa
Fire Department implements a local oversight program (LOP) under contract with the SWRCB to
provide regulatory oversight of the investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater contamination
from leaking petroleum USTs and ASTs. At sites where contamination is suspected or known to
have occurred, the project sponsor is required to perform a site investigation and prepare a
remediation plan, if necessary. For typical development projects, actual site remediation is
completed either before or during the construction phase of the project. Site remediation or
development may be subject to regulation by other agencies such as the DTSC.
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Sonoma County Waste Management Agency

In 1989, Assembly Bill 939, known as the Integrated Waste Management Act, was passed
because of the increase in waste stream and the decrease in landfill capacity. As a result, the
current California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) was established. A disposal
reporting system with CIWMB oversight was established, and facility and program planning was
required. AB 939 mandates a reduction of waste being disposed: jurisdictions were required to
meet diversion goals of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. AB 939 also
established an integrated framework for program implementation, solid waste planning, and solid
waste facility and landfill compliance.
The Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, formed in 1992, is the joint powers authority
of the nine cities and the County of Sonoma. The specific focus of the Agency's efforts is the
implementation of regional waste diversion programs as required by AB939 in the following
categories: Wood Waste, Yard Debris, Household Hazardous Waste, Education and Planning.
Santa Rosa General Plan

The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
hazards and hazardous materials are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Section of this chapter.
Local Hazards Mitigation Plan

The Local Hazards Mitigation Plan is a multi-jurisdictional document entitled Taming Natural
Disasters (ABAG, March 2005). The City of Santa Rosa adopted the document as its mitigation
strategy in May 2006. The goal of the Mitigation Plan is to maintain and enhance a disasterresistant region by reducing the potential loss of life, property damage, and environmental
degradation from natural disasters, while accelerating economic recovery from those disasters.
The City of Santa Rosa is committed to reviewing and updating this plan annex at least once
every five years, as required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.
The General Plan 2035 incorporates concepts from the Local Hazards Mitigation Plan and would
be generally consistent with the goals and objectives set forth in this planning document.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
results in:
•

Increased exposure of residents and workers to hazardous materials, wastes and/or spills;

•

Handling of hazardous materials or wastes within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school or other sensitive use; or

•

Exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.N-1: Development anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
on land previously impacted by releases of hazardous materials such as from underground
fuel storage tanks would expose residents or workers to hazardous materials or wastes.
(Less than Significant)
Development of vacant or previously developed lots which have been impacted by petroleum
hydrocarbons from leaking underground storage tanks or other chemical constituents could
expose individuals to hazardous conditions resulting from ongoing or historical activities at the
site or on neighboring properties that involve the use of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes.
Exposure of residents to underground hazardous wastes is considered a potentially significant
impact.
For example, any redevelopment associated with the proposed Transit Villages along
transportation corridors could be located in areas of former releases. In general, transportation
corridors or other areas where light industrial uses have previously been located could be
associated with past releases of hazardous materials. Areas impacted by former releases could
expose construction workers or future residents to hazardous materials or hazardous wastes.
One of the polices in the proposed General Plan 2035, NS-F-1, would reduce the potential impact
from historical releases of hazardous materials by requiring an evaluation for potential risks and
remediation, if necessary, prior to reuse of contaminated sites. Other provisions outlined in the
proposed General Plan 2035 related to minimizing dangers from exposure to hazardous materials
include:
NS-F: Minimize dangers from hazardous materials.
NS-F-1: Require remediation and cleanup, and evaluate risk prior to reuse, in identified
areas where hazardous materials and petroleum products have impacted soil or
groundwater.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.N-10

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
N. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

NS-F-2: Require that hazardous materials used in business and industry are transported,
handled, and stored in accordance with applicable local regulations.
NS-F-3: Restrict siting of businesses, including hazardous waste repositories, incinerators
or other hazardous waste disposal facilities, that use, store, process, or dispose large
quantities of hazardous materials or wastes in areas subject to seismic fault rupture or very
violent ground shaking.
NS-F-4: Where applicable, identify and regulate appropriate regional and local routes for
transportation of hazardous materials and hazardous waste. Require that fire and emergency
personnel can easily access these routes for response to spill incidences.
NS-F-5: Require commercial and industrial compliance with the Sonoma County
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Plan.
NS-F-6: Generate and support public awareness and participation in household waste
management, control, and recycling through county programs including the Sonoma
County Household Hazardous Waste Management Plan.
Investigations and remediation efforts are generally required by overseeing agencies such as the
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Department of Toxic Substances Control which
establish cleanup levels according to either existing or proposed uses. Therefore this would be a
less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.N-2: Demolition of any existing structures for the purpose of redevelopment
anticipated under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could contain hazardous
building materials, such as lead-based paint, asbestos containing materials (ACMs), and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) which could expose and adversely affect workers, the
public, or the environment if not handled appropriately. (Less than Significant)
Demolition of any existing structures, especially older structures where these hazardous building
materials were commonly used in construction, could be released during demolition activities and
expose construction workers, the public, or the environment. The level of potential impact is
dependent upon the age, construction, and building materials in each building and the protocols
employed for demolition. However, there are established measures that certified contractors
commonly use to contain, store, and dispose of these hazardous materials in a manner which
limits exposure. The first step towards appropriate handling and demolition is conducting
thorough surveys to identify the presence of these materials. ACMs are regulated both as a
hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act and as a potential worker safety hazard under the
authority of Cal-OSHA. Cal-OSHA also regulates worker exposure to lead-based paint. Potential
exposure to these hazardous building materials can be reduced through appropriate use of
personal protective equipment, isolation and containment of work areas, and placement of waste
in approved transport containers.
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Both the federal OSHA and Cal-OSHA regulate worker exposure during construction activities
that disturb lead-based paint. The Interim Final Rule found in 29 CFR 1926.62 covers
construction work in which employees may be exposed to lead during such activities as
demolition, removal, surface preparation for repainting, renovation, cleanup, and routine
maintenance. The OSHA-specified compliance includes respiratory protection, protective
clothing, housekeeping, special high-efficiency filtered vacuums, hygiene facilities, medical
surveillance, and training. No minimum level of lead is specified to activate the provisions of this
regulation.
Adherence to existing regulations is contained in two polices in the proposed General Plan 2035
which would help reduce the potential for hazardous building materials to impact the
environment or the public. Policies NS-F-1, NS-F-2 and NS-F-5 would require that remediation
and cleanups as well as all other aspects of new businesses adhere to all applicable regulations
such as those described above in addition to the Hazardous Materials and Waste Management
Plan of Sonoma County. Therefore, proposed redevelopment of older existing facilities would be
required to adhere to appropriate identification and abatement procedures by certified contractors
who employ practices that limit the exposure of hazardous building materials, where present.
Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.N-3: New commercial and light industrial uses anticipated under the proposed
Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would involve the transportation, use, and storage of
hazardous chemicals, which could present public health and/or safety risks to facility
workers, patients and visitors, and the surrounding area. (Less than Significant)
Proposed development included in the General Plan 2035 is expected to include commercial, light
industry and general industrial uses which would involve a range of chemical products that are
considered hazardous materials. Exposure to hazardous chemicals through improper handling or
through accidental upset conditions could cause acute or chronic health effects to the public and
environment.
Handling and use of these hazardous materials and the disposal of the resulting hazardous wastes
would be required to follow the applicable laws and regulations, as described in Regulatory
Setting above. The net result of good compliance would be the reduction of risks and hazards to
workers, the public, and the environment to levels that are considered acceptable, for all
hazardous materials proposed for use on the project site.
Hazardous materials would typically be stored in their original containers prior to use. As
required, the hazardous materials would be stored in each building, in locations according to
compatibility and in storage enclosures (i.e., flammable material storage cabinets and biological
safety cabinets) or in areas or rooms specially designed, protected, and contained for such
storage, in accordance with applicable regulations. Hazardous materials would be handled and

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.N-12

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
N. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

used in accordance with applicable regulations by personnel that have been trained in the
handling and use of the material and that have received proper hazard-communication training.
Hazardous materials reporting (i.e., California Hazardous Materials Business Planning, California
Proposition 65 notification, and Emergency Planning and Community-Right-to-Know Act
reporting) would be completed as required.
The General Plan 2035 contains a number of policies which would establish minimum standards
for businesses handling hazardous materials. Policies NS-F-3 through NS-F-6 would require that
hazardous materials are stored, handled, and disposed of according to the Hazardous Materials
and Waste Management Plan of Sonoma County and restrictions on facilities handling large
quantities of hazardous materials would be placed. Transportation routes for hazardous materials
would be identified and regulated to minimize the potential adverse effects from accidental upset
conditions. Public awareness programs would also provide an increased knowledge base for the
control of household hazardous waste products. Therefore this would be a less than significant
impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.N-4: Land use and infill development envisioned under the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 would not result in cumulative hazardous materials and human health
risk impacts. (Less than Significant)
Potential exposure or generation of hazardous conditions in the city is site-specific rather than
associated with the combination of other hazards in the region to result in a significant effect.
Implementation of policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would address sitespecific hazards and emergency access and operation. Anticipated development projects (e.g.,
residential, commercial, park, and recreational land uses) that would occur under the proposed
General Plan 2035, would include, but not be limited to, public and utility extension projects,
roadway widenings, intersection improvements, and trail extensions. These proposed land uses
would not significantly increase human health or safety risks.
This impact is considered less than cumulatively considerable with the implementation of the
policy provisions identified that include emergency operations and identification of hazardous
materials and contamination before site development.
Mitigation: None required.
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Introduction
Santa Rosa’s existing energy uses and consumption, and potential future increases in
consumption levels are assessed in this section. The potential effects of future development under
the proposed General Plan 2035 on energy consumption are described and evaluated. The section
below describes rates of consumption of energy in Santa Rosa and how the proposed revisions to
the General Plan will affect these consumption rates over the planning period.

Setting
Regional
California has the largest population of any state and the largest gross state product, thus it
imports electricity from neighboring states (CEC, 2009a). In 2007, the state imported
30.5 percent of its sources from the Pacific Northwest and the Southwestern United States. Of the
total system power, measured in gigawatt hours, including both in-state and out-of-state sources,
45.2 percent is supplied by natural gas. See Table 4.O-1 for system generation rates.
TABLE 4.O-1
CALIFORNIA TOTAL SYSTEM POWER IN GIGAWATT HOURS, 2007
Fuel Type
Coal

In-State
Generation

Northwest
Imports

Southwest
Imports

Total System
Power

Percent of
Total System
Power
16.6%

4,910

6,546

39,275

50,102

Large Hydro

23,283

9,263

2,686

35,232

11.7%

Natural Gas

118,228

1,838

16,363

136,063

45.2%

Nuclear

35,692

629

8,535

44,856

14.8%

Renewables

28,463

6,393

688

35,545

11.8%

Biomass

5,398

837

1

6,236

2.1%

Geothermal

12,999

0

440

13,439

4.5%

Small Hydro

3,675

4,700

18

8,393

2.8%

668

0

7

675

0.2%

Solar
Wind
Total

5,723

857

222

6,802

2.3%

209,856

24,669

67,547

302,072

100.0%

SOURCE: CEC, 2009b.

In 2006, California consumed the second highest amount of energy in the United States with
approximately 8,420.4 trillion Btu of energy.1 This forces California to be a leader in both the
market and policy arenas. In 2007, the California Public Utilities Commission adopted
greenhouse gas emissions requirements in for any long-term power commitment made by the
state’s electric utilities, including purchases from out-of-state providers. The state is the leading
1

The State of Texas consumed the most electricity in 2006. (EIA, 2009a)
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producer of renewable energy in the United States, including all categories of renewable energy
production—biomass, geothermal, and solar—and is second in wind energy production.
California is also one of the state leaders in the production of hydroelectric power (DOE, 2009a;
EIA, 2009a, 2009b).
Transportation accounts for 39 percent of all energy consumption in California, which makes it
the largest energy-consuming sector of the state economy. The state is the largest consumer of
ethanol and a leader in use of alternative fuels. Under the Clean Air Act, California is the only
state allowed to set regulations for automobile emissions that are more restrictive than federal
law; subsequently, other states are allowed to adopt the California regulations. (DOE, 2009b)

Local
The City of Santa Rosa depends on energy to maintain a vibrant economy and desirable lifestyle.
It uses electricity and natural gas to light, heat, and cool urban and neighborhood structures and to
power its office equipment, industrial machinery, public services, and home appliances. The city
also uses fossil fuels to move people and products along its transportation corridors. Energy is
vital to the continued functioning of the urban environment, housing, transportation, public
services and facilities in Santa Rosa. However, great strides can be made in the transportation and
built environment sectors through conservation, green building design, retrofit, transit use, and
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. The city’s General Plan 2035 makes progress in all of these
areas.
Energy consumption in Santa Rosa, like that of California as a whole, has become the focus of
public and government attention with concerns over a shortage of energy supplies, rising costs for
energy consumers, and the affect on global climate change.

Existing Energy Use in Santa Rosa
Like the state itself, the transportation sector is the largest consumer of energy in the Santa Rosa.
Based on electricity and natural gas consumption data for 2000 provided by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company and on retail sales of gasoline and diesel provided by the California Energy
Commission, vehicles powered by internal combustion engines use almost 51 percent of the
energy consumed in the city. Residential use of electricity and gas accounts for another
28 percent, commercial uses for 16 percent, and other uses for 5 percent.
The population within the Santa Rosa Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in 2008 was
approximately 165,850. The per capita energy use, based on the data for 2000, is 98.7 mmBtu,
lower than the national average of 124.4.2 (DOE, 1997) The relatively low rate of energy use
reflects the lack of energy-consuming heavy industries, the relatively short driving distances, the
2

A British Thermal Unit, or mmBTU, is a standard unit of measurement used to denote both the amount of heat
energy in fuels and the ability of appliances and air conditioning systems to produce heating or cooling. A mmBTU
is the amount of heat required to increase the temperature of a pint of water (which weighs exactly 16 ounces) by
one degree Fahrenheit. Since mmBTUs are measurements of energy consumption, they can be converted directly to
kilowatt-hours (3412 mmBTUs = 1 kWh)
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TABLE 4.O-2
EXISTING END USE ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN SANTA ROSA, 2000
Class of Service

MMBtu3

kWh

Percent of Total

Electricity1
Residential
Small Commercial
Medium Commercial
Large Commercial
Street Lighting
Subtotal

412,476,215
103,373,846
186,401,934
224,629,414
9,561,327

1,407,781
352,815
636,190
766,660
32,633
3,196,079

9.0
2.3
4.1
4.9
0.2
20.4

2,851,868
1,439,810

2,994,461
1,511,801
4,506,262

19.1
9.7
28.8

22,069,087
42,189,176
5,391,374

2,521,702
4,820,704
616,040

16.1
30.8
3.9

69,649,638

7,958,446

50.8

15,660,788

100.0

Natural Gas1
Residential
Commercial
Subtotal

Petroleum Products2
Home-to-Work Trips
Non-Work Home-Based Trips
Non-Home Based
Subtotal

TOTAL

1 Based on countywide data provided by Lloyd Coker, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, August 29, 2001. Residential and commercial

totals prorated by population (161,600/455,300). County agricultural data omitted from city totals, and street lighting assumed to be 50%
of county rates.
2 Based on retail sales of gasoline and diesel for Sonoma County in 1998, prorated by population and escalated by 1.8% annually (CEC
Energy Outlook, Volume II, Transportation, August 2001) and 0.05362 gallons/mile (California fleet average, Caltrans, 1997)
3 3,413 Btu/kWh, 1050 Btu/cu ft natural gas, 114,264 Btu/gallon gasoline (DOE, 2001)
4 kWh = kilowatt hours; MMBut = million British thermal units, MCF = thousand cubic feet
SOURCE: Environmental Sciences Associates, 2001.

importance of the residential sector, and the local climate. Santa Rosa serves as the employment
and commercial center for the region. Approximately one third of the employed residents in Santa
Rosa commute to jobs outside the city and a similar number (31 percent) of the jobs within the
planning area are held by workers who live outside the city, typically in the nearby areas of
Rohnert Park, Windsor, Sebastopol, Sonoma, and Petaluma.
The residential sector is the second highest energy user. Usually 70 percent of residential energy use
is for lighting, refrigeration, clothes drying, cooking, and hot water heating, but air conditioning is
the use that fluctuates with ambient temperatures and has the greatest effect on peak energy
demand. Santa Rosa is located in Climate Zone 2, a Title 24 designation for energy design
purposes. Zone 2 is an intermediate zone between the cooler coastal areas and the inland valleys.
Most of the energy consumed in the City of Santa Rosa is delivered to the city through
established distribution networks. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electrical service
and natural gas, and gasoline and other petroleum products are sold through private retailers
throughout the city. Natural gas is delivered to Santa Rosa via pipelines, and petroleum products
are delivered by tanker trucks.
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In November 2008, the California Energy Commission approved a loan for 776,000 dollars to the
City of Santa Rosa to implement energy efficiency projects at the city’s Meadowlane and Rohnert
Park Pumping Stations. These efficiency projects include modifying pump stations, installing
variable speed pumps and improving controls and instrumentation. These projects will save an
estimated 973,000 kWh annually or 107,800 dollars with a simple payback period of 7.2 years. In
addition, these projects will reduce approximately 396 tons of greenhouse gas emissions annually
(CEC, 2008).

Alternative Sources
Approximately 90 percent of the energy currently consumed by residents of Santa Rosa comes
from the non-renewable sources of natural gas and petroleum. Natural gas used for residential and
commercial use and petroleum products used for transportation make up 81 percent of the energy
use, and natural gas is used to fire more than a third of the electrical production in the state. The
Geysers, a major source of renewable energy in the State of California, is located approximately
25 miles north of the City of Santa Rosa. The Geysers have a net generating capacity of
approximately 725 megawatts (Calpine, 2009). While this geothermal field provides energy to the
electrical grid that serves the city, the electric grid also delivers power generated from natural gas,
hydroelectric, coal, and other sources outside the area.
Distributed generation is small-scale sources of electrical generation, such as microturbines, fuel
cells, photovoltaics, and other sources of electrical power that can be effectively located in office
parks, industrial facilities, and other consumer buildings. Recent technology improvements in
distributed generation have made them more competitive with large-scale central sources that are
delivered through utility lines.
The City of Santa Rosa Environmental Projects Team, Greenhouse Gas Work Group, Staff and the
Environmental Strategic Planning Committee are helping the city reduce its greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions thereby facilitating the reduction of community-wide GHG emissions. The city’s
objective to reduce its emissions is being accomplished by encouraging the use of renewable energy
through implementing solar, biomass, wind, and alternative fuels into their every day operations.
The city has applied for federal stimulus dollars for enhanced energy efficiency of city operations,
water delivery, waste water treatment and a community outreach program for improved efficiency
in existing residential structures. The outreach program is envisioned to include education along
with a comprehensive retrofit program which includes audit, financing, hardware,
recommendations, installation, operation and maintenance of the energy and water conservation
upgrades for citizens of the city.
The city’s General Plan 2035 also contains GHG emission reduction policies designed to conserve
energy; promote transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel; address parking; and a myriad of other goals
and policies.
In addition to encouraging the use of renewable energy, the city has reduced its energy demand
and water consumption through various conservation projects. The city has an Environmentally
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Preferable Purchasing policy, and requires all new developments in the city to meet green
building standards. Currently, the city has installed three photovoltaic (PV) systems totaling
81.5 kilowatts (kW), which together are estimated to be producing approximately 153,000 kWh
of green energy each year. Another project is currently in the works, which will add an additional
30 kW and reduce the city’s GHG emissions even further.

Energy Use and Global Warming
Scientists and climatologists have cited evidence that the burning of fossil fuels by vehicles,
power plants, industrial facilities, residences and commercial facilities has led to a mean increase
of the earth’s temperature of 1 degree Celsius over the last 100 years. Some estimates state that in
the coming 50 years, the earth’s temperature is expected to rise another 1 to 2.5 degrees Celsius.
While climate change has been a regular occurrence throughout history, it is argued that for the
first time human activities may be accelerating the warming process. For an analysis of
greenhouse gas production and project impacts on climate change, please see Section 4.D,
Air Quality and Climate Change.

Regulatory Framework
Federal and state agencies regulate energy consumption through various means and programs. At
the local level, individual cities and counties regulate energy through their regulatory and
planning activities. On the federal level, the U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Department
of Energy, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are three agencies with substantial
influence over energy policies and programs. Generally, federal agencies influence transportation
energy consumption through establishment and enforcement of fuel economy standards for
automobiles and light trucks, through federal taxes on fuel, through funding of energy-related
research and development projects, and through funding for transportation infrastructure projects.
On the state level, the California Public Utilities Commission and California Energy Commission
are two agencies with authority over different aspects of energy. The California Public Utilities
Commission regulates privately owned utilities in the energy, rail, telecommunications, and water
fields. The California Energy Commission collects and analyzes energy-related data, prepares
state-wide energy policy recommendations and plans, promotes and funds energy efficiency
programs, and regulates the power plant siting process.
At the local level, the City of Santa Rosa, through its regulatory and planning activities, directly
influences how, and to what extent, energy is used in the city. Local regulations governing the
design, construction and use of buildings affect operational energy needs. Transportation policy
decisions directly affect petroleum-based fuel requirements. Some of the more relevant federal
and state transportation energy related laws and plans are discussed below.
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Energy Plans, Policies, and Regulations
Federal
Energy Policy and Conservation Act

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) of 1975 established nationwide fuel economy
standards in order to conserve oil. Pursuant to this Act, the National Highway Traffic and Safety
Administration, part of the U.S. Department of Transportation, is responsible for revising existing
fuel economy standards and establishing new vehicle fuel economy standards.
The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program was established to determine passenger
vehicle manufacturer compliance with the government’s fuel economy and emissions standards.
(Light trucks and SUVs are exempt from CAFE.) Compliance with CAFE standards is
determined based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the portion of their vehicles
produced for sale in the United States. The U.S. EPA calculates a CAFE value for each
manufacturer based on city and highway fuel economy test results and vehicle sales. The CAFE
values are a weighted harmonic average of the EPA city and highway fuel economy test results.
Based on information generated under the CAFE program, the U.S. Department of Transportation
is authorized to assess penalties for noncompliance.
Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct)

The Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) was passed to reduce the country’s dependence on
foreign petroleum and improve air quality. EPAct includes several parts intended to build an
inventory of alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs) in large, centrally fueled fleets in metropolitan
areas. EPAct requires certain federal, state, and local government and private fleets to purchase a
percentage of light duty AFVs capable of running on alternative fuels each year. In addition,
financial incentives are also included in EPAct. Federal tax deductions will be allowed for
businesses and individuals to cover the incremental cost of AFVs. States are also required by the
act to consider a variety of incentive programs to help promote AFVs.
Energy Policy Act of 2005

President Bush signed the Energy Policy Act of 2005 into law on August 8, 2005. Generally, the
act includes provisions for renewed and expanded tax credits for electricity generated by qualified
energy sources, such as landfill gas; provides bond financing, tax incentives, grants, and loan
guarantees for clean renewable energy and rural community electrification; and establishes a
federal purchase requirement for renewable energy.
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

On December 19, 2007, President Bush signed the Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007, which will improve vehicle fuel economy by setting stricter CAFE standards and help
reduce U.S. dependence on oil. It represents a step forward in expanding the production of
renewable fuels, reducing dependence on oil, and confronting global climate change.
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Requirement under the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Pub.L. 110-140,
originally named the CLEAN Energy Act of 2007) will help reduce America’s dependence on oil
by:
•

Increasing the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel
Standard (RFS) requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022,
which represents a nearly five-fold increase over current levels.

•

Reducing U.S. demand for oil by setting a national fuel economy standard of 35 miles per
gallon by 2020 – an increase in fuel economy standards by 40 percent saving billions of
gallons of fuel.

By addressing renewable fuels and CAFE standards, this bill will build on progress made by the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 in setting out a comprehensive energy strategy for the 21st century.
The National Energy Policy, developed in May 2001, proposes recommendations on energy use
and on the repair and expansion of the nation’s energy infrastructure. The policy is based on the
finding that growth in U.S. energy consumption is outpacing the current rate of production. The
policy, using data and projections form the Sandia National Laboratories and the U.S. Department
of Energy’s Energy Information Administration, states that through 2020, the growth in the
consumption of oil is predicted to increase by 33 percent, natural gas by over 50 percent, and
electricity by 45 percent. While federal policy promotes further improvements in energy use
through conservation, it focuses on increased development of domestic oil, gas, and coal and the
use of hydroelectric and nuclear power resources. To address the reliance on natural gas for new
electric power plants, the federal policy proposes research in clean coal technology and
expanding the generation of energy to include energy derived from landfill gas, wind, and
biomass sources. However, with the recent change in federal administrations, the federal
landscape on energy policy may shift toward sustainable technologies. There have been
discussions at the federal level to raise the fuel tax. The National Commission on Surface
Transportation Infrastructure Financing is considering the idea, however the outcome is
unknown.

State
The California Constitution vests in the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the
exclusive power and sole authority to regulate privately owned or investor-owned public utilities.
This exclusive power extends to all aspects of the location, design, construction, maintenance,
and operation of public utility facilities. Nevertheless, the CPUC has provisions for regulated
utilities to work closely with local governments and give due consideration to their concerns.
Warren-Alquist Act

The 1975 Warren-Alquist Act established the California Energy Resources Conservation and
Development Commission, now known as the California Energy Commission. The Act
established a state policy to reduce wasteful, uneconomical and unnecessary uses of energy by
employing a range of measures. The California Public Utilities Commission regulates privatelyowned utilities in the energy, rail, telecommunications, and water fields.
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A CEQA amendment requires projects subject to EIRs to include a discussion of the potential
energy impacts of proposed projects in the EIR, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing
inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy (CELSOC, 2002).
State of California Energy Plan

The CEC is responsible for preparing the State Energy Plan, which identifies emerging trends
related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the maintenance of
a healthy economy. The current plan is the 1997 California Energy Plan. The plan calls for the
state to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to improve air quality, reduce
congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy
costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of strategies, including assistance to
public agencies and fleet operators in implementing incentive programs for low-emission vehicles
and addressing their infrastructure needs; and encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle
miles traveled and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access.
Energy Action Plan

The first Energy Action Plan (EAP) emerged in 2003 from a crisis atmosphere in California’s
energy markets. The state’s three major energy policy agencies (the California Public Utilities
Commission, the California Energy Commission, and the Consumer Power and Conservation
Financing Authority [established under deregulation and now defunct]) came together to develop
one high-level, coherent approach to meeting California’s electricity and natural gas needs. It was
the first time that energy policy agencies formally collaborated to define a common vision and set
of strategies to address California’s future energy needs and emphasize the importance of the
impacts of energy policy on the California environment.
In the October 2005 Energy Action Plan II, the Energy Commission and the Public Utilities
Commission updated their energy policy vision by adding some important dimensions to the
policy areas included in the original EAP such as the emerging importance of climate change,
transportation-related energy issues and research and development activities. The Energy
Commission recently adopted an update to the EAP II in February 2008 that supplements the
earlier EAPs and examines the state’s ongoing actions in the context of global climate change.
2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report

Senate Bill 1389 (SB 1389, Bowen and Sher, Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the
California Energy Commission to:
“[C]onduct assessments and forecasts of all aspects of energy industry supply, production,
transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices. The Energy Commission shall
use these assessments and forecasts to develop energy policies that conserve resources,
protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the state’s economy, and protect
public health and safety.” (Pub. Res. Code § 25301(a)).
The California Energy Commission adopts an Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) every two
years and an update every other year. The most recent IEPR is the 2007 IEPR adopted on
December 5, 2007. The focus of the 2007 IEPR is to enable
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•

California’s industries to meet environmental goals while accommodating economic and
population growth;

•

Attainment of AM-32 goals to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels
by 2020; and

•

To meet California’s challenge of growing energy needs while reducing carbon dioxide
emissions.

Assembly Bill 1007: State Alternative Fuels Plan

Assembly Bill 1007 (Pavley, Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) required the California Energy
Commission to prepare a state plan to increase the use of alternative fuels in California. The
Energy Commission prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan (Plan) in partnership with the
California Air Resources Board and in consultation with the other state, federal, and local
agencies. The Plan presents strategies and actions California must take to increase the use of
alternative non-petroleum fuels in a manner that minimizes costs to California and maximizes the
economic benefits of in-state production. The Plan assessed various alternative fuels and
developed fuel portfolios to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum consumption, increase
alternative fuels use, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and increase in-state production of
biofuels without causing a significant degradation of public health and environmental quality.
Assembly Bill 2076: Reducing Dependence on Petroleum

In response to Assembly Bill 2076 (Pavley, Chapter 936, Statutes of 2000), the Energy
Commission and the California Air Resources Board prepared and adopted a joint agency report,
Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence. Included in this report are recommendations to
increase the use of alternative fuels to 20 percent of on-road transportation fuel use by 2020 and
30 percent by 2030, significantly increase the efficiency of motor vehicles, and reduce per capita
vehicles miles traveled3. Further, in response to the Energy Commission’s 2003 and 2005
Integrated Energy Policy Reports, the Governor directed the Energy Commission to take the lead
in developing a long-term plan to increase alternative fuel use.4
A performance-based goal is to reduce petroleum demand to 15 percent below 2003 demand. The
options include:5
•

Near-Term Options (could be fully implemented by 2010)

•

Use more fuel efficient replacement tires with proper inflation

•

Improve fuel economy in government fleets

•

Improve private vehicle maintenance

•

Mid-Term Options (could be fully implemented in the 2010-2020 time frame)

3
4
5

Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence, California Energy Commission and Air Resources Board, joint
agency report, August 2003, publication #P600-03-005.
Letter from Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger to the Legislature, attachment: Review of Major Integrated Energy
Policy Report Recommendations, August 23, 2005.
CEC/California Air Resources Board: Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence, August 14, 2003 Final,
Adopted Joint Agency AB 2076 Report, publication # 600-03-006F.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.O-9

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
O. Energy

•

Double fuel efficiency of current model light duty vehicles to 40 miles/gallon

•

Use natural gas-derived Fischer-Tropsch fuel as a 33 percent blending agent in diesel

•

Long-Term Options

•

Introduce fuel cell light duty vehicles in 2012, increasing to 10 percent of new vehicle sales
by 2020, and 20 percent by 2030.

Recommendations include:
•

The Governor and Legislature should adopt the recommended statewide goal of reducing
demand for on-road gasoline and diesel to 15 percent below the 2003 demand level by
2020 and maintaining that level for the foreseeable future.

•

The Governor and Legislature should work with the California delegation and other states
to establish national fuel economy standards that double the fuel efficiency of new cars,
light trucks and SUVs.

•

The Governor and Legislature should establish a goal to increase the use of non-petroleum
fuels to 20 percent of on-road fuel consumption by 2020 and 30 percent by 2030.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines describes the types of information and analyses related to
energy conservation that are to be included in Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). In Appendix
F of the CEQA Guidelines, energy conservation is described in terms of decreased per capita
energy consumption, decreased reliance on natural gas and oil, and increased reliance on
renewable energy sources such a s wind, tidal and solar. To assure that energy implications are
considered in project decisions, EIRs must include a discussion of the potentially significant
energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient,
wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy.
Senate Bill (SB) 375

SB 375, signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in September 2008, requires metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs) to include sustainable community strategies (SCS), as defined, in their
regional transportation plans for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, aligns
planning for transportation and housing, and creates specified incentives for the implementation
of the strategies. Specifically, the bill made findings and declarations concerning the need to
make significant changes in land use and transportation policy in order to meet the greenhouse
gas reduction goals established by AB 32.
It requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the purpose of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 2035. If regions
develop integrated land use, housing, and transportation plans that meet the SB 375 targets, new
projects can be relieved of certain review requirements of CEQA. ARB appointed the SB 375
Regional Technical Advisory Committee (RTAC) to provide recommendations on factors to be
considered and methodologies to be used in the ARB target setting process, as required under SB
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375. The Committee must provide its recommendations in a report to ARB by September 30,
2009. RTAC had its first meeting on February 3, 2009.
Title 24 Building Efficiency Standards

The State of California regulates energy consumption under Title 24, Part 6 of the California
Code of Regulations (also known as the California Energy Code). The Title 24 Building Energy
Efficiency Standards were developed by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and apply to
energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting in new residential
and non-residential buildings. Under Assembly Bill 970, signed September 2000, the CEC is
required to periodically update and implement its appliance and building efficiency standards to
make “maximum feasible” reduction in unnecessary energy consumption. The most recent update
to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards was adopted in April 2008. The amended standards
will go into effect in 2009.

Local
Santa Rosa General Plan 2020

The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to
energy are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.
Santa Rosa Resolution 26572

Santa Rosa – Build It Green (SR-BIG) is a mandatory program that promotes environmental
protection through building and remodeling with a more sustainable approach by encouraging
contractors and homeowners to build and design their homes to increase energy and water
efficiency, resource conservation, and indoor air quality by following the SR-BIG certification
guidelines. The city has also committed to utilizing guidelines set by Build It Green when
constructing or renovating municipal buildings. On June 10th, 2003, the Santa Rosa City Council
approved the Santa Rosa Green Building Program Conceptual Plan. In August 2004, Santa Rosa
City Council passed Resolution No. 26572 adopting a voluntary green building program, which
led to the subsequent adoption of the 2005 edition of the Build It Green – Green Building Rating
System on June 6, 2006 to respond to 2005 changes in Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of
Regulations; California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for new buildings.
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Santa Rosa Resolution 27001

Given the continued evolution of green building technology since 2005, in October 2007, the City
Council appointed a Green Building Policy – Council Advisory Committee to come back to the
City Council within 45 days with a recommendation and suggested ordinance for a mandatory
green building program. Based on recommendations of staff and the Green Building Policy –
Council Advisory Committee, the City Council adopted green building standards in June 2008.
These standards require that commercial and institutional building applicants subject to
chapter 21-09 of the city code receive 20 or prove they would receive 20 points in the applicable
LEED Commercial Green Building Rating System.6 Additionally, applicants for all residential
projects subject to chapter 21-09 of the Santa Rosa City Code must provide green building
documentation to indicating that it has achieved a minimum of fifty (50) points on the Green
Point Rating System.
The City of Santa Rosa continues to take bold actions towards bettering itself as a sustainable
community. The city has been innovative in its pursuit of public-private relationships, which have
changed the culture in the city and allowing the city to be placed on the list of Top 10 Green
Cities in the U.S. for 2006.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Significant impacts would occur if implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan revision
results in:
•

Increased need for or inefficient use of local energy sources by residential, commercial,
industrial, or public uses;

•

Increased reliance on natural gas and oil or decreased use of renewable resources; or

•

Increased use of energy resources for transportation systems.

Impact Analysis
Impact 4.O-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase the
need for, or cause inefficient use of, local energy sources by residential, commercial,
industrial, or public uses. (Less than Significant)
Population strongly affects energy consumption, but population growth is equally or more
important to the energy economy as the overall size of the population. This is because areas
undergoing more rapid growth often face challenges about how to build and finance energy

6

The LEED “Green Building Rating System” is a national standard for the design, construction and operation of socalled “green” buildings that are intended to promote sustainable development by recognizing performance in five
areas of human and environmental health: sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials
selection and indoor environmental quality. Information about the LEED rating system was obtained from the
U.S. Green Building Council at http://www.usgbc.org/LEED, accessed on October 24, 2008.
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infrastructure than do areas with stable populations. That is way it is important for cities to
project their growth and assure energy needs are met.
Assuming maximum annual growth under implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 and
traditional development practices, new residential development would increase energy use in the
city by nearly 40 percent, while population would increase by 30 percent in the same time period.
Energy use associated with new commercial, industrial, and public services facilities would tend
to increase in proportion to the number of workers using them unless provisions are made to
incorporate energy conservation measure into their design.
Building design and retrofit measures can make a building more energy efficient. Because the
design and retrofit of commercial and industrial buildings is different than that of residential
buildings, there is a greater potential for energy savings in commercial and industrial facilities.
This is particularly true due to the large amount of energy typically use for manufacturing
process, space heating and cooling, refrigeration, and lighting. New construction provides the
simplest opportunity for implementation of energy saving techniques, however older buildings
can also benefiting from retrofitting for energy efficiency. As stated above, the city requires all
new construction to meet green building standards.
For new development, improved site planning and building design can conserve a considerable
amount of energy. Most commercial, industrial and other public services structures are customdesigned and can consider building materials, orientation, and other measures not available to
smaller units. The design review process provides an opportunity for assisting developers in the
selection of appropriate energy conservation and efficiency measures and implementing energy
conservation programs. This process provides a mechanism for ensuring that new development is
constructed with measures that exceed Title 24 requirements.
Existing city code, the green building requirements of Resolution 27001, as well as several
objectives and polices in the General Plan 2035 would support energy efficiency in new and
retrofit construction. They include, but are not limited to, the following:
H-G: Develop energy efficient residential units and rehabilitate existing units to reduce
energy consumption
H-G-1: Maximize energy efficiency in residential areas. Utilize the following techniques:
implement the Santa Rosa – Build It Green (SR-BIG) program; fund energy conservation
through the Housing Authority’s rehabilitation loans; promote home improvement
strategies for energy efficiency; and consider a program which would require energy
efficiency improvements when a residential structure undergoes transfer of title or major
renovation.
H-G-2: Promote energy efficiency through site planning and building design by assisting
residential developers in identifying energy conservation and efficiency measures
appropriate to the Santa Rosa area.
H-G-5: Promote the use of fuel efficient heating and cooling equipment and other appliances.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2035
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.O-13

ESA / 207757
March 2009

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
O. Energy

H-G-6: Continue to fund energy conservation through the Housing Authority’s
rehabilitation loans and develop programs to assist low income households and rental
properties in meeting weatherization and energy conservation needs.
H-G-7: Work with organizations such as Solar Sonoma County to develop public private
partnerships supporting energy efficiency retrofit programs for existing residential
structures.
H-G-8: Increase local energy awareness.
Implementation of the above measures exceed common energy conservation policies, and can be
expected to result in at least a 5 percent reduction in energy use in existing residential structures,
and a 10 percent reduction in existing non-residential uses. Additionally, more than 10 percent
reduction in new residential units will result, alongside more than 15 percent reduction in new
commercial, industrial, and public facilities. Implementation of the policies outlined in the
proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce energy consumption and emphasize the efficient use
of energy sources. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.O-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase reliance
on natural gas and oil or decreased use of renewable resources. (Less than Significant)
Expansion and intensification of urban uses within the city’s UGB could potentially increase use
of natural non-renewable energy sources for lighting and air conditioning within homes and
workplaces, transportation throughout the city, and operation of entertainment and recreation
facilities. Increase use of non-renewable energy is considered a potentially significant impact.
Reducing reliance on petroleum resources will ease the effects of the energy crisis as well as
reduce other harmful environmental impacts due to the use of non-renewable sources. Small-scale
alternative energy projects are feasible for both residences and businesses. Wind, sun, water,
plant growth, and heat all serve as sources for renewable energy. These sources are readily
replenished and therefore offer sustainable alternatives to the depleting reserves of fossil fuels.
Several objectives and polices in the proposed General Plan 2035 would support energy efficiency
by reducing non-renewable energy use. They include, but are not limited to, the following:
OSC-J-3: Reduce particulate matter emission from wood burning appliances through
implementation of the city’s Wood Burning Appliance code.
OSC-K: Reduce energy use in existing and new commercial, industrial, and public
structures.
OSC-K-1: Promote the use of site planning, solar orientation, cool roofs, and landscaping to
decrease summer cooling and winter heating needs. Encourage the use of recycled content
construction materials.
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OSC-K-2: Identify opportunities for decreasing energy use through installation of energy
efficient lighting, reduced thermostat settings, and elimination of unnecessary lighting in
public facilities.
OSC-K-3: Identify and implement energy conservation measures that are appropriate for
public buildings. Implement measures that are at least as effective as those in the retrofit
ordinances for commercial and office buildings.
OSC-L: Encourage the development of nontraditional and distributed sources of electrical
generation.
OSC-L-1: Reconsider any existing codes and policies that constrain or prohibit the
installation of environmentally acceptable forms of distributed generation.
OSC-L-2: Participate in state and local efforts to develop appropriate policies and review
procedures for the installation of photovoltaic solar and other environmentally acceptable
forms of distributed generation.
Although energy usage would continue to increase overall, policies outlined in the proposed
General Plan 2035 would reduce the level of energy consumption and foster the use of renewable
resources. Therefore this would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.O-3: Implementation of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase use of
energy resources for transportation systems. (Less than Significant)
Transportation currently requires more than half of the energy consumed in the city. Land use
pattern directly correlate with transportation energy use in the compact dense development can
greatly reduce transportation energy demands by reducing vehicle miles traveled and encouraging
alternative transportation modes. The land use patterns proposed in the General Plan 2035 would
not be substantially different than those in the existing General Plan. While the historic land use
pattern has resulted in scattered communities, the land use map would continue to focus
residential and commercial development within existing developed communities and limit future
growth in rural areas. The proposed General Plan 2035 reinforces the Urban Growth Boundary,
and encourages higher intensity land uses.
Adding 67,670 new residents and 33,800 new jobs will require additional energy for personal and
work-related trips. Based on data provided by Dowling Associates, there will be 259,900 hometo work trips, 415,200 non-work home-based trips, 31,500 home-to-school trips, and 418,600
non-home based trips, within the urban growth boundary and additional transportation energy
requirements for trips by Santa Rosa residents outside the city limits. Applying expected 2035
efficiency rates to the expected growth in population and employment would result in
approximately 47.5 mmBtu per capital for transportation, nearly the same rate of energy used
under existing conditions. This can be attributed to shorter trips due to infill development and a
nearly equal housing-to-job ratio.
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In addition, many of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies intend to reduce traffic congestion
in the city, and these measures will also have a significant effect of reducing transportation
energy requirements. The General Plan reduces the transportation requirements of the new
development in a few ways:
•

The proposed General Plan 2035 allows for increased residential densities, which reduces
the number of people that will need to commute from outside the city, and shortens the
length of the average home-to-work trip. Commuting is the second largest source of energy
consumption in the city. Locating more people within the city will also reduce the length of
many shopping and other home-based trips, the largest source of energy consumption in the
city.

•

The proposed General Plan 2035 promotes pedestrian and bicycle use. Moving people
outside of cars and onto sidewalks and bike paths eliminates the energy used for individual
trips in private vehicles.

•

The proposed General Plan 2035 provides for greater residential densities near future mass
transit lines. Access to transit system is a critical factor in increasing the use of new transit
system and providing for more efficient long-term transportation energy patterns.

Overall energy consumption related to transportation would continue to increase as growth occurs
under the General Plan; however, policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would
reduce the reliance upon single-occupancy vehicles by encouraging the uses of alternative modes
of transportation. These policies include, but are not limited to the following:
T-A-I: Expand Transportation Systems Management (TSM) programs for employers, and
reduce peak hour single-occupancy automobile trips through the following techniques:
promotion of transit service; staggering of work shifts; flextime (9/80 work schedules);
carpool and vanpool incentives; provision of bicycle facilities; parking disincentives for
single-occupant vehicles; and car sharing programs.
T-A-3: Cooperate with Caltrans and public transit providers to establish park-and ride lots.
T-A-4: Pursue cooperation between local and regional transportation agencies to coordinate
multi-modal connections throughout the city.
T-A-6: Expand non-motorized and bus infrastructure throughout the city such that greater
amenities exist for cyclists, pedestrians and transit users in order to promote a healthy,
sustainable city and further reduce GHG emissions.
T-B-4: Promote the use of roundabouts in lieu of stop/signal controlled intersections to
improve safety, reduce delay and idling time, and lower vehicle emissions at new/existing
intersections.
T-G-7: Provide bikeways along scenic roads, where right-of-way exists or where its
acquisition will not jeopardize roadway character.
T-H: Expand the existing transit network to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to
provide convenient and efficient public transportation to workplaces, shopping, and other
destinations.
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T-H-3: Require new development to provide transit improvements, where a rough
proportionality to demand from the project is established.
T-H-5: Encourage ridership on public transit systems through marketing and promotional
efforts.
T-H-8: Improve transit service along corridors where increased densities are planned.
T-J: Provide attractive and safe streets for pedestrians and bicyclists.
T-J-1: Pursue implementation of walking and bicycling facilities as envisioned in the city’s
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
T-K: Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of pedestrian sidewalks and
pathways that link neighborhoods with schools, parks, shopping areas, and employment
centers.
T-K-1: Link the various citywide pedestrian paths, including street sidewalks, downtown
walkways, pedestrian areas in shopping centers and work complexes, park pathways, and
other creekside and open space pathways.
T-K-2: Allow the sharing or parallel development of pedestrian walkways with bicycle
paths, where this can be safely done, in order to maximize the use of public rights-of-way.
T-K-3: Orient building plans and pedestrian facilities to allow for easy pedestrian access
from street sidewalks, transit stops, and other pedestrian facilities, in addition to access
from parking lots.
T-K-6: Integrate multi-use paths into all creek corridors, railroad rights-of-way, and park
designs.
T-L: Develop a citywide system of designated bikeways that serves both experienced and
casual bicyclists, and which maximizes bicycle use for commuting, recreation, and local
transport.
T-L-1: Provide bicycle lanes along all regional/arterial streets and high volume
transitional/collector streets.
T-L-2: Provide bicycle lanes on major access routes to all schools and parks.
T-L-3: Improve bicycle networks by finishing incomplete or disconnected bicycle routes.
T-L-4: Maintain all roadways and bicycle-related facilities so they provide safe and
comfortable conditions for bicyclists.
T-L-5: Consider bicycle operating characteristics and safety needs in the design for
roadways, intersections, and traffic control systems.
T-L-6: Promote and facilitate the use of bicycles with other transportation modes.
T-L-7: As part of the city’s Capital Improvement Program, or street and intersection
projects constructed by private developers, install and construct bicycle facilities.
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T-L-8: Require new development to dedicate land and/or construct/install bicycle facilities,
where a rough proportionality to demand from the project is established.
T-M-3: Support efforts at the Charles M. Schulz-Sonoma County Airport to minimize
negative effects of air transportation, such as surface street congestion, air pollution, noise,
and safety concerns.
T-M-5: Support continued operation of private shuttle services to San Francisco and
Oakland International Airports.
OSC-J-2: Budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the city’s long-range capital expenditure
plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel powered vehicles.
Initiate a policy to make its fleet among the cleanest in the North Bay.
EV-B-3: Promote the establishment and expansion of workplace alternatives, including
home occupations and telecommuting. Continue to allow home occupations in all
residential districts.
EV-B-6: Work with the Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce to encourage businesses to use
the area labor force to reduce commuting impacts on city roadways.
EV-C: Promote new retail and higher density uses along the city’s regional/arterial
corridors.
Although transportation energy usage would continue to increase overall as population increases,
policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce transportation energy
consumption the per capita energy use. Applying the estimated transportation energy use with the
minimum reductions achievable in energy and commercial energy use, the per capita energy use
drops to 93.8 mmBtu per person, a roughly five percent decrease in per capita energy use. For this
reason, implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies will reduce energy
consumption to a less than significant level.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.O-4: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in an increase in the demand
for and consumption of energy resources. However, Santa Rosa’s contribution to this
cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, project-specific energy impacts related to land use patterns, energy
efficiency in new construction and building retrofits, energy consumption of non-renewable
resources, and the use of energy resources for transportation systems would be less-thansignificant. Overall, the increased demand for energy as a result of future land uses and
development would be consistent with the proposed General Plan 2035. Cumulative
development in the city would be required to adhere to the aggressive energy conservation
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policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 as well as city resolutions 26572 and 27001
which require new construction to adhere to green and sustainable building standards. In addition,
the plans and policies included in the General Plan 2035 would encourage implementation of
energy conservation programs, result in a reduction in use of non-renewable fuels and foster the
use of renewable resources and would reduce transportation energy consumption the per capita
energy use.
However, cumulative projects in the surrounding region may increase overall demand, and result
in a significant cumulative increase in the demand for energy. Thus, although the implementation
of the proposed General Plan 2035 would reduce energy consumption in Santa Rosa, the overall
increase in regional energy use could result in a significant cumulative impact. However, because
the city would implement a number of policies and programs designed to reduce its energy use, as
discussed above, the city’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be cumulatively
considerable, and this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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P. Parks and Recreation
Introduction
This section summarizes existing parks and recreational resources in Santa Rosa; identifies
proposed changes in the amount and location of these resources within the proposed Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035; and evaluates the impacts of these changes on the overall supply of parkland
in the community.

City Parks and Recreation
Two main types of parks exist in Santa Rosa – neighborhood parks and community parks.
Neighborhood parks are generally between two and 10 acres in size and are located within about
one half mile of the residents they serve. Facilities at neighborhood parks often include picnic
areas, playground equipment, and basketball courts. At about 10 to 25 acres, community parks
serve residents throughout the city, and contain more space- and cost-intensive recreational
facilities such as ball fields and tennis courts. Community parks are sited so that most residents
will be no further than one mile from a community park facility.
Currently, the Santa Rosa Recreation and Parks Department operates and maintains 62 parks
totaling approximately 531 acres as presented in Table 4.P-1 (City of Santa Rosa, 2009). The city
categorizes parks in a two-tier classification system:
(1)

Fifty-two Neighborhood Parks total approximately 215 acres, and they focus as recreational
and social centers of neighborhoods (see Figure 4.P-1).

(2)

Ten Community Parks total approximately 316 acres, and they focus on serving the active
and passive recreational needs of the entire city.

The city maintains a park standard of 6 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. The City Council
determines what ratio of neighborhood and community parkland, school playgrounds, and open
space will satisfy this standard. Currently this ratio is 3.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents,
plus 1.4 acres of school recreational land and 1.1 acres of public-serving open space (City of
Santa Rosa, 2002; 2009).
In addition to neighborhood and community parks, Santa Rosa has two community centers (the
Steele Lane Community Center and the Finley Community Center), two aquatic facilities (the
Ridgeway Swim Center and the Finley Swim Center), Bennett Valley Golf Course, and the
Senior Center on Bennett Valley Road, all of which offer a wide variety of sports and recreation
programs. The city also owns two clubhouse facilities at Doyle Park and Franklin Park that are
available for meetings and gatherings. Additionally, the city has several citywide parks (i.e.,
Howarth Park) and special purpose parks and facilities that are enjoyed by residents throughout
the city. Each year, more than 70,000 visitors tour the city-owned and -operated gardens of
famous horticulturalist Luther Burbank. The city is planning a Heritage Park near Luther Burbank
Home and Gardens that would include historic structures such as the Hoag House, Santa Rosa’s
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TABLE 4.P-1
EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY PARKS IN SANTA ROSA 2008
Park

Acreage

Park

Acreage

Park

Acreage

A Place to Play

30.0

Haydn Park

0.3

Peterson Lane Park

5.0

Bayer Park

6.0

Hidden Valley Park

8.0

Pioneer Park

5.0

Bellevue Park

3.4

Howarth Community Park

Prince Memorial
Greenway Phases I & II

3.8

Bicentennial Park

6.0

Humboldt Park

0.5

Railroad Park

0.5

Brendon Park

2.0

J.X. Wilson Park

5.0

Rae Street Park

0.5

Brush Creek Park

3.0

Jacobs Memorial Park

8.0

Redhawk Park

0.3

Luther Burbank Gardens

1.5

Jennings Park

6.0

Rincon Valley Community
Park

25.0

Coffey Park

5.0

Julliard Park

9.0

Rinconada Park

3.0

Colgan Creek Park

3.0

Live Oak Park

5.0

Rincon Ridge

11.0

Cook Park

1.0

Martin Luther King Jr Park

8.0

Skyhawk Park

18.0

DeMeo Park

1.0

Matanzas Park

1.0

Skyhawk Village

0.5

152.0

DeTurk Park

1.0

Mesquite Park

5.0

Sonoma Avenue Park

2.0

Doyle Community Park

22.0

Nagasawa Community
Park at Fountaingrove

10.0

South Davis Park

1.0

Dutch Flohr Park

2.0

Nielsen Park

5.0

Southwest Community
Park

19.0

Eastside Park

0.5

North Park

1.0

Steele Lane Park

3.0

Finley Community Park

22.0

Northwest Community
Park

25.0

Strawberry Park

4.0

Fir Ridge Park

1.0

Oak Lake Green Park

7.0

Tanglewood Park

8.0

Franklin Community Park

13.0

Old Courthouse Square

2.0

Trailhead Park

1.0

Fremont Park

2.0

Olive Park

1.0

Village Green Park

1.5

Galvin Community Park

22.0

Pearblossom Park

2.9

Westgate Park

3.0

Peter Springs Park

1.0

Youth Community Park

6.0

TOTAL Existing Parks

531.15

SOURCE: City of Santa Rose Recreation and Parks Department

oldest house, and the Church built from One Tree. The city also owns, operates, and maintains the
historic 17-acre Santa Rosa Rural Cemetery. Finally, two additional parks—Spring Lake County
Park (320 acres, including the 72-acre lake) and Annadel State Park (5,000 acres)—are not
operated by the City of Santa Rosa; however, they enhance and complement recreational
opportunities available to Santa Rosans.
The City of Santa Rosa also supports the development of public plazas and gathering places,
which are generally fewer than two acres in size. These areas often contain vegetation and
provide connectivity to pathways, trails, or commercial centers. While they are not included in
calculation of acreage per thousand residents, the city encourages the development of these
spaces to provide access to the wider network of parklands.
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Regulatory Framework
Recreation and Parks Business and Strategic Action Plan
In 2008, the City of Santa Rosa developed the Santa Rosa Recreation and Parks Business and
Strategic Action Plan to identify and assess current and anticipated parks and recreation needs
and priorities; provide practical and strategic direction for meeting these needs; and prepare a
financial plan for the financing and funding of parks and facilities. This plan outlines several
goals and objectives that are relevant to the proposed General Plan 2035 as follows:
Goal 1: Park Development Standards
Strategy 1.2: Pursuant to the General Plan, apply the standard of six acres of parkland per
1,000 residents to all development projects and ensure the following allocation is met:
•
•
•

3.5 acres of parkland designated as city parks
1.4 acres of parkland as accessible school recreational land; and
1.1 acres of public serving open space.

Strategy 1.3: Redefine access to park and public spaces for all residents to meet the
following:
•
•
•

within ¼ mile to public plazas and gathering spaces;
within ½ mile to neighborhood parks; and
within 1 mile to community parks.

Goal 4 – Facilities
Strategy 4.2: Continue ongoing efforts to locate new facilities throughout the community
and not concentrated in one planning area.
Strategy 4.3: Provide a balance of new facility types in all recreation and park planning area.
Goal 5 – Connectivity
Strategy 5.1: Add trails and pathways to connect destinations throughout the city such as
schools, libraries and parks.
Strategy 5.3: Integrate corridors and pathways into overall community design, planning and
development decisions.
Strategy 5.4: Encourage new development to include a system of internal trails and
pathways within developments and identify opportunities to connect with established trails
and pathways.

Santa Rosa General Plan 2020
The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2020 (General Plan 2020), adopted in June 2002, outlines
policies, standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for
physical development within the city. Individual development projects proposed within the city
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must demonstrate general consistency with the goals and policies outlined within the General
Plan 2020, which articulates and implements the city’s long-term vision as it pertains to housing,
transportation, historic preservation, open space and other areas.
The proposed project analyzed in this EIR is the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, which is an
update of General Plan 2020. Once adopted, future developments within the city will be subject
to policies outlined in the updated document. Any proposed goals and policies applicable to parks
and recreation are discussed under the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of this chapter.

Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan
Recreation Goals:
Objective RT-1: Develop multi-use paths where appropriate.
Objective RT-2: Provide public, neighborhood, and private access to creekside trails as
appropriate.
Policy RT-2-1: Provide access to the creek trail system for people and authorized
vehicles, and from neighborhoods.
Objective RT-4: Accommodate connections to regional trail systems that enhance or
support the creek trail system network.
Policy RT-4-1: Cooperate with various public and private entities to create, where
appropriate, new public access trails along creeks to parks and open spaces within the
Urban Growth Boundary, as well as connections to regional trail systems.

Downtown Station Area Specific Plan
Goal SP-UPS-6: Provide recreational and cultural facilities for visitors and residents of the
Plan Area.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Parks and Recreation
Significant impacts would occur if the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 results in:
•

A shortage of neighborhood and community park facilities serving all segments of Santa
Rosa’s population; or

•

A shortage of parks and recreation facilities accessible from all residences in the city.
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Impact Analysis
Impact 4.P-1: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result in urban
development that would exceed park construction, and result in non-attainment of the city’s
park standard. (Less than Significant)
Overall, the proposed General Plan 2035 will result in 1,254.55 acres of parks and recreation
land, including city-owned parks, school playgrounds, and usable open space areas. With a
projected population of 233,520, the city will need to have 1401.12 acres of recreational area in
the year 2035 to meet its standard of 6 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. Table 4.P-2 presents
the distribution of acreage need among the three parks and recreation categories.
TABLE 4.P-2
PARK ACREAGE NEEDS IN 2035
Park Standard

2035 Need

Parkland

3.5

817.32

School Playground

1.4

326.93

Open Space

1.1

256.87

Total

6.0

1401.12

Parkland
In addition to existing parks, the city owns 170 acres of undeveloped land for future parks,
including 66 acres adjacent to the existing Youth Community Park and 23 acres adjacent to the
existing Nagasawa Community Park at Fountaingrove. Table 4.P-3 presents existing
undeveloped parkland.
TABLE 4.P-3
UNDEVELOPED PARKLAND, 2008
Undeveloped Parkland

Acreage

Air Center East

3.7

Dauenhauer Park

2.3

Harvest

3.5

Nagasawa Community Park at Fountaingrove

23.0

A Place to Play

53.0

Prince Gateway Park

0.5

Thomas Lake Harris Drive

8.0

Upper Brush Creek

10.0

Youth Community Park Expansion

66.0

Total Undeveloped Park Acreage

170.0

SOURCE: City of Santa Rose Recreation and Parks Department, 2008
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Within the General Plan 2035 timeframe, the City of Santa Rosa will build three new community
parks and 24 new neighborhood parks, some of which are accounted for in the city’s undeveloped
parkland acreage. Assuming development of all undeveloped and proposed park facilities by
2035, the city’s parks and recreation facilities will total 864.15 acres (see Table 4.P-4). Based on
a 2035 population of 233,520, Santa Rosa will achieve a park standard of 3.7 acres of parks per
1,000 residents. This ratio exceeds the city’s parks standard of 3.5 acres of neighborhood and
community parks per 1,000 residents. Therefore, adequate parkland for all city residents will be
provided and the proposed General Plan 2035 will not result in an adverse impact on the overall
ratio of parks and recreational facilities.
TABLE 4.P-4
PROJECTED PARKS AND RECREATION
Acreage
Existing Parks (2008)

531.15

Undeveloped Parkland

170.00

Proposed Parks

163.00

Total Parks

864.15

SOURCE: City of Santa Rose Recreation and Parks Department, 2008

School Playground
Currently, the City of Santa Rose contains approximately 219.6 acres of recreational area on
school sites throughout the UBG (City of Santa Rosa, 2002; 2008b; Ramsay, 2009). Future
school sites in the proposed General Plan 2035 will likely result in an additional 40.8 acres of
school playground by the year 2035; this is based on an assumed 12 acres of recreational area per
middle school and 4.2 acres of recreational area per elementary school. Therefore, the city will
contain approximately 260.4 acres of school playground in the year 2035. Assuming a 2035
population of 233,520 residents, this acreage results in 1.12 acres per 1,000 residents. Identified
acreage would therefore fall slightly short of the city’s school playground standard of 1.4 acres
per 1,000 residents. Therefore, the General Plan 2035 would have a potentially significant impact
on parks and recreation school playgrounds.

Open Space
The proposed General Plan 2035 continues to contain 180 acres of open space (City of Santa
Rosa, 2009). However, Santa Rose Parks and Recreation Department limits inclusion of land in
the city’s recreation standard to usable open space areas, which total approximately 130 acres.
This results in a ratio of 0.56 per 1,000 residents. Identified acreage would not meet the city’s
open space standard of 1.1 acres per 1,000 residents.
As shown in Table 4.P-5, the city’s overall parks and recreation ratio will be 5.37 acres per
1,000 residents in year 2035. This falls short of the city’s standard of 6.0 acres per 1,000
residents.
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TABLE 4.P-5
TOTAL PROJECTED PARKS AND RECREATION 2035
Acreage
City Parks

864.15

School Playgrounds

260.4

Open Space

130.0

Total Parks and Recreation

1254.55

Parks and Recreation Acreage per 1,000 Residents

5.37

SOURCE: City of Santa Rose Recreation and Parks Department, 2008

The following General Plan 2035 policies, including proposed revisions, ensure provision of
adequate parks and recreation facilities:
LUL-E-1: Provide new neighborhood park and recreation facilities, elementary schools, and
convenience shopping in accordance with the General Plan Land Use Diagram and
Table 2-6 (General Plan).
TABLE 2-6
PROPOSED NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENTS (2035)
Quadrant

Parks and Recreation

Schools

Convenience Shopping

Northeast

2 Neighborhood Parks

Northwest

5 Neighborhood Parks

Southeast

Community Park,
5 Neighborhood Parks

Middle School

Community Shopping Center,
3 Neighborhood Shopping Centers

Southwest

2 Community Parks,
12 Neighborhood Parks

Middle School,
4 Elementary Schools

International Marketplace,
2 Community Shopping Centers,
3 Neighborhood Shopping Centers

SOURCE: City of Santa Rose Recreation and Parks Department, 2009

PSF-A-1: Provide recreation and park facilities and services needed by various segments of
the population—including specific age groups, persons with special physical requirements,
and groups interested in particular activities—and make these facilities and services easily
accessible and affordable to all users.
PSF-A-2: Acquire and develop new park facilities to achieve a citywide standard of 6 acres
of parkland per thousand residents:
•

3.5 acres of city park land;

•

1.4 acres of publicly accessible school recreational park land (defined as parkland
that is open to the public during standard park hours when school is not in session);

•

acres of public serving open space.
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PSF-A-3: Develop a balanced park system throughout the city by incorporating the
following parkland classification system into the 3.5 acres per thousand residents of city
park land:
•

Neighborhood Parks: generally more than two acres but less than ten acres; provide
spaces for informal or casual play, family or small group activities such as picnics,
community gardens, children’s play areas, a special feature such as a splash area,
hard court or multiuse field space for fitness; and passive natural areas. The city aims
to provide access to neighborhood parks within one-half mile of residential
neighborhoods.

•

Community Parks: generally 10 to 25 acres; provide spaces for organized sports,
larger group events, several unique features, pathways and natural areas, community
gardens, and recreational facilities such as community centers. The city aims to
provide access to community parks within one mile of residential neighborhoods.

•

Citywide Parks: generally larger than 25 acres; include special signature elements
such as lakes, sports complexes, amphitheaters, lighted features, recreational facilities
and buildings; large play structures, and spaces for large group activities such as
citywide camps or corporate picnics.

•

Special Purpose Parks and Facilities: park lands generally designated for single use
such as golf courses, heritage museums, botanical gardens, and environmental
interpretive experiences.

PSF-A-4: Continue planning efforts to acquire and develop parklands for all Santa Rose
residents, families, and neighborhoods that promote and encourage access by a variety of
alternative methods such as biking and walking, and connect public spaces using the
following guidelines:
•

Provide access to public plazas and gathering places within one-quarter mile of
residential neighborhoods.

•

Provide access to neighborhood parks within one-half mile of residential
neighborhoods.

•

Provide access to community parks within one mile of residential neighborhoods.

PSF-A-5: Developing areas of the city (e.g., southwest Santa Rosa) should be given a
higher priority for new park development, and underserved neighborhoods should be given
priority during redevelopment and renovation of the park system. Priority for park
development should also be given to areas of greatest density and areas that allow for safe
and easy access and visibility. Priority should also be given to locations that minimize
impacts to sensitive environmental resources that could require extensive and expansive
mitigation; the most sensitive environmental resource areas should generally be preserved
for more passive recreation that assures their protection.
PSF-A-7: Acquire park sites adjacent to existing and proposed schools, where possible, and
develop these sites as joint use facilities. Develop joint use agreements to ensure public
access and provide for sustainable resources to maintain parks.
PSF-A-8: Integrate the bicycle and pedestrian path networks envisioned in both the Citywide
Creek Master Plan and updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan with regional park plans,
so that users can safely and comfortably access the full range of public open spaces.
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PSF-A-9: When building new parks, consider expanding existing parks or consolidating
proposed parks to provide larger acreage and greater range of recreation activities, while
maintaining park standards.
PSF-A-11: Community gardens are encouraged within city parks and on city-owned
property. As part of the master plan process for new parks, the city shall consider
implementing new community gardens based on input from residents.
PSF-A-14: Develop multi-use athletic fields to accommodate the changing community
needs for organized sporting and fitness activities.
PSF-A-15: Require the provision of private play space and/or recreation centers for
children, families, and older adults in small lot subdivisions, multifamily developments,
and gated communities, on each lot or in common open space areas as part of the
development project.
PSF-A-16: Pursue development of public plazas and gathering places where provision of a
neighborhood park is not feasible or where they can be connected to existing public spaces
utilizing pathways, trails, and bridges.
PSF-A-17: Develop special purpose parks and facilities for each recreation and park
planning area throughout the city, including but not limited to multi-generational
recreational centers, aquatic centers, education and community service centers and other
unique facilities, with priority given to areas experiencing high growth.
PSF-A-18: Develop multi-use pathways and linear parks along creeks designated by the
Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan. Create a system of interconnected linear parks
that provide access to parks used for active recreation as well as to open space areas that are
used primarily for more passive recreation such as hiking and wildlife viewing.
PSF-B-4: Establish and annually evaluate mitigation fees for environmentally sensitive
resource lands and/or endangered species habitat areas that are subject to development, and
apply mitigation fees according to the quadrant of the city where these issues are
appropriate. Evaluate fees annually to updated land costs and mitigation ratios.
PSF-C-1: Assist the various school districts in developing school sites and facilities to
serve all neighborhoods in the city, and to respond to the educational needs of various
sectors of the population.
OSC-A-1: Cooperate with various public and private entities to create new public access
trails and parks, open spaces, and drainage ways with the city, as well as to trail systems
outside the UGB. Priorities for trail access outside of the UGB should include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joe Rodata Trail (from Santa Rosa to Sebastopol);
Bay Area Ridge Trail;
Santa Rosa Creek Trail;
Laguna Trail;
Roseland Creek Trail;
Colgan Creek Trail; and
Paulin Creek Trail.
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OSC-A-6: Protect the Annadel and Spring Lake regional parks from intrusion by
inappropriate users. Conserve the biotic system in those parks.
Implementation of the General Plan 2035 ensures that sufficient parks, school playground, and
open space areas are provided to meet city standards, thereby reducing the potential impact on
parks and recreation facilities to a less than significant level. Therefore this would be a less than
significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.P-2: Implementation of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would increase the
likeliness Neighborhood or community park facilities may not be accessible from all
residences within Santa Rosa. (Less than Significant)
Some of the proposed residential lands with the Urban Growth Boundary are not located within
one-half-mile radius—generally 10 minutes walking distance—of an existing or proposed park.
Topography, land use patterns, and other variables have resulted in some existing residences
outside of the one-half mile parkland radius of developed park facilities. The following General
Plan 2035 policies ensure that access to neighborhood park facilities would be provided:
UD-G-1: Established a defined center—such as a park, school, neighborhood commons
(shopping area), or transit stop—at the core of large residential projects.
T-K-1: Link the various citywide pedestrian paths, including street sidewalks, downtown
walkways, pedestrian areas in shopping centers and work complexes, park pathways, and
other creekside and open space pathways.
PSF-A-3: Develop a balanced park system throughout the city by incorporating the
following parkland classification system into the 3.5 acres per thousand residents of city
park land:
•

Neighborhood Parks: generally more than two acres but less than ten acres; provide
spaces for informal or casual play, family or small group activities such as picnics,
community gardens, children’s play areas, a special feature such as a splash area,
hard court or multiuse field space for fitness; and passive natural areas. The city aims
to provide access to neighborhood parks within one-half mile of residential
neighborhoods.

•

Community Parks: generally 10 to 25 acres; provide spaces for organized sports,
larger group events, several unique features, pathways and natural areas, community
gardens, and recreational facilities such as community centers. The city aims to
provide access to community parks within one mile of residential neighborhoods.

•

Citywide Parks: generally larger than 25 acres; include special signature elements
such as lakes, sports complexes, amphitheaters, lighted features, recreational facilities
and buildings; large play structures, and spaces for large group activities such as
citywide camps or corporate picnics.
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•

Special Purpose Parks and Facilities: park lands generally designated for single use
such as golf courses, heritage museums, botanical gardens, and environmental
interpretive experiences.

PSF-A-5: Developing areas of the city (e.g., southwest Santa Rosa) should be given a
higher priority for new park development, and underserved neighborhoods should be given
priority during redevelopment and renovation of the park system. Priority for park
development should also be given to areas of greatest density and areas that allow for safe
and easy access and visibility. Priority should also be given to locations that minimize
impacts to sensitive environmental resources that could require extensive and expansive
mitigation; the most sensitive environmental resource areas should generally be preserved
for more passive recreation that assures their protection.
PSF-A-7: Acquire park sites adjacent to existing and proposed schools, where possible, and
develop these sites as joint use facilities. Develop joint use agreements to ensure public
access and provide for sustainable resources to maintain parks.
PSF-A-8: Integrate the bicycle and pedestrian path networks envisioned in both the Citywide
Creek Master Plan and updated Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan with regional park plans,
so that users can safely and comfortably access the full range of public open spaces.
PSF-A-9: When building new parks, consider expanding existing parks or consolidating
proposed parks to provide larger acreage and greater range of recreation activities, while
maintaining park standards.
PSF-A-11: Community gardens are encouraged within city parks and on city-owned
property. As part of the master plan process for new parks, the city shall consider
implementing new community gardens based on input from residents.
PSF-A-14: Develop multi-use athletic fields to accommodate the changing community
needs for organized sporting and fitness activities.
PSF-A-15: Require the provision of private play space and/or recreation centers for
children, families, and older adults in small lot subdivisions, multifamily developments,
and gated communities, on each lot or in common open space areas as part of the
development project.
PSF-A-16: Pursue development of public plazas and gathering places where provision of a
neighborhood park is not feasible or where they can be connected to existing public spaces
utilizing pathways, trails, and bridges.
PSF-A-17: Develop special purpose parks and facilities for each recreation and park
planning area throughout the city, including but not limited to multi-generational
recreational centers, aquatic centers, education and community service centers and other
unique facilities, with priority given to areas experiencing high growth.
PSF-A-18: Develop multi-use pathways and linear parks along creeks designated by the
Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan. Create a system of interconnected linear parks
that provide access to parks used for active recreation as well as to open space areas that are
used primarily for more passive recreation such as hiking and wildlife viewing.
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Implementation of the policy provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035 ensures that
accessibility of parks facilities is a less than significant impact.
Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impact
Impact 4.P-3: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would result in cumulative park and
recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)
With the implementation of the 1975 Quimby Act (California Government Code §66477), the
dedication of parkland acres for larger project, payment of in-lieu fees, and implementation of
related policy provisions would reduce the cumulative parks and recreation impacts to less than
cumulatively considerable.
Mitigation: None required.
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CHAPTER 5

Alternatives

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and evaluate the alternatives to the proposed plan.
Alternatives are developed to reduce or eliminate the significant or potentially significant adverse
environmental effects that would result from implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035
as identified in Chapter 4.

A. CEQA Requirements
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, or to the
location of the proposed project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. The
“range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason” which requires the EIR to set forth
only those alternatives necessary to permit informed public participation and an informed and
reasoned choice by the decision-making body (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]).
A reasonable range of alternatives for comparison must include those alternatives that would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). CEQA generally
defines “feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
technological, and legal factors. In addition, the following may be taken into consideration when
assessing the feasibility of alternatives: site suitability; economic viability; availability of
infrastructure; general plan consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional
boundaries; and the ability of the proponent to attain site control (Section 15126.6(f)(1)).
The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project, or alternatives that
address the location of the proposed project, is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives
analysis is to disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained while
reducing the magnitude of, or avoiding, the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The
description or evaluation of alternatives does not need to be exhaustive and an EIR need not
consider alternatives for which the effects cannot be reasonably determined and for which
implementation is remote or speculative. An EIR need not describe or evaluate the environmental
effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed project, but must include enough
information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed plan.
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CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be selected among the alternatives. In
general, the environmentally superior alternative is defined as that alternative with the least
adverse impacts to the project area and its surrounding environment. When the “No-Project”
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, an EIR must also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)(2)).

B. Factors in the Selection of Alternatives
The CEQA Guidelines recommend that an EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting
the alternatives to be discussed, identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency
but were rejected as infeasible, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s
determination [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(c)]. The following factors were considered in
identifying the reasonable range of alternatives to the project for this EIR:
•

The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic goals and
objectives of the project;

•

The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen the identified significant and
unavoidable environmental effect of the project;

•

The feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, and consistency with other applicable plans and
regulatory limitations;

•

The extent to which an alternative contributes to a “reasonable range” of alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice; and

•

The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “No-Project” alternative and to
identify an “environmentally superior” alternative in addition to the no-project alternative
[CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)].

Plan Objectives
As previously presented in Chapter 3, Project Description, the basic objectives of the Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 include the following:
•

Outline a vision of long-range physical and economic development that reflects the
aspirations of the community, and provide specific implementing policies that will allow
this vision to be accomplished;

•

Establish a basis for judging whether specific development proposals and public projects
are in harmony with said vision;

•

Allow city departments, other public agencies, and private developers to design projects
that will enhance the character of the community, preserve and enhance critical
environmental resources, and minimize hazards; and
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•

Provide the basis for establishing and setting priorities for detailed plans and implementing
programs, such as the Zoning Ordinance, specific and area plans, and the Capital
Improvement Program.

Significant Impacts
The project would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts, which the selected
alternatives are intended to avoid or reduce:
Impact C-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased traffic volumes, delay, and a decrease in LOS on area intersections during the
p.m. peak hours.
Impact C-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased motor vehicle traffic, which would contribute to an unacceptable level of
service (LOS) on Highway 101.
Impact D-1: New development under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could
increase population and VMT in the area at a rate greater than that assumed in regional air
quality planning and therefore conflict with the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Strategy.
Impact D-5: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could conflict with
implementation of state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and thereby have a
negative effect on Global Climate Change.
Impact 4.D-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, along with
other foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not be consistent with the 2005 Bay
Area Ozone Strategy and would result in a cumulative air quality impact.
Although not required by CEQA, the impact discussion of each alternative below also addresses
each alternative’s ability to avoid or reduce each of the other significant but mitigable impacts
identified for the project. Each of these impacts and the relative effects of each alternative
compared to the proposed General Plan 2035 are summarized in Table 5-1 at the end of this
chapter.

C. Alternatives Selected for Consideration
With consideration given to the above factors for selection, the Lead Agency, the City of Santa
Rosa, identified the following reasonable range of project alternatives to be addressed in this EIR:
•
•
•

No Project Alternative
Higher Population Projection Alternative
Downtown and Corridors Alternative

The city also considered additional alternatives which were thoroughly considered but rejected as
infeasible or not applicable. These alternatives are discussed in Section F below.
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D. Description and Analysis of Alternatives
Throughout this section, a description of each alternative is followed by a discussion of its
impacts and how it differs from those of the project. As permitted by CEQA, the significant
effects of the alternatives are discussed in less detail than are the effects of the project (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.6[d]). However, the analysis is conducted at a sufficient level of detail
to provide project decision-makers adequate information to fully evaluate the alternatives and to
approve any of the alternatives without further environmental review.
Unless otherwise indicated, the impacts associated with the project and each alternative are for
year 2035 buildout conditions.

No Project / Existing Conditions Alternative
Consideration of a No Project Alternative is required under CEQA. This Alternative is analyzed
consistent with the requirements of state CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3)(A), which specifically
identify that when the project under evaluation is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory
plan, the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan.
Under this alternative, the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 and its associated Land Use
Diagram would not be adopted and the existing General Plan 2020 (2002) policy document would
remain in effect. This would include General Plan amendments and amendments to the Zoning
Ordinance that have been approved by the city since adoption of the General Plan 2020. The
No Project Alternative would operate under the existing General Plan 2020, using it to guide the
city’s future development. Under this alternative, the changes to the existing General Plan 2020
would not occur. The existing land-use classifications would remain in effect.
Build out of the adopted General Plan 2020 would result in approximately 90,860 housing units
and a total population of 216,250 within the urban growth boundary. The projected employment
of the General Plan 2020 is 158,400.

Impacts
Land Use
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in less than significant impacts associated with
potential conflicts with relevant land use planning documents within and adjacent to the City of
Santa Rosa. The No Project Alternative would also be less than significant given that it would not
contain any proposed land use changes and would retain existing consistency with relevant land
use planning documents within and adjacent to the city.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in less than significant impacts associated with the
potential to create conflicts between existing and future land uses within the City of Santa Rosa.
The No Project Alternative would also be less than significant given that it would not contain any
proposed land use changes.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact on
cumulative land use consistency and conflicts and would result in less than significant impacts
associated with the potential to create conflicts between existing and future land uses within the
City of Santa Rosa. The No Project Alternative would also be less than significant given that it
also would not contribute to these cumulative land use impacts.

Population, Housing, and Employment
The proposed General Plan 2035 would not result in significant impacts associated with the
potential to exceed regional population and growth projections for population, housing, and
employment. The proposed General Plan 2035 would allow for increased densities to make
affordable housing feasible up to a buildout capacity of 94,840 residential units and a total
population of 233,520 persons by the year 2035. The No Project Alternative would result in less
residential and employment-related growth than the proposed General Plan 2035.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact by lessening the
imbalance between employment and employed residents. The No Project Alternative would have
a greater an imbalance, resulting in a worsening of the jobs/housing balance.

Transportation and Circulation
Like the proposed General Plan 2035, the No Project Alternative would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact to local and regional roadway operations. However, the No Project
Alternative does not include policies outlined in the General Plan 2035 that focus on reducing
single occupancy vehicle trips and infill development, thus it would result in more traffic
congestion compared to the proposed General Plan 2035.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact due to an increased
demand for transit service. The No Project Alternative would not include any land use changes
that would result in a substantial increased demand for transit service or have an impact on transit
service. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would also result in a less than significant impact
similar to the proposed General Plan 2035.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact related to an
increased demand for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. In addition, the proposed General Plan
2035 would include the adoption of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, which would
improve facilities throughout the city. The No Project Alternative would not include any land use
changes that would result in a substantial increased demand or conflict for bicycle or pedestrian
facilities; however, it would not include the adoption of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
Although the No Project Alternative would also result in a less than significant impact, it would
be greater than what was identified for the proposed General Plan 2035.
The No Project Alternative would not significantly increase the amount of vehicle traffic and
would therefore not significantly increase the safety conflicts within the city. Therefore, the
No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact similar to the proposed
General Plan 2035.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
adequacy of parking given compliance with existing city parking standards. The No Project
Alternative would also be subject to existing city parking standards. This impact would also be
less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would contribute to cumulatively considerable and significant,
unavoidable traffic impacts to the US 101 corridor. Given that the No Project Alternative would
result in reduced development as compared to the proposed General Plan 2035, it would have a
reduced impact to the US 101 corridor. However, this alternative would still result in a
cumulatively considerable and a significant and unavoidable impact to US 101, given the current
and projected future traffic conditions expected for US 101.

Air Quality and Climate Change
The No Project Alternative would have a slightly smaller impact associated with short-term
construction air quality impacts due to a smaller increase in residential development and would be
less than significant with policies outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated
with vehicle emission air quality impacts due to population growth exceeding ABAG growth
rates used in the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy. The No Project Alternative would have a
reduced impact due to the reduced development, thus resulting in reduced emissions. However, it
would also have a significant and unavoidable impact as it would exceed emission standards set
in the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact with
implementation of the policy provisions associated with locating sensitive land uses near existing
sources of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or odors with the implementation of the
proposed General Plan 2035 policies and Mitigation Measure 4.D-4. The No Project Alternative
would also have a less than significant impact similar to the proposed General Plan 2035 with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.D-4.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated
with carbon monoxide emissions along roadways, given the estimated emissions would exceed
state standards. The No Project Alternative would consist of less development within the city than
the proposed General Plan 2035, but would also exceed monoxide emissions standards.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a cumulatively considerable and a significant
unavoidable impact associated with increasing future greenhouse gas emissions. The No Project
Alternative would result in less development than the proposed General Plan 2035. However, this
alternative would also result in a cumulatively considerable and a significant and unavoidable
impact due to the fact that the No Project Alternative does not include provisions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in compliance with Assembly Bill 32.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a cumulatively considerable and a significant
and unavoidable impact associated with BAAQMD air quality improvement efforts. The No
Project Alternative would result in less development than the proposed General Plan 2035.
However, this alternative would also result in a cumulatively considerable and a significant and
unavoidable impact due to the fact that the No Project Alternative does not include BAAQMD
Transportation Control Measure (TCM) provisions consistent with the Bay Area Ozone Strategy
and would likely exceed BAAQMD PM10 thresholds of significance. Incorporation of the TCMs
would reduce the impact for this alternative, but would not reduce the impact to a less than
significant level.

Noise
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
traffic noise. The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic volumes (as compared to
the proposed General Plan 2035), given the reduced development potential. This reduced traffic
volume would result in some reductions in traffic noise. However, based on the assumption made
in the General Plan 2020, significant traffic noise levels are expected to occur even under this
alternative, given the current traffic noise levels along roadways adjoining residential uses.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
future stationary noise impacts, given proposed General Plan 2035 policies and city Noise
Ordinance standards. The No Project Alternative would also have a similar less than significant
impact given that it would also comply with the existing city Noise Ordinance.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
construction noise impacts, given proposed General Plan 2035 policies and city Noise Ordinance
standards. The No Project Alternative would also have a similar less than significant impact given
that it would also comply with the existing city Noise Ordinance.

Biological Resources
The proposed General Plan 2035 could result in a less than significant impact associated with
potential direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of endangered, threatened, rare,
proposed, and candidate status as well as plant species identified by the California Native Plant
Society with implementation of the policy provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035.
The No Project Alternative would result in similar potential for direct and indirect loss of habitat
and individuals of endangered, threatened, rare, proposed, and candidate status as well as plant
species. This impact could be mitigated through adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035
policy provisions to less than significant levels.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
potential direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of animal and plant species of concern
and other non-listed special-status species with implementation of the policy provisions outlined
in the proposed General Plan 2035. Direct impacts to these species would occur for the same
reasons and in the same manner as discussed above for impacts to special-status species. The No
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Project Alternative would result in similar potential for direct and indirect loss of habitat and
individuals of animal and plant species of concern and other non-listed special-status species.
This impact could be mitigated through adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy
provisions less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
loss of sensitive biological communities with implementation of the policy provisions outlined in
the proposed General Plan 2035. The No Project Alternative would result in similar potential for
impacts to sensitive biological communities. This impact could be mitigated through adoption of
the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions to less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
wildlife movement with implementation of provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035. The No
Project Alternative would result in similar potential for impacts to sensitive biological
communities. This impact could be mitigated through adoption of policies outlined in the
proposed General Plan 2035 to less than significant.

Utilities and Service Systems
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant plan-related and
cumulative impact associated with increased demand for water supply to serve the increased
demand from the proposed General Plan 2035 growth due to existing sources and the availability
of reliable water supply under dry year conditions due to allocation agreements among the
contractors as detailed in the Restructured Agreement. The No Project Alternative would also
have a similar less than significant impact given that it would also comply with the existing
allocation agreements.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant plan-related and
cumulative impact associated with increased demand for sanitary sewer facilities. The No Project
Alternative would have slightly less wastewater demands due to less development in comparison
to the proposed General Plan 2035. This impact would be less than significant for this alternative.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant plan-related and
cumulative impact associated with increased demand for solid waste impacts. The No Project
Alternative would involve slightly less solid waste generation due to less development in
comparison to the proposed General Plan 2035. This impact would be less than significant for this
alternative.

Hydrology and Flooding
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in less than significant impacts associated with
water quality impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies, as well as
compliance with the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and the Santa Rosa Waterways
Plan, would reduce the impacts to less than significant. The No Project Alternative would result
in reduced development potential compared to the proposed General Plan 2035 and thus would
also have a less than significant impact.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
flooding from drainage as it doesn’t propose changes to land uses in the 100-year flood plan.
However, development permitted under the proposed General Plan 2035 would increase run-off
potential. Implementation of the policy provisions proposed under the General Plan 2035 would
assure that any construction in the city would have a less than significant impact on flooding. The
No Project Alternative would result in reduced development and implementation of the policy
provisions in the proposed General Plan 2035 and would reduce this impact to less than
significant.

Public Services
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for fire protection and emergency medical service. Implementation of the
proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions would reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels. The No Project Alternative would have a reduced impact compared with the proposed
General Plan 2035 and impacts under this alternative would also be less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for law enforcement service. Implementation of the proposed General Plan
2035 policy provisions would reduce these impacts to less than significant. The No Project
Alternative would have a reduced impact compared with the proposed General Plan 2035 and
impacts under this alternative would also be less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
construction of new school facilities to serve the increased demand from the proposed General
Plan 2035. The No Project Alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed General Plan
2035 and would also be less than significant.

Cultural and Historic Resources
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a significant and mitigable impact associated
with the potential disturbance of cultural and paleontological resources and the preservation of
historic resources. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 policies would reduce
these impacts to a less than significant level. The No Project Alternative, with reliance on the
General Plan 2020 would have potentially significant impacts due to the lack of policies in the
2020 Plan protecting Santa Rosa’s historic-era archaeological resources and, to a lesser extent,
Native American resources.

Visual Quality
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
alteration of scenic resources. The No Project Alternative would have reduced visual impacts,
given it allows for less overall development, thus this alternative would have less than significant
impacts.
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The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in less than significant impacts associated with
daytime glare and nighttime lighting levels with the implementation of the proposed General Plan
2035 policies. The No Project Alternative would have reduced lighting and glare impacts, given
its reduced potential for overall development, thus this alternative would have less than
significant impacts.

Open Space and Agriculture
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
loss of open space and agricultural land uses. The No Project Alternative would have a smaller
loss of open space and agricultural lands, given that it would have a fewer residential units at
buildout, and would be less than significant given that it would be required to comply with
existing city dedication requirements.

Geology and Seismicity
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
potential impacts related to expansive and unstable soils, seismic ground shaking, landslides,
subsidence and settling and seismic-related ground failure. The seismic hazards from ground
shaking include potential risk of loss, injury, or death. Seismic-related ground failures include
surface fault rupture, lateral spreading, lurching, and liquefaction. Geotechnical investigations are
required for all new developments within the city, including single-family residences. Mitigation
for new construction often includes installation of deep foundation support piers (anchored to
bedrock), installation of appropriate drainage improvements around a structure, and seismic
design pursuant to the Uniform Building Code. The No Project Alternative would result in similar
impacts compared to the proposed General Plan 2035. This impact would be less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
seismically induced tsunamis and seiches. The city is not exposed to the open ocean, therefore,
would not be affected by tsunamis. The No Project Alternative would result in no impact.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
soil erosion. Development activities proposed under the General Plan 2035 would result in the
moving and grading of topsoil. This would lead to disturbed soils that are more likely to suffer
from erosion from a variety of sources, such as wind and water. The No Project Alternative
would also result in a less than significant impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact from the potential
exposure to known and unknown hazardous materials with the implementation of policy
provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035 and adherence to regulations set by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The
No Project Alternative would have a similar potential for exposure to hazardous materials as the
proposed General Plan 2035.
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Energy
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for energy due to the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035
policies. The No Project Alternative would have reduced energy use impacts, given its reduced
potential for overall development, but would still have potentially significant impacts without the
adoption of policy provisions (like those in the proposed General Plan 2035) to reduce energy use
to a less than significant level.

Parks and Recreation
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for park and recreation related services. The No Project Alternative would have
slightly less park and recreation demands, given that it would have a fewer residential units at
buildout, and thus would have less than significant impacts, given that it would be required to
comply with existing city parkland dedication requirements.
__________________________

Higher Population Projection Alternative
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would allow for approximately 243,520 residents
(or less) with in the city limits by the year 2035 (approximately 10,000 more than the proposed
General Plan 2035). The population increase would be absorbed through higher density zoning
and mixed-use building throughout the city. The Higher Population Project Alternative would
allow for increased development in the urban area in order to incentivize development within the
city limits and discourage population growth in smaller, rural communities or along the urban
fringe. Such development would reduce regional trips along Highway 101, and it would
encourage the use of alternative transportation modes, as Santa Rosa is the employment hub of
Sonoma County.
Under the Higher Population Projection Alternative, mixed commercial, residential, and office
uses would be encouraged throughout the downtown area, and higher density residential
development would be encouraged throughout the city. Intensification and higher densities would
be strongly encouraged to attract higher residential population. The remaining increase in
population would be absorbed throughout the city by increasing housing unit densities on parcels
zoned for residential uses.

Impacts
Land Use
Due to increases in development density and intensity under the Higher Population Projections
Alternative, the need for additional acreage to accommodate future growth remains the same as
the proposed General Plan 2035. This alternative provides more potential for land use conflicts
and conflicts with existing plans and policies than the proposed General Plan 2035, due to
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intensification of land uses within the built out environment. The city’s ordinances would need to
be updated to reflect this alternative’s goals and policies, comparable to the proposed General
Plan 2035.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would have a less than significant impact on
cumulative land use consistency and conflicts in the region. This alternative would also result in
less than significant impacts associated with potential conflicts between existing and future land
uses within the City of Santa Rosa. The impact would be slightly less significant than the
proposed General Plan 2035 given that the Higher Population Projection Alternative would
contribute incrementally less to these cumulative land use impacts as it would concentrate growth
within the urban core.

Population, Housing, and Employment
The proposed General Plan 2035 would not result in significant impacts associated with the
potential to exceed regional population and growth projections for population, housing, and
employment. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in the more residential
and related growth than the proposed General Plan 2035. This alternative would allow for
increased densities, thus making affordable housing more feasible and alternative transportation
modes more accessible. This alternative projects a buildout capacity of 98,900 residential units
and a total population of 243,520 persons by the year 2035. This growth would be accommodated
with in the Urban Growth Boundary and thus would be less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact by lessening the
imbalance between employment and housing. The Higher Population Alternative would have less
of an imbalance, as more housing would be available in the city, which is the employment hub of
Sonoma County.

Transportation and Circulation
Like the proposed General Plan 2035, the Higher Population Alternative would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact to local and regional roadway operations. However, it would
generate more vehicle trips overall, thus resulting in more traffic congestion compared to the
proposed General Plan 2035.
The Higher Population Alternative would result in a less than significant impact due to an
increased demand for transit service. The alternative would not include any land use changes that
would increase demand for transit service beyond service capacity, but would instead increase
opportunities for transit use. Therefore, the Higher Population Projection Alternative would result
in a less than significant impact similar to the proposed General Plan 2035.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would not include any land use changes that would
result in a substantial increased demand or conflict for bicycle or pedestrian facilities, but would
instead increase opportunities for these alternative modes of transportation. Therefore, the Higher
Population Projection Alternative would also result in a less than significant impact similar to the
proposed General Plan 2035.
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The Higher Population Projection Alternative would not significantly increase the amount of
vehicle traffic as higher density land uses would promote alternative transportation, therefore not
significantly increasing the safety conflicts within the city. Therefore, the Higher Population
Projection Alternative would result in a less than significant impact similar to the proposed
General Plan 2035.
Although the Higher Population Projection Alternative would have higher development potential
as compared to the proposed General Plan 2035, development would be subject to existing city
parking standards. This impact would be less than significant.
Given that the Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in additional residential
development with in the urban corridor, as compared to the proposed General Plan 2035, it would
have a reduced impact to the Highway 101 corridor because it would allow more residents to live
and work in the city, reducing the need to commute on Highway 101. However, this alternative
would still result in a cumulatively considerable and a significant and unavoidable impact to
Highway 101, given the current and future traffic conditions expected for Highway 101.

Air Quality and Climate Change
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would have a slightly higher impact associated with
short-term construction air quality impacts due to the increase in residential development. The
alternative would result in higher emissions; however, the impact would also be less than
significant with the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact
associated with carbon monoxide emissions along roadways, given the estimated emissions
would exceed state or federal standards. However, it would be similar to the proposed General
Plan 2035 as it would increase opportunities for alternative transportation modes due to higher
density land uses.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in a less than significant impact with
implementation of the policy provisions associated with locating sensitive land uses near existing
sources of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or odors with the implementation of the
proposed General Plan 2035 policies and Mitigation Measure 4.D-4.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in more residential development than
the proposed General Plan 2035, and thus would result in a cumulatively considerable and a
significant and unavoidable impact associated with increasing future greenhouse gas emissions.
However, it would be similar to the proposed General Plan 2035 as it would increase
opportunities for alternative transportation modes due to higher density land uses.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative, like the proposed General Plan 2035, would result
in a cumulatively considerable and a significant and unavoidable impact associated with
BAAQMD air quality improvement efforts. This alternative’s impact would be less as it would
provide more opportunities for alternative transportation than the proposed General Plan 2035.
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Noise
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in lower traffic volumes given the
increase in alternative transportation potential. This decrease traffic volume would result in less
traffic noise. Traffic noise levels are expected to increase under this alternative, this impact would
be less than significant with implementation of policies outlined in the proposed General Plan
2035.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would have a similar less than significant impact to
the proposed General Plan 2035 associated with future stationary noise impacts given that it
would also be required to comply with the existing city Noise Ordinance.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
construction noise impacts, given proposed General Plan 2035 policies and city Noise Ordinance
standards. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would also have a similar less than
significant impact given that it would also comply with the existing city Noise Ordinance.

Biological Resources
The proposed General Plan 2035 could result in a less than significant impact associated with
potential direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of endangered, threatened, rare,
proposed, and candidate status as well as plant species identified by the California Native Plant
Society. This impact would be mitigated through implementation of the proposed General Plan
2035 policy. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in similar potential for
direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of endangered, threatened, rare, proposed, and
candidate status as well as plant species. This impact could be mitigated through adoption of the
proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions to less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
potential direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of animal and plant species of concern
and other non-listed special-status species. Direct impacts to these species would occur for the
same reasons and in the same manner as discussed above for impacts to special-status species.
This impact would be mitigated through implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035
policy provisions. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in similar potential
for direct and indirect loss of habitat and individuals of animal and plant species of concern and
other non-listed special-status species.
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in less than significant impact related
to sensitive biological communities and wildlife movement. Like the project this impact would
require adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions to be less than significant.
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a significant and mitigable impact associated
with habitat plans. This impact would be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.F-5. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in similar potential
for impacts to sensitive biological communities. This impact could be mitigated through adoption
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of Mitigation Measure 4.F-5 to less than significant levels, but without this mitigation could
remain significant.

Utilities and Service Systems
The Higher Population Alternative would place higher demands on water, wastewater, and solid
waste services, compared to the proposed General Plan 2035 and other alternatives, due to
population and growth projections. Thus, these impacts would be considered significant under
this alternative.

Hydrology and Flooding
With development focused within the urban core, the Higher Population Projection Alternative
would result in less developed land and less potential for flooding hazards than the proposed
General Plan 2035. Potential alteration of creeks during park construction could impact
stormwater flows. However, nonpoint source pollutants would likely be less than the proposed
General Plan 2035 as residents could choice alternative modes of travel as development would be
concentrated in downtown.

Public Services
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in a larger projected enrollment of due
to a larger population, thus putting more demand on public school facilities. With the larger
population, this alternative would require more emergency services personnel. However, with
growth centered in downtown, emergency response times should be easier to meet and risk of
wildfire should be less than the proposed General Plan 2035. Higher traffic congestion in the
downtown would lead to slower fire and emergency response times within this alternative.

Cultural and Historic Resources
Significant redevelopment and reuse of downtown and other residentially zoned parcels would
increase potential for destruction of a structure of historical or cultural importance. Additionally,
much of the new parkland in this alternative is focused along creeks, and poses higher risk of
prehistoric resource disruption than the proposed General Plan 2035.

Visual Quality
The Higher Population Projection Alternative focuses on higher densities downtown as the
primary activity node. Significantly higher intensity uses and streetscape improvements would be
constructed within downtown and along mixed-use corridors, more so than in the proposed
General Plan 2035. Neighborhood character and connections between uses outside of downtown
would not likely change. However, hillside development could potentially block views of the
Sonoma foothills. Undeveloped lands along the UGB, designated Urban Reserve, would provide
a sense of visual openness, particularly along the city’s Scenic Roads.
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Open Space and Agriculture
The Higher Population Projection Alternative would result in similar open space as the proposed
General Plan 2035 as it would increase population by increasing density in the more urban
environment.

Geology and Seismicity
The Higher Population Projection Alternative accommodates development on areas with slopes
of 15-30 percent and within an area that would experience severe groundshaking during an
earthquake on the Rogers Creek Fault. Significant redevelopment activities within downtown
could pose greater seismic risks than in the proposed General Plan 2035, as the numbers of
residents and workers located within downtown structures are increased.

Hazardous Materials
The Higher Population Projection Alternative proposes slightly less commercial and industrial
uses with potential for hazardous materials than the proposed General Plan 2035. However,
significant redevelopment of existing sites to allow higher density housing, and construction of
new hazardous waste generators, could subject more residents and workers to hazardous materials
and wastes than the proposed General Plan 2035.

Energy
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for energy due to the implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035
policies. The Higher Population Projection Alternative would have increase in energy use
impacts, given its increase potential for residential development. This alternative would require
the adoption of the proposed General Plan 2035 policy provisions, in order to reduce energy use
to a less than significant level.

Parks and Recreation
The proposed General Plan 2035 would result in a less than significant impact associated with
increased demand for park and recreation related services. The Higher Population Projection
Alternative would have more park and recreation demands, given that it would have higher
residential units at buildout, but would be less than significant given that it would be required to
comply with existing city parkland dedication requirements.
__________________________

Downtown and Corridors Alternative
The development concept proposed in the Downtown and Corridors Alternative focuses on the
downtown core as the city’s primary activity node. Relative to the proposed General Plan 2035,
significantly higher intensity uses are focused within downtown and along major corridors that
provide access to downtown. Under this alternative, these corridors are expected to transition
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from single-use, low-intensity retail and office corridors with surface parking, to mixed-use
corridors featuring combined retail, office and residential development. These new mixed-use
developments would emerge as reuse opportunities arise. Many of these streets would also be
redesigned, over time, to be more hospitable to pedestrians and housing. Some of them may
acquire a “boulevard” character, with tree-lined streets and medians, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks.
The intent of this alternative is to focus new growth along major roadways and transit corridors,
reducing development impacts on outlying areas and providing more housing adjacent to mixed
shopping and employment uses.
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative assumes a buildout population similar to the proposed
General Plan 2035 (approximately 233,000 people). This population growth would result in the
same demand for housing units and employment as the General Plan 2035. The Downtown and
Corridors Alternative includes the same population, housing, and employment growth as the
proposed General Plan 2035, through allowable increases density and intensity.
In the Downtown and Corridors Alternative, downtown is a major focus for development and
intensification over the next 25 years. It continues to be the main civic and commercial focus for
Santa Rosa and the region.
Respecting the smaller scale of the surrounding preservation districts and Santa Rosa Creek, a
dense downtown core allowing eight to ten story buildings is proposed paralleling Third and
Fourth Streets. Mixed commercial, residential, and office uses would be encouraged throughout
the downtown area. Height and bulk would step down to three to four stories at the edges of the
core district to relate to the scale of the historic districts. Design guidelines would be essential to
regulate light, view, street level activity, and relation to historic structures.
Intensification is strongly encouraged in the Santa Rosa Plaza area parallel to Highway 101,
allowing eight to ten stories with mixed Retail and Office uses. As part of the long-range
redevelopment framework for this area, the original street grid would be restored, strengthening
visual and functional connections between downtown and Railroad Square.
Several areas for new housing development in the vicinity of downtown are proposed: High
Density zones in Railroad Square adjacent to Santa Rosa Creek and along Santa Rosa Avenue;
and infill Medium Density housing along Sonoma Avenue. Additionally, a mixed Retail and
Medium Density district is proposed along Fourth Street, east of downtown.

Impacts
Land Use
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would provide greater amounts of Medium-High
Residential to accommodate more multifamily housing units in the downtown and corridor areas.
This alternative provides more potential for land use conflicts than the proposed General Plan
2035, due to significant intensification along existing arterial corridors and within downtown.
Urban reserve areas along the UGB would buffer rural and agricultural uses from urban
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development. The city’s ordinances would need to be updated to reflect this alternative’s goals
and policies, comparable to the proposed General Plan 2035.

Population, Housing, and Employment
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would provide for similar housing units as to the
proposed General Plan 2035 (23,800 units). Likewise it would increases in population to that in
the proposed General Plan 2035. However, greater displacement of existing residents would
likely occur during proposed reuse and intensification than in the proposed General Plan 2035.
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would provide development capacities, but would
generate fewer jobs, relative to the proposed General Plan 2035. Potential displacement of
existing businesses within proposed redevelopment areas is also greatest among the alternatives.

Transportation and Circulation
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed
General Plan 2035 as it would generate higher density growth. Intensification within the
downtown area proposed by this alternative could result in reduced LOS surrounding the
downtown, as well as increased need for downtown parking facilities. Transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian route improvements would all lead to and from the downtown area; such demand
would result in higher investments in transit than the proposed General Plan 2035.

Air Quality and Climate Change
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result in less air pollutant emissions than the
proposed General Plan 2035, as illustrated by less citywide VMT and less employment
generation. These factors would likely lead to less ambient air pollutant levels; however the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result in a less than significant impact with
implementation of the policy provisions associated with locating sensitive land uses near existing
sources of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or odors with the implementation of the
proposed General Plan 2035 policies and Mitigation Measure 4.D-4.

Noise
Lower traffic volumes and vehicle trips generated by the Downtown and Corridors Alternative
result in overall lower noise levels than the proposed General Plan 2035. However, future
train/rail traffic will likely be comparable to the proposed General Plan 2035.

Biological Resources
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result in development within the urban core,
thus farther afield from existing agricultural and open space areas outside the UGB. This
alternative provides for continuous tracts of short-term open space habitat adjacent to the UGB,
and preserves creekside habitat as city parkland. This alternative provides better preservation of
biological resources than the proposed General Plan 2035.
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Utilities and Service Systems
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would place similar demands on water, wastewater,
and solid waste services, compared to the proposed General Plan 2035 and other alternatives, as
population and growth projections would remain the same.

Hydrology and Flooding
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result in less developed land and less potential
for flooding hazards than the proposed General Plan 2035, as development would be focused in
the urban core. Potential alteration of creeks during park construction could impact stormwater
flows, and nonpoint source pollutants would likely be greater than the proposed General Plan
2035 as residents travel to daily services concentrated in downtown and along corridors.

Public Services
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result in a similar projected enrollment putting
similar demand on public school facilities. With the similar population, this alternative would
require the same number of emergency services personnel. However, with growth centered in
downtown, emergency response times should be easier to meet and risk of wildfire should be less
than the proposed General Plan 2035. Higher traffic congestion in the downtown would lead to
slower fire and emergency response times within this alternative.

Cultural and Historic Resources
Significant redevelopment and reuse of downtown and adjacent arterial roadways would increase
potential for destruction of a structure of historical or cultural importance. Additionally, much of
the new parkland in this alternative is focused along creeks, and poses higher risk of prehistoric
resource disruption than the proposed General Plan 2035.

Visual Quality
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative focuses on downtown as the primary activity node.
Significantly higher intensity uses and streetscape improvements would be constructed within
downtown and along mixed-use corridors, more so than in the proposed General Plan 2035.
Neighborhood character and connections between uses outside of downtown would not likely
change. However, hillside development could potentially block views of the Sonoma foothills.
Undeveloped lands along the UGB would provide a sense of visual openness, particularly along
the city’s Scenic Roads.

Open Space and Agriculture
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would result similar acres of open space as the
proposed General Plan 2035.
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Geology and Seismicity
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative accommodates development and intensification on
areas with slopes of 15-30 percent and within the area of severe groundshaking during an
earthquake on the Rogers Creek Fault. Significant redevelopment activities within downtown
could pose greater seismic risks than in the proposed General Plan 2035, as the numbers of
residents and workers located within downtown structures are increased.

Hazardous Materials
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative proposes slightly less commercial and industrial uses
with potential for hazardous materials than the proposed General Plan 2035. However, significant
redevelopment of existing sites, and construction of new hazardous waste generators, could
subject more residents and workers to hazardous materials and wastes than the proposed General
Plan 2035.

Energy
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would have a similar population, and therefore similar
non-renewable energy consumption than the proposed General Plan 2035. With redevelopment
focused on downtown, and moving people from the edges of the city to downtown for shopping
and entertainment, the land use pattern is likely to decrease energy required for transportation.

Parks and Recreation
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative would have similar park and recreation demands to the
proposed General Plan 2035, given that it would have similar residential units at buildout, but
would be less than significant given that it would be required to comply with existing city
parkland dedication requirements.

E. Environmentally Superior Alternative
Based upon the evaluation described in this section, the No Project Alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative, given its reduced residential development potential and
associated environmental effects (as compared against the proposed General Plan 2035).
Specifically, this alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable traffic and air quality
impacts that were identified for the proposed General Plan 2035. However, the No Project
Alternative does not meet some of the key objectives and goals of the project, namely
incorporating policies from recent planning documents in to the General Plan and updating the
Housing Element to meet regional growth needs.
CEQA requires that that a second alternative be identified when the “No Project” alternative
emerges as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)).
The Downtown and Corridors Alternative has been chosen as the next Environmentally Superior
Alternative, because it would result in a reduction of some of the significant impacts that have
been identified for this project. Specifically, it would reduce significant impacts related to energy
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consumption, increased traffic volumes, and vehicular contribution to an unacceptable level of
service on US Highway 101. While these reductions would not be of magnitude great enough to
achieve a less than significant impact determination for any of these environmental issues, this
alternative would, nevertheless, represent an improvement over the proposed project with respect
to these specific topics. However, this alternative would also likely trigger a significant and
unavoidable impact related to displacement of existing residents, which would be necessary to
accommodate reuse and intensification. In conclusion, although under this alternative, all of the
significant impacts identified under the proposed project would remain, they, along with many
less than significant impacts, would be reduced (see Table 5-1). For this reason, it is considered
the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

F. Project Alternatives Considered but Rejected for
Further Analysis in this EIR
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires an EIR to identify and briefly discuss any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the
scoping process. In identifying alternatives, primary consideration was given to alternatives that
would reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives. Alternatives
that would have the same or greater impacts as the proposed project, or that would not meet most
of the project objectives, were rejected from further consideration.
Alternatives considered in the 2020 General Plan included the Neighborhood Centers Alternative.
This alternative was rejected for carry-over analysis as they are considered inapplicable due to
changes in land use and urban design trends in Santa Rosa.

Off-Site Alternative
Given the nature of the project (adoption of a General Plan update for the City of Santa Rosa) it
would not be pertinent to address another area outside of the city boundaries. Further, this
alternative would not meet the basic project objectives identified in Chapter 3, Project
Description. For these reasons, an off-site alternative is considered infeasible pursuant to state
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(c).

Reduced Development Alternative
This alternative concept would involve restricting growth and associated improvements (such as
trail connections) in the city in order to avoid environmental impacts identified for the proposed
General Plan 2035. However, this alternative would present conflicts with the city’s need to meet
state-required housing allocations and would not meet the basic project objectives of the proposed
General Plan 2035.
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TABLE 5-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Higher
Population
Projection
Alternative

Downtown
and
Corridors
Alternative

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS×

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTS×

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS×

B-1: Would result in substantial population, housing, or
employment growth in excess of local share of regional
projections

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

B-2: Would result in displacement of existing residents or
housing units.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

SU×

B-3: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would introduce additional population to the region, and would
be expected to result in unanticipated population, housing, or
employment growth, or the displacement of existing residents or
housing units on a regional level.

LTS

SU

LTSØ

LTS

C-1: Would result in increased traffic volumes, delay, and a
decrease in LOS on area intersections during the p.m. peak
hours.

SU

SU×

SU×

SUØ

C-2: Would result in an increased demand for transit service

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS×

C-3: Would result in an increased demand for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities

LTS

LTS×

LTSØ

LTS×

C-4: Would result in an increase in traffic volumes, which would
increase the potential opportunities for safety conflicts.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

C-5: Would result in an increase in parking demand.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

C-6: Would result in increased motor vehicle traffic, which would
contribute to an unacceptable level of service (LOS) on Highway
101.

SU

SUØ

SUØ

SUØ

D-1: Could increase population and VMT in the area at a rate
greater than that assumed in regional air quality planning and
therefore conflict with the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Strategy.

SU

SUØ

SUØ

SU

D-2: Could be inconsistent with the Transportation Control
Measures in the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

D-3: Could generate air pollution during associated construction
activities that exceeds state or federal standards.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

D-4: Could expose existing and proposed sensitive receptors to
air toxics or objectionable odors.

LSM

LSMØ

LSM

LSMØ

D-5: Could conflict with implementation of state goals for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and thereby have a
negative effect on Global Climate Change.

SU

SU×

SU×

SU

D-6: Would result in cumulative air quality impacts through
inconsistency with the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.

SU

SU

SU×

SUØ

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact during
buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Project

No Project
Alternative

A-1: Would result in land use compatibility conflicts with
surrounding land uses.

LTS

A-2: Would result in conflicts with existing plans and policies
adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts.
A-3: Would impact land use plans within the Planning Area
under cumulative conditions.

A. Land Use Consistency and Compatibility

B. Population, Housing, and Employment

C. Transportation and Circulation

D. Air Quality and Climate Change
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Higher
Population
Projection
Alternative

Downtown
and
Corridors
Alternative

LTS

LTS×

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

E-3: Could expose sensitive receptors to increased train/rail
traffic noise along the Northwest Pacific Railroad.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

E-4: Could result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

E-5: Could result in sensitive receptors located within an airport
land use plan area or within the vicinity of a private airstrip and
could expose people residing or working within the project area
to excessive noise levels.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

E-6: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in substantially increase traffic noise conflicts.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

F-1: New development permitted would impact the habitat quality
of streambeds, riparian areas, and other sensitive communities,
due to increased runoff, siltation, and encroachment.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

F-2: New development permitted would impact special-status
species.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

F-3: Expansion of urban land uses would adversely affect
significant habitat areas and wildlife movement corridors.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

F-4: Expansion of urban land uses would remove or alter
wetlands, marshes, or vernal pools.

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

F-5: Expansion of urban land uses would conflict with local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plans.

LSM

LSM

LSM

LSM

F-6: In combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects
would result in minimal direct mortality and loss of habitat for
special-status species, wetlands, and waters of the U.S.

LSM

LSM

LSM

LSM

G-1: New development permitted would generate higher water
demands than available through existing Sonoma County Water
Agency and City of Santa Rosa entitlements.

LTS

LTS

SU

LTS

G-2: Proposed new development and intensification would
result in increased wastewater flows that exceed current
treatment capacity.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

G-3: New development permitted would result in increased
demand for solid waste disposal at the county landfills.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

G-4: Along with growth in the Sonoma Water Agency service
area would result in cumulative waste supply impacts.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS

G-5: Along with growth in the Sonoma County Waste
Management Agency service area would result in cumulative
impact.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS

G-6: Along with growth in the North Bay Corporation service
area would result in cumulative impact.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact during
buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Project

No Project
Alternative

E-1: Could result in excessive noise generated by commercial
uses, industrial facilities, or construction equipment.

LTS

E-2: Could increase ambient noise levels along highways and
roadways within the city due to greater auto and truck traffic
volumes.

E. Noise

F. Biological Resources

G. Utilities and Service Systems
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Higher
Population
Projection
Alternative

Downtown
and
Corridors
Alternative

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS×

H-3: Urban development permitted would increase drainage
flows as a result of impervious surfaces, resulting in localized
and cumulative flooding.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

H-4: Proposed new development permitted would expose
people or structures to risk of flooding due to the failure of a
dam.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

H-5: Land uses and growth, in combination with current land
uses in the surrounding communities and land use activities and
development of the cities and other agencies in the County,
could introduce additional non-point source pollutants to surface
waters.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS×

H-6: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would increase impervious surfaces and alter drainage
conditions and rates in the Planning Area, which would
contribute to cumulative flood conditions in creeks in the
Planning Area.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

I-1: Proposed development would increase demand on police
and fire protection by increasing population and urbanized land
area.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

I-2: Development near the Urban Growth Boundary would
increase risk from wildland fires due to the proximity of
development to open areas of grassland or chaparral.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

I-3: Increased traffic congestion in certain areas due to
development would result in increased response times for
emergency vehicles.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS×

I-4: Increased residential development would result in a greater
number of students that school facility capacity.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTSØ

I-5: Along with along with potential development in the
surrounding area would contribute to the cumulative demand for
fire protection and emergency medical services.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

I-6: Along with along with potential development in the
surrounding area would result in the increase of the demand for
cumulative law enforcement services.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

I-7: Along with along with potential development in the
surrounding area would result in cumulative public school
impacts.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

J-1: Would impact Santa Rosa’s Native American archaeological
resources.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS×

J-2: Would impact Santa Rosa’s historic structures and
neighborhoods, and would help to increase public involvement in
the historic preservation process.

LTS

LTS

LTS×

LTS×

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact during
buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Project

No Project
Alternative

H-1: New development and intensification permitted would alter
existing drainage patterns or creeks, causing downstream
flooding or erosion.

LTS

H-2: New development permitted would degrade water quality
by increasing nonpoint source pollutants in stormwater runoff.

H. Hydrology and Flooding

I. Public Services

J. Cultural and Historic Resources
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Higher
Population
Projection
Alternative

Downtown
and
Corridors
Alternative

LTS

SU

LTS×

LTS

LTS

SU

LTS×

K-1: Would, over time, redevelop designated areas of the city
and would result in substantial negative change to the urban
visual character as a whole.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTSØ

K-2: Would result in new development, and would degrade
existing visual character of and views to Sonoma Mountain
foothills.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTS

K-3: Would result in new development and would adversely
affect scenic natural or cultural resources along Santa Rosa’s
Scenic Roads.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS×

K-4: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would be expected to result in cumulative impacts to visual
resources.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTS

L-1: Would increase new urban development which would result
in the loss of existing open space areas within the Urban Growth
Boundary.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

L-2: Expansion of residential development would result in loss of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

L-3: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in the loss of open space and agricultural lands.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

M-1: In the event of a major earthquake in the region, surface
fault rupture, ground shaking, localized liquefaction, and/or
seismic-related landsliding would cause damage, destruction or
injury to development.

LTS

LTS

LTS×

LTS×

M-2: New development would be subjected to geologic hazards,
including expansive soils, landslides, differential settlement, and
erosion.

LTS

LTS

LTS×

LTS×

M-3: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to geologic and seismic
hazards.

LTS

LTS

LTS×

LTS×

N-1: Development on land previously impacted by releases of
hazardous materials such as from underground fuel storage
tanks would expose residents or workers to hazardous materials
or wastes.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

N-2: Demolition of any existing structures for the purpose of
redevelopment could contain hazardous building materials, such
as lead-based paint, asbestos, and PCBs which could expose
and adversely affect workers, the public, or the environment if
not handled appropriately.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact during
buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Project

No Project
Alternative

J-3: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the
region.

LTS

J-4: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative impacts to paleontological resources
in the region.

J. Cultural and Historic Resources (cont.)

K. Visual Quality

L. Open Space and Agriculture

M. Geology and Seismicity

N. Hazardous Materials
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
Higher
Population
Projection
Alternative

Downtown
and
Corridors
Alternative

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

O-1: Would increase the need for, or cause inefficient use of,
local energy sources by residential, commercial, industrial, or
public uses.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

O-2: Would increase reliance on natural gas and oil or
decreased use of renewable resources.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

O-3: Would increase use of energy resources for transportation
systems.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS×

O-4: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in substantially increase the demand for and
consumption of energy resources.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTS×

P-1: Would result in urban development that would exceed park
construction, and result in non-attainment of the city’s park
standard.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS×

LTSØ

P-2: Would increase the likeliness Neighborhood or community
park facilities may not be accessible from all residences within
Santa Rosa.

LTS

LTSØ

LTSØ

LTS×

P-3: Along with potential development in the surrounding region
would result in cumulative park and recreation impacts.

LTS

LTSØ

LTS

LTSØ

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact during
buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Project

No Project
Alternative

N-3: New commercial and light industrial uses would involve the
transportation, use, and storage of hazardous chemicals, which
could present public health and/or safety risks to facility workers,
patients and visitors, and the surrounding area.

LTS

N-4: Land use and infill development would result in cumulative
hazardous materials and human health risk impacts.

N. Hazardous Materials (cont.)

O. Energy

P. Parks and Recreation

LTS = Less than Significant;
LTS× = Less than significant, but also increased effect compared to proposed project;
LTSØ = Less than significant, but also decreased effect compared to proposed project;
LSM = Less than Significant with any proposed mitigation;
LSM× = Less than significant with any proposed mitigation, but also increased effect compared to proposed project;
LSMØ = Less than significant with any proposed mitigation, but also decreased effect compared to proposed project;
SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
SU× = Significant and Unavoidable, but also increased effect compared to proposed project;
SUØ = Significant and Unavoidable; but also decreased effect compared to proposed project;
N = No Impact
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CHAPTER 6

Other Statutory Sections
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, this section summarizes the findings with
respect to the plan’s growth-inducing effects, significant irreversible environmental changes,
cumulative impacts (when considered with other projects), significant unavoidable
environmental, and effects found to be less than significant.

A. Growth-Inducing Effects
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed
action (Section 15126.2[d]). A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as:
[T]he ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in
the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth .... It must not be assumed that growth in any area
is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
A project can have direct and/or indirect growth-inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
would result if a project involved construction of new housing. A project can have indirect growthinducement potential if it would establish substantial new permanent employment opportunities
(e.g., commercial, industrial or governmental enterprises) or if it would involve a substantial
construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities and indirectly stimulate
the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment demand. Similarly,
under CEQA, a project would indirectly induce growth if it would remove an obstacle to additional
growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service. Increases in
population could tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities
that could cause significant environmental effects. The CEQA Guidelines also require analysis of
the characteristics of projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.
The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population growth is based on
various interrelated land use and economic variables. Key variables include regional economic
trends, market demand for residential and non-residential uses, land availability and cost, the
availability and quality of transportation facilities and public services, proximity to employment
centers, the supply and cost of housing, and regulatory policies or conditions. Since a general plan
defines the location, type and intensity of growth, it is the primary means of regulating
development and growth in California.
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Growth from Santa Rosa 2035
By its very nature, adoption of a general plan is growth inducing. Based on Government Code
Section 65300, the proposed General Plan 2035 is intended to serve as the overall plan for the
physical development of the City of Santa Rosa. While the General Plan does not specifically
propose any development projects, it does regulate future population and economic growth of the
city that would result in indirect growth-inducing effects. By adopting the proposed General Plan
2035 and other planning related documents, the city is setting the ground rules for future growth
and development within its Urban Growth Boundary. Accordingly, it is fostering economic and
population growth and additional housing construction.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the city is required by state law to promote the
production of housing to meet its fair share of the regional housing needs distribution made by the
ABAG. There is no feasible mitigation that would avoid growth in Santa Rosa.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would refine existing land use designations in
the city, establish new policies, actions and design guidelines to guide and manage future
development and land uses in the city. This would also include policy direction on roadway
facility improvements, public service improvements and the extension and expansion of utilities.
The specific environmental effects resulting from the proposed land use patterns and associated
extension of public services are discussed in the environmental issue areas in Chapter 4,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigations. As described above, the proposed General Plan
2035 would induce further population and job growth in the city by altering land uses to provide
additional residential opportunities. As a result, the proposed General Plan 2035 is considered to
be growth-inducing. The environmental effects of this growth within the city and in the Urban
Study Areas is addressed in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
of this Draft EIR.

Growth Effects of Santa Rosa 2035
Based on Government Code Section 65300, the proposed General Plan 2035 is intended to serve
as the overall plan for the physical development of the City of Santa Rosa. While the General
Plan does not specifically propose any development projects, it does regulate future population
and economic growth of the city that would result in direct and indirect growth inducing effects.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2035 would refine existing land use designations in
the city, establish new policy provisions, actions, and design guidelines that guide and manage
future development and land uses in the city. This would also include policy direction on limited
roadway facility improvements, trail connections, public service improvements, and the
expansion of utilities. The specific environmental effects resulting from the direct growth effects
of proposed land use patterns and associated extension of public services by the year 2035 are
discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.A through 4.O, of this DEIR. The following is a discussion of
the growth-inducing effects of implementing the proposed General Plan 2035. The proposed
General Plan 2035 would result in buildout of approximately 94,840 residential units and a
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population of 233,320 persons. The buildout for the General Plan is considered to occur by the
year 2035.

Population Growth
The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) future growth projections for the City of
Santa Rosa SOI between the years 2000 and 2035 anticipate approximately 26,738 additional
employed residents and 67,520 additional jobs, for a projected jobs/employed residents balance of
1.48:1 in the year 2035. During the same time frame (from 2000 to 2035), the proposed General
Plan 2035 anticipates adding approximately 40,250 employed residents and 33,800 jobs, for a
projected jobs/employed residents balance of 1.04:1 in 2035. Because the proposed plan’s ratio is
more balanced, it is expected that the implementation of the General Plan will likely lessen the
jobs/employed residents imbalance that is estimated by ABAG. This adjustment could be
accomplished by providing a larger proportion of the jobs within the city’s SOI and by
accommodating future new jobs with available housing within the city. Nevertheless, some inand out-commuting is expected to occur. The physical environmental effects of growth associated
with population are addressed in Sections 4.A through 4.O of this DEIR and below in this section.

Growth Effects Associated with Infrastructure Improvements
The proposed General Plan 2035 could indirectly induce growth if it would remove an obstacle to
additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service.
The city’s infrastructure and public services are largely provided by other public and private
service providers (e.g., Sonoma County Water Agency for water supply and Pacific Gas &
Electric for gas service and electrical service), which utilize master plans for guiding facility and
service expansions that are subject to environmental review under CEQA.
The General Plan includes proposed roadway improvements that have been designed to support
the General Plan Land Use Diagram and to maintain the city’s proposed level of service (LOS)
standard of LOS D where feasible and appropriate. The proposed General Plan 2035 does not
include any provisions requiring the oversizing of infrastructure facilities to serve growth not
anticipated in the General Plan.

Environmental Effects of Growth
As described above, the proposed General Plan 2035 would induce further job growth in the city
as well as potentially induce growth outside (i.e., growth displacement) of the city in
communities where housing is available. As a result, the proposed General Plan 2035 is
considered to be growth-inducing. The environmental effects of growth within the City of Santa
Rosa are addressed below, and in the analysis of each environmental topic included in Chapter 4
of this EIR, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. The following additional
environmental effects could be experienced due to growth in the region:
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Air Quality: Increases in air pollutant emissions potentially conflicting with air quality
attainment efforts under state and federal Clean Air Acts, greenhouse gas emissions, and
increased potential for the exposure to toxic air contaminants.
Geology and Soils: Increased development in an area prone to seismic hazard, landslides,
and ground failure.
Hydrology and Water Quality: Increased development in an area prone to flooding.
Noise: Increased transportation noise levels from increased traffic volumes.
Public Services and Utilities: Increased demand for public services and utilities, including
an increased water demand.
Traffic: Increased traffic volumes on the region’s highways and regional roadways
resulting in deficient levels of service of operation.

B. Significant Irreversible Changes
CEQA Guidelines Sections 21100(b)(2) and 21100.1(a) require that EIRs prepared for the
adoption of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency must include a discussion of
significant irreversible environmental changes of project implementation. In addition, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) describes irreversible environmental changes as:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may
be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.
Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could result in the conversion of
undeveloped and/or underutilized residential zoned properties to residential, commercial, office,
public, and recreational uses. Subsequent development under the General Plan would constitute a
long-term commitment to these uses. It is unlikely that circumstances would arise that would
justify the return of the land to its original condition.
Development of the city would irretrievably commit building materials and energy to the
construction and maintenance of buildings and infrastructure. Renewable, nonrenewable, and
limited resources that would likely be consumed as part of the development of the proposed
project would include, but are not limited to, oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, asphalt,
water, steel, and similar materials. In addition, development of the project would result in the
increased demand on utilities and public services (see Section 4.G and 4.I, respectively). The
project would also result in significant unavoidable effects related to air emissions, including
emissions of greenhouse gases (see Section 4.d, Air Quality).
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C. Cumulative Impacts
CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual impacts which, when considered
together, are substantial or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The
cumulative analysis is intended to describe the “incremental impact of the project when added to
other, closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects” that can result from
“individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15355) The analysis of cumulative impacts is a two-phase process
that first involves the determination of whether the project, together with existing and reasonably
foreseeable projects, would result in a significant impact. If there would be a significant
cumulative impact of all such projects, the EIR must determine whether the project’s incremental
effect is cumulatively considerable, in which case, the project itself is deemed to have a
significant cumulative effect. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130)
Cumulative impacts may be discussed in terms of the proposed General Plan impacts, in
combination with impacts anticipated for future development (including approved and planned
development within the project area and surrounding affected area). The geographic area for each
impact varies, depending on the nature of the impact, whether it is regional, such as air quality, or
local, such as noise.
Quantification can be difficult for cumulative impacts, as it requires speculative estimates of
impacts including, but not limited to the following: the geographic diversity of impacts (impacts
of future development may affect different areas); variations in time of impacts; and data for
buildout projections may change following subsequent approvals. However, every attempt has
been made herein to make sound qualitative judgments of the combined effects of, and
relationship between, land uses and potential impacts.
This EIR assesses the overall environmental effects of the proposed General Plan 2035 at a
program level of detail. This EIR evaluates the overall (cumulative) effects of buildout in
accordance with the land use designations, land use assumptions, and all goals, policies, and
implementing strategies contained in the proposed General Plan 2035. The analysis of each
environmental topic included in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, of this EIR evaluates possible cumulative impacts considering regional development in
combination with the buildout of the proposed General Plan 2035.
As noted below, in D. Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts, implementation of
the proposed General Plan 2035 in combination with potential development in the surround area
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to transportation, air quality, water
supply, and energy under cumulative conditions. These environmental topics areas are not easily
quantifiable into the future because of new technology and progressive policy regulations. Santa
Rosa, as outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035, would continue to provide policy
framework to lessen cumulative impacts by encouraging smart growth within the Urban Growth
Boundary.
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D. Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts
In accordance with CEQA Section 21083, and with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15065,
an EIR must also identify impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant level
by mitigation measures included as part of the implementation of the proposed project, or by other
mitigation measures that could be implemented, as described in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.
Implementation of the General Plan 2035 would result in the following significant and
unavoidable impact that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level:
Impact C-1: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased traffic volumes, delay, and a decrease in LOS on area intersections during the
p.m. peak hours.
Impact C-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 would result
in increased motor vehicle traffic, which would contribute to an unacceptable level of
service (LOS) on Highway 101.
Impact D-1: New development under the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could
increase population and VMT in the area at a rate greater than that assumed in regional air
quality planning and therefore conflict with the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Strategy.
Impact D-5: The proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 could conflict with
implementation of state or local goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions or generate
greenhouse gas emissions (directly or indirectly) that would exceed any applicable
threshold of significance and thereby have a negative effect on Global Climate Change.
Impact D-6: Implementation of the proposed Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 along with
potential development in the surrounding region would substantially increase the demand
for and consumption of energy resources.

E. Effects to Be Less than Significant
As required by CEQA, this EIR focuses on expected significant or potentially significant
environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15143). In accordance with Section 15128 of
the CEQA Guidelines an EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various
possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore
not discussed in detail in the EIR.
The environmental effects of the proposed project are identified and discussed in detail in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, and summarized in the
Chapter 2, Summary. Except for the significant unavoidable effect to air quality, identified above,
the environmental effects of the proposed project would be less than significant, or less than
significant after implementation of the identified mitigation measures. The following categories
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of impacts were determined, after any mitigation, to be less than significant with implementation
of policy provisions outlined in the proposed General Plan 2035:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Open Space and Agriculture
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Land Use
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Parks and Recreation
Utilities and Service Systems
_________________________

References – Other Statutory Sections
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines; Public Resources
Code 21000-21177) and California Code of Federal Regulations, Title 14, Division 6,
Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387. 2008.
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City of Santa Rosa
Notice of Preparation
City of Santa Rosa General Plan Revision

Date: September 22, 2008
To: Public Agencies and Interested Parties
From: Troy Eggleston, City of Santa Rosa
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Santa
Rosa General Plan Revision
The proposed project is a focused update of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, which was last updated in
2002. This update focuses on the Housing Element and will incorporate policies of recent
planning documents and new policies regarding climate protection in a document with a horizon
year of 2035.
The project description, location, and probable environmental effects of the proposed General
Plan Revision are described in the attached materials. The City of Santa Rosa is soliciting
comments regarding the scope and content of the environmental information, which are germane
to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency
may need to use the EIR when considering permitting or other approvals. Because of time limits
mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than
30 days after receipt of this notice.
Please provide your written response to the address shown below by 5 p.m. October 22, 2008.
We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.
City of Santa Rosa
Community Development Department
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3
Santa Rosa, CA 95402
Attn: Troy Eggleston
Phone: (707) 543-3187
Fax: (707) 543-3218
Email: teggleston@srcity.org

Project Location
Santa Rosa is located along the U.S. Highway 101 corridor in central Sonoma County, California.
Situated on the Santa Rosa Plain, the City is bounded by the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains
to the east and Laguna de Santa Rosa to the west. Santa Rosa’s Urban Growth Boundary area was
approved by voters in 1996. The establishment of this boundary assured that urban development
would not extend past this designated area until at least 2016.

Project Characteristics
The project is a focused update of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, which was last updated in 2002.
This update focuses on the Housing Element and will incorporate policies of recent planning
documents and new policies regarding climate protection in a document with a horizon year of
2035.
The project encompasses the Santa Rosa Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) area, which includes
approximately 29,100 acres, or slightly more than 45 square miles. The UGB contains the City of
Santa Rosa and unincorporated land that will eventually be annexed and served by the City.
The revised General Plan will include a mix of residential, retail, office, industrial and public
uses. It is assumed that vacant lands would develop over the next 25 years and that some
redevelopment would also occur, especially within the boundaries of the Downtown Station Area
Specific Plan.
Major policies from documents which have been recently adopted (or are expected to be soon
adopted) will be included in the revised General Plan, including concepts from the following
documents:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Northern Downtown Pedestrian Linkages Program
Downtown Station Area Specific Plan
Sebastopol Road Urban Vision and Corridor Plan
Vision 2030
Citywide Creek Master Plan
Southeast Area Plan
Southwest Area Plan
Economic Sustainability Strategy
Recreation and Parks Business and Strategic Plan
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

The project includes adoption of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and rezoning of higher
density sites for overall plan consistency.

NOP Distribution List: Please see attached list.
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Potential Environmental Effects
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land Use Consistency and Compatibility
Population, Housing, and Employment
Transportation and Circulation
Air Quality
Noise
Biological Resources
Utilities and Service Systems
Hydrology and Flooding

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Public Services
Cultural and Historic Resources
Visual Quality
Open Space and Agriculture
Geology and Seismicity
Hazardous Materials
Energy

Scoping Meeting
A public scoping meeting will be held at 6 p.m., Monday, October 6, 2008, at the following
location:
Santa Rosa City Hall Annex
90 Santa Rosa, Ave
Room 7AB
Santa Rosa, CA
95404
At this meeting, agencies, organizations, and members of the public will be able to review the
proposed project and provide comments on the scope of the environmental review process for the
proposed project.
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APPENDIX C

Air Quality Analysis

Introduction to the Air Quality Models and Results
Several air quality models were used to quantify GHG emissions during operational activities
associated with the proposed General Plan 2035. The URBEMIS2007, version 9.2.4, model was
used to calculate emissions of CO2 from area sources (not for operational (vehicles) emissions)
(Section 1) for the existing (year 2007) and proposed General Plan build-out (year 2035) land use
information. Notably, the land use subcategory percentage breakdown for the existing conditions
is based on the proposed General Plan 2035 percentages as a best estimate. In Section 2, ARB’s
EMFAC2007 emission factors are presented for on-road vehicles in Sonoma County for the year
2007 (baseline) and the year 2035 (buildout) and were used to calculate the emissions generated
by the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with each scenario.

SECTION 1 – URBEMIS2007 MODEL RESULTS

Page: 1
2/24/2009 3:21:13 PM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: E:\Santa Rosa GP\Response to Comments Feb 09\URBEMIS\existing area sources.urb924
Project Name: santa rosa gp existing
Project Location: Sonoma County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
Summary Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

255,466.08

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

1,402.23

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

256,868.31
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source
Natural Gas
Hearth
Landscape

CO2
217,535.20
37,605.14
325.74

Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

255,466.08

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source
Single family housing

CO2
631.68

Apartments low rise

41.65

Apartments mid rise

265.70

Mobile home park

40.89

Retirement community

58.77

Day-care center

4.21

Elementary school

4.41

Junior high school

4.41

High school

4.28

Junior college (2 yrs)

4.21

University/college (4 yrs)

4.21

Library

4.21

Place of worship

4.19

Regnl shop. center

112.99

Strip mall

10.03

General office building

63.06

Office park

16.00

General light industry
Industrial park
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

103.26
24.07
1,402.23
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Operational Settings:
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2007 Season: Annual
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

14,407.00

0.01 dwelling units

43,221.00

432.21

3,695.27

Apartments low rise

178.12

0.01 dwelling units

2,850.00

28.50

243.67

Apartments mid rise

478.42

0.01 dwelling units

18,180.00

181.80

1,554.34

Mobile home park

466.33

0.01 dwelling units

2,798.00

27.98

239.22

Retirement community

804.20

0.01 dwelling units

4,021.00

40.21

343.78

Single family housing

Acreage

Trip Rate

Day-care center

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

24.90

Elementary school

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

25.97

Junior high school

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

25.97

High school

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

25.25

Junior college (2 yrs)

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

24.90

University/college (4 yrs)

0.01

students

333.84

3.34

24.90

Library

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

24.90

Place of worship

0.01

1000 sq ft

333.84

3.34

24.75

Regnl shop. center

0.01

1000 sq ft

9,037.00

90.37

668.11

Strip mall

0.01

1000 sq ft

802.00

8.02

59.29

General office building

0.01

1000 sq ft

4,573.00

45.73

370.53
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Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type

Acreage

Trip Rate

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

Office park

0.01

1000 sq ft

1,119.00

11.19

93.79

General light industry

0.01

1000 sq ft

7,184.00

71.84

605.25

Industrial park

0.01

1000 sq ft

1,714.00

17.14

141.27

981.71

8,216.06

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

45.0

3.3

95.8

0.9

Light Truck < 3750 lbs

18.4

4.3

88.6

7.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.5

2.1

97.4

0.5

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

7.2

1.4

97.2

1.4

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

1.8

0.0

66.7

33.3

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

1.0

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.2

8.3

16.7

75.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.3

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

100.0

0.0

Urban Bus

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motorcycle

4.4

84.1

15.9

0.0

School Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motor Home

1.0

10.0

80.0

10.0
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Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

5.0

2.5

92.5

Elementary school

20.0

10.0

70.0

Junior high school

20.0

10.0

70.0

High school

10.0

5.0

85.0

Junior college (2 yrs)

5.0

2.5

92.5

University/college (4 yrs)

5.0

2.5

92.5

Library

5.0

2.5

92.5

Place of worship

3.0

1.5

95.5

Regnl shop. center

2.0

1.0

97.0

Strip mall

2.0

1.0

97.0

General office building

35.0

17.5

47.5

Office park

48.0

24.0

28.0

General light industry

50.0

25.0

25.0

Industrial park

41.5

20.8

37.8

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Day-care center
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: E:\Santa Rosa GP\Response to Comments Feb 09\URBEMIS\proposed area sources.urb924
Project Name: santa rosa gp proposed 2035
Project Location: Sonoma County
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
Summary Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

346,597.50

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

1,937.59

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

348,535.09
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source
Natural Gas
Hearth
Landscape

CO2
295,971.13
50,190.98
435.39

Consumer Products
Architectural Coatings
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

346,597.50

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
Source
Single family housing

CO2
845.24

Apartments low rise

55.74

Apartments mid rise

355.52

Mobile home park

54.71

Retirement community

78.64

Day-care center

6.35

Elementary school

6.64

Junior high school

6.64

High school

6.45

Junior college (2 yrs)

6.35

University/college (4 yrs)

6.35

Library

6.35

Place of worship

6.31

Regnl shop. center

170.23

Strip mall

15.10

General office building

95.02

Office park

24.09

General light industry
Industrial park
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

155.60
36.26
1,937.59
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Operational Settings:
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2035 Season: Annual
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

19,229.00

0.01 dwelling units

57,687.00

576.87

4,932.07

Apartments low rise

237.75

0.01 dwelling units

3,804.00

38.04

325.23

Apartments mid rise

638.53

0.01 dwelling units

24,264.00

242.64

2,074.50

Mobile home park

622.33

0.01 dwelling units

3,734.00

37.34

319.25

1,073.40

0.01 dwelling units

5,367.00

53.67

458.86

Single family housing

Retirement community

Acreage

Trip Rate

Day-care center

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

37.42

Elementary school

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

39.04

Junior high school

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

39.04

High school

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

37.96

Junior college (2 yrs)

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

37.42

University/college (4 yrs)

0.01

students

501.75

5.02

37.42

Library

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

37.42

Place of worship

0.01

1000 sq ft

501.75

5.02

37.20

Regnl shop. center

0.01

1000 sq ft

13,583.00

135.83

1,004.19

Strip mall

0.01

1000 sq ft

1,205.00

12.05

89.09

General office building

0.01

1000 sq ft

6,874.00

68.74

556.97
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Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type

Acreage

Trip Rate

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

Office park

0.01

1000 sq ft

1,681.00

16.81

140.90

General light industry

0.01

1000 sq ft

10,798.00

107.98

909.73

Industrial park

0.01

1000 sq ft

2,576.00

25.76

212.32

1,355.89

11,326.03

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

44.5

0.0

100.0

0.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs

17.8

0.0

99.4

0.6

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

20.2

0.0

100.0

0.0

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

7.4

0.0

100.0

0.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

1.8

0.0

77.8

22.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

1.1

0.0

54.5

45.5

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.3

0.0

23.1

76.9

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.2

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motorcycle

4.5

33.3

66.7

0.0

School Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motor Home

1.0

0.0

90.0

10.0
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Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

5.0

2.5

92.5

Elementary school

20.0

10.0

70.0

Junior high school

20.0

10.0

70.0

High school

10.0

5.0

85.0

Junior college (2 yrs)

5.0

2.5

92.5

University/college (4 yrs)

5.0

2.5

92.5

Library

5.0

2.5

92.5

Place of worship

3.0

1.5

95.5

Regnl shop. center

2.0

1.0

97.0

Strip mall

2.0

1.0

97.0

General office building

35.0

17.5

47.5

Office park

48.0

24.0

28.0

General light industry

50.0

25.0

25.0

Industrial park

41.5

20.8

37.8

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Day-care center

SECTION 2 – EMFAC2007 MODEL RESULTS
Table AQ-1: Air Quality Analysis for Mobile Emissions
City of Santa Rosa On-Road Emissions - Year 2007
EMFAC2007 Emission Factors (g/mi)
35 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.043
374.567

LDT
0.045
449.045

MDT
0.037
590.434

HDT
0.043
1368.93

BUS
0.03
1831.337

MCY
0.2
112.114

55 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.04
379.371

LDT
0.042
454.434

MDT
0.033
598.083

HDT
0.036
1323.57

BUS
0.024
1834.935

MCY
0.249
98.653

65 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.046
465.19

LDT
0.048
555.385

MDT
0.037
735.394

HDT
0.041
1384.511

BUS
0.025
1908.512

MCY
0.336
103.665

Emissions = Emission Factor x Miles/Day

Year 2007
Total Daily VMT =

Trip Percentages by Category
(from URBEMIS defaults)
Type
Percent
# VMT
LDA
45.00%
1299928
LDT
37.90%
1094828
MDT
7.20%
207988.5
HDT
4.30%
124215.4
BUS
1.20%
34664.75
MCY
4.40%
127104.1
Total
100.00% 2888729

Mobile Emissions for the Year 2007 - Assuming 20% @ 35mph, 60% @ 55mph, 20% @ 65mph

LDA

LDT

MDT

HDT

BUS

MCY

CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0418
395.574
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
9.22E-05
8.72E-01
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
1299928
119.79 1133644.47
CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0438
473.5464
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
9.66E-05
1.04E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
1094828
105.72 1142979.32
CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0346
624.0154
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
7.63E-05
1.38E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
207988.5
15.87
286130.68
CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0384
1344.8302
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
8.47E-05
2.96E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
124215.4
10.52
368275.25
CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0254
1848.9308
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
5.60E-05
4.08E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
34664.75
1.94
141298.82
CH4
CO2
2007 emissions (grams/mile)
0.2566
102.3476
2007 emissions (pounds/mile)
5.66E-04
2.26E-01
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
127104.1
71.90
28679.20

2007 - Operational Traffic Total Emissions (lbs/day)
CH4
CO2
326
3,101,008
2007 - Operational Traffic Total Emissions (tons/year)
CH4
CO2
54
513,407
CO2 Equiv Factors
23
1
Total CO2e
1242
513,407
Grand Total

514649

* Note: CO2e in metric tons

2888729

Table AQ-2: Air Quality Analysis for Mobile Emissions
City of Santa Rosa On-Road Emissions - Year 2035
EMFAC2007 Emission Factors (g/mi)
35 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.006
367.981

LDT
0.009
461.447

MDT
0.011
591.147

HDT
0.007
1373.217

BUS
0.015
1557.29

MCY
0.177
139.993

55 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.005
373.097

LDT
0.008
467.611

MDT
0.009
599.189

HDT
0.005
1333.425

BUS
0.012
1561.518

MCY
0.213
171.617

65 mph
CH4
CO2

LDA
0.006
457.458

LDT
0.01
573.524

MDT
0.012
744.491

HDT
0.005
1389.505

BUS
0.012
1647.991

MCY
0.28
236.173

Emissions = Emission Factor x Miles/Day

Year 2035
Total Daily VMT =

Trip Percentages by Category
(from URBEMIS defaults)
Type
Percent
# VMT
LDA
44.50%
1864618
LDT
38.00%
1592258
MDT
7.40%
310071.2
HDT
4.40%
184366.7
BUS
1.20%
50281.82
MCY
4.50%
188556.8
Total
100.00% 4190152

Mobile Emissions for the Year 2035 - Assuming 20% @ 35mph, 60% @ 55mph, 20% @ 65mph

LDA

LDT

MDT

HDT

BUS

MCY

CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0054
388.946
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
1.19E-05
8.57E-01
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
1864618
22.20 1598854.29
CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0086
487.5608
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
1.90E-05
1.07E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
1592258
30.19 1711480.45
CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.01
626.641
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
2.20E-05
1.38E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
310071.2
6.84
428361.17
CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0054
1352.5994
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
1.19E-05
2.98E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
184366.7
2.19
549770.50
CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.0126
1577.967
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
2.78E-05
3.48E+00
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
50281.82
1.40
174919.70
CH4
CO2
2035 emissions (grams/mile)
0.2192
178.2034
2035 emissions (pounds/mile)
4.83E-04
3.93E-01
VMT/Day Mobile Emissions (lbs/day)
188556.8
91.12
74077.80

2035 - Operational Traffic Total Emissions (lbs/day)
CH4
CO2
154
4,537,464
2035 - Operational Traffic Total Emissions (tons/year)
CH4
CO2
25
751,228
CO2 Equiv Factors
23
1
Total CO2e
575
751,228
Grand Total

751803

* Note: CO2e in metric tons

4190152
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Traffic Data and Calculations
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TRANSPORTATION APPENDIX

PLANNED REGIONAL/ARTERIAL STREETS
The following is a list of planned regional/arterial streets in year 2020, per the traffic model used to
analyze the General Plan. Interim improvements may occur, especially in established areas. The number of
lanes indicated is the number of travel lanes, and does not include turn lanes.

Two Lane Regional/Arterial Streets
Two lane regional/arterial streets consist of one travel lane each direction.
•

Airway Drive

•

Bennett Valley Road

•

Brookwood Avenue (Sonoma Avenue to Aston Avenue, except Bennett Valley Road to Maple
Avenue)

•

Brush Creek Road

•

Bryden Lane

•

Calistoga Road (north of Montecito Blvd. And Highway 12 to Montgomery Drive)

•

Chanate Road (Franklin Avenue to Montecito Avenue)
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•

Coffey Lane

•

E Street (Sonoma Avenue to Bennett Valley Road)

•

Fountaingrove Parkway (with merge lanes—Stage Coach Road to Brush Creek Road)

•

Hoen Avenue (Farmers Lane to Summerfield Road)

•

Industrial Drive

•

Lewis Road

•

Los Alamos Road (Highway 12 to Montgomery Drive)

•

Middle Rincon Road

•

Montecito Avenue (Chanate Road to Fountaingrove Parkway)

•

Montgomery Drive (except Summerfield Road to Mission Blvd.)

•

Ninth Street (North Dutton Avenue to Morgan Street)

•

Olive Street (north of Sebastopol Road)

•

Pacific Avenue

•

Sebastopol Road (Olive Street to Northwest Pacific Railroad)

•

Sonoma Avenue (Farmers Lane to Summerfield Road)

•

Summerfield Road (Hoen Avenue to Montgomery Drive)

•

Third Street (E Street to Montgomery Drive)

•

West Steele Lane (McBride Lane to Marlow Road)

•

West Third Street (Apple Creek Lane to Stony Point Road)

•

Wilson Street

•

Yulupa Avenue (Montgomery Drive to Sonoma Avenue)
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Three Lane Regional/Arterial Streets
Three lane regional/arterial streets consist of one travel lane in one direction, and two lanes in the other
direction.
•

Farmers Lane (Petaluma Hill Road to Kawana Springs Road

•

Kawana Springs Road

•

Morgan Street (three lanes one-way)

•

Third Street (B Street to E Street)

•

Yolanda Avenue

Four Lane Regional/Arterial Streets
Four lane regional/arterial streets consist of two travel lanes in each direction.
•

Bethards Drive

•

Bellevue Avenue

•

Bicentennial Way

•

Brookwood Avenue (Bennett Valley Road to Maple Avenue, and College Avenue to Sonoma
Avenue)

•

Calistoga Road (Montecito Blvd. To Highway 12)

•

College Avenue

•

Chanate Road (Mendocino Avenue to Humboldt Street)

•

Cleveland Avenue

•

Corby Avenue (Baker Avenue to Hearn Avenue)
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•

Corporate Center Parkway (Northpoint Parkway to Sebastopol Road)

•

Dutton Avenue Extension (Hearn Avenue to Bellevue Avenue)

•

E Street (College Avenue to Sonoma Avenue)

•

Farmers Lane (Fourth Street to Kawana Springs Road)

•

Fountaingrove Parkway (Mendocino Avenue to Stage Coach Road)

•

Fourth Street (E Street to Brush Creek Road)

•

Fulton Road

•

Franklin Avenue (Lewis Road to North Street)

•

Guerneville Road

•

Hearn Avenue (east of Dutton Avenue)

•

Highway 12 (Brush Creek Road to Pythian Road)

•

Hopper Avenue (Coffey Lane to Cleveland Avenue)

•

Marlow Road

•

Mendocino Avenue

•

Mission Boulevard

•

Montecito Boulevard

•

Montgomery Drive (Summerfield Road to Mission Blvd.)

•

North Street

•

Northpoint Parkway (east of Frenso Avenue)

•

Oakmont Drive (Highway 12 to White Oak Drive)

•

Old Redwood Highway

SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN

•

Petaluma Hill Road

•

Piner Road

•

Range Avenue (Jennings Avenue to Piner Road)

•

Santa Rosa Avenue

•

Sebastopol Road (Northwest Pacific Railroad to South Wright Road)

•

Sonoma Avenue (Santa Rosa Avenue to Farmers Lane)

•

Steele Lane (McBride Lane to Mendocino Avenue)

•

Stony Point Road (West Third Street to Guerneville Road, and Sebastopol Road to Todd Road)

•

Summerfield Road (Bethards Drive to Hoen Avenue)

•

Third Street (Apple Creek Lane to B Street, and Fulton Road to Stony Point Road)

•

West Ninth Street (Stony Point Road to Dutton Avenue)

•

Yulupa Avenue (south of Sonoma Avenue)

•

Wright Road (north of Sebastopol Road)

Six Lane Regional/Arterial Streets
Six lane regional/arterial streets consist of three travel lanes in each direction.
•

Stony Point Road (Sebastopol Road to West Third Street)

•

Third Street (Morgan Street to B Street)

Source: Dowling Associates, 2001.
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TABLE 4 - 7

GENERALIZED PEAK HOUR DIRECTIONAL VOLUMES FOR FLORIDA’S
URBANIZED AREAS*
UNINTERRUPTED FLOW HIGHWAYS
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
1
Undivided
100
340
670
950
2
Divided
1,060
1,720
2,500
3,230
3
Divided
1,600
2,590
3,740
4,840
STATE TWO-WAY ARTERIALS
Class I (>0.00 to 1.99 signalized intersections per mile)
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
1
Undivided
**
220
720
860
2
Divided
250
1,530
1,810
1,860
3
Divided
380
2,330
2,720
2,790
4
Divided
490
3,030
3,460
3,540
Class II (2.00 to 4.50 signalized intersections per mile)
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
1
Undivided
**
100
590
810
2
Divided
**
220
1,360
1,710
3
Divided
**
340
2,110
2,570
4
Divided
**
440
2,790
3,330

FREEWAYS
Interchange spacing > 2 mi. apart
E
1,300
3,670
5,500

E
890
***
***
***

E
850
1,800
2,710
3,500

Class III (more than 4.5 signalized intersections per mile and not
within primary city central business district of an
urbanized area over 750,000)

Lanes Divided
1
Undivided
2
Divided
3
Divided
4
Divided

A
**
**
**
**

Level of Service
B
C
D
**
280
660
**
650
1,510
**
1,020
2,330
**
1,350
3,070

E
810
1,720
2,580
3,330

Class IV (more than 4.5 signalized intersections per mile and within
primary city central business district of an urbanized area
over 750,000)
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
E
1
Undivided
**
**
270
720
780
2
Divided
**
**
650
1,580
1,660
3
Divided
**
**
1,000
2,390
2,490
4
Divided
**
**
1,350
3,130
3,250
NON-STATE ROADWAYS
Major City/County Roadways
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
1
Undivided
**
**
480
760
2
Divided
**
**
1,120
1,620
3
Divided
**
**
1,740
2,450

Other Signalized Roadways
(signalized intersection analysis)
Level of Service
Lanes Divided
A
B
C
D
1
Undivided
**
**
250
530
2
Divided
**
**
580
1,140
Source:

E
810
1,720
2,580

Lanes
2
3
4
5
6

Level of Service
B
C
D
2,110
2,940
3,580
3,260
4,550
5,530
4,410
6,150
7,480
5,560
7,760
9,440
6,710
9,360
11,390

A
1,270
1,970
2,660
3,360
4,050

E
3,980
6,150
8,320
10,480
12,650

Interchange spacing < 2 mi. apart
Lanes
2
3
4
5
6

Level of Service
B
C
D
1,840
2,660
3,440
2,890
4,180
5,410
3,940
5,700
7,380
4,990
7,220
9,340
6,040
8,740
11,310

A
1,130
1,780
2,340
3,080
3,730

E
3,910
6,150
8,380
10,620
12,850

BICYCLE MODE
(Note: Level of service for the bicycle mode in this table is based on roadway
geometrics at 40 mph posted speed and traffic conditions, not number of
bicyclists using the facility.) (Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below
by number of directional roadway lanes to determine maximum service volumes.)
Paved Shoulder/
Bicycle Lane
Coverage
0-49%
50-84%
85-100%

Level of Service
A
**
**
160

B
**
130
380

C
170
210
>380

D
720
>210
***

E
>720
***
***

PEDESTRIAN MODE
(Note: Level of service for the pedestrian mode in this table is based on roadway
geometrics at 40 mph posted speed and traffic conditions, not the number of
pedestrians using the facility.) (Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below
by number of directional roadway lanes to determine maximum service volumes.)

Sidewalk Coverage
0-49%
50-84%
85-100%

Sidewalk Coverage
0-84%
85-100%

A
**
**
**

B
**
**
120

Level of Service
C
D
**
330
**
520
590
>590

BUS MODE (Scheduled Fixed Route)
(Buses per hour)
Level of Service
A
B
C
D
>5
>4
>3
**
>6
>4
>3
>2

E
810
990
***

E
>2
>1

ARTERIAL/NON-STATE ROADWAY ADJUSTMENTS
DIVIDED/UNDIVIDED
(alter corresponding volumes by the indicated percent)
E
660
1,320

Florida Department of Transportation
02/22/02
Systems Planning Office
605 Suwannee Street, MS 19
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450
http://www11.myflorida.com/planning/systems/sm/los/default.htm

Lanes
1
1
Multi
Multi

Median
Divided
Undivided
Undivided
Undivided

Left Turns Lanes
Yes
No
Yes
No

Adjustment Factors
+5%
-20%
-5%
-25%

ONE WAY FACILITIES
Increase corresponding volume 20%

*This table does not constitute a standard and should be used only for general planning applications. The computer models from which this table is derived should be used for more specific planning
applications. The table and deriving computer models should not be used for corridor or intersection design, where more refined techniques exist. Values shown are hourly directional volumes for levels of
service and are for the automobile/truck modes unless specifically stated. Level of service letter grade thresholds are probably not comparable across modes and, therefore, cross modal comparisons should be
made with caution. Furthermore, combining levels of service of different modes into one overall roadway level of service is not recommended. To convert to annual average daily traffic volumes, these.
volumes must be divided by appropriate D and K factors. The table’s input value defaults and level of service criteria appear on the following page. Calculations are based on planning applications of the
Highway Capacity Manual, Bicycle LOS Model, Pedestrian LOS Model and Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, respectively for the automobile/truck, bicycle, pedestrian and bus modes.
**Cannot be achieved using table input value defaults.
***Not applicable for that level of service letter grade. For automobile/truck modes, volumes greater than level of service D become F because intersection capacities have been reached. For bicycle
and pedestrian modes, the level of service letter grade (including F) is not achievable, because there is no maximum vehicle volume threshold using table input value defaults.
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TABLE 4 – 7

(CONTINUED)

GENERALIZED PEAK HOUR DIRECTIONAL VOLUMES FOR FLORIDA’S
URBANIZED AREAS
INPUT VALUE ASSUMPTIONS
UNINTERRUPTED FLOW FACILITIES
Freeways
ROADWAY CHARACATERISTICS
Number of directional through lanes
Posted speed (mph)
Free flow speed (mph)
Basic segment length (mi)
Interchange spacing per mile
Median (n,y)
Left turn lanes (n,y)
Terrain (r,l)
% no passing zone
Passing lanes (n,y)
TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS
Planning analysis hour factor (K)
Directional distribution factor (D)
Peak hour factor (PHF)
Base capacity (pcphpl)
Heavy vehicle percent
Local adjustment factor

Class III
2-6
65
70
1.5
2.5

Highways
Class IV
2-6
55
60
0
1

l

l

0.097
0.55
0.95

0.093
0.55
0.95

6.0
0.98

4.0
1.00

1
50
55

2-3
50
55

n
y
l
80
n

y
y
l

0.095
0.55
0.925
1700
2.0
1.0

0.095
0.55
0.925
2100
2.0
1.0

INTERRUPTED FLOW FACILITIES
State Arterials
ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS
Number of directional through lanes
Posted speed (mph)
Free flow speed (mph)
Median type (n,nr,r)
Left turn lanes (n,y)
Paved shoulder/bicycle lane (n,y)
Outside lane width (n,t,w)
Pavement condition (u,t,d)
Sidewalk (n,y)
Sidewalk/roadway separation (a,t,w)
Sidewalk/roadway protective barrier (n,y)
Obstacle to bus stop (n,y)
TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS
Planning analysis hour factor (K)
Directional distribution factor (D)
Peak hour factor (PHF)
Base saturation flow rate (pcphpl)
Heavy vehicle percent
Local adjustment factor
% turns from exclusive turn lanes
Bus span of service
CONTROL CHARACTERISTICS
Signalized intersections per mile
Arrival type (1-6)
Signal type (a,s,f)
Cycle length (C)
Effective green ratio (g/C)

1
45
50
n
y

Class I
2-3
50
55
r
y

4
50
55
r
y

1
45
50
n
y

Class II
2-3
45
50
r
y

4
45
50
r
y

1
34
40
n
y

Class III
2-3
35
40
r
y

4
35
35
r
y

1
30
35
n
y

Class IV
2-3
30
35
r
y

4
30
35
r
y

Non-State Roadways
Major City/County
Other Signalized
1
2-3
1-2
45
45
50
50
n
r
y
y
y

Bicycle
Class II
2
40
45
r
y
n,50%,y
t
t

Pedestrian
Class II
2
40
45
r
y
n
t

Bus

n,50%,y
t
n

n,y

n
0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
1.0
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
1.0
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.95
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.98
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.98
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.95
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.95
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.95
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.92
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.92
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.92
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.90
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.98
14

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.5
0.98
14

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
1.0
0.95
16

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.98
12

0.095
0.55
0.925
1900
2.0
0.98
12
15

1.5
3
a
120
0.44

1.0
3
a
120
0.44

1.0
3
a
120
0.44

3.0
4
s
120
0.44

3.0
4
s
120
0.44

3.0
4
s
120
0.44

5.0
4
s
120
0.44

5.0
4
s
120
0.44

5.0
4
s
120
0.44

8.0
4
s
120
0.44

8.0
4
s
120
0.44

8.0
4
s
120
0.44

3.0
4
s
120
0.41

3.0
4
s
120
0.41

3.0
4
s
120
0.44

3
s
120
0.31

3.0
4
s
120
0.44

LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS
Freeways
Level of
Service
A
B
C
D
E
F

Class III
v/c
Density
< 0.32
< 11
< 0.53
< 18
< 0.74
< 26
< 0.90
< 35
< 1.00
< 45
> 1.00
> 45

Class IV
v/c
Density
< 0.29
< 11
< 0.47
< 18
< 0.68
< 26
< 0.88
< 35
< 1.00
< 45
> 1.00
> 45

v/c = Demand to Capacity Ratio

Two-Lane
% FFS
> 0.917
> 0.833
> 0.750
> 0.667
> 0.583
< 0.583

Highways
Multilane
v/c
Density
< 0.29
< 11
< 0.47
< 18
< 0.68
< 26
< 0.88
< 35
<1.00
< 41
>1.00
> 41

% FFS = Percent Free Flow Speed

Class I
ATS
> 42 mph
> 34 mph
> 27 mph
> 21 mph
> 16 mph
< 16 mph

State Two-Way Arterials
Class II
Class III
ATS
ATS
> 35 mph
> 30 mph
> 28 mph
> 24 mph
> 22 mph
> 18 mph
> 17 mph
> 14 mph
> 13 mph
> 10 mph
< 13 mph
< 10 mph

Class IV
ATS
> 25 mph
> 19 mph
> 13 mph
> 9 mph
> 7 mph
< 7 mph

ATS = Average Travel Speed

Non-State Roadways
Major City/County
Other Signalized
ATS
Control Delay
> 35 mph
< 10 sec
> 28 mph
< 20 sec
> 22 mph
< 35 sec
> 17 mph
< 55 sec
> 13 mph
< 80 sec
< 13 mph
> 80 sec

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bus

Score
< 1.5
< 2.5
< 3.5
< 4.5
< 5.5
> 5.5

Score
< 1.5
< 2.5
< 3.5
< 4.5
< 5.5
> 5.5

Buses per hr.
>6
>4
>3
>2
>1
<1

02/22/02
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