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This statement and attachments cunstllute the Mitigated Negative Declaratlon as proposed for or
adopted by the Sonoma County decision-making baw for the pro;ect described below.

File No.: . MNS05-0048

Project Planner; " Signd Swedenborg - BT )

ProjectName: - Minor Subdivision

Project De‘scription: Request for a Minor Subdivision of +/:320 acres creating 2 lots; 35 .

185 acres in size

".Project Location: 3000 SweetWater__ Springs Road, Healdsburg

See Location M'ab' - Attached

" Environmental Finding:

Hased upon the information contained in the Initial Study incluted in the projéct file, it has meh

“determined that there will be no significant enviranmental effect resulting from this project, provided that

mitigation measures are Incorporated into the project. The Mitigated Negative Declaration his been
comnleted in compliance with CEQA State and Coumy guidelines and the lnformatfon contained therein
hag been reviewed and considered, . :

There will not be a potential impact on biotic habitat of concemn to Fish & Gare.

Initial Study: | Attached

Other Attachmients:

Daciston-making Body: Project Review Advisory Ceinmittee

Lead Agency: - ‘Sonoma Courty Permit and Resource Management Dep’artmerﬁ
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| INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

FILE #: T MN805-0048 o o R : PLANNER: :_éigrid Swederril:dé;\.'g: _.

PROIECT NAME: - Minor Subdivision - o

LEAD AGENCY: . ~ Sonoma Courity Permit and Resouréé-f!\.da'nagement Department
. FROJECT L’bCATION: 3000 Sweetwater Springs Road, Healdsburg

APPLICANT NAZIE: . GlendaMartn

APPLICANT ADDRESS "400 Ly’don Springs Road, Healdsburg. CA 90448 ,

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Reso_.lr_t.es and Rural Development; 150 acres density - _

SPECIFIC/AREAPLAN: . None

ZdNING: -~ RRDWA B6-16¢ (Resources and Rurai Development—Agncullural R
Preserve 160 acres/residential unit)

- DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Request for a Minor Subdwlsmn +l-320 acres rreatmg 2 lots; 155 and
185 acres in size o

" SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING: Briefty descnhe the project’s surroundinQS'

The project =2 cansists of an approximately 320-acre project site located along Sweetwnter Sprmgs
Road, approximately 4 miles west of Westside Road and 8 miles southwest of Healdsburg Surrganding
land uses include a vinéyard to the south, timber and grazing lards to the north and west, and very rural
uses to the east, The pro;ect site consusts primarily of steeply sloping lands (slopés often in excess of
51%}, with the pmJect site bisected by a perennial stréarn (Porter Creek) and. aiong the banks of the |
stream, Sweetwater Springs Road. Slopes closer to the roadway provide smaller pockets of moderalely—
. sloping I2nd. The stream corridar and road run on an northwest-to-southeast alignrient. Elevation of the
" project site ranges from a higis of just over 8OO feetin the northwest corner to. a fow of 170 feat in the
- southeast corner. Sweetwater Springs Road transects the site which is developéd with a wall (located on
prop2sed Paresl 1, in the southwest comer of the pruiect site). Vegzialion on site consists.of dense tree
and brush cover (lnc{udmg rolling oak woodlandus), with some smaller areéic of ‘open grasslands at tise
sonithwest corner of proposed Parcel 1 arid areas below Sweetwat.r Spriligs Road, Water is available to
the site via the on-site we[l anr from the Sweetwater Springs Road Mutua! Water Company.

Otker Public Agencies whu.-e approval is required {e. g. respmsnbleltrustee agencieh issulng
permits: None _

ENVIRDNMENTAL, rAOTORq POTENTIALLY AFFECTED' :
The envirgnimental fzctors chedked below would be poh »iially affectad by lhlS pro;ecl mvulvmg at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as if«.:catud by the checklist ari the foliowing pages

- Aesthetics _ Agricultural Resuurces _ Air Quality

__ Biological Resources .. Cultural Resources Geology!So:Is

__ Hazards & Hazardous Malerials __ idydrolagy/Watér Quality . Land Use and Planning

_ Mineral Resaurces _ Nuise _ Population/Fatising

.. Publig Services . Recreation — TFransportation/Traffic
_ Utilities/Sarviz? Systems _ Mandatory Findings of Significance

X_ Nane with Mitigation
DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project COULD NOT have a signifi icant & ffect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

r—
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X Alihough the proposed pro;eot could have a signlf icant effect on the environment, there willnotbe

a significant effect.in this case because the revisions in the project have been made- by or agreed
fo by the prc * proponent AMITIGATED NEbATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared ;

The proposed oject MAY have a s;gnn" cant effscton the en\nronment and an '
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

The proposed project MAY: have a “poteitially significant irnpacl or potentlaﬂy mgmr icant un'ess
_ mltlgat\,d" impact ofi the environment, but at least oné effect 1) haé baen adequately analyzud hy
in an earfier document pursuant to applivablélegal standards, and 2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An . ‘
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

-Although the proposed projs t could have a 51gn|f cant effect &n the enwronment all potentially’
significant effects were prevlously analyzed in.an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to
applicable standards and potential impacts have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that & arlier
EiR or Negative Declaration, including revisions; or mitigation measures that are imposed. upon the
proposed project. There are ho changes in the projecl -no new information related to potential
impacts, and no changes in circiimstances that would require further analysns pursuant to Sectior
15162 of ( i:(.:A Guidelines, therefore no further environniental réview is required.

The checklist below s taken fram Appendix G of the Staté CEQA Guidefines. For each item, orie of four
raspenses s given: :

No Impa: The prn,ect would not have {he impact described. The prolect may have a beneficial eﬁect
but there is no potentlai for the project to create or add mcrement to the impact descrlbed

Less Than Significant impact; The project would have the |mpact described, but the impact would riot b-‘a
smnlf cant. Mitigation is not reqired, although the project appiicant may. choose to modn‘y the project to
avoid the impacts

Poten'ﬂar!v Significant Unless Mlthated The prOJect would have the impact desoribed and the |mp.=ct ,
could be significant. One or more mmgatron measures have been idéntified that will reduce the Impact to
a less than significant level. :

F"; tentially Significant Impast: The project ‘would have the wnpaci described, and tiie impact could be

significant. The impact cannot be reduced to less than significant by ;ncorporatlng mitigation mzasures,
An environmental |mpact report must be prepared for this project.

Incorporated Source Docuraents

The checklist includés a discussion of the lmpacts and mitigation measures that have been identified.
Sourées used in this Initial Study are numbered and Iisted below. Following eacl checklist quest;on one or
more sources used are cited in parentheses,

In preparation of the Initia Study checkiist, the folicwing documents were referenced/developed, and are
Hereby Incorporated as part of the Initial Study. All documents are avallable in the project file or for
referénce at theé Permit and Resource Management Depariment.

Initial Data Sheet.
County Plansiing Depaiiment's Sources and Criteria-Manual,
Flood Insurance Rate Maps, 1991, FEMA, ,
. Soneina Gounty Rare Plant Site Identif’ cation Study
Project Referrals from Responsible” Agencies :
Califarnia Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA)
Fiill record of prowlous hearings on project in fi Ie
Correspondence riceived on project,
~ Sorama Caunty CEQA Implementing Ordiranca; 985 and'|991

ODNOAP WD

-
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10.  PRMD staff evaluation based on review of the project site, pro;ecl application and pmjecl
description.

11. Sonoma County General Plan {as amended) ana Eswironmental Impact Report, Sonoma County
Board of Supérvisors; March 23, 1989 and Revised Detémber 1998,

12. ‘Sonoma County Important Farm!and Map California Depanment of Conservation, Division of Land

w  Keésource Protection, Farmiand Manning and Monitoring Ptogram 2000,

13.  Assessor's Parcel Maps -

14.  Ozone Implementation Plan, California Air Resources Board, 2002.http: I!www arb.ca.gov/ accessed
June 23, 2005, -

15, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines Assnssmg the Air Quality Impacts of Frojects and Plans; Bay Area An‘ :
. Quality Manzgement District; April 1999. :

16.  California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish & Game, 2000.

17. : Sonoma County Zaning Ordinance (as amended}, May 2004. S

18. . Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act Section- 15064.5.

19.  Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zongs; State of California Division of Mines and Geology; 1983.

20.  Seismic Shaking and Tsunami Plates 1A and 1B, Geology for Planning in Sonoma County Special

- Report 120, Califérnia Division of Mines and Geology; 1980.
-21. Slopé Stability Plates 2A. and 28, Geology for Planning in Sonoma County Special Report 120,

California Division of Mines and Geology; 1980.

22. California Regional Water Quallty Control Board litip://aeotracker.swrcb. ca.qov/; arcessed June

23,2005,

23. . California Dept of 1oxtc Substances Control www dtsc.ca.gov/d: xlabaselcalsiteslcortese hst cfm
accessed June 23, 2005.

24.  Integrated Waste Management Board vww.ciwmb. ca.gov/SWiS/Search. asp accessed June, 23
2005, :

25, Sonoma Counly Aggregate Resources Maragement Plan and Program EIR; 1994,

26, Tree Frotection and Replacement Ordinance (Ordinance No. 4014); Sonoma County; 1989.

27,  Valley Oak Protection Ordinance {Ordinance No. 4991); Sonoma County; December 1998,

28,  Heritage or Landmark Tree Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3651); Sonoma County; December 1986.:

29, Cultural Resources Sutvey, prepared'by Tom Origer & Associates, February 8, 2706,

30. Fire Protection and Prevention Plan, prepared by praject applicant, Décember 8, 2005,

31. Biclegical Plant Survey, Golden Bear Biostudies, March 14, 2006. -

32. Groundwater Avallability Letter, Matt O’Conrior, March 10, 2605.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMEN"AL IMPACTS: "

1) Ablef evolanalion is required for all answers excepi “No impact" aiswers that are adequately
- -supporteu by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each guestion.
A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sourées show that the
impact simply does not apixy to projercts like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault
ruplure zone). A “No Impéct” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollitants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2)  Ahanswers must také .iccount of the whole action involved, including off-site as welt as on-sitg,
cumulative as well as projéct-level, indirect as well as direct, and consttucllo.a as well as opeiational
impacts,

3)  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur then the checklist
' answers must indicate whethar the impact is potentially significant, les¢: than 'sugmf icant with
mitigation, or less than signiificant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial
avidence that an effect may be significant. 1f there dre one ormc'e “Poteritially Significant lmpact"
entraes when the determination is made, -an EIR is required,

4) "Negah\re Declaration: Less Than Significant Wilh Mitigation Incorporaled” applies where the
* Incotporation of mitigction measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact to a
“Less b an Significant Impact.” The lead ag~‘=ncy must describe the mifigation measures, and briefly
explain now they riruce the effect to a le<s than significant ievel (mitigation measures from Section
. A7 atthe end of thé checklist *Earlier Anaiysis”, may be cross-refereficed),
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5)*  Earlier analyses may- be used where, pursUant to the tiering, program EIR, or ather CEQA process, -
- an effect kas been adaquately analyzed in.an earlier EIR or Negative: Declaratran Sectron 15063
{c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion shiould identify the followrng

A) Earner Anaiysis Used. Identrfy and ‘State where they are available for review.

B) = Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects fromi the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed In an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whethér such effects were: addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis.

C) - Mitigation Meastres. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mrtrgation Measures
Inccrporated,” describe the mitigation mezsures which were incorporated or refi ned from the
earlier-document and the extent to which they address srte-specrf ¢ condrtrons for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged te: mcorporate into the checklist references o information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previcusly prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantlated _

7) Supportrng tnformation Scufces A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

B)  This is only a suggested form, and téad agencres are free to use different fermats; however, lead
agencies shauld normally addres= the questrons from this checklist that are relevant foa prorecl’
envrrcnmentai effecls in whatever format is selected. :

8)  The explanation of eaCh Issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the irnpact to less than significance.

1. AESTHETICS Would the project: Potentially Less _ ess thay No
o SIgnrﬂcam SI nlrcam Ignificant Impact
Impact Impaet
: Mmgat}on ‘

aj Have 2 substantial adverse effecton a _ _
scenic vista? _ . X

~1.a Less Than Significant Fmpact. The project site is lccated in a rurai area of Sonoma County,. wrth
surrounding uses consisting of 4 neyards, cattle grazing and timberlands, The site is not designated asa
‘Scenic Resource by the Sonoma County Gerieral Plan. No ddvérse aestr-ﬂ"c impacts on a scenic vista are
expected as a result of this Minor Subdivision.

b} Substaritially de mage sceénic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rack
outcroppings, and historic buildings within _
a state scenic highway? s . X

et —— ——

1.b.Less Than Significant Impact, The project is not expectad to result in any oignificant impacts to -
scenic resources. See discligsion under item 1.a, above. Some limited tree remc ;als may occlir as a
result of bulldirg pad development gnd driveway construction, though the extert Jf such remnovals will likely
be limited, There are no historic btr?ldlngs on the project site, Burlding areas would not impact any of the
rock outcroppings on the project site.

c) Substantiatly degrade the existing r}isual
character or quality of the tite and its _
suriotindings? _ X
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1.¢ Less Than Significant Impact. With the view piotectior. mechanisms descrlbed above under item
1.a, the project is not expected to result in a significant impact upon tl‘ﬂ visual character of the area or its

-surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantial light - - A o P
“or glare which wotild adversely affect day ' o RS ‘
ar nighttime views in the area? . _ _ X

. 1.d Less Than Sighificant. The creatlon of two. parcels with resultant construction will introduce new
. sources of light and glare arid may impact nightime views, birt this w’L.not be a substantia! iimpact to views
~-in tha area. The project i conditioried on a requirément that uxterior lighting ba fully shielded, and directed.
downward to prevent "wash out” anto acjacent properties. Generally fixiures should accept sodium vapor
lamps and not be located at the penphery of the property, Fiood ||ghts are not allowed. _

.2 AGRICULTI’RE RESOURCES  poitaly Less (an Less than N

Significant Significant slgrificani Impaci .
Impact with Impact
: Mitigation

In determining whether impacts to agric ultura.
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencics me/ refer to the California

\ Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
Galiforvita Dept. of Conservatian as an optional _
model to usa in assessing impacts on-agriculture R _ .
and fermlarid. Would the project: '

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmiand,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
{Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources L _
Agency, to. non-agricultural nse? - - X .
2.a Less Than Significant Impact ~The parcel is not desmnaled as Prime or Unique Farmland or
Farmiand of Statewide Imporiance én the Important Farmland maps, Itis designated as Grazing Lands.
Therefore, the subdivision would nét result in a significant, adverse impact on farmiands. {n addition, the :
subdivision will not preclude use for future agricultural purposes such as grazmg lands, : 3

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural ,

use, or aWilliamson Act contract? - R X —
2.b Less Than Signlificant Impact. The project site is under a Williamson Act contract. The zoning for
the property is RRDVYA B6-160, which reflects the rural resource land Use in the ared, as well as the
presence of the Williamson Act contract. The existing agricultural use is cattle grazing Two grazing
leases exist on {he properly, one for the uppe area and une for the tower.

Under Sectinn 66474.4 (a) of the Subdivision Map Act a Tentative or Parcel Map must be deénied if the
resulting parcels are too small to sustain their agricultural Use ¢! the subdivision wifl result in reésidential
development not incidental to the commerclal agriculfural use of the land. Agricultural land is gresumed to '
be in parcels large encugh o sustain their agricultural use if the Iand is at least 40 acres in size for Typo |
Agricultural contracts. The propose parcel sizes are 135.0 acres anid 185.0 acres. The parcels are of a
sufficient size tc si.stain an agricultural use. The subdivision includes building envelopes. These building
énvelopes do not remove land from agriculmral production and represent less than 0.75% of the-total land
aréa of eaiih parcel. The subject property is currently vacant. Under the RRDWA zoning district, the
granting of the subdivision would allow for the construction of a single-family residence on each parcel as
well as a manufactured home fet a full-time agricultural empioyee and a guesthouse, § 512341 of the
Government Code requires the followmg findings of compaiibility be made for uses appraved on contracted
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land. 1. The use will not S|gn|f icantly compromise the Iong-term preductive agricultural capabillty of the
subject contracted parcel(s) or on other contracted lands in agricultural preserve.
2. The use will not significarntly displace or impair current or reasonsibly foreseeable agnculturai
operations on the subject contracted parcel(s) or other contracted land in agricti%tural preserve,
3. The use will not result in the significant remova! of adjacent contracted Iand from agricditure or
.open-space use.

The subject parcels are 135 acres and 185 acres in size. The buiicing envelope on each of the parcels are
less than 0.75% of the total land area. The development areas do fiot impede on the grazing area, the
identified vineyard area or areas necessary for the growing of nursery stock. Furihermore, development of-
the parcels would not require the removal of existing agricultural crops. The permitted development
intensity of the parcels is of a minimal scale. This level of intensity could not result in significant removal of
adjacent contracted land from agriculture or open-space.

€) Involve other changes in.the existing
environment which, due to their locatior:
or nature,.could tesult in conversion of
'Farmland to noni-agricultural use? ) X

2.c Less Than Significanit Impact. The project does not involve conversion of rural gra.ing 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 a1d other nuisances associated with agricultural uses may occur,"

3.  AIR QUALITY

Polentially Less than Less tHan Mo

Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact -with Impact :
Mitigation ]

Where available, the significance criteria established

- by the-applicable air quality management or air poliution
control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. \'fouid the project:

). Conflict with or abstruct imp!ementahon of the o
: applicable alf quality pfan? . : — X
3.a No Impact. The project is within the jurlsdlcuon of the Norlhern Sonoma County Ajr Pollutton Control
District (NSCAPCD). The NSCAPCD does nof have an adopted air quality plan.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contrlbute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality ‘Jlulallon? __ ' X

3.b Léss Than Significant Impact. State and federal staridards have been established for “criteria
pollutants ozone precufsors, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide and particulates (F‘I'uﬂ10 and PM, ). The
pafiutants NOx {nitrogen o:-udes) and hydrocarbons form ozons in the atmosphere in the presence of
sunfight. The prmmpal s0urce of ozone precursors is vehicle émissiors, although stationary internal
combustion engines must also be considered, Detailed NOx aiid hydrocarbon air quality analysis is
generally not recom; Yended for projects generating less than 2 000 vehicle trips per day. leen the very
low traftic generat*on of they projizat relative to the screening criteria, ozone precursor emissions would be
less than significart.

Détalled alr -quality analysis for ¢arbon monoxide is generally not recommended unless a project would
generate 10,000 or moré vehiclé trips & day, or contribute more than 100 vehicles per hour to Intersections
operatirg at LOS D, E or F with jiroject traffic. Given the very low traffic generation of the project re:latwe to
the screenmg cntena carbon menoxide emissions would be less than significant.
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. Wood smoke from fi replaces and wood stoves are: .;ources of pollu!ants receiving increasing scrutlny *nd

generating numerous complaints, -lthough consfituting a very small parcentdge of the total PM,,
emissions on an annual basis; wood smoke is a major contributor to reduced visibility and reduced air
quality-on: winter evenmgs in both urban and rural areas. Sonoma Caunty building regulations restrict.
fireplaces to natural'gds fireplaces, pellet staves and EPA-Certified wood burning fireplaces or stoves.
Withi the restiiction on fireplace design, tiis would be a less than significant impact.

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which -
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air
guality standard (Including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for 6zone prectirsors)?

3,c Less Than Significant Impact.

Northern Sonoma County APCD is in attainment of bot H tha NAAQS and the CAAQS for NOz, SOz Co;-
and lead. The District 's in attainment of the NAAQS for PMio and 6zoné, but is.in nonattainment of the

- CAAQS for MMgand ozone. Il is recognized that the non-attairiment status of the District with respect to
" the state ozone standard is- pnmanly a result of pollutant transport from the Bay Area District. ‘and not locally

genérated, Therefore, an air guality plan for ozone is not required and no PMio plan is requirad under state
law,

PM,;is a criteria pollutant that is closely: momtored in the NSCAPCD. Readmgs in the distict have
exceaded state standards on several occasions in the last zeveral years, The high PM,; teadings cocurred
in the winter and are attributed to the seasonal use of wodd burning stoves. The project will not have a
sighificant long-term effect on PM,,, because all surfaces will be paved or landscaped, and dust

generation will be insignificant,

" d) Expose 'senléitive_re_rjeptors- to substantial

politiant concentrations? —_ o X .
3.d Less Than Slgniﬂcant Impact, Sensitive receplors are facilitizs or Iocatlons where peoy'e may be
particularly sensitive to air pollutants such as children, the elderly or people with illnesses. Thesé uses
include schools, playgrounds, hospltals ccinvelescent facilities and residential aréas. Becalisa of its rural
setting; the project sile is not located in proxiri'v to any senditive receptors, nar includes any substantial
poliutant concentrations. There will be no.significsnt, long term increase in einissions,

‘e) Create objectionable odors affectirig a

substantial number of pzople? : X
3.e Lesss Than Significant Impact. ‘Construiction equit.nent may generate odors dq:ring project
construction. The impact would be less than significant and it would be a short-term impact that ceases
upon completion of the praject. The ultimate residential Uses would have no known or anticipated sources

-or activities tl1at could create objectionable odors.

4. BIOLOGIGAL RESOURZES _ R
“Would the project:  Potentially Less than Less than

‘Significant ‘Significant Significant
Impact with Impact
: Mitigation ,
& Have a substantial adverse effect, either dnrectly
or throtigh habitat modifications, on dny species
identified as a candidaté, sensitive, or special
status specles i~ local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California-Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wilclife
Setvice?
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4.a Less Than Significant Impact. A bmlog:cal site assessment was completed by Gold Bear Biostucies
en March 14, 2008, The study iiichided a review of the CCFG Natural Divérsity Data Base, as well. a
review of pertment literature, and an on-site reconnaissance. The study found no special status plart
sperigs on-site. Wetland habitat types were observed in the channel areas of Porter Creek, the perennial

. strea".on the site, and in ditches alongside the roadway. No seeps or seasonal wetlands were: observed.
inthe’ likely areas of development. The study concluded “it appears from this initial survey thal the
proposed development areas are situated in locations where they will not dlrectly impact sensntwe habita.s
(streams wetlands serpentine chaparral) .

In order 1o insure that there are no lmpacts to special status spemes buuomg envelopes:have been
established in those areas detérmined by the study to be unfikély to have an cccurrence of soecial staius
species because non- natlve grassland spec.les occupy the rnajority of the area.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, pslicies,
regulalions or by the'California Qepartment,
of Fish and G: me or U.S, Flsh and Wridhfe ,
Semce? X

4.b Less Tkan Significant Impact. The project site contains a perennial stream, Porter Creek, that

bisects the property. The Creek is iocated approximately 80 16 200 feet below road grades, and it wou'd

not be practical to place’ the buildings and driveways in proximity to or even across the stream corridor.

See discussion under item 4.3, above. Acditionally, mitigation measure GEO-3 (under item 6.b, below)

requires use of protective measures for sirean: cotridors during site grading anc construction. The

eslablished building envelopes are over 150 feet from the creek No significant impacts to wetlands are
-expected as a resuit of the project.

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on fedsially
protected wetlands as defiried by Section: 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
rnarsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
emoval, Villing, hydrological interruption, or other 7
‘means? —— X —

4.c Less Than Significant Impact. See discusaion above, undsr *is4.aand 4.b,

d} dInterfore substantially with the moven-ent of any
native résident or migratory fish or wildlife specles
or with established native resident.or migratory.
wildlife cofridors, or impede the use #* nabve
wildlife nurserv sites? X

—— or———

4 Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located ina very rural area consisting of
substantially open lands whicn allow for wildlife movement. Cons'ruciion would involve limited site
distUrbance related to development of a project driveway and building pad, and as such, would ot resuli in
substantial siteration or removal of site vegetation, or place barriers in fish or wildlife migration corridors,

€) Confiict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance . X

4.e Less Than Sigmf‘cant impact. While it is unfikzly, some tree removals may occur in developing the
driveways and building envelopes. The extent of tréé removals is expected {6 be limited, and would not
affect the overall rural resource quality of the project site or surrounding lands, The County also regu'ates
treeremavals {Tree Protection and Replacement Ordinance (Séction 26C-88-010{m)); propcsed tree
removals must be shown on grading and building plans, an réplaced consistent with Ordinance
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' requlrements There are no known Her‘tage or I.andmark Trees cn thn pro;ect sv’e that would be 1mpacted
by develoomont within the proposed bmlqu envelopes. o

Af) ‘ Confllct with the prowsrons of an adopted.
: Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community -
Conservation Plan, or _othe'r.approved local, -
regional, or state Habitat conservation.

plan? X

‘4.f No Impact. Hamtat conservation pians and natural comrnumty conservation plans are site-spacific
- plans to address take of listed species,of plants and animals. The project site is not locate’ in an area
subject:(0 a habitat consen.atton ptan of natural commumty conservation plan. :

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Wouild, lhe pro;ecl ngnuat_ty © Lessthan  Lessthan No
- Sigritficam Significant . Significant lmpaci
Impact with " Impaét
' Mitigation

a) Caué’é & substantial adv'erse change in the
szgmf cance of a historical resource as defi ned :
ir  15064.57 _ . e X

5a No Impact. A cuitu.il resources survey was conducted for the project by Tom Origer & Assaciates
{February 8, 2006). The survey included a review of historic records (Narthwest Information Center;
National Register of Historic Places; California Histofical Landmarks; California Register of Historic Places;
and California Foints of Historical Interest) and site inspection. There are two recorded cultural resources
on the project site —a large baulder 1vith pe;rogtyphs and a rock shelter containing minimal archaeological
material. No adifacts or archaeological specimens were found during the site inspection. The most prident
means of mitigation with-respect to cuitural or historic resources is avoidance. The survey concludes that
“the current project will not impact the sites identified within the study area because both archagological
resources are located outside proposed {possible) building envelopes. ! projéct plans change to include
development in the site areas, *“en a treatment plan should be developed by a qualifi uf ed archaeologist to
address potential impacis at tfu . - 0.7

b ?C_au'se a substantial adverse change in {e
_significance of an archaeological resource

p'ursuarit.to § 150584.57 X

——— - T

5.5 Less Than Significant. |t was détermined that no significant n‘npacts to. cultural resources viere !lkely
to ozcur with the project, However, as required for all discrétionary projects, a standard conditian of -
approval shall be applled requiting that the following note be placed on the map: “If human remains or Gther
historic artifacts are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovered remains
and the County Curorier and a qualified archaeologist must be notified lmmedlately so that an evaluation
can be performed. If the site is found to be significant, additional work (i.e., a "st excavation) could be
necessary to 'mtlgaie impects to portions - f the sitm disturbed by the proposed praject,’ If the remains aré
deemed to be Native American and prehisioric, the Native American Heritage Commission miust be
contacted by the Caroner sc that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated.”, redueir_.g potential
impaci to a'less than s1gnif cant level, : _

¢) Ditectly or inditectly destroy a unique

paleantological reésource or site’or unigue

geéolagic feature®? . . . SR . X
5.c No Impact. Thers are no unique geological features on the properfy The geology cf the site any the
--gat,:re of the project make it extremely unlikely that paleonloipaical resources would be encountered or -
destroyed. _ _

d). Disturb any human renisins, including those _
interred outside of formal cemeteries? ' . - — X
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-4d No Impact Na burial sites are known in the wcmuy of the prolec! In the event that human remains
‘are unziarthed during’ consiruction, state law requires that the County Coroner be coniacted in accordance
with Section 7050.5-of the State; Health and- Safety Codé fo investigate the nature and circumstances of the
discovery At the time of disco*rery. work’in the immedizte vicinity would cease until the Coroner permitted
“ work to proceed: If thi& remains were determin.. 3 to be native American interment, the Coroner will follow
_the procedure outlined i In CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.5{¢).

‘6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the proiect; Potentially - Lessthan . Less than o
: ‘ ’ Slgnificant Signineant +  Significant .. Impact,
' .. Impact Sy with' Impagt =

_—_— Muuuahun

a) Expcse people or siructures to potehtu'a'l .
substantial adverse etiznts, including the
risk of foss, injury, or; death nvolving:

i} Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo.
~ Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area or based on other

substantial evidence of 5 nown fault? Refer

to Division of Mines ani !”.:er*logy Speclal

Publication 42. R R e X
6.a.i No kmpact. The site is not 'acated within an Alquist Priolo Eanhquake Fault zone, & end there are nf
other known active or po.gnhally active faults on the property.

ii}-Strong séismic ground shaking? ' . ) _X e

6.a.lt Less Than Significant Impact. AII of Sonema County'is subject to seismic shaking that would result
from eannquakes along the San Andreas, Healdshburg-Rodgers Creet: and other Saults. Predlctmg seismic
events is not possible, nor is pruwdmg mitigation that can entlrely reduce the.potentia! for injury and
damage that.can o~3ur during a'seismic event. However, usmg accepted geotechnical evaluation
techruques and appropriate engineering practices, potentipl i mjury and damage canh be di ninishied, thereby
exposing fewer people and less property to the eiiects of a major darmiaging earthquake, The design and
‘construction of fufure dwellings on new parcel zre subject to load and strength standards of the Uniform.
Building Code (UBC), which take selsmic shaking into account. Project conditions: of approval require that
a building permit be obtaiad for all construction and that the project meet ali standard seismic and sail
tes”t.ompactlon requirements. The prOJect would therefare not expose pedple to substantial risk of: mjury
fiom seismic shaking.

-1li) Seismic-related ground failure, including
lgrefaction? . X_.

B.a.iii Less Than Significnnt Imnast. The project site is not located within an area subject to liquefaction
as shown on the Sonoma Courity Rélative Hazard from Seismic Shaking map. However, strong ground
shaking during an earthquake ¢zn result in ground failure and/for setilement, 3nd can also cause
defirrnation of slopes, paiticularly fill slopes. Thereforé the property has the potential to experience
settlement durmg a seidmic event, All structures will be required to meet building permit requirements,
mcludlng seismic safety standards and soil test/compaction teqmrement Based on-&tandard permitting
requirements, ive project wili have no significant risk of loss, i :njnry or death from seismic ground failure or

liguefaction. Also see mitigation measures included if item 6.a ii, above,

iv) Landstides? - X

——aar e —_—

6.a.iv Less than Signiticant with Mitigation. The project applicant prepared a geological water
availability study (The Geoservices Group, July 28, 2005) that acknowledged the presence of a deep-
seated, rotational landslide zone in the lower northeast portian of the project site, . The fcllowing mitigaiion
measure will reduce the polential impac! from landslides to levéls of insignificrince
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: Mxtigatwn Mea-eure

NOTE ON M’AP "Pn’or tc Jssuance af a gradmg or buifding pennlt the a.*p;:v'er ant shall submit fo.! '
review and approval the gradmg and drainage imosrerement plans necessary for the proposed .
project, Drainagr improvements shall be des:gneo iin accordance vth the Sonama County V!'ater
Agsacy Flood Control Design Criteria. The improvemient pléris shall also include erosion control

- measures, notes, and detaias to p. vent damages and minim lze adveize fmpacts to'the
envimnment -
Mmqation Momtannq PRMU Plan Check staﬁf will ensure that thn noteis on the mag pn'or to
granting clearance. B e SR

* b) Resultin stubstantiaf soll erosion or the i-)ss o :

of: topsml'? . o X .
6.b Less Than:Significant Impact. The subdivision-of Jand does inot, tncludn any constructlon, but the
resulting parcel could have a résidence constructed vn it which could tequre grad!ng. cuts and fills for
access drive vay improvements and future hamesite developmiant. Ain-Eroston and Sediment Cantiol Plan
prepareﬂ by & registerad pnofessmnal engineer is reqmred as an integral part:of the grading plan. The
Erosion &nd Szdiment Control Plan is subject tr review 2nd aporoval of the Permitand R.source
Management Department prior 1o the issuance of a'grading pe#dit, The ptan must include temporary
erosion control measures to b& tsed during constriction. of cut and 1ii! slopes, excavation for foundations,
and other grading operations at the site to preth discharge of sedimeni and contaminants into the
‘drainage system. :

c) Be locate! on a geologic unit or soil that is
unsiable, or that would Lacome unstable as.
a result of the projest, and potentially result in
on- or cff:site lancslide, lateral spreading, : .
subsidenes, llquefactlon or cof! npse? _X

—————— —— —t e —

6.¢ Less than Signiﬁr..ant *ith Matigatlon. The project s.e is subjecl to seismic shaking as descr’ hed in
item 6.a.ii, above. No further mitigation.is-required. & ‘

d) Be tocated or expansive soil, as defi fied in
Table 18-1:B 6f the Uniform Building Code
'(1994), credting substantial risks t¢ life or

property? | ._.___.' e X —

G.d Loes than 5|gmf cant Impact Table 18- I B o‘ the Uniform Bullding Code is an indeit of the relative
exparisive ~aracteristics of soil as determined through taboratory testing. Forthe pronosed project; soils
atthesite = not tested for their expznsive cnarac;erlstic..; ‘No substantial risks to lite or propenty are
expect ~roject is [acated on expans've soil. Sculs testlng may be re\.,uired for building or grading
permil, . :

8) Hava soils incapable of adequately SUppomng
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systemc where sewers are nat
avaitable for the disposcl of waste water? - - . S o

6.¢ Less Than Significant Impact. Thé projact sité is not\ an drea served by public sewst. Preliminary

review by the PRMD F,. act Review Health Spudialist indicates that the soils on sile would fikely stipporta-
seplic system andthe requnred expa'ls:on ared, Standzd conditions of projoct approvat would apply to
erisure soils are capabie uf uuppomng use of a septic system. :

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS .
Would the project: _ Eotentlaty . Lass than - tessthan .
: Significant Slignificant " - Significant )

‘Impact with Ii;.aéd e
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pa) Create a Sl'gmf cant hazéfd to the publicar - ) _ e
ine environment through ihe routine transport LT _ _
use, ordnsposd ofhazardous materials?. y . : . : _X

e d——ae

v?‘ a No Impact. The projectis a for a nnnor subdws:on to create one. parcea and a designated remamder
The proposed project will not create a significant hazard to the pubstic-or the environment thraugh the
routine ;ranspart use, or disposal of hazardous materials, .

b) Create a sugmﬁaant hazaid to the pubtic o; the -

enviropmient through reasmably foreseeable

unset and accident conuitions inveiving the -
- “rélease of hazardous materials into the ;
enviropment?. . - : i : X

7.b Less Than Slgnif:cant Iimpact. The project Is NG, mfpected to Involve significant use 0.‘ hazardous
materials, and therefore would have an unlikely potential impact involving release of hazardous me ‘efials..
Mitigation measures under item 7.a, above, would further réduce the nossible relegse of hazardots .
naterials to the environment. The sroposed project would therefore not ureste a gignificant ha_zaro ‘o the
publﬂ or the envirorment from upset or accsdent involving hazardois materials. :

E c) \ Emit hazaldous emissions or handle
* hazardous of acutely hazardous materials,
© substarices; or waste within one-suar .
mitz of an existing or proposed schooi? . —_— . .

7.¢c No Impact, The_projec,t is not Jocated within one quarter rﬁi‘le of any existing or proposed school.

-d) Be located on a site which is included on
afist of hazardous materials sites compiled ,
pursuant th Government Code Section 65962.5 .
‘and, as a result, would it creale a significant ‘
hazard tr; the puiblic or lh_g—_:- envi;anment? i .
7.d No impact. The pro;ect sita is nor included oi: Ilsts of sites: .ontainmg hazardOUS materials that are
ma:nlained by the California Water-Resources Conife! Board California Department cf Toxic Substances
Controi ¢ C.ahfom'a Integrated Waste Management Board.

e) ~or a proiectiocated within an airport land
use plan or, where st~:h a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public awpon or
public use airpori, would the prajact resuilt in
a safety hazard for people resiling or working in :
the project area? — . - X

7.2 N~ Impact. The site is not within an airport land usé j+an as Jesignated by Sonoma County.

f; For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrid, waould the project resuitin 2
safety hazard for people residing or working in .
the projoct area? . - X

———— —— s —

7.f Nu Impact, There are no kiown pfivate airstrips within the vicinity of the proposed prdj'ecl.

g} Impair fh.plementahon of ar physicaily interfere
with an‘adopled emergency response plan ¢r
emergency evacuation plan? —— o X .
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7.g No Impact. Tha project would noti irnpair i.np[ementatlon of or physwally Inlerfere with the County g
adopted Emergensy Operations Plan. ‘There is no separate emergency evacuation plar.for the County! In
any case, the preject would not change éxisting circulstion patterns and would have no effect on

. emergency respease. routes See item 15.€, below, fo. ‘: cUsswn cf emnergency access,

h)y Expose peopie or structures to a significant
risk of lass; injury or death involving wiidiand
fires, mctudmg where wildlands ‘are adjaceat to
~ Uibanized areas or where residences are
 intermixed with wildlandq? ' - . X

T h Less Than Significant impact. The pl’OjECt is lucated in a ‘iside area, most of whichr has dense

vegetatwe cover, and would therefore be subject to wildland fire 1isk. All project constructic:i will be

. required to copform to Fire Safe Standards related to fire; ‘prmklers. emergency vehicle access and water
supply. makin: g impact risk from wildland firg less than sig. dficarit, :

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the prclect : . Potentia”; Less than Lessthan - No
: : Significant Significeint . Slgnieant Impact -
impact with © 'mpact
Miligation . o

-a) Viclate any water quality stajidards or .

 waste discharge raquirements? - — _X_. _

- 8,a Less Than $¢ gnir eqnt Irnpact ‘Erosion conlrol mea=ures dlscussed under, em 6.5, above, will.
reduce the potextial for site run-off and sedimentation related i-development of proposed Parcel 1. While -
it Is unikely, show.i development areas and ground disturbance exceed onie acre of more, construction
activities will be sulaject to the requiremunts of the State ‘Watsr Resources Control Board - Genafal Bermiit
for bonstructton Plo:ects as Wed 3s the Drainage Review Section of PRMD

b) Substaritially deplete groundwater supplies
. urinterfere sthstantially with groundwater
recharge such that theré wauld'be a rit.
deficit in aguifer volume ur a lowering of
the locel groundwater table ievel (e.g., the
production rate of pré-exisiing p=arby. wells
would drop to a Iavel which would not
stipport existing land uses or planned -

uses for which permits have been

“granted? X

——— i R  —

8.b Less Than Significant !mpant. The project site is located in Gounty Groundwa&er Availability Zorie 4,
which typically requires the proposed project to establish availal. ity and reliability of groundwate! supplles
te support proposéd developmerit prop.cts A March 10, 2006 letter frim geologist Matt O'Connidr
addrissed groundwater availability, finding adzquate suppliés exist on the proposed 135-ac:2 parcel to

support the proposed residential deveiopment. County PRMD - Health staff reviewed and accepted the
letter findings. County PRND - Eealth staff have recommended a number of standard Gonditions of project
approval, :m.ludmg provision of restilts of a test well on the proposed lot prior to recordation of the Final
Parcel Map. Additionally, watés miay be available.io the site-at a future date through the Swiéetwater
Springs Road Mutual Water Company, The water provider does not yét have an operating permlt from the
Health Department Health Department approval would be: required if the Water Company ultimately
serves five or more parcels, .

c) Subst'mtlally alter the existing drainage
pailern of the site or area, including through
the alteratiun of the course of a stream ¢
river, in @ manner which would result in
stibstantial ercsion or siltation on- or o _
off-site? _ e X
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"8.¢ No impact. The' pioject was rewewed by the Sonoma County PRMD Drainage Review Sectlon anda |
candition of zppreval requires that grading and drainage improvement plans be feviewed and approved by
PRMD prior to the issuance of any de""uopment permuts. Erosioy and sediment corfitrol measures are '
required {y be included in the plana Mitigation mcluded underutem 6.b, abcve w'H fuitherlimit possible -
drainage impact to Porier Creek. ‘ S

. o d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
‘pattern of the site or-area, including through - : _
the alteration of the:course of a streatn or - ‘ , b
river, or substantially increase the rate or
-ameount of surface runcff in.a manner
‘which would result in ﬂoodlng : S
4n- or ofi- sx‘e? o . o N X

—— ——— \ et ——

ad No impact. See d.aCUSSlOﬂ tiider item 8.c, above;

e) "'U'r_eate or contribite runoff wa_ter which _ . :

wotulid exceed the capacity of exisling or - ' j . !

" planred stormwater drainage systéms or ' ' ' '
provide substantial additional sources of 5

polluted runoff? o X

8.e Less Than, Signific ant Impact. The creation of new lois does will. not subste; mally alter drainage
- pat‘ﬂrns or capacntles ol i project site. If)evelopment would only | be peimitted after review of engineered
5. develapment plans by Pt:*1D to ensure adequate management of stormwater runoff. See discussion
. under items 6.b and 8.c,-abave, - .
7 Otherwise subs‘an'tiall'y -uegrade' water quality? X

. 8.fNo impact. The pro;ect does not involve significant changes in the environment that co- sld msult in
substantial degradatlcn of sile or arez water quality. $ce discussion under item 6. b, above.

g) Place housing within 2 a 100-year. hazard area
as mapped on a federai Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Ihsurance Rate Map or other .
fload hazard dellneation map?

8.9 No Impact. The project site is not located {h a flood hazard ares,

" h} Place within a 100-year flood hazard: area
structuses which would impede or redtrect : ' _
flood fl. ws? : T X

8.h No Impadt..The praject site Is not located in a flood hazard area. -

!) Expose people or structires to a significant . IR
rlsk of loss, injury or death involving flobding, e ‘ ;
i fuding floodmg as & result of the fallure of -
. alevee or dam? : L X

8.i No Impact. The projoct sits is not located in an area subject to ﬂbo_cfi'hg as 2 result of dam failure.

i} Inundaticp hy seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow?

—— ————y, e —ai

, 8. No Imip: ' The project site is not Ic -ated in an area subject to seichs of tsunami. See discussion of
' laridstice { «% unrer item 6.a.iv, and related mitigativn.

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING Wouild the pr'(sje'ct: Polentially Lesstan - Léss thail " No

fa
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Significant, | Significant  ** Sigrificant
tmpact.  with - Impaet -
- . Mitlgation o

a) thsicélly‘dividé an established community?

9.a Noimpait The rrojer't would not divide a commumty

b) Conflict with any aop ficable land use p!an palicy,
-0 regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the groject (including, but not limited to the general
pfan specific plan, local coastal program, or -
~.zoning ordinance} adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environment:” '
Effect? - — —_— X
~ 9.6 No: Impact 'ihe project site is deSIQnated Regources and Rural Developmient - one.ihit pér 160
acres by the Sonoma Countyi General Plan. The propused project is consistent with genera! plan goals,
-"nolicies and objectives, which provide for very low residential uses along with ‘certain agricultural. and
‘resource-based ..clwitles Key applicable General Plan goals and policies include:

X Goal ! 1J-4.1; Mamtam adequale pubhc serwcee ’n both rura and urban service areas’ to accommodate
* projected growth. ; S ’ o :

Ohiective LU-4.1: Assure that dev: elosiment ocours only where pny\sn:'al services and infrastructure,

rrcfuqu school and park facilities, public safaty, access and response limes, water and wastewater

‘fanagement sysiems, dralnage and reads, are planned to be available in time to serve the projecied -

development.

Land Use Policy 2.8,1 (Résources and Rural Developmeiil Araas). Intended 16 allow very low.
residentfal development, protect lands from intensive develapment constrained by stesp slopes, and
protect County residents from proliferaticn of growih in areas which have inadequate public services
and infrastructure. _

Residential development is required to utilize apprepriate’ grdumg and buﬂumg foundatlon construction
practices (per item 8, above) to protect against huzards of building on steeper slopes. The r'dject
would riot confiict with the adopted Generai Plan and “eln ited developr/ ant ordinances of the: County.

¢) Conflict with any applicabié habitat consérvation ,

plan or natural community C'onse_rvation plan? _ , N X
9.c No fmpact, See item 4.f, dbove. Habitat conservation plans ai'd natural community conservation plans
are Site- pr‘Cif ¢ plans fo addres-a effects on sensitive species of plants and animals. The project site is not
located in an area subject to a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan,

10. MINERAL. RESOURCES Would the project: ©  rotentialy  Lessthen Léss than
’ : Shyaificant Significant Signifirant
impact with Impact
Miligation
a) Result In the logsaf availability of a kriown
mineral resourcé inat would be of valus to the
:eg:on and the residents of the stite? e
104, No impact: There are no known mineral resources on ihe r:mjt=.-ct s;tr'
b) e esull in the loss of avallabilny of ¢ Iocal[y ‘ ‘
inchortant mineral resource recovery site
delivieatéd on a Wisal general plai, specific
plan or other fand use plan?
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_10 S -\Io lmpact The project site is not Iocally desugn a{ed asa mme;al résourse.,.

1. NOI.SI’: Would the project result | 'p Po!entaily  Lessthan lestan . o
i Significant Signincant '=Sn rifficant impact
Cfmpact . with ‘impact = ‘

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise.
- levels in excess of standards estatilished.in tha
local géneral plan or noise ordinziice, or : :
~ applicable standaids of other agencies? _ : L X

11.a2 Less Than Slgmf‘ icant Impact The Naise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan establlshes
goals, objectives and policies;including performance standards lo regulate rivise affecting residential and -
-other sensitive receptors. The General Plan sets- ~eparate 'standards for.ransportalion noise and for noise : o,
" from ruan-tfamrorlatlon land uses. Givéin the ritral setting of the project sité-and low potential for vehisie: v
noise (dua 15 Very low traffic volumes along Swestwater Springs Road}. the resultant residences W(ll not ‘
-experience noise Ievels ‘exceeding County standards.

T

L -'Temporary :ncrea e in noise fevels fro i equ:pment aperatior that could exceed County stendards are
- -expected to occur during construction. This wotild be a short-term, temporary lmpact that will ccase when : -
construction is complete. ‘ ' o

b) Exposure of persons to.cr generatlor of

excessive groundharne vibralion or ground -

borne naise ievels? —— N— X ‘ .
11.b Less Than Significant. The project mcludes construction dctivities thal may generate grour dborne
vibtation and noise, These levels would nct be significant becausé they would be short-term and
temperary, ard this area of the County Is very rural. .

c) A substantlal permaneni increase ir. ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels _
existing without the project? o . _ o ' X

i1.¢ No lmpast. The pro;ect would not éreate or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
rioise levels, The project site is in a rural-area with low amblent noise levels.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noige levels in the project victnity above _
levels existing without the project? _ . _ . X

11.d No Impact. See discussion under item 11,2, above.

e) For a projest lscated within an airpo‘r‘t land use
plan or, whare such plan has not been adopted,
within twc miles of a pub W alrpart or public use
airport, would the project expose people resicing
or workmg in the project area to excessive ‘
noise levels? y L X

% {.e No Impact. The site is not within an airport jand use plan as designated by Sonoma County.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
resndmg or workmg in the project area to :
excessive noise lavels? . X

~11.f No Impact, There are ho khown private airstrips within the vicinity of the proposed | -oieét,
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9% POFUx.ATION AND I-DUSING Would the project;

Patenllal}y tens than Less than
Significant Significant, Significant
“tnpact with T Impact

- Mitigatiory’ o

[

S

a) Induce substantial population gréswth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businssses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension-of roads or other C o
mfrastructure)? ' N L — X,

12 '1 No impact The froject would not moiude construction of a subatantial iumber’ of new residences or

installation of new infrastructure, and therefore would not induce substantial pepulation growth. anary new

. infrastructure would consist of 2. jprivaie on-site well and septic swatem; which watild be limited tn serving

Jonly the resudence on the pro;ect site.- Project area densities would remain at 160 aoreslresrdenhal unit..
b) Dzspl_ace ..-.uostantlal numbeis of existing ( L
housing necessitating the construction of . :
replacement housing elseawhere? . : _ — X
12.% No Impazt. The project WOu!d not dlsplace any existing housung ‘No housing exists on: the project
site, . _

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, =
* necessitating the construction c/replacement S
housing elsewhere? o : , e . X

g 4 - —er— . —m— —————.

* 42 Mo !mpac!'. The project would not displace any prople. No housing exists on the{‘projeot site.

13. PUBLIC SERVICL; _ o
Potentially . Less than Lesa than
Significant Significan? Significant
Impact - with impzct

) ! _ ) ~ Mitigalion '

a)’ Would the project result in substantial .
adverse pnysical impacts associated witii the
provis-cn.of new or-physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically alteied governmeénial facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order ta maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or

~ other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
Fire proiection? . U

Less Than Significant lmpact Construct:on of the profect would not involve substantiat adverse phyaroai
:mparts associated with provision: of government fa: .,nliles. and ihe imriact would be less than mgnr‘;cant

Residential development will- berequired to comply with r‘ounty Fire yafe Standaids to ensure adequate se
of fire safe construction and it maintaining fire safe site conditions, including vegetation clearance around
struclures and provision of emergency water supplies. Fire protection services would be available through
the Forestvilié Fire Protection Departinent, located approximately 12 minutes away fram the project site.
Backup fire service will be provided by the Galiforia Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention.

Police protectior. - b— : X
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Less Than Significant Impact The Sonoma County ‘%henff and the C'zilfornla nghway Patro[ will contmue
" to pro»ide Jaw. enforcement in the area. . .

- Schools? h L o

- ——— m———. . . I

Less Than Slgnir icant Impact. The creat'on of oine reatdentlal Iot witi not. adversely impact loca! schools
Development fees to oﬂset potential impacfs to publsc sepvices miude school and parg m:tlgatuon fees.

i Less Thaii Significant Impar.t Develapment fees to offset potential :npacts to publlc services include
‘$chool and park mmgallon fc-.es The prc-ject will not result in a substantial increased demand fr" public park
- facilitles, - . :

Other public facilities?

No lmpact Nn other public famhty demands wobld be created by tl"e pro;ect

14, RELR:J:ATIQN . : : Potentially  Less than Leds than
g R . o Skonificans  Slgninéant Significarit -
Impact - with: .. Impact
Mitigation

) ‘Nould the project increase thr-\ use of
exlstmg neighbortiood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
suby ntiai physical deterioration of the

facillty would occur or be accelerated" X

14.a No Impact. The: nroposed aroject would riot invalve activities that would cause or accelerate
subatantlal physmal aeteriaration of parks or recreatima faeliitzes

b) Does the project inglude recrea!lonal
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities v ich
might have an adverse physical effer*t
on the environment?

14.b No !mpact The preposed prOJect does not invol-re conslrue':on of recreatqonal fdmhtles

| 15. TRANSPO" TATlONrI'RAFF!" Wouild the project;

"Patentially Less than Less ihan

Signiicant . Significant Slgnlficant

Impact with impaét
Mitigation

a) Cause an increase in traffic which ie substantial
in relation to the existiig trafft ic load and capacity
of the street system (i.e., resuitin a substantial
increase in either the nurnber of vetiicle trips, the
volume to ¢apacity ratio on roads, or congestion
at interséctions? : Ny _ X

e Pa——

15.a Less Than Significant impact. Using the screenmg criterla eeaullshed by the f‘oumy of Sonoma
Gmdellnes idr traffic studies, the pr "=ct-would ot cause a sigrut” cani traffic c impact based an traffic
sontributed to the streét sisstem b 2 project. |

b) Exceed, eithier individuz, iv or cumuiatwely, a level
of SPN|C" standard estaiish2d by the county
congestion rnanagement agency for designated
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roads or h:ghwayro

x_.

—r—— —

= <« 18 b No impact, The pro;ect would not exceed the level of service: (LOS) standard es:abhshed by th= '
7 .. County congestion management -agency for any designaled road or highway Sonoma Counky GeneralPlan
 Circulation and Transit Objective CT-2.1 is to maintain a:LOS C or liciter on arterial and coilector roadw‘ays
* The additien of new vehicle trips from two primary resndenc-es woud not alter ewstmg Levei of Servnce '
readings. : I

v e
Bt

- 6) Result in a change In-air ‘traﬂ“ ic pa'ttems inc'luding :
i 7. eitheranincrease in traffic levels or a change in - : :
e location that resulfs in substantlal safety risks? - X oot

‘ '15 c Ho Irnpact The project doezs not nclude or othelwlse create the note: ma! to aiter air’ lraﬁ' ic puﬁems

L‘d) Substantlally increaue hazards dugtoa desugn
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersecticns)” ‘
or lncompatible uses (e g., farm equipment)? _ . X
. I \
15.d Less Than Significart Impact. Development. on the 5|te would utilize Swestwater Springs Road for
accisss. The roadwayalready exists through the pro;ect site, and any driveway encroachments onio.the
Road would be reqius..d tc meet County consiruction and safely crlterla There would be a iess than -
significant impact retative to roadv/ay hazards.

e) RPSU'It' ininadequate er"lErg'ency"access'?

15.2 No Impaix. Devplopment on the site must: comply with all emergency access reqmremenls of the
-Sonoma Caunty Fire end Life Safety Code, including emergency vehicle access re mrements Project _
development plans are routinely rfe'«news}d by a Department of t:mergency sarvices Fire Inspector dunnq the -
building permit process to ensurs comipliance with emergency access issues.
' -f) Result-in in‘a‘dequate parking capacily? . . X
i6.f No iﬁpa..t The project (each residentiat lot) wiil pravide on -slte parkirg spaces that meet or exceeg
- County standards . .

g) Confiict with adopted policies, plans or
progranis supporting aiterative traﬂsportatlon
(2.9., bus turnouts, blcycle racks)?

——— - — — ——

15.9 No impact. The project will not create conflicts with Lounty bicycle standard or plans ior use
alternanve tranupoﬂatlon inciuding bus turnouts _

16.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS C - o
Would the pmjeci : Polentiaty ‘Less than lessthan "~ MNo

Significant Signif-ant Slgnlfcant Iinpact
Imact with ‘ Inigact
‘Mitigation .

a) Exceed wastowaier treatment requiremsnts , - ' ,
of the applicable Regional Watat Quality . -
-Contro! Board? . —_— e ', S
46.a No Impact. Domestlc wastewater disposal w’l! be by septic s‘.‘stems and thprefore will hiave no
., Impact upon a wastewater treatment system, or require action by e Regional Water Quality Gontrol Board.

b) Reguire or result in the construclion of new
water or wastewater treatment faciiities or
expansio: of existing facllites, the construction
of which could cause ssgmi’ icant environmental _
s_ffects? : _ e X
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. 16.c: L lss Than Significant impact. The promf't wah not contrlbute to the need for cons!ruciicn of new
* water or wastewater treatment facilities, other than- construction of new septic systems Impacts £ septic

sysiem cunstruction are addressed throughout the Initial Study with other impacts of ground disturbadnce

" suchas biology, citltural resources, geology, hazards, hydrology, etc, PRMD:- Healtis, will i impose standard
canditions on the project requiring evidence of each Iot i supporta septic svstent pnor to recordation of the

Final farcel Map. PRMD - Health, also Is imposing standard conditions of ﬂrproval regarding use and
tasting of the well to Service any residerices. No 51gn|f icant |mpact., wnll oceur w1th the construction of well
and septic systems.

. c)‘ -Reguire of result in the construction of new storm

water drainage facilities or expansion of mxtstmg
.. fachities, the canstruction of which could cause: : S
signif icant environmental effects‘? __ ‘ X

——rrrrrr— — b eme—— —_—

‘16.c Less Ti:an Significant Impact. Gradmg of the site wilt alter the natural topcgraphy and may alter the

drairiage pattern ant increase storm water nihoff. See iterd L d, above; for analysis of construction of storm
drainaye facilities. Impacts of storm water drainage facilities constriiction are addressed throughout the
Initial Study with other impacts. of ground dlaturbance such as biology, cultural resources, geology, hazards
hydrology, etc. - .

d) Have sufficient wa’ .r supplles available to serve

the project from existing entitiements and resources, o

or are new or expanded entilements needed? ____ - . S -
16.d Less Than Significant lmpact.  An assessment of water supgly impacts was provided under |tem
8.b, above, Water will he supplied by an én-site wall, -

€) Result in a determination by the wastewater

treatment provider which serves or iiay serve

the project that it has adequate capacity to serve

the project's projected demand in addition to the - _ ‘
providei's existing commitments? - e ‘ X

—— ) —— P p— s

16.e No Impact. A'new seplic system will be consiructed for any residenual developrnent There will be i

sewage treatment uy dn off-site Jrovider,

f) Be served by alandfill with sufficlent permitted
capacity to accommiodate the project's solid . .
waste disposal needs? L X

16 No Impact Scnoma County has access to adequate permitted landf If capacity to serve the propose ed .

pro;ect

g) Gomply with federal state, and-local strtutes . ‘
and regulations rel:;*ed to solid waste? e ‘ X

16.9 No ‘mpact. There <ra no federal, state or local so! ad Waste regulatlons that would srgnlrcantly affect
the project,

7, MANDATbRYFlNDmGs OF smmncmw ¥ M

m
i

a) [}aes the pro;ect have the pnienllal fo degrade
the quality of the énvironmei, substaritially
* reduce the habitat of a {fish or wlldhfa species,
cause a fish or wldlife population to drop belo
self-sustaining levals, threaten to eliminate a. -
plant ar animal commumty. teduce the humber - -
or restrict the range of a rare o er.dangered
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g plant or-animial or e.minate important examptes ‘ T =
_ Of the. major periods of California history or prehtstcry? ‘ X

'_1 7.2 Noimpact. The subdwlsmn ‘il not resultin degradat::m to'the quality of the enwronment or
otherwise create 4 significant- impact upon witdlife habitat or species, including species of special concern.
A biological survey was vunducted for {he project, and rio special status plait specles wera obsérved in the
areas defined as the building er- relopes. No impacts to wetlands habitat would.occur due to likely locations
of the buildirig envelopes, The project includes a humber of mitigatidn measures designed fo limit site
\gradlng and ather actions that may reduce vegetative cover of. the pron«fy ot impact the perennial blream
- crassing the projest site. Based on the resuils of a cultural resources bcudy, the project site would not create
- -an jmpact to-cultural: or archaeological i resources, - - 0

b} Coes the project Have impactv that are -
- individually limited, bit cumulatively cons} ‘rrable?

(“Cumulatively conslderab.e means that #fie-

: incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viswed in connection with the effects of

past projects, the effects of other cuirent projects,

and the effects of probable future projects)? - s K.

17. b No impact. Pctential impacts that are mdwudually hmited but cumuiatively considerable were
identified in the area of constructior site ir quality. Mitigation is proposed thilwould reduce impacts to less
ihan significant lévels. The project woud not have a significant adverse impact on groundvater supplies,
ulfllzung water ffcm the Sweetwater Sorings Road MuiLal Water Company.

¢) Does the pro;ect have enwr_unmental effects
which will causs substantial adverse effects ,
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? - X
17.c No hnpact. Potentiat substantial adverse effects on hurnan beings were Identified in the areas of
aesthetics, air quality, biological resourzes, uuitural resouices, qeolagy and sofls, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, and noise. Mitigation is proposed that would reduce impacts to
less than significant Ievelc The project will not huve a significant impact after mitigation is impleinented,
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