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This statement and .attachments constitute the Mitigated Negative Declaration as proposed for or 
adopted by the Sonoma County decision-making bodi for the projectdescribed below. 

File No.: MNS05-0ci48 

Project Planner: Sigrid Swedenborg 

Project Name: Minor Subdivision 

Project Description: Request for a Minor Subdivision .:if +/•320 acres creating 2 lots; ''.<5 .. id 
185 acres in size 

Project Location: 3000 Sweetwater Springs Road, Healdsburg 

See Location Map ·Attached 

Envlr<JOmental Finding: 

llased upon the information contained In the Initial Study inclul1ed in the project file, it has been 
determined that there will be no Signif:cant envirr111mental effect resulting from this project, provided that 
mitigation measures are incorporated i11to tne project. The Mitigated Negative Declaration hes been 
com?leted In compliance with CEQA State and County guidelines and the Jnfmmatlon contained therein 
haf:·been reviewed and considered. 

There Will not be a potential impact ciri biotic hauitat of concern to Fish & Garne. 

Initial Study: Att;;iched 

Other Attachments: 

Decision-making Body: Project Review Advisory Ccmmlttee 

Lead Agency: Sonoma County Permit and Resour-::e Management Department 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

FILE#: M NS05..0048 PLANNER: Sigrid Swedenbo~~ 

PRQ:'~CT NAME: · Minor Subdivision 
., 

LEAD AGENCY: Sonoma Courity Permit Eind Resourcel~anagement Department 

PROJECT l.OCATIDN: 3000 Sweetwater Springs Road, Healdsburg 

APPLICANT NArllE: Glenda Martin 

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 2400 Lylt-On Springs Road, Healdsburg, CA 95448 
' ! : ;! ·:. 

' ' ' 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Resources and Rural D.:;velopment; 160 acres density 

SPECIFIC/AREA PLAN: None 

ZONli~G: . RRDWA 86-160 (Resources and Rural Development-Agricultural· 
Preserve; 160 acres/residential unit) 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Request for a Minor Subdivision +/-320 acres creating 2 lots; 1~5 and 
185 acres in size 

. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING: Briefly describe the project's surroundings: 

The project cite consists of an approximately 320-acre project site located along Sweetwilter Sprin1s 
Road, approximately 4 miles west of Westside Road and 8 miles southwes!.'.lf Healdsburg. Surrd.inding 
!and uses include a vineyarc! to.tn.i south, limber and grazing lands to the north and west, and very rural 
uses to the east. The project site consists primarily of. steeply sloping lands (slopes often in excess of 
5'1%), with the project ~ile bicected by a perennial stream (Porter Creek) and, along lhe banks of the . 
stream, Sweetwater Springs l~oad. Slopes closer to the roadway provide smaller pockets of moderately­
sloping lrnd. The stream corridor and road run on an northwest-to-southeast alignment. Elevation of the 

· project site ranges from a higi 1 of just over BOO feelin the northwest corner to a low of 170 fe.;t in the 
southeast corner. Sweetwater Springs Roaq transects the Site which is developed with a well (located on 
prop";;ed Parcel ·1, In the southwest comer of the prtiject site). Veg~.lation on .site consists of dense tree 
and brush cover (including rolling oak woodlanOs), with som,; smaller area£ otopen grasslands at me 
sc:u 1thwest corner of proposed Parcel 1 and areas below Sweetwai•lr Sprii 1gs Road. Water is available to 
the site via the on-site well and :from the Sweetwater Springs Road Mu tu.al Water Company. 

Other Publlc Aggnci&::; whu<'l'. approval is required (a.g. respo1'1sible/trustee agencle~ Issuing 
permits: None 

ENVIRONMENT Al. t=ACTORS .POTENTIALLY AFFECTED.: 
The environmental factors checked below would be pofr,,,lially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as if.< .. :catud by the checklist on •the following pages. 
_Aesthetics _ Agricultural Rasuurces _ Air Quality 
_ Biological Resources __ Cultural Resources _ Geology/Soils • 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials __ Hydrology/Water Quality _ Land Use and Planning 
_ MlnHal Resources Nl;ise _ Population/Housing 
·- Public Services ~ Recreatiun ~ Tiansportationrrraffic 
__ Utilities/Servt.':; Systems _ Mandatory Findings o! Significance 
~ No11e w1ih Mitigation 

CJUTERMINAT!ON 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant l'lfect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
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_lL Although the proposed project could halie a significant effect on the environment, there will not be 
a significanteffect in this case because the revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 
to by the pre .! propomant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATIONwill be prepared. 

The proposed .. bjectMAY havu a significant eff-.ct on!ha environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

The proposed project MAY have a "potentially s:~nificant Impact" or "potentially significant un'ess 
mitigatt;d" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has bee11 adequately analyznd by 
in ari earlier document pursuant to appli~able legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An . 
Ef'JVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain 
IC! be addressed. . 

Although· the proposed proj;:>,;t could have a significant effect c.n the environm~nt,· all potentially 
significant effects were previously analyzed in. an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to 
applicable standard.~ and potential impacts have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that F,olriier 
EIR or Negative Declaration, including revisions:.pr mitigation measures that are imposed upo11 the 
proposed project. There are no changes in the ~·reject, no new information related to potential 
irnp:acts, an.d no changes in circ11rnstances that would require further analysis pursuant to Section 
'15162 of GcUA Gllldelines, therefore no further environ~ental review is required. 

The. checklist below is taken from Appendix G ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. For each item, or1e of four 
responses is given: · 

No lmp&~I: The prn.ject would not have lhe impact described. The project may have a beneficial effect, 
but there is no potential for the project lo create or .<!dd increment to the impact described. 

Less Than Significant Impact: The project woula have the impact qescribed, but the impact would not t;,~ 
significant. Mitigation is not required, although the project applicant may choose to modify the project to 
avoid the· Impacts. 

Potenliaily Significant Unless Mitigated: The project would have the impi:ict described, .and the impact . 
could be significant. One or more mitigation measures have been identified that will reduce thf' Impact to 
a less than significant level. 
' 
F'?tentially Significant Impact: The project would have the impact described, and tl'.'e impact could be · 
~lgnificant. The impact cannol be reduced toles~ than significant by incorporating mitigation measures. 
An environmental impact report must be prepared for this project. 

lncnrporated Source Docur.ients 

The checklist includes a discussion of the Impacts and mitigation measures that have been identified. 
Sources used in this lr\!tlal Study are numbered oind listed below. Following eaclt checklist question one or 
more sources used are cited in parentheses. 

In preparation of the Initial Study checklist, the fol?c•Wing doc;uments were referenced/developed, and are 
hereby Incorporated as part of the Initial Study. All documrints are available in the project file or for 
reference at the Permit and Resource Management Department. 

t. Initial bata Sheet. 
2. County Planning D~tpoi:'lment's Sources and Criteria Manual. 
3. Flood Insurance Rate Maps, 1991, FEMA. 
4. Sono.na county Rare Plant $ite ldentlfic.atlon Study. 
5. Project Refam:ils from Responsible'Agencies. . 
S. California Environmentcil Quality Act (CEQA). 
7. Full record or prA'1lo•Js hearings on project in file. 
8. Correspondence ri§ceived on project. 
9. Sonoma County CEQAJmplementing Ordinance; '1985 ar\d1991. 
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10. PRMD staff evaluation based on review of the project site, project application and project . 
description. 

11. Sonoma.County General Plan (as amended) and Eiwironmental Impact Report, Sonoma County. 
Board of Supervisors; March 23, 1989 and Revised December 1998. 

12. 5.onoma County lmporlant Farmland Map California Department of Qonservalion, Division of Land 
')esource Protection, Farmland Mappirig and Monitoring Program; 2000. 

13. Assessor's Parcel Maps. 
14. Ozone Implementation Plan, California Air Resources Board, 2002.http://www.arb.ca.gov/ accessed 

June 23, 2005. 
15. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines Assessing the Air Quality 1mp11cts of Projects and Plans; Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District; April 1999. 
16. California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish & Game, 2000. 
17. Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance (as amended); May 2004. 
18. Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act Section 15064.5. 

..l 19. Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zbn11il; State of California Division of Mines and Geology; 198,3. 
20. Seismic Shaking and Tsunami P/::ites 1 A and 1 B, Geology for Planning in Sonoma County S/>ecial 

Reporl 120, California Division of Mines and Geology; 1980. 
21. Slope Stability Plates 2A and 2B, Geology for Planning in Sonoma County Special Report 120, 

California Division of Mines and Geology; 1980. 
22. California Regional Water Quality Control Board http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/; accessed June 

23, 2005. 
23. California Dept of toxic Substances Control www.dtsc.ca.gov/d;,labase/calsltes/cortese Jist.cfm 

accessed June 23, 2005c 
24. Integrated Waste Management Board ~.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp accessed Jline, 23, 

2005. .. 
25. Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management Plan and Program £/R; 11>94. 
26. Tree Protection and Replacement Ordinance (Ordinance No. 4014); Sonoma County; 1969. 
27. Valley Oak Protection Ordinance (Ordinance No. 4991); Sonoma County; December 1996. 
28. Heritage or Landmark Tree Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3651); Sonoma County; December 1986. 
29. Cultural Resource~ Sut 1ey, prepared by Tom Origer & Associates, February 8, ;?006. 
30. Fire Protection and Prevention .Plan, prepared by project applicant, December R, 2005. 
31. Biological Plant Survey, Golden Bear Biostudies, March 14, 2Q06. 
32. Groundwater AvaJlabllity Leller, Matt O'Connor, March 10, 2005. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMEN''."'\1. IMPACTS: , 

1) A brief e~ol;;,nation 15 required for all answers excepl "No Impact" a11swers that are adequately 
supportea by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. 
A 'No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not ap(J1y to prqjar:t&· llke the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault 
rupture zone). A "No lmpi1ct" answer shoUld be explalnqd Where it is based on project-specific 
factors as well a.s general standards (e.g. the project will r.ot expose sensitive receptors to polltitants, 
based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) Ah answers must take .tccount of the Whole aclion involved, including off-site as Well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direci, and construction as well as ope; ational 
irnpt1cts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact nlay occur, then the ch!!cklist 
answers must Indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, Jest than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial 
:avidence thal, an effect may be significant. If there are one or mc:e "Potentially Significant Impact" 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required, 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitlgalic·n Incorporated" applles where the 
incofpor<1tion of mitigction measures has reducerl an effect lrom 'Potentially Significant Impact' to a 
"Less ti 3n Slgnific:a11t Impact.• The lead ag·~ncy must describe the mitigation measuree, and briefly 
explain now they mduce the effect to ales:; than significant level (miligation measures from section 
1 ·1 at the end of th~· checklist 'Earlier Anaiysis", may .be cross-referenced). 
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5) ·· Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, ·or other CEQA process, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in.an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 15063 
(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

A) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and' ~late where they are available for revlP,w. 

B) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed In an eL\rlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were;addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis. '· ' 

C) Miligation Meas~ires. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated,' describe 'the mitigation mer:sures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier·document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged le incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans. zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sou1ces: A source list $hould be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited In the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different fl.'rmats; however, lead 
agencies should normally add res~ _l~e questions from this checklist that are relevant lo a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each Issue should identify: 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate ea~h question; and 
b) the mitlo~tion measure identified, If any, to reduce the Impact to less than significance. 

1. AESTHETICS Would the project: PotenUalt,I Less Than kess ttia:1 No 
Significant SllJ,nlficont lgn!ficant Impact 
Impact ~itigatlon lmpr:ct 

a) Have \I substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? _x_ 

1.a Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a rurai eirea of Sonoma County,.with 
surrounding Uses consisting of\ 'rieyards, c8tlle grazing and timberlands. The site is not designated as a 
Scenic Resource by the Sonoma County General Plan. No adverse aestr~"c lmpects on a scenic Vista are 
expected as a result 61 this Minor Subdivision. 

b) Substantially drmage scenic resources, 
Including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway?' _x_ 

1.b Less Than Significant Impact, The project is not expected to result in any .rignificant impacts :o 
scenic resourcns. See discussion under item 1.a, above. Some limited tree rem1 ;als may occur as a 
re!iult of building pad development e.nd driveway constructi1Jn, though the extent ~·f such removals wili likely 
be limited. There are no historic buildings on the project site. Building areas would not impact any of the 
rock outcroppings on the project site. 

c) Substantially degrade the e>clslmg visual 
character or quality of the u1te and its 
sun olindlngs? __ x_ 
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1.c Less Than Significant Impact. With the view protection mechanisms d~sc!ibed above under Item 
1.a, the project is not expected to result in a significant impact Upon the visual character of the area or its 
surroundings. · 

d) Create a new source of substantial light · 
or glare which would adversely affect day 
ol' nighttime views in the area? _x_ 

1.d Less Than Significant. The creation of two parcels with resultant construction Will introduce new 
source? of light and glare, and may impact nighlime views, but this w:•1.not be a substantia:irripact to views 

.· jn the area. The p[oject h conditioned on a req1Jifement that uxterior lighting ba tully shielded, and directed 
downward lo prevent "wash out" onto a!ljacent properties. Generally fixtures should accept sodium vapor 
lamps and not be located at the periphery of the property. Flood lights ~re not allowed. · · 

2. AGRICULTl'RE RESOURCES Potentially LessCi\an Lets than No 
Srgnlnt.ant Significant S1gn;ficani Impact 
Impact ..;th Impact 

Mitigation 

In determining whether impacts to agr::::oltural 
resources are significilnt em•ironmental effects, 
lead agenciQs ll):?j reier to the California 
Agrlcuitural Lancl Evaluation and Site 
A.ssessment Model (1997) prepared by.the 
Califor;i1a D~pt. of Conservation as an oiitional 
model to us·a 111 assessing impacts on agriculture 
and f!'fmlar1d. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuctnl to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? _x_ 

2.a Less Than Significant Impact.· The parcel is not de,sirinated as Prime or Unique Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance rJn the Important Farmland maps. It is designated as Grazing Lands. 
Therefore, the subdivision would nc't result in a significant, adverse Impact .:m farmlands. In.addition, the 
subdivision will not preclude use for fiJture agricu!!tJral purposes, such as grazing lands. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

2.b Less Than Significant Impact. The project site Is under a Wiiiiamson Act contract. The zoning for 
the property is RRDWA 86-160, which reflects the rural resource land Use in the area, as well as the 
presence of the Williamson Act contract. ThE' existing agricultural use is cattle grazing. Two grazing 
leases exist on the property, one far the uppe1' area and one for the lower. 

Under Seclion 66474.4 (a) of the Subdivision Map Act a Tentative or Parcel Map must be denied II the 
resulting parcels are too small to sustain. tt:eir agricultural use r..1 the subdivision will result in residenti<1I 
development not Incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the land. Agricultural land is presumed to 
be In parcels large enou~h to sustain their agricultural use If the !::!nd Is at least 40 acres In size for Typo II 
Agricultural contracts. The propose parcel sizes are 135.0 acres arid 185.0 acres. Th!l parcels are of a 
s•Jfficient size to st.slain an agricultural use. The subdivision includes building envelopes. These building 
envelopes do not remove land from <1grlcultUral production and represent less than o. 75% of the total land 
area oi eailh parcel. The subject property is currently vacant. Under the f\RDWA zoning district, the 
grunting of the subdivision would allow for the construction of a single-family residence on each parcel as 
Well as a manufactured home fer a full-time agricultural employee and a lJUesthouse. § 5123!!.'1 of the 
Government Code requires the following findings of compai!bi!ity be made for uses approved on c:Ontracted 
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la'nd. 1. The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive agricultural capability of !he 
subject c.ontracted parcel(s) or on other contracted lcinds in agricultural preserve. 
2. The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reason;ibly foreseeable agricultural 
operations on the subject contracted parcel(s) or other 9ontracied land in agricultural preserve. 
3. The use will not result in the signlf{cant removal of adjacent contracted land from agriculture or 
open-space Ilse. 

the subject parcels are 135 acr.:,3 and 185 acres In size. The bUiiding envelope on each of !he parcels are 
less than. 0.75% of the total land area. The development areas do not impede on the grazing area, the 
Identified vineyard area or areas necessary for the growit1g of nursery stock. Furthermore, development of 
the parcels would not require the removal of existing agricultural crops. The permitted development 
iritensity of the parcels is of a minimal scale. This level of intensity cow Id not result in significant removal of 
adj;icent contracted land from agriculture or open-space. 

c) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment Which, due to their location 
or nature, could resuit in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use? _x_ 

2.c Less Than Significant Impact. Ti;e project doe:s not involve conversion of rural gra'iing lands since it 
will introduce one residential unit per 160 acres, allowing continuation of agricultural uses. See item 2.a, 
above. The following note shall be placed on the Parcel Map: 'Agricultural uses occur in this area, and 
pesticide applications, dust, odors a 1d other nuisance~ associated with agricultural use& may occur." 

3. AIR QUALITY 

Potential~ Less than Less' than ,.:o 
Significant Slgnllicanl Significant Impact 
Impact with Impact 

Mitigation 

Where available, the significance criteria established 
by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied Upon to make the following 
determinations. \'loUld the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct Implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

3.a No Impact. The project is wii\iin the jurisdiction of the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control 
District (NSCAPCD). The NSCAPCD does not have an adopted air quality plan. 

b) Violate ahy air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? _x_ 

3.b Leiss Than Significant Impact. St<ite and federal standards hr.ve been est;;iblished for "criteria 
pollutants": ozone precursors, carbon monoxide, slllfur dioxide and particulates (PM10 and PM,, ). 5 1'he 
pollutants NOx (nitrogen oxides) 3nd hydrocarbon~ form ozon~ in .the atmosphere in the presence of 
sunlight. The principal source oi ozone precursors is vehicle emissior-s, although stationary Internal 
combustion engines must also be considered. Detailed NOx ai10 hydrocarbon air quality analysis is 
gener:.illy not recom; 1ended for projects generating less than i boo vehicle trips per day. Given ,the very 
low traffic generat,\ori bf thri proj1:ct relative to the screening criteria, ozone precursor emissions would be 
less than significar;t. 

Detailed air quality analysis for c:arbon monoxide is generally not recommended unless a project would 
generate 10,000 or more vehic/~\ trip:•; a day, or contribute nore than 100 vehicles per hour to Intersections 
operatir.g at LOS D, E or F With µreject traffic. Given the very low !raffic generation of the project relative to 
the screening criteria, carbon mC'~DXide emissions would be less than significant. 
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Wood smoke from fireplaces and wood stoves arE1 .sources of pollutan\s receiying increasing scrutiny.'lnd 
generating numerous complaints. !\lthough constituting a very small parcentJge of the total PM •· 10 
emissiom; on an annual basis, wood smoke is a major contribuiorto reduc~d visibility and redl;ced air 
quality on winter even\r)gs in both urban ar,d rural areas. Sonoma Count)' l>Uilding regulations restrict. 
fireplaces to natural gils fireplaces, pellet skves and EPA-Certified wood burning fireplaces or stoves. 
Witn the resfrictioh on fireplace design, li)is would be a less than ~ignificant impact. 

c) Result in a cumuiatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable feclerai or state ambient air 
quality standard {Including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precUr-&ors)? 

3,c Less Than Significant Impact. 

Northern Sonoma c:;ounty APCD is in attainment of bo'.h the NAAQS and the CAAQS for N02, S02, CO, . 
and lead. The District •.s ih attainment of the NAAQ8 'ior PM10 and ozone, but is in nonattainment of the 
CAAQS. for r'M10 and ozone. it is recognized that the non-attainment status of the District with respect to 
the state ozone standard is primarily a result of pollutant transport from the Elay Area District IJnd not locally 
generated. Therefore, ah air qJality plan for ozone is not required and no PM10 plan is requir!ld under state 
law, 

PM10 is· a criteria pollutanf'that is closely monitored in the NSCAPCD. Readings'~ the dis!rict have 
exce~ded state standards on several occasions in the last ~everal. years, The high PM,;'readings o.;curred 
in th(l winter and are attributed to the seasonal use of wood burning stoves. The project will not have a 
s!ghificant long-term effE.ct .on PM , 10 because all surf~ces will be paved or landscaped, and dust 
generation will be insignificant. 

d) Expose sensitive rerieptors to subs.tantial 
pollL\tant ,1oncentrations? -·-:· -~-

3.d Less Than Signlflca'11t Impact, Sensitive receptors are facilities or locations where peor'e may be 
particularly &ensitive to air pollutants such as chl!d;.:.n, the elderly or people witli illnesses, These usec 
include schools, playgrounds, hospitals, conv<lescent facilities and residential are<is. Becaus~ of its rural 
setting, the project site Is not localed in proxim1'y lo any sen:iltive receptors, nor includes any substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Then; will be no slgnific:•nt, long term increase it1 emissions. 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
subo;tantial number ol people? _x_ 

3.e Lesr; Than Significant Impact. Construction equi~1nent may generate odors during projee:, 
construl:tion. The impact would be less than significant and it would be a short-term impact that ~eases 
•Jpon completion of the project. The ultimate residential uses would have no krown or anticipated sources 
or activities that could create objection9ble odors. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: Potentially less than less than No 

Significant · Slgnific.1nt Significant Impact 
Impact with lmpaol 

Mltiga.tion 

o;) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on dny species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive,. Jr special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by lhe Califomia Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
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4.a Less Than Sign,ificant Impact. A biological site assessment was completed by Gold Bear Biostuclies 
en March 14, .2006. The study included a review of the CC:FG Natural DMrslty Data Base, as well.a 
review of pertinent literature, arid an on-o;ite reconnaissance. The study found no Special status plar;t 
spe\ies on-site. Wetland habitat types were observed in t~e channel areas of Porter Creek, the perennial 
strea.:·.on the site, and in ditches alongside the roadway, No seeps or seasonal wetlands were,bbserved 
in th~·iikely areas of development. The study concluded 'ii appears from this initial survey that the 
proposed development areas are situated in locations where they will not directly impact sensitive habita. s 
(streams; wetlands, serpentine chaparral).' 

In order to insure tt;at there are no impacts to special status species, buiiding envelop!:!S•\lave been . 
established in those areas determined by the study to be unlikG 1y to havo an occurrence of special staius 
species because non-native grassland species occupy the rnajority of the area. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural. comm unit>/ 
identified in local or regional plans, p:ilicies, 
regulations or by the California Department 
of Fish and G: me or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

4.b Less Than Significant Impact. The. project sile coplains a perennial stream, Porter Creek, that 
bisects the property. Thl1 Creek is localed approximately BO lb 200 feet below road grades, and it wou'd 
not be practical to µlace the buildings and driveways in proximity to or even across the stream corridor. 
See discussion under item 4.a, above. A\i::li!ionally, mitigation measure GE0-3 (under Item 6.b, below) 
requires use of protective measures for s\ream corridors during site. ;;irading an-: construction. The · 
established building envelopes are over foO feet from the creek. No signl1icant impacts to wetlands are 
expected as a tosuit of the project. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on feclsrally 
protected wetlands as defined by Sectiori404 of 
the Clean Water Act (Including, titit not llrrii!ed to, 
r11arsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direci 
•emoval, iilling, hydrological Interruption, or other 
;\1eans? _x_ 

4.c Less Than Significant Impact. See ciiscus~lo11 above, under • ·,is 4.a and 4.b, 

d) lnterfn,rc substantially with the moveffent of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife f.pecles 
or with established native residenl'or migr.dlory 
Wildlife corridors, or impede the use "! nat.•1e1 
wildlife nursery sites? _x_ 

4;J Less Than Slgnlflc:int Impact. The project site is localed in a very rural area consisting uf 
substantially open lands Whic:11 allow for Wildllie movement. Cons:ruciion would involve limited site 
disll'rbance related to development of a project driveway and building pad, and as such, would 1101 resuii in 
substantial o:letallon or removal of site vegetation, 01 place barriers in fish or wildlife migration corridors. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as tree 
presurvalion policy or ordinance~ _x_ 

4.e Less Than Significant Impact, While it is unlikely, some tree removals may occ1.ir !n deVelopi.~g fhe 
driveways and building envelopes. The extent of tree r'•noval~ Is expected fa be limited, and would not 
affect the overall rural resource quality of the project site or surrounding landc .. The County also regu!oles 
tree rem.JVals (Tree Protection and Reµlacement Ordinance (Section 26C-88-010(m)); propc.3ea tree 
removals must be sh9wn on grading and building plans, and replaced consistent with Ordinance 

. 
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requirements .. There are no known Heritage or Landmark Trees on.thP. project s,i!e that would be im'pacted 
by dt:veloo,110ntwithin the proposed buildif!'l envelopes. 

Conflict with 'tfle provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservatioti Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state Habitat conservation 
plan? 

4.f No lmp3cf. Habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans are si!e-specific · 
plans to address take of.lis!ed species,of plants and animals. The project site :s not locate·:i in an area 
subject lo a habitat conseni:ation pla~ or natural community conservatjcm plan. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES WouluJhe project: . Potentially Less thon · Les!i than No 
SlgnlflCant Significant SlgnUicant Im pad 
Impact wttl1 rm pact 

Mitigation 
a) Cause a·substantial adverse change in Ille 

significance of a his\prical resource as defined 
1.r i 15064.5? 

5.a No Impact. A cuitu1.JI resources survey was car.ducted for the project by Tom Origer & Associates 
(February 8, 2006). 1 re survey included a review of historic records (Northwest Information Center; 
National Register of Historic Places; California Historical Landmarks; California Registe1 of Historic Places; 
and California Points of Historical Interest) and site inspection. There are two recorded cultural resources 
on th.e project site - a large boulder\ vlth petroglyphs, and a rock shelter containing minimal archaeological 
material. No artifacts or archaeological specimens were found dl!•ing the site inspection. The most proJdent 
means of mitigation with respect to cultural or historic resources is avoidance. The survey concludes that 
"the c1irrent projP.ct will not impact !he sites identified wilhin tti,e study area because both archaeol.;gical 
resources are located, outside proposed (possible) building envelopes. If projtJct plans change to include 
development In the site areas, ''»en a treatment plan $hould be developP.d by a qualified archaeologist to 
address potential impar.t~; at th.. . · IP.' 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in \'je 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 150114.5? .......... \"--

_x_ 

5.b ler;;r; Than. !>l9niflcant. It was determined that. no significant impacts to cultural resources were likely 
to occur with !he project. However, as required for all discretionary projects, a standard c.ondition of 
approval shall be applied requiring that the following note be placed on !he map: "If humat1. remains or other 
hir.toric. artifacts ,<ire encountered, all work must stop lri ttie immediate vicinity of the discovered remains 
and the County C,i,.or\er 11nd a qualified archaeologist must be notified immediately so that an evaluation 
can be performed. If !he site is found to be significant, additional work (i.e., a ·1st excavation) could be 
necessary to mitigale impacts to portions · :f the siti' disturbed by the proposed project; If the rernains ar-. 
deemed to be Native Americ'lm ahd prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission must be 
c?ntacted by the C9roner sc that a "Most Likely Descendant• can be designated.', reducir.g potential 
impact to a less than significant level. 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature'/ 

5.c lllo Impact. There are no unique. peological features on the property. The geology of the site anu the 
nature oi the project make It extremely unlikely that paleont,~lr.o'.lical resources would be encountered or 
destroyed. 

d) Disturb any human reniams, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
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fJ.d Nohnpact. No bu.rial sites are known in the ilicinily of the project. In the event that human remains 
Cire unaa.rthed d1Jring consiruction. state law requires that the County Coroner be contacted in acc.ordance 
wlth Section 7050.5 o( the StatF; Health and Safety Code lo investigate the nature and circumstances of the 
discovery. Al the time of discovery, work' in the immedi'ate vicinity would cease until the Coroner permitted 
\Jork to proceed. If ttie remains were determi,1;_ :l 10 be nati'Je American interment, the Coroner will follow 
the procedure outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.b(e), 

6. GEOLOGY.AND SOILS Would the project: Potentially LesstJian Less than No 
SlgnlfiC:.ant _ SiQniricant Significanl Impact 
Impact with Impact 

Mitlaalion 

a) Expcse people or !:lmctures to potential 
subslantial.adve'rse e1;"er.t~ .. including the 
risk of loss, injilr/,, or.death involving: 

i) Rupture nf a known eart~quake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by t~.e 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
subst:intial ev'idence c-f <: i:nown fault? Refer 
to Division of Mines ali:I !;eology Special 
Publication 42. 

6.a.i No Impact. The &ite is not :ocated within an Alquist Priolo Earthq•Jake Fault zone, ;;.r;d there are nr 
other known active or po:::ntially active faults on the property. · 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? _x_ 
~· 

6.a.llLess Than Significant Impact. All tif Sonoma County is subject to seismic shaking that would resuJt 
from eah.1quakes c1long the S.an An<:freas, Healdsburg-Rodgers Creel: and other ~·ciults. Predicting seismic 
events is not possible, nor is ~rt1viding mitigation that can entirely reduce the potentilil for injury and 

. damage that, can c~;ur during a seismic event. However, using acceptecl geotect:nicalevalualion 
techniques and appropriate engineering prcictices, potenliDI injury and damage can be d'.11inish<ld, thereby 
exposing fewer people and lest. property to the effects ofa major damaging earthquake. The design and 
·construction of futum dwellings on m;w parcelc ;::re subject to load and strength standards of the Uniform 
Building Code (UBC), which take seismic; shaking into account. ProJ~ct condition~: of app;oilal require that 
a building permit bs obtai.1ad for ail construction and that the project neet an standard seismic Jnd soil 
tei>!/compaclion requirements. The project would therjlfore not expose people to substantial risk of injury 
fiom r;elsmlc sh;;iklng. 

iii) Geismlc-related ground failure, including 
liq• ~efacticn? _x_ 

6.a.m Less Than Sipnific11nt lm!J&ct. The project site is not localed within an area subject to liquefaction 
as shown on the Sonoma Caun~: R~lalive Hazard from Seismic Shaking map. H".lwever, strong ground 
shaking during an earthquake CM result In ground failure and/or settlement, and can also cause 
def()rrilalion of slopes, pa:iicularly till slopes, Therefore the property has the potenli~l to experiencu 
seltltJrnent during a sebrr\oc event. All structures will be required to meet building permit requirements, 
including seismic safely standards and soil test/compaction requirerrientr.. Based on 11tandard permitting 
requirements, ii"1e project wili have no significant risk of loss, inj11ry or death from seismic ground failiire or 
ilq1Jefaclion. Aiso see mitigation measures included in item 6.a ii, above. 

iv) Landslides? _x_ -·-
6.a.iv Less than Signif;cant with Mitigation .. The project applicant prer1red a geological water 
availability s\udy (The Geoservlces Group, Ju:y 29, 2005) tha! acknowledged the fJresehce of a deep­
seated, rotational landslide zone in the lower northeast portkin of the project sile. , The fellowing miliga:ion 
measure will reduce :he potential impac: from landslides to levels of insignifictmce 
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Mit/Qaii::;n Measure: 
. . ' '.-· - " '' - _· ~ ' ' ' ' 

NOTE ON MAP: "Prior tc)ssuance'of a gracfing or i:iulldlng permit, the app!l~ant shall submit fo( · 
review and approval tho grading and drainage imp~<1emimtplans necessaty for:tf!e proposed . 
project. Drdinagf! Improvements shall be designecNn accort:1a:r1ce ~·,Ith the Sonot!ria County Water 
Ag~ncy Flood Control Design Criteria. The improvement pi.:1ris shall also Include erosion ;;;c;nimt 
measures, nC>tes, and det11!is to 1'· r·vent damages arid mlnlni.fze advel'l!e Impacts to the 
environment.- · · · 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Plan Check staff IV/II ensure that the .note.ls an the map prior to 
granting clearance. .._ 1 ·; · 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or thei:)ss 
of topsoil? 

6.b Less Than :f;lgnificant Impact. The subdivisiop of land does not include any construction, but the 
rr.sulting parcel could have a residence constructed on it whicti could require grading, cuts and fill~ for 
access drive.-vay improv1lments and future homesite developm.:mt. An Erosion and .Sediment Confrol Plan 
prepare~! by a registered professional engineer is required as an inleg;,;iJ partrJf the grading plan. The 
Erosion and Sediment Control Piao is subject t'.• review ?;id aporoval of the Perm ii and !';~source 
Management Department prior to the issuance of a grading P"'if:it: The plan must include temporary 
erosion control measures to be 1Jsed during construction of cut and ti:! slopes, ei<cavation for foundations, 
<1nd other grading operations al the site to prevent discharge of sedimerii !md c>:>ntaminants into the 
drainage system. 

c) Be locate.J on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result ..:if the projr.:r.t, and potentially rssult in 
on- or off·site lanr.;:.Jide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

6.() Less than Signlfh:ant • tith Mitigation. The project s .. e is subject to seismic shaking as descr'hed in 
item 6.a.ii, above. No further mitigation is·requirec'i. 

d) Be located or. expansive soil, as defined ln 
Table 18-1,B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), cif::dting sUbstantllll risks to life or 
property? _x_ 

6.d :v"ss than SiiJnificant Impact. Tab!e 18"1·B of the Uniform Building Code is an inde:i of the relative 
expansive r' ·~racteristics of soil as determined through lab(lfatory testing. For the prooosed project, soils 
at the sll<' ~not tested tor their expansive charac\eristl~. No substantl;il risks to the or property are 
experJ' ·'l'oject is located on exp.~ns''le soil. Soils testing may be required for building 'Jr grading 
perm1,,. 

e) Have soils ·incapable of aciequat~ly supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
Wal.er disposal systems Where sewers are not 
available for the disponcl of waste w&ter? 

6,e Less Thati Signific~rit'impact. The project site is nol 1 an artia serVed by public s~111er .. Preliminary 
review by the PRMD p,,,. ~ct Review Health Spudalist indicates that the sells on site would likely sUppor! a · 
septic Sy"slem and the required expansion area. Slandro·d conditions of project approval would apply to. 
ensure soils are capable of supporting use of a septic system. 

7. liAZARDS AND tlAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Woulo lhe project: Fn!enUali)' lol!SS than less than No 

srgn!ficant Srgnificarit Significant Impact 
lmp;.cl "with li~1pi:lct 
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·~) Create a ~i~nificant haz~id to the public or 
1he environment through \he routine transport, 
use, or disposal, .of hazardous materials? 

7"a No Impact. The project is a for a minor subdiv'~ion to create one parcel and a designated remainder. 
fhe proposed project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment tnrnugh the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, 

b) Create a .signifit.ant hazard to the public o.· the 
environment through reasonably foreoeeable 
uoset and ac~ident conl;it1ons invoilling the 

• release of hazardous materials into the 
enviror.'11en!? 

7.b Less Than Significant Impact. The prefect is nm.!?~pected to involve significant use of hazardous 
materials, and therefore would have an unlikely potential impact involving release"( hazardo·us m' 'eri<:1I~. 
Mitigation measures under item 7.a, above, would further re.duce the nnssible.•clease of haw1'dous 
1i1a\erials .to the environment: The:.1roposed project would hierEifore no! .:reate a significant hazard co the 
P,ubli,~ or the enviror'l'tent from upset or accident involving ha~ardoUs materials. 

· c)'· 1 Emit hazardous e.missions or t>1ndle 
·, hazardous· of acutely hazardous materiDls, 

substan.cf's, or waste within one-!luar .ir 
m,H;i of an existing or proposed ~<:hoot? 

7.c No Impact. The project is not locatedwiihin one quarter mfle of any existing or proposed school. 

d) Be located on a site which is included on 
a !is'c of hazardous materials sites compiled 
puri:uant t'l Government Coeie Section 65962.5 
and, as a result, would it creald a significant 
hazard to the public or the er.vitonment? 

---
i( 

_)( _ 1.'.-· - _ 'I 

7.d No lm.,act. The project sjtq is no!Jncluded ot~ lists of sites containing ha;ardous mat~rials that are 
maintained by the California Water,Resources CorUo! Board, California Department dTox!': Substances 
Controi or California Integrated Waste Management Board. 

e) .~or a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where sL:-:h a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the proj!3ct re~ult in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

7.e N" Impact. The site is not within an airport land uGe i:Jlan as ·~esignated by Sonoma County. 

f) For a project located wi!hin the vicinity of a 
private alrstri:J, W'lUld ·the project result In a 
safety hazard for peopfe re5icilng or working in 
the projnct area? 

7.f Nl. Impact.. There are no known private airstrips within the vicinity of the proposed project. 

g) Impair lto:ptementaUcin of or physicaily interfere 
with ari adopted emergency response plan er 
emergency evacuation plan? 
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7.g No Impact. Tha projl!cl would not irnpair i•nplemenlatior. bf or physica!ly Interfere with the County's' 
adopted Emergen~~ Operations Plan. There is no separate emergency evacu~tior. plar,·for the County: In 
any case, the prrjectwould not chi:nge exls~ng cirr.ul,;;Hon patterns and would·~ave no effect on 
emergency respcose,routes. See item 15.e, below, fo. 'ir:cussion.uleincrgency access. 

h) Expose people or structures to a signi!Jc1~nt 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including w'lera wild lands are adjace~t to 
urb3nized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlanc;,1 _x_. 

in~. ofwhiclt.~as I; 7.h l.esu Than Significant Impact. The project is lucated 'llside area, most dense 
vegetative cover, and would therefore be subject to w!ldland fire risk. _All project constructir·.';\ will be 

. required to conform to Fire Safe Standards related to fire·, •prinklers, emergency vehicle access and water 
supply, makinj impact risk from wildland fire less than sig, :mcaiit. 

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the prcject: Potentia0·1 less lh8n Les$ than No 

Slgnlficallt _S!Qnlflcan1 SIQrlh':cant Impact 
Impact with 1rnpact 

Mitigation 

a) Violate any wat<'r quality slai 1dards or 
waste discharge raquirements? 

a.a.Less Thar1 Slgnlficant Impact. Erosion control measures discussed under .. em 6.!J, above, wrli 
reduce the p.)te~,tial for site run-off and sedimentation rE:iated I,;; development of preiposed Par~el 1. While; 
it Is unlikely, ~hci·,11f development areas and ground disturbance exceed one acre of more, constrOGlion 
activities will be subject to \he re~ulrenwnts of the State Wcit.~r Resources Control Board. - Genl'lral f'ermil 
for Construction Pr ejects, as w.,,1 es the Drainage Review Section of PRMD. 

•: 

b) Substantially deplete gtounJwater supplle~ 
or interfere substantially With groundwater 
recharge such thafthere W•lUld be a net 
deficit In aquifer voiume l•r a lowering of 
the: locl:I groundwater !!'Ible level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre,exisi!ng (1eJarby.wells 
would drop to a level which wov.ld not 
support existing land uses or planned 
u~es for Which permits have b<:en 
gra11ted? -X._ 

8.b Less Than Significant. Impact. The project site is located in t;ounly Groundwater Availability Zone 4, 
which typically requirns the proposed project to establish availaUlity and reliability of groundwater supplies 
to support propos~d development projucts. A Msrch 10, 2006 letter fr.\ril geologist Matt O'Conm\r 
:,sddr•.l>sEid groundwater availabili'y, finding :i.:J~quate supplies exist on the proposed 135-acle parcel to 
support the proposed residential deveiopment. County PRMD-Health staff reviewed and accepted the 
letter findir.gs. County PRll.iD - Health staff have recommended a number of standard conditions of project 
approval, including provi:;ion of results of a test Well on the proposed lot prior to recardntion ofthe Final 
Parcel Map. Addrtlonally, wale~' may be available to !he site at a future date through the Sweetwater 
Springs Road Mutual Watar Compan~·· The water provider does not yet have an operating permit from the 
Health Department Health DE>rartment approval would br1 required if !he Water Company ultimateiy 
serves five or more parcels. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
paitern of the site or area, including through 
the alteratiti11 of the course of a stream o•· 
river, in a manner which would result ir. 
substantial ercil>ion or siltation on- or 
off-site? _x_· 
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'\ 8.c No Impact. Thif,iroject was reviewed by the Sonoma County PRMD Drainage Review Section and !l 
condition o( apprt;>val requires that grading •lnd drainage improvement plans be reviewed and approved by 
PRMD prior to the issuance of any del!~iopment pern1its. Erositi,1 and aeuiment control measures are 
required t~.i be Included in the plan:;, Mitigation included under item 6.b, above, w•ll fu1thcr·limit possi~le 
drainage impact to Poner Creek. · · 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site o; area, including through 
the alteration of the couroe of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the ratP. or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding 
on- or oh-site? 

8.d No Impact. See discussion ~!Ider it~m 8.c, above. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of exislii1g or 
plan~.ed stormwater drainage $)tStems or 
provide substantial additional >o•irces of 
poiluted runoff? 

8.e Less Tha11, Slgnifir,;;i~t Impact. The,creation of new iols does wii! not sub~tP.;1tial!y alter.drainage 
patterns or capacities ol.' b project site. Development would 011ly .be pe1'mitted' after review ol engineered 

" development plans by Pt\ 0"'1D to ensure adequate management ofstormwater runoff. See discussion 
under items 6.b and 8.c, at..ove. 

1) Otheiwise subs!o.ritially utlgrade waler quality? -'·-

8.f No Impact. The project does not involve significant changes in the environment that cr·1ld 1esuit in 
substantii\11 degradation of site or area water quality. See discussion under it~m 6.b, above. 

g) Place t;ousing within a ·; 00-Year hazard area 
as mapped on a federal 1'".lood Hazard Boundary 
or Floou li)surance Rate Map or other 
flood hai:ard delineation map? 

8.g No Impact.' rhe project site is not l11cated in a flood hazard area. 

h) Place withiri a 100-year flooa h:iiard area 
structure.s Which would impede or redirect 
flood fl, Ns? 

8.h No Impact. The project site Is not located in a flood hazard area. 

i) Expose people orstructures to a significant 
rislo. of loss, Injury or death involving flooding, 
i~ ;ludihg flooding as a result of the failure of 
a le.vee or dam? 

8.i No Impact. The projeict site Is not located In an are:(subject to floociihg as a resull of darn failure. 

j) inundaticlr '1Y seiche, tsunami, or mUdfloW? 
_x.. .. 

8.f No lnip' · · Tile project site is not le .;aled in an area subject to sr:iche or tsunami. See discussion of 
laridsliC:e I ,;, under item 6.a.iv, and related mitigation. 

9. L'l,ND 0$E AND PLANNING Would the project: Potential~ Less t11arr No 
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Significant. ·1
• !:ilgnlficant s·,arJfitant lmpaC1 

Impact · with Impact 
', \ Mitlgatlon 

a) Physically divide <1n established co.mm unity? 

9.a No i:'1p<' 1t. The r1oje~t would not divide a commu11ity. 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of anagency with jurisdiction over .. 
tile project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coar;tal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environment:-' · 
effect? . . 

9.i> No:lrnpact. 1"he project site is designated Re9purces and Rural Develcipment-ons'Jhitper 160 
acres by. lne Sonoma County General Ploin. The proposed projact is consistent with general plan goals, 
·:ioliciei; and objecti'les, which provide for very !ow residential uses along with certain agricultural.and 
1esource-based nctivltles. Key applicable General Plan goals and policies include: · 

' I , ' 

Goal I. U-4. 1: Maintein adequate public servi9e.51n, both rural and UriJ?n servjce areas to acconirnodate 
.projected growth. ""' 

~:'. ; \ ," ' . . 
Objective LU-4.1: Assure that de1'elo;)men/ occurs only where }Ji1ysical services and infra.•lructure, 
includin!l, sofrool and park facilities, public safety, access and response times,. water and wastewater 
·ma11agemeni systems, drainage and roads, are planned to b& available in tim'e to serv& the projec/r.d 
development. 

Land LJ~;e Policy 2.B.1 (Resources and Rural Developm.;,1;/ Af!'~.s)~ Intended to allow vety low 
residential development, protect /ands from intensive development constraintJd by steep slopes, and 
protect County resi.:fents from proliferation of growih in areas whicll have inadequate public services 
and infrastructure. · 

Residential dev!;!lopment Is froqulred lo utilize appmpriate grading and buill:ling foundation construr.lion 
practices (per item 5, above) to protect against hazards of.buil~ing on steeper slopes. The r•oject 
would not conff.:ci with theadoptecf.G'i;neral Plan and "e!i;ted developrt;ant ordin;mces of tht• Counfy. 

c) Conflict wHil any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community ct:>nservalion P~'"ri? 

9.c No Impact, See item 4.f, above. Habitat conservation plans a.,d natural community conservation pla11s 
are sit..:,specific plans to address effects on sensitive species of plants ancl <lnimals. The projP.ct site Is not 
located in an area subject to a habitat conservation pl9n or natural community conservation plan. 

1 O. MINERAi. RESOURCES Would the project; rotentially le5s lhf.n less than No 
s~~nlfic<int SignifiCant SlgOifir.ant lmpacl 
Impact With lmpaC't 

MiU(jatlon 

a) Result In the Joss nf availability of a known 
mineral resource \nat would be of value to the · 
region and the.residenls of the !'>tale? 

10.a. No Impact. There are no known mineral resources on lhe,project.sitll: 

b) ;·~esultln the loss of availabiliiy of~ locally· 
ltt;,1ortant mineral resource recove·ry site 
delineated on a lil~al general plail, specific 
pJa11 or other land use plan? 
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''

1dit. ~ci Impact. The project site is not locally design aled as a mineral resourc~. 
11. NOl~c Wduld the project res.µ11,!r: Poterrtblly Less than ~[e" than' No 

Slgnlficlnt s1gn1ncant \Si~nlnca~t Impact 
Impact with Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generalion of noiss 
levels in excess of standards estatilished.in th::i 
local general plan or noise ordln-.,ice, o.r · 
applicable stondards ~if other agencies:? 

11.a Less Thiin Significant Impact. The Noise Element of the Sonoma CoU11ty General Plan establishes 
goals, objectives and policies: including perfor111ance standards to regulate noise affecting msldential and 
other sensitive receptors. The General Plan sets :;eparate s:andards for : r.ansportation noise and for noir,e , 

· from non-l1a11s:::orhition land uses. (3lv,;1n the rural setting of the project site and low potential for vehir;le• !J 

noise (due J(l very low traffic volumes afbng Sweetwater Springs Road), the resultant residences will not 
experience noise levels exceeding County standmds. " 

'' 'Temporary increase in ,noise.levels fr(lrnequipment operatior that could exceed County standards are 
expected to occur during construclfon. This wo1ild be a short-term, t6mporary impact that will cease when 
construction is complete. 

b) Exposure of persons to.or genaratior. of 
excessive grouridborne vibr·ation or ground 
borne noise levels? 

11 .. b Less Than Significant. The project includes construction activities that· mily generate grour.dborne 
vibration and noise. These levels wouid net be 5ignificant because they would be short-term and 
tempcrory, ard this area of the County Is very rural. 

c) A substantial permanent increase ir. i!mbient 
noise levels iil the project Vicinity llbove levPls 
existing without the project? _x_ 

11.r. No lmp;;::t. The project would not create or result in a subslantial permanent increase m ambient 
noise levels. The project site is in a rural area with low ambient noise levels. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase In 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? _x_ 

11 .. d No Impact. See discussion U11der item 11.a, above. 

e) For a proj1!6t l.:ieated within an airport lan.1 use 
plan or, Wh<'!re such plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a pur:,c airport or public use 
airrort, would tile project expose people re~ic!lng 
or working in the project area tc excessive 
noise levels? 

{ l.e flio Impact. The site is not within an airport land use plan as designated by Sonoma County. 

f) For a projerl within the viclnl~/ of a private 
airstrip, would the project .expose people 
residing or working In the project are:i to 
excessive noise lavels? _x_ 

11.f No I in pact, There are ho known private airstrips Within the vicinity of the proposed i · ,:iiect. 
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12. POPU\,A TION ANt 1-iOUSING. ,Would the project: 

PotenUally Less tha
1r1 Less than ·~G. ,. 

Slgn!ticant 51\]nificant S~nmcant Impact 
with ., Impact .

1 
Impact 

MlUgatiot1 

a) Induce :iubstantial population gr6Mh in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or Indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

12:a No l;~pact. l'he ;:.rojer.t wnuld not include constrJction of a slJbdtantial riUmbenlf new residences or 
installation of new infrastructure, and !)lerefore would not Induce substantial propt:l.~tlon growth. Primary new . , 

; i ... . infrastructua·e would consist ot<J .. privale on· site well and septic $v~,tem,'which would be limited tn serving 
;/only the residence on {he project site. Project area densities. V.uUld remain at 160 acres/residential unit. 

b) Displace ::;ubstantial numbers rif existing 
; housing necessitating the ronstruc.:ion of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 

12.b No lmpac-:t. Thi.: ·project would not displace any existing housing. No housing exists on the project 
site. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction ciJeplacement 
housing elsewhere? "-· -. 

12.c r:o Impact. The project would not displace any pimple. No housing exists on th&~roject site. 

13. PUBLIC l>ERVICC.; 
Polentially Less than Less than No 
Slgnlficani SignifiCan~ Significant Impact 
Impact Wilh Impact 

Milii;i~tlon 

a) Would the project result in subotantlal 
adverse physical impacts associated witinhe 
provis:cn of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
phy>lcally i!ltenld governmer.kll facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable serVice ratbs, response !irnes or 
olher performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

Fire protection? --... ~ -----
Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the project would not .involve substantial adverse physical 
impaGts associaterl with pro\lisiDh of government fa~illlles, and lhe lmnact would be less lh<in significant. 

Residflnlial de.Velopment will bti reljUlred to comply With County Fire <;ale Standards to ensure adequate se 
of fire safe construction and Ir. maintaining fire safe sil& conditions, including \legetatk1n clearance around 
structures and provision of emergency water supplies. Fi,-e IJroteclio~ services would be available through 
the ForeGtvilie Fire Protection Departrnent, located approximately 12 minutes aw~y from the project site. 
Backup fire service will be provided by the California Department of Porestiy and Fire Prevention. 

Police protectio~'1 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The Sonoma County .':;hp.riff and the California Highway Patrol will continue 
lo p_rovlde law.'>oforceme')t in the area. 

Schools? 

Less Than Signlfica,11! Impact. The creat'on of one residential lot wlll not adversely Impact local schools. 
Development fees to otfse) potential impac.ts to public services include school and park mitigation fees, 

Parks? ii' J_· -
/~, t,,as5 Thall Significant lmp£<d. Development fees to offsel patentlr;J\ir.ipac;ts to public services include , .. 

school and pa(~ mitigation ,lees. The project Will not result in a substantial increased demand for public park 
facilities. · · 

. other public facilities? 

No Impact. No other public facility demands wou::l,be created by the project. 

14. RECR~ATION Potontial~ Less ttian Less tt1an No 
) .1// Sl;'"ifican~ Slgnil'lCant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

/' 

af \jVould the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhDod and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
sub>· intlai physical de~erioration of the 
facility' would occur or be accelera,ted? _x_ 

14.a No Impact The•r:iroposed ;irojec• would riot involve activities that would cause or accelerate 
substantial physical deterioration or parks or recreational facilities. 

b) Does the project include iecieational 
facilities or requ:re the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities •V ,iich 
might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? _K_ 

14.b No Impact. The proposed project d.oes not lnvoh1e construction of recreational far;•lities. 

1$. TRANSPO'~TATIONfTRAFF!C Wookl the project: 

Potentially Les.s Uian Less than No 
S!gnlricant Significant Significant lmpacl 
Impact With lm?aci 

Mitigation 

a) Cause an increase in traffic Which is,s.ubstantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.E1., resui: in a substantial 
Increase in either the number of vehtcie trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, er congestiori 
at Intersections? 

15.a Les~; T'1an Significant impac:t. Using the screening criteria estaulished by the C1)Unty of Sonoma 
Guidelines lcir· traffic studies, the pr- ·~t Would 11ot cause a significant traffic ,fmpact based 'd~ traffic 
contribl.rled tolhe ntrfet s:•siem b· J project. ··... ·. 

b) Exceed, either individut, :v or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard esta\ilishad by the county 
con9e~tlor. management agenc~, for desi;,inated 
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roads or highwayc;? ,

15.b No !!'llpact, The project would not exceed the lev13I of service.,(LOS) standard eslablished by the · 
County congestion management agency for any designaled road or:.highway. Sonoma Qou,nty General.1flan 
Circulation and Transit Objective CT-2.1 is to maintain a LOS C or; •,;c:ter on ar~erial and collector roadways. 
The addition of new vehicle trips from two primary residenGes Wo):1d, ,not alter existing Level of Service 
readings. . ~, ', 

.,c) Re~ll!t in a' change In air traffic patterns', Including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a r.:hange in 
locatilin that results in substantial safety risks? .,,. __ 

15.c No l11111act. The project doe:, nbbn~.lude or otherwise cr~ate ihe ;lote,1tial to alter air:. traffic p<ittems. 

substantially li1crea1ie hazards dtle to a design .. , 
feature (e,g., sharp curves or dangerous intersecticns)" 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? ,, '• -

15.d Less Thari Signi!icant Impact. Development on the site would utilize Sweetwater Springs Road tor 
acci~ss. The roadw13y;alre;idy exists thrciugh the project site, and any driveway encroachments onto the 
Road would be req1i.r .. a to meet County construction and safety criteria. There would be a less than 
significant impact relative to roadway hazards. 

e) Result .iii Inadequate er.1ergency access? 

15.e No lmpiillt. Dev~lopmenl on .the site must comply with all emergency access requirements of the 
Sonoma County Fire <nd Life Safety Code, including emergency vt!hi~.le accesi; requirements. Project 
rle~elopment plans are routinely [f.Viewed by a Department of Emergency S:)rvices Fire Inspector durinll the 
building permit process to ensurs (:ompliance with emergency access issues. 

f) Result in inadequate piirking capacity? 

15.f No li1ip3ct. The projecf (each residential lot) wiil provide on-slle parking spaces !hat meet or exceed 
Count; standards. 

g) Confiid With adopted policies, plans, or 
programs suµpoi1ing alternative transpqr:tation 
(-a.g,, bus t~rnouts, bicycle racks)? 

15.g No Impact. The project will not create conflicts with County bicycle stanclards or plans ror use 
alternative transportation, including bus turnouts. 

16.UTILITtES AND SERVlCE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: PolenUal!y Less than less than No 

Slgnlficanl Slgn1fi·-:ant Slgnlftcont Impact 
lm::iact With 1n:p,.,e1 
Mitigation 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applictible Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

',6.a No impat:t. Domestic wastewater disposal w!ll be by septic systems; arid th1E!refore will h1ive no 
Impact upon a wastewater treatment system, or require action by lh~ Regional Wa.ter Quality Control cfoard, 

.b) Require or result in ihe construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment tac/Illies or 
expansio1 .of existing facllilfes, the construction 
of Which could cause significant environmental 
1.iltects? 
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16.cc.~l~s lh;:m Significant ,'mpact. The proje~!:w)li not contrib1.1te to the need for construction of new " " watefor wastewater treatment facilities, other tharicconstruction of new septic.systems. lmpa.;is {;septic 
sysiern constru.~lion are addressed throughout the Initial Study with other impapts cf.ground disturbance .. , 

"" ·~uch as biolo~y, l:.<1ltural resources, geology, hazards, hydrology, etc. PRMD - HE<altfJ, will impose standard 
conditions on the project requiring evidence of eac.1:1. lo!Jc 5Upport a ~eptjc syst!lrri'prii:ir to recordation of the. 
Final Parcel Map .. f1RMD - Heal!\), als~ Is imposing standi1rd conditions of approval regarding use and 
te;.tiiig of the. well 'to ·service any residences. No significant impactc will occur with the construction of well 
arid septic systems. 

c)' .,gequil·e or result in the construo;:ion of new storm 
wafer drainage .facilities or expansion of existing 

'· .Jac11ities, tt,e etJnstruction of whicJ1 could cause 
· significant environmental effects? '.·:..&_ 

. 16.c Less T ;,an Significant Impact. Grading of th• $ite will alter the natural topograpry and may alter the 
drainage pattern and' increase storm water runoff. See iter,1 l .·a, above, for analysl~ of construction of storm 
draina~e facilities. Impacts of storm water drainage .facilities construction are addressed through!lut !he 
Initial Study With other impacts of ground disturbance such as uiology, cultural resources, g~ology, h:azards, 
l)ydrology, etc. 

d) Have sufficient wa• .r suppliP.s available to serve 
tr.e proj1o::t from existing entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

16.d Less Thao Significant Impact. An assessment of water supply Impacts was provided under item 
8.b, abo\/e, Water will, he supplied by an on-si'.e w1~1i. 

e) Re.suit in a determination by the wastewateor 
treatment provider which serves or 111ay serve 
the project that it has adequate c:apaclty to ser.t• 
the project's plojecteo demand In addition to the 
provldei 's existing commitments? 

16.e No Impact A:new septic system will be cons,ructed for any residential develoronient. There will be no 
sewage treatment lJ,{ an off-site iJrovider. 

f) Be ser'lied by a· landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodatP. tlJe project's solid 
waste disposal .needs? 

16J No Impact. Sonoma County.has access to acequate permitted landfill c.aµacity to ~erve the proposed 
project. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and· local st11tutes 
and regulations related fo solid waste? 

16.g No impact. Ttiere ,;r<i no federal, state or local solid waste rtl'gulations that VJould significantly affect 
the project. 

17. MANDATOP.Y FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICAN..;E Yes No 

a) Dae>s the project have the pr.iterilial to degrade 
the quality of ttie environme'111; subStantially 

· reduce the habitat ofa '/ish ot wildlife species, 
t.(]Use a fls~ ot ·Midlife population to drop bf)IO'N 
self-sustaining level'i, threaten to eliminate a . 
plant or animal community, 1educe the number 
or restrict tho range of a rare or er,dangered 
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· · plant or~nimal or ii::minate important examples • " 
of the 11ilajor periods of Califomi~ history or prehistory? 

17 .a No Impact. The subdivisir.m'viiil not result in degradation to the quality of the environment oi .· · 
otherwise create a signifigant.impact upon wildlife habitat Cir species, including speciei• bf special concern. 
A biological survey"""~ <.,inducted for the project, ancl no special status plait specie$ were observed in the 
areas defined as the building er 1elop1;<;, 'No impacts to wetlands habitat wo1Jld occur due to likely locations 
of the building envelopes. The projecl includes a number ofmitigabon messures designed to limit site 
.grading and o!hP.r actions that may reduce vegetative cover of the pron•«!y or impact the perennial stre11m 

.... crossing .the ffoJe~.t site. Based on the. resL1:ts of a cultural resources biudy, thi; project site would not ~1.;ate 
an impact to L'ullural or archaeo!cgical resources. · .. , 

b) Doe~ the project have lmp:icts that are 
·individually limited, but cumulatively consi '"rabl<'? 
('Cumulatively conslderabia" means that !ti<:! 

· incremental effects of a project are con~.iderable 
when ii:awed in connection with lhe effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and th<:! effects of probable future projects)? x_ 

17.b No Impact. Potential impacts that are individually limltF.{f llul cumulatively considerable were 
identified in the area of constructior oif'3 riir quality. Mitigation is proposed tb;~lwoula reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. rhe project wo.,;d not have a significant adverse impact on groundwater supplies, 
utilizing water from the Sweetwater Sorin gs Road MutL al Water C:ompany. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cau&c suvstantiai adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? _x_ 

17.c No Impact. Potential substantial advorse effects on.hurnan being! were identified in the areas 61 
aesthetics, air quality,. biological resourjes, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials,hydrology and water qlialiJY, and noise. Mitigation is t>roposed that would reduce irnpacts to 
less than significant levels. The project will not h.ive a signific~rit ir;:par.I after miti!lation is implemented. 
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