
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 
 

DRH16‐0006 Appeal of Planning Commission Approval 

August 14, 2017 

Tennis Wick 
PRMD Director 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Phone: (707) 565‐1925
Tennis.Wick@sonoma‐county.org 

Re: 	 DRH160006: Appeal of Planning Commission Approval of the Sonoma 
Country Inn Project 

Dear Director Wick: 

INTRODUCTION 

Tohigh Investment SF LLC (“Tohigh”) proposes to construct and operate the 
redesigned Resort at Sonoma Country Inn (the “Resort” or “Project”), which the 
Valley of the Moon Alliance (“VOTMA”) has actively opposed.  On October 19, 2016,
the Design Review Committee approved the revised proposed design for The Resort 
and on August 3, 2017, the Planning Commission denied VOTMA’s appeal of that 
approval. Pursuant to Sonoma County Code section 26‐92‐160, VOTMA hereby 
appeals the Planning Commission’s decision to the Board of Supervisors. 

As discussed in VOTMA’s previous filings in this proceedings, dated August 26,
2016, October 18, 2016, October 31, 2016, and August 1, 2017, and incorporated by 
reference, VOTMA is concerned because the environmental review of the Project has
been deficient in numerous respects.  For example, the Resort will have significant
global warming impacts, will affect traffic and trip generation along Highway 12, 
will utilize a water supply that has been impacted by the recent long‐lasting 
drought, and may put human lives at risk through a potentially inadequate 
emergency evacuation plan.  Furthermore, the changes to the Project design leave 
an unclear picture of how much water will be used for the Project, the potential for
night lighting and noise impacts, and how tree removal will impact visibility and 
aesthetics.  Each of these impacts is exacerbated by the Project’s long hours of 
operation, clear potential to attract additional visitors, housing for meetings and
events, and attractive restaurant and bar. 

Despite VOTMA’s repeated efforts to raise these concerns, both the Design Review
Committee and the Planning Commission have refused to address the significant 
environmental impacts caused by the Resort, and specifically, the changes to those
impacts caused by the Project’s redesign and 13 year hiatus.  The Design Review 
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Committee incorrectly claimed that it had no discretion to address these impacts, 
and the Planning Commission refused to engage on many of these issues.  The 
permitting process has failed to provide the meaningful public review and dialogue
that is requires for a project of this size and scope, leaving VOTMA with no choice 
but to bring its concerns before the Board. 

As more fully discussed below, the changes to the Resort and the changed 
circumstances surrounding the Project necessitate preparation of a subsequent or
supplemental EIR (collectively, “SEIR”).  Public Resources Code § 21166; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. (“Guidelines”) §§ 15162‐15164. 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVAL VIOLATES CEQA AND FAILS TO 

ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH ALL ORIGINAL CONDITIONS OF PROJECT 


APPROVAL
 

When Tohigh modified the originally proposed inn, spa and restaurant Project, it 
triggered additional discretionary Project review by the Design Review Committee
and, upon VOTMA’s appeal, the Planning Commission.  Planning Commission Staff
Report – DRH16‐0006, August 3, 2017 (“Staff Report”), p. 14 (“Commission has 
discretionary authority”).  That, in turn, triggered the County’s duty to analyze those 
Project changes – as well as the changed circumstances and new information in the 
12‐plus years since the County first approved the Project – under CEQA.  Public 
Resources Code § 21166; Guidelines §§ 15162‐15164.  

The Project that was vested in 2004 is undeniably different than the Project before
the Board today.  The discretionary review triggered by the changes to the Project 
therefore necessitates a full CEQA review of this newly designed Project.  Indeed, the
2004 Conditions of Approval acknowledge that vesting only applied to the design as 
approved at that time.  Condition of Approval 84 demands that the “use shall be
constructed and operated in conformance with the proposal statement . . . and the 
inn/spa/restaurant site plan included in the project EIR.”  Staff Report, Exhibit B, p.
23.  “If any changes to plans, drawings, documents or specifications required 
pursuant to any conditions herein specified occur, these changes shall be brought to
the appropriate department for review and approval prior to any construction or
improvements.  Also, these changes shall be reviewed by all departments involved 
in the initial approval of the subject plans, drawing, documents or specifications that
are proposed for change.”  Id. at p. 1.  All of the buildings, the pool, and parking have
changed and the circumstances surrounding the Project have changed.  Therefore,
the significant changes to the project design, plans, and documents, are not vested
by the 2004 approval and require additional consideration under CEQA that must 
take into account as well the changed circumstances. 

Not only does the County’s July 2017 Addendum fail to satisfy its CEQA duties, the
Design Review Committee and Planning Commission have failed through their
recent Project reviews and approvals to ensure compliance with all original
conditions of Project approval imposed by the Board. 
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A. The County Must Prepare an SEIR to Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Global Warming. 

When the County first approved the Project in 2004, global warming was ignored by
some as a bogeyman, and by others as highly uncertain, if not unlikely.  Even less 
certain was whether and how anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (“GHGs”)
contributed to that warming.  That uncertainty was particularly prevalent in the
United States, where “US media representations of anthropogenic climate change 
diverged significantly from the scientific consensus in 2003 and 2004.”  Boykoff,
M.T., 2007, “Flogging a dead norm?  Newspaper coverage of anthropogenic climate
change in the United States and United Kingdom from 2003 to 2006,” Area 
39(4):470‐481, p. 474, (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). 

With such uncertainty, for CEQA’s first 35 years, EIRs generally ignored GHGs and 
global warming, as does the EIR for the Project here.  Neither the draft EIR nor final 
EIR for the Project even mention “climate change,” “global warming” or “greenhouse
gas.” 

But the scientific consensus on global warming – and the American media’s 
portrayal of same – has solidified since the County certified the Project EIR in 2004.
In 2005‐2006 the American media finally began reporting the “consensus view that 
humans very likely contribute to climate change.” Exhibit 1, pp. 474‐475.  And the 
consensus prognosis since then has only become more dire, with “a battery of recent 
studies call[ing] into question even [the] limited optimism” that we could “limit[]t 
he warming of the globe to below 2 degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit) above
pre‐industrial temperatures, often cited as the threshold where ‘dangerous’ 
warming begins.”  Mooney, C., July 31, 2017, “We only have a 5 percent chance of 
avoiding ‘dangerous’ global warming, a study finds,” The Washington Post (online)
(attached hereto as Exhibit 2);1 Raftery, A.E., A. Zimmer, D.M.W. Frierson, R. Startz 
and P. Liu, 2017, “Less than 2 °C warming by 2100 unlikely,” Nature Climate Change
(attached hereto as Exhibit 3); Mauritsen, T. and R. Pincus, 2017, “Committed 
warming inferred from observations,” Nature Climate Change (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 4) . 

The policy context has also changed markedly since 2004.  In 2006, the same year 
“An Inconvenient Truth” was released, California enacted Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32, 
the “Global Warming Solutions Act,” which set a GHG emissions reduction target for 
the entire state.  Chapter 488, California Statutes of 2006.  “Through [that] 
enactment, the Legislature . . . expressly acknowledged that greenhouse gas
emissions have a significant environmental effect.”  Communities for a Better 
Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 91.  And soon 

1 https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/energy‐environment/wp/2017/07/31/we‐only‐have‐a‐
5‐percent‐chance‐of‐avoiding‐dangerous‐global‐warming‐a‐study‐finds/?utm_term=.39c018a381ec 
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thereafter, in 2007, the California Legislature for the first time expressly recognized 
that GHG emissions could be significant impacts under CEQA, and directed the Office 
of Planning and Research and the Natural Resources Agency to amend the CEQA
Guidelines to address GHG emissions, which it did.  Public Resources Code §
21083.05; Guidelines § 15064.4. 

These substantially changed circumstances and significant new information indicate 
that the Project will likely have a significant environmental impact from GHG 
emissions not previously analyzed at all in the EIR or the 2017 Addendum.  Just as it 
is expected to cause substantial local air pollutant emissions, the Project would also 
generate substantial GHG emissions from the same sources, including the hundreds
of daily automobile trips it is projected to generate and the significant amount of gas 
and electrical power it would require.  DEIR, pp. 2.0‐29 to 2.0‐31, Environmental 
Checklist, p. 42. Using the revised square footage for the primary Project 
components, and retaining the program defaults for all other data specifications, 
CalEEMod (version 2016.3.1) estimates that the Project would generate over 1,275
metric tons (“MT”) per year of CO2 equivalent (“CO2e”) per year.  Exhibit 5 
(CalEEMod output summary).  That exceeds by 175 MTCO2e the 1,100‐MTCO2e‐per‐
year threshold of significance “for operational‐related GHG emissions” 
recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”).
BAAQMD, May 2017, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.2 

Furthermore, the significant changes in Project design make the Resort a much
more attractive destination for local, national, and international travelers alike.  By
attracting more guests – including guests who will have to travel longer distances to 
arrive at the Resort – the Project design changes dramatically increase the potential 
for climate change impacts.  The SEIR should include an assessment of the potential
vehicle and air miles travelled by guests and employees from all areas to determine 
the Project’s overall contribution to GHGs.  Without such an analysis, the County and
Tohigh are hiding the true cost to the environment of constructing and operating the
Resort.  This information must be included in an SEIR to provide the public and
decisionmakers with the facts necessary to make an informed decision about the 
Project and its climate change impacts. 

The County must thus prepare an SEIR to analyze these impacts before approving 
the Project.  Public Resources Code § 21166; Guidelines §§ 15162‐15164. 

B.	 The County Must Fully Analyze the Revised Project’s Increased Trip 
Generation. 

Rather than confirm that the proposed Project changes would not increase trip
generation beyond what was originally estimated, the May 25, 2017 W‐Trans 
“Review of Traffic Issues Relative to the Sonoma Country Inn Project” (“W‐Trans 

2 Available here: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning‐and‐
research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017‐pdf.pdf?la=en 
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Review”) highlights one of the reasons why the outdated traffic analysis done for the 
2004 EIR must be redone before the County may approve the Project.  Staff Report,
Exhibit O. 

As the W‐Trans Review notes, there is a “potential for the [rooftop] bar,” which was 
newly added to the revised Project, “to attract more clientele due to the view.”  Staff 
Report, Exhibit O, p. 2.  But rather than analyze how many additional daily trips the 
Project change would cause, it merely concludes that because those trips would
more likely occur at night, they would not affect the traffic levels during the 
“commute or Sunday afternoon peak periods that were the focus on the traffic 
analysis.”  Staff Report, Exhibit O, p. 2.  But when the trips are generated – which 
primarily impacts automobile level of service and congestion – is not the only 
concern.  The number of additional trips generated is key to determining the revised
Project’s GHG and local air pollutant emission impacts.  And the W‐Trans Review 
does not do that. 

Additionally, the County must abide by its “Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies” 
(May 2016).  Those Guidelines direct: “For projects that have languished and/or are
being resubmitted, all previous traffic studies relating to the development that are
more than two(2) years old will have to be updated.  A previous traffic study that is
less than two (2) years old for the development under review will only be acceptable
if the context in the general area has not changed significantly (i.e., new
development, changes in roadways, and/or land use or area plans have not occurred 
since preparation of the report).”  Id. at p. 2, emphasis in original.  Contrary to these
Guidelines, the County has not provided the updated analysis required.  That 
analysis should include the impacts of all existing and foreseeable projects that 
might impact traffic along this increasingly congested highway corridor now known
to the County. 

In rejecting our requests for an updated traffic analysis, the Planning Commission 
apparently relied on the fact that traffic volumes on Highway 12 have not increased 
as much as had been forecast in the 2004 EIR.  Tohigh argued, and the Planning
Commission agreed, that the Project’s traffic impacts may be less than had been 
predicted in the 2004 EIR because Caltrans’ traffic counts for Highway 12 in 2015 
were less than the EIR had projected.  Staff Report, Exhibit O, p. 4.  However, the fact
that Caltrans’ traffic counts for Highway 12 have not increased as much as had been
predicted in the 2004 EIR does not mean that the County is excused from its duty 
under CEQA to examine the foreseeable increases in traffic on Highway 12 due to
projects that were approved before 2004 but – like this Project – have not yet been 
built, let alone projects approved since 2004 or likely to be approved in the 
foreseeable future. 

The reason for this is self‐evident.  Because of the deep recession that stalled
development in the Highway 12 corridor (including development of the Tohigh
Project) for the past decade, one would expect that traffic volumes on Highway 12 in 
2017 would be less than had been predicted in 2004.  However, now that the 
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economy is picking up it is reasonable to expect that previously approved
developments that have not yet been built will now be built and put into operation,
thereby increasing traffic on Highway 12. 

Furthermore, the recent and likely future approvals of other projects on the 
Highway 12 corridor, including Stonebridge at Oakmont Village (a 74‐unit memory 
care facility), the Elnoka senior living complex (to house at least 975 persons) just 
west of Oakmont, and other similar developments will generate a very substantial
increase in traffic on the already congested Highway 12 corridor – which Caltrans 
does not plan to widen – in the foreseeable future.  Additionally, wineries that had
been permitted but not yet built, and proposals for new wineries and expansions to
other wineries and similar businesses will likewise add substantial new traffic to the 
two‐lane undivided Highway 12.  

None of these sources of traffic were included in the 2004 EIR.  Under CEQA, all of 
them must be considered now.  Because the County has failed to address these
foreseeable traffic impacts on Highway 12, it has failed to comply with CEQA. 

The County must fully analyze the revised Project’s increased trip generation before 
approving the Project, and do so in the context of the changed circumstances
including the substantial increases in traffic along Highway 12 that are foreseeable 
today.  Guidelines § 15162(a)(1), (2) and (3). It must also accordingly re‐analyze 
the parking demand associated with the trip generation from all aspects of the 
Project. 

C.  The County Must Fully Analyze the Changed Circumstances Surrounding 
the Water Supply Available to Support the Project. 

The Project’s water needs for the Inn, Spa, and Restaurant will all be supplied by a
single on‐site well, constructed for the purposes of this Project.3  2004 Draft EIR at 
5.5‐1.  In light of the recent long‐lasting and extremely severe drought, the stability 
and reliability of that well’s production – and thus the adequacy of the water supply 
available to support the Project – is now uncertain and must be reevaluated.  Yet 
neither the County nor the developer has provided an updated analysis of water 
supply.  Without such an analysis, the Project fails to comply with CEQA’s mandate
that where, as here, there are changed circumstances surrounding the Project, an
SEIR must be prepared. 

The December 2002, Richard C. Slade hydrological report, Result and Analysis of 48
Hour Constant Rate Pumping Test – Resort Well at Graywood Ranch, along with the
October 3, 2000, E.H. Boudreau report, Geology and Ground Water Potential of the 
Auberge Resorts Property, Kenwood California, form the basis for the 2004 EIR’s 

3 There are two wells that were constructed on the property for the Project. The Resort Well, or
upper well, will service the Resort, Spa, and Restaurant, and the Winery Well, or lower well, will
service the proposed associated winery and event space. 2004 EIR at 5.5‐1. 
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conclusions that “there is more than sufficient groundwater available on the project
site to meet the estimated water demand.”  2004 Draft EIR at 5.5‐1, 5.5‐9.  Relying
on the 2002 Slade Report, the Addendum postulates that the Resort Well “will have 
enough capacity to support the project and not impact the neighboring wells water
source in normal and drought years.”  But the Slade Report is nearly 15 years old
and does not account for the recent severe drought conditions.  In light of the
extraordinary length and severity of the recent drought conditions, the conclusions
drawn in the 2002 Slade Report and 2004 EIR are inaccurate, and the Project’s
impacts will likely be more severe than those documents suggest.  These changed 
circumstances necessitate further study and preparation of an SEIR to update that
information. 

These changed circumstances can be seen in the California Department of Water
Resource’s data on groundwater wells in the area.  Groundwater levels for two 
stations located near the Project site show significant and steady long‐term decline 
in groundwater resources over the past 15 years since the studies on which the EIR 
and Addendum rely were completed.  DWR Water Data Library, Groundwater Level
Report: Station 384437N1225793W001 (attached hereto as Exhibit 6); DWR Water 
Data Library, Groundwater Level Report: Station 384437N1225793W002 (attached 
hereto as Exhibit 7).  Three other wells in the area also indicate erratic water levels 
in response to the long‐term drought conditions, showing that the groundwater in 
the area may be unreliable under drought conditions.  DWR Water Data Library,
Groundwater Level Report: Station 384144N1225550W001 (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 8); DWR Water Data Library, Groundwater Level Report: Station 
384248N1225611W001 (attached hereto as Exhibit 9); DWR Water Data Library, 
Groundwater Level Report: Station 384310N1225745W001 (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 10).The 2004 EIR admits that the “development of undeveloped lands, and 
the increased population and winery production [in the area] would result in loss of
infiltrative area (for groundwater recharge) and additional groundwater use in the 
vicinity,” which would contribute to a decline in groundwater levels in the basin.  
2004 Final EIR 9.0‐104.  This admitted impact to groundwater must be reevaluated
in light of the recent evidence showing an even greater decline in groundwater in
the area due to the long‐lasting severe drought in recent years. 

The 2004 EIR’s consideration of drought concerns is inadequate to address the 
severe drought experienced in recent years.  Indeed, the EIR relies on “groundwater 
levels in the basin [that] rebound very quickly in response to normal rainfall 
following a dry year.”  2004 Final EIR 9.0‐106.  But unlike the EIR’s assumptions,
recent drought conditions have been long‐lasting and the area has not seen “normal 
rainfall following [each] dry year.”  Id.  Rather, dry years have persisted one after the
other, limiting the opportunity for the groundwater basin to recharge and 
significantly changing the groundwater conditions in the area.  The Project’s impacts
on these changed conditions must be analyzed in an SEIR. 

Furthermore, should the water needs of the Project exceed the available supply, the 
Project’s impacts will exceed those reviewed in the 2004 EIR.  That EIR – just like 
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the County’s 2017 Addendum – assumes that the Project would comply with the 
Conditions of Approval.  For example, the County’s CEQA review assumes 
compliance with Condition of Approval 48, which requires that a “safe, potable 
water supply shall be provided and maintained.”  Staff Report, Exhibit B, p. 15.  But 
as shown above, drought conditions have impacted the groundwater supply over 
the past 15 years since the studies on which the EIR and Addendum rely were 
performed.  This changed circumstance places in doubt the reliability of the 
County’s past and current CEQA reviews because they both assume that 
groundwater supplies will not decline. 

Similarly, Condition 59 of the Conditions of Approval has never been achieved.  That 
condition requires regular monitoring of the Project’s “Resort Well.”  Staff Report,
Exhibit B, pp. 17‐18.  Yet, at the Design Review Committee hearing, Tohigh’s expert
admitted that the “Resort Well” water levels had not been monitored.  This failure to 
monitor the Resort Well levels is particularly disturbing because the recent drought 
has had such a significant negative impact on groundwater levels, as noted above.  
Again, the County’s – and Tohigh’s – failure to enforce the conditions of approval 
undermines the validity of the County’s CEQA review.  That review must now be 
updated to ensure that there will be sufficient groundwater available for the 
Project’s long‐term operation.  

For these reasons, the Project’s water supply impacts have not been adequately 
disclosed and analyzed under CEQA. 

D.  The County Must Consider the Project’s LongTerm Water Demands in 
an SEIR. 

Under CEQA, an EIR must consider a Project’s long‐term demand for water and the 
resulting impacts to water supply.  Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. 
City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 431 (“an adequate environmental 
impact analysis for a large project, to be built and occupied over a number of years, 
cannot be limited to the water supply for the first stage or the first few years”).
Rather, “an EIR must address the impacts of ‘reasonably foreseeable’ future 
activities related to the proposed project.”  Id. at 428.  Here, the EIR and Addendum 
fail to address numerous reasonably foreseeable activities that will utilize water and
affect the area’s water supply. 

The EIR analyzed a project that would utilize 16.3 acre‐feet of water per year.  Staff 
Report, p. 8.  However, the EIR “did not specifically estimate evaporation from the 
swimming pools and hot tubs in its summary of water demand for the project.”  Id. 
As the Addendum admits, the “total increase from evaporation compared to the EIR
analysis would be 0.92 acre‐foot.”  Addendum, p. 16.  In an attempt to offset that
increase, the applicant proposed to move the previously planned on‐site laundry to 
an off‐site facility.  But no information about that change and its impacts are
included in the Addendum or any updated analysis.  The Addendum fails to identify
the location where the laundry facilities will be moved, if they will still be 
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undertaken by Tohigh or by another facility, how much water will be used and from 
what source, and how much trucking will be required to complete that task and its 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Furthermore, the Project design plans still show a
laundry room located on the second floor of the main inn.  Staff Report, Exhibit F, p.
A2.1.  Either the laundry facilities are being moved off site and no laundry room is 
needed on site, or they are not.  Assuming that the laundry tasks are completed by
Tohigh at a nearby facility, that water use could still impact the overall water supply 
in the area.  That information must be included in an SEIR.  Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at
428.  And, of course, the global warming impacts of trucking all that laundry back
and forth every day for the life of the Project must be analyzed.
Similarly, it is unclear whether the Project’s water use calculations incorporate the
water use associated with adding hot tubs to each cottage, the changes to the spa 
facilities, and adding two fountains at the front of the inn.  The entire water use 
discussion for the Project lacks evidence to support its conclusion that only 16.32
acre feet per year will be used.  There is little information about the assumptions
made to reach that conclusion including the assumed number of water users per
day, the use for the restaurant or bars, the use for the new support services building,
or the impact on water use from the changes in landscape design.  The information 
relied on by Tohigh and the County to conclude that only 16.32 acre feet of water
per year will be used must be included in an SEIR.  Without such information, public
is left to speculate about the assumptions made in making this cursory 
determination, in violation of CEQA’s mandate for adequate and accurate
information. 

Furthermore, the Addendum’s analysis of the evaporation impacts that were not
included in the 2004 EIR fails to identify what methods were used and if those 
methods account for the types of pools and structures on the property.  Evaporation
from the infinity pool design that was part of the recent Project changes will be
greater than evaporation from a standard pool structure.  That information must be 
provided to the public and decisionmakers in compliance with CEQA. 

If the actual water demand for the Project is only 16.32 acre feet per year – which 
does not appear to be correct given the above considerations – then Condition for 
Approval 59 must be revised to accurately reflect the water use.  Rather than 
identify the 16.32 acre feet per year that Tohigh claims is needed for the Project, the 
Conditions for Approval limit water use to 19.4 acre feet per year.  Staff Report,
Exhibit B, pp. 17‐18.  That inconsistency should be corrected to accurately reflect
the Project’s actual predicted water demand. 

E.	 The County Must Provide Adequate Analysis and Information Regarding 
the Proposed Tree Removal Necessary for the Project 

The Addendum claims that “approximately 17 percent fewer trees would be
removed with the proposed project, including seven large specimen oaks,” but fails
to provide the public and decisionmakers with the information needed to make an
informed decision.  Staff Report, Exhibit E.  An SEIR is needed to determine the 
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visual and aesthetic impacts of the new tree removal plan due to the changes to the
Project layout and design. 

Understanding the potential impacts of tree removal is especially important along
the western ridge where the western cottages have been relocated.  The potential
for tree removal and thinning to affect the views of those cottages from Highway 12 
and elsewhere increases drastically with their relocation to a ridgeline.  The changes
to the western cottage design will cause trees in the old parking area to be removed, 
as well as trees to the south where the larger cottages are located.  These trees that 
will now be removed seem to have shielded the original design from view.  The 
removal of those trees under the new layout may significantly impact the view of the 
Resort and degrade the aesthetics of the area.  While the Staff Report claims the 
visual impact of each cottage will be either equal to or less than the visual impact
considered in the 2004 EIR, it does not appear to take into account the specific trees 
to be removed and the impact that will have on each view.  Staff Report, Exhibit Q, 
Exhibit P‐2.  Visual depictions of each of the relocated cottages, is essential to 
informed decisionmaking and must be included in an SEIR. 

Lastly, the Addendum fails to address the requirement identified in the Draft EIR
that “[t]hinning of tree canopies and selective tree removal is required for up to 150
feet from structures” to accommodate emergency services.  The Staff Report seems
to show numerous trees well within 150 feet of a structure.  Staff Report, Exhibits E
and F.  Since those trees that are within 150 feet of a structure may need to be
removed for emergency services purposes, those trees should be identified in an 
SEIR to allow the public and decisionmakers to take that loss into account when
making an informed decision regarding visibility and Project aesthetics. 

F.	 The County Must Prepare an SEIR That Addresses the Potential 
Nighttime Light Pollution Impacts of the Redesigned Project 

Pursuant to the 2004 EIR analysis, the County found light pollution impacts to be
significant and unable to be fully mitigated because the “Project would result in new 
lighting sources on the Project Site.”  Staff Report, Exhibit J, Significant Impacts That
Could Not Be Fully Mitigated, p. 9‐10.  This significant impact will only be
exacerbated by the newly proposed rooftop terrace, which proposes new lighting
sources that are open to the night sky.  Yet the February 14, 2017 Photometric 
Analysis prepared by Eric Johnson Associates claims that “there will be no new
significant light impacts.”  Staff Report, Exhibit K, Resort at Sonoma Country Inn
Photometric Analysis, p. 7; Addendum, pp. 21‐23.  This conclusion does not follow 
from the facts established in that same report. 

The Photometric Analysis admits that “it is impossible to gauge any differences
between the conceptual layout approved in 2004 and the now precise and specific
development, site and lighting plans.”  Staff Report, Exhibit K, Resort at Sonoma
Country Inn Photometric Analysis, p. 7.  Without an ability to compare the original
proposal, which admittedly would cause significant light pollution that could not be 
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mitigated, the County cannot now conclude that there will be “no new significant 
light impacts.”  Id.  While the original proposal included a skylight that would emit
light from one small area inside the main building, the new design layout includes
an entirely open rooftop terrace that would require lighting for restaurant use, bar 
use, walkways, elevators, and the proposed fireplace that will be in use until at least
midnight for guests and even later for cleanup crews.  These additions to an already
significant impact must be analyzed in an SEIR that considers the dramatic impact of 
these significant increases in light emissions on the surrounding rural and bucolic 
area where residents enjoy the starry night sky. 

There is also no analysis of the effect that night lighting will have on the nearby 
Ferguson Observatory (whose viability depends on maintaining dark skies in the 
area), or whether the applicant or the County even consulted with the Observatory.  
Yet, this design change will obviously and significantly increase light pollution in 
this remote site, degrading the dark skies needed by the Observatory. 

Furthermore, the Photometric Analysis fails to consider the impact of the new
support services building on the surrounding night sky.  It is apparent that such a 
building will require lighting sources and the impact of that light emitting from the 
windows of this newly proposed building must be considered in an updated
environmental analysis to adequately inform the public and decisionmakers. 

Similarly, the SEIR must analyze the potential lighting impacts of the relocated 
western cottages that will now be located on a ridgeline.  The new location for these 
cottages, and the lack of information regarding the trees that will be removed
around those cottages, create a potential for significantly increased night lighting 
impacts.  If those cottages are more visible due to their new location and the
changes in tree removal, then any lighting impacts will be significantly increased.  
This impact must be analyzed in an SEIR to allow for an informed decision on the 
Project. 

G.	 The County Must Analyze the Increase Noise Impacts From the 
Redesigned Project in an SEIR. 

Similarly to the nighttime lighting impacts, the redesign of the rooftop terrace will
also change the noise impacts from the Project.  Under the conceptual design for the
Project, the outdoor terrace was located only on the second floor and much of the
terrace was enclosed in what appears to be a courtyard in the main building.  To the 
contrary here, the new design proposes a completely open rooftop terrace that will 
house a portion of the restaurant and bar, as well as lounge areas.  This terrace is 
open on all sides and may have significant noise impacts both during the day, and
until the restaurant closes at midnight daily.  This is especially significant where, as
here, the Project is located in a rural and bucolic area that prides itself on its quiet
nighttime surroundings.  This potentially significant change in the Project design
must be thoroughly considered and analyzed in an SEIR. 
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H. Emergency Evacuation Plans Must Be Considered in an SEIR.
 

The redesigned Project will utilize valet services for all parking in the eastern
parking area for the Project.  Staff Report, pp. 4, 11.  It is unclear from the 
Addendum and Staff Report whether valet parking will also be used for the western
parking lot, but Tohigh has indicated that it will be using valet services for all
parking.  This information should be clarified in an SEIR since this change will 
adversely impact the potential for guest evacuation in an emergency.  Guests will be 
unable to access their vehicles since they will not have access to their keys, which
will be with the valet attendant.  Instead, guests will be required to evacuate the
facility on foot, potentially putting them in harm’s way, particularly if there is a 
wildfire in the surrounding forest.  This change in the Project design, and its impact
to guest safety, must be considered in an SEIR to comply with CEQA.  Guidelines §
15126.2(a) (an EIR must consider the “health and safety problems caused by the 
physical changes” to the Project). 

I. The County Must Provide for Public Review of an Adequate SEIR. 

An SEIR “shall be given the same kind of notice and public review as is given to a
draft EIR under Section 15087.”  CEQA Guidelines §§ 15162(d), 15163(c) (quote).  
Therefore, when and if the County prepares an SEIR – as it must, to analyze the 
issues discussed above as CEQA requires – it must provide the public and interested 
agencies with the opportunity to review the SEIR to determine its adequacy, and the 
potential for the changes in the Project and the changed circumstances to impact the
surrounding environment.  CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  The County must provide this
notice to state, regional, and local agencies through the State Clearinghouse and 
area‐wide clearinghouses to ensure adequate review of the SEIR under Guidelines 
section 15087.  Public review of the changes to the Project and the changed 
circumstances surrounding the Project is essential for CEQA compliance.  CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15087, 15162, 15163. 

CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons, VOTMA requests that the Board (1) vacate the Design Review 
Committee’s October 19, 2016 approval of the revised Project design, and the 
Planning Commission’s August 3, 2017 resolution upholding that approval, and (2) 
direct PRMD to prepare a supplemental EIR analyzing the environmental effects of 
the final Project design changes proposed in application DHR16‐0006, and the 
changed circumstances and new information about significant environmental 
impacts that have arisen in the 12‐plus years since the Project was originally 
approved. 

Respectfully submitted,
 Roger Peters
Valley of the Moon Alliance 
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cc:	 Susan Gorin, Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, District 1
Georgia McDaniel, Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Dept.
Flora Li, Tohigh Investment SF LLC 
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Flogging a dead norm? Newspaper coverage of 
anthropogenic climate change in the United States 

and United Kingdom from 2003 to 2006 

Maxwell T Boykoff 
Environmental Change Institute, Oxford University Centre for the Environment, Oxford OXl 3QY 


Email: maxwell.boykoff@eci.ox.ac.uk 


Revised manuscript received 7 June 2007 


The joumalistic nonn of 'balanced' reporting (giving roughly equal coverage to both 
sides in any significant dispute) is recognised as both useful and problematic in 
communicating emerging scientific consensus on human attribution for global climate 
change. Analysis of the practice of this nonn in United States (US) and United Kingdom 
(UK) newspaper coverage of climate science between 2003 and 2006 shows a sigmficant 
divergence from scientific consensus in the US in 2003-4, followed by a decline in 
2005-6, but no major divergence in UK reporting. These findings infonn ongoing 
considerations about the spatially-differentiated media tenns and conditions through 
which current and future climate policy is negotiated and implemented. 

Key words: United States, United Kingdom, climate science, mass media, policy, content 
analysis 

Introduction 

The professionalised and institutionalised journalistic 
norm of 'balanced reporting' is generally considered 
to be a vital tool in carrying out 'objective' 
reporting that provides 'both sides in any significant 
dispute with roughly equal attention' (Entman 1989, 
30). This norm guides how many news stories are 
framed and covered (Cunningham 2003) and can 
provide a valuable 'fairness check' for reporters 
who have neither the time nor the scientific 
understanding to verify the legitimacy of competing 
claims about any given issue (Gamson and 
Modigliani 1989; Dunwoody and Peters 1992). 
While effective in many cases, the employment of 
this norm to issues such as anthropogenic climate 
change can be problematic (Boykoff and Boykoff 
2004). Rather than providing accurate information, 
'balanced' reporting may instead perpetrate infor
mational bias regarding scientific opinions on human 
contributions to climate change. This paper seeks to 
assess the potential for such bias by exploring 

the extent to which 'balanced' media coverage 
(commonly called 'he said/she said' reporting) of 
anthropogenic climate change remains a significant 
feature in United States (US) and United Kingdom 
(UK) reporting of this issue. 

Scientific understanding of the causes of climate 
change has evolved markedly in recent decades. 
Particularly in the last dozen years, reports and findings 
have signalled a broad scientific consensus that 
human actions are contributing to modern climate 
change - despite lingering uncertainties regarding 
the extent of attribution. For instance, the recent 
United Nations-sponsored Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report 
(AR4) from Working Group I (WGI) states that 'Most 
of the observed increase in globally averaged 
temperatures since the mid-20th century is very 
likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas concentrations' (IPCC 2007, 8; 
emphasis added). Fielding over 30 000 comments 
from experts and governments, this multi-stage peer
review and consensus-building process represents a 
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clear view of the state of scientific understanding of 
climate change and has been corroborated by 
numerous statements from national science acade
mies and other scientific organisations. Moreover, a 
2004 study of peer-reviewed scientific research on 
climate change found unanimous agreement about 
the presence of a detectable human 'signal' (Oreskes 
2004a). 

While acknowledging that this scientific consensus 
is not the 'truth' translated, this 'policy-relevant' 
information provides a critical input to national and 
international climate policy. Such solidified discourse 
on anthropogenic climate change has helped to 
shape institutional considerations of policy alterna
tives and their accompanying discursive frames and 
'storylines' (Hajer 1995). In national contexts, how
ever, divergent climate policy priorities and stances 
have contributed to complex mosaics of public trust 
in authority and conflict over decisionmaking 
(Lorenzoni and Pidgeon 2006). The US federal and 
UK governments, for example, have both been 
important actors in international climate negotiations 
but have played very different roles, the US being 
branded a foot-dragger, whereas the UK has portrayed 
itself as a champion of domestic action and inter
national cooperation. Equally, their domestic media 
have historically taken different approaches towards 
scientific conclusions on the causes of climate 
change (Boykoff and Rajan 2007). In combination, 
the arena of climate policy implementation remains 
contentious and particularly open to measured 
analysis of spatial differentiations in news coverage 
of scientific debates and their influence on national 
policies (Burgess 2005). When media framing confuses 
rather than clarifies scientific understanding of anthro
pogenic climate change, this can create spaces 
for policy actors to defray responsibility and delay action 
(Boykoff 2007). Thus, news media coverage plays a 
significant role in shaping possibilities for future 
climate policy implementation. 

In this high-stakes arena of climate science, policy, 
media and public understanding, there has been a great 
deal of speculation regarding how this journalistic 
practice has been used or has 'disappeared' from 
reporting on anthropogenic climate change in recent 
years. In the following sections, this study interro
gates these media practices through content analysis 
of US and UK newspapers from 2003 to 2006 in 
order to determine whether 'balanced' reporting 
remains a major contributor to informationally-biased 
reporting in these key countries, or if we are now 
flogging a dead norm. 
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Methods 

The dataset for the study was composed of news
paper articles from US and UK 'prestige press' 
or 'quality' newspapers from 2003 to 2006. The 
research examined the Los Angeles Times, the New 
York Times, USA Today, the Wall Street Journal and 
the Washington Post in the US, and the Independent 
(and Independent on Sunday), The Times (and The 
Sunday Times) and the Guardian (and Observer) in 
the UK. The sample set was accessed and compiled 
through Lexis Nexis and Proquest/ABI Infonn using 
the key phrases 'climate change' and 'global warming'. 

In the US, these newspapers are considered as 
'first-tier' or 'prestige-press' news sources, and each 
has an average daily circulation of nearly one 
million (Audit Bureau of Circulations 2006). In the 
UK, these newspapers are also considered to be 
highly influential, and each has an average daily 
circulation of over 200 000 (Audit Bureau of Circu
lations 2007) (see Table 1 for average daily circulation 
for each newspaper). Through a weighting measure 
by size of country population, this table provides a 
measure of the reach and influence of these dailies. 
While this estimation offers insights into their rela
tive quantitative reach and influence, in terms of 
qualitative variables (such as type of readership), 
previous research has also identified these sources as 
major influences on policy discourse and decision
making at national and international levels (McChesney 
1999; Doyle 2002), with policy actors routinely 
monitoring these sources for salient aspects of 
contemporary public discourse, including climate 
science. Moreover, beyond directly reaching their 
readers, these newspapers also influence news 
coverage in secondary sources, with other reporters, 
editors and publishers frequently consulting these 
'broadsheets' for decisional cues on what is 'news
worthy' and repurposing their stories in regional and 
local print outlets. News coverage in these papers 
therefore provides opportunities to track the domi
nant news frames associated with anthropogenic 
climate change (Carvalho and Burgess 2005; Boykoff 
and Boykoff 2007). 

In total, 9465 articles on climate change were 
published in these newspapers between 2003 and 
2006, with 2543 articles in US newspapers and 
6922 in UK sources. Beginning in January 2003, the 
sample consisted of a random selection of every 
sixth article as it appeared chronologically, making 
a sample of 1607 articles (17% of the population). 1 

Through quantitative content analysis, codes were 
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Table 1 Average daily circulation per issue for selected US and UK newspapers, 2006 

Average daily Average daily circulation 
Newspaper circulation per issue per issue per capita ( x 103

) 

Los Angeles Times 1 231 318 4.1 
New York Times 1 683 855 5.6 
USA Today 2 528 437 8.4 
Wall Street Journal 2 058 342 6.9 
Washington Post 960 684 3.2 
Guardian (and Observer) 375 666 6.3 
Independent (and Independent on Sunday) 233 058 3.9 
The Times (and The Sunday Times) 718 221 12.0 

Note: The US newspapers circulation is from the first three months of 2006 due to data availability (Audit Bureau 
of Circulations 2006) and UK newspaper circulation is based on information between 27 November and 31 
December 2006 (Audit Bureau of Circulations 2007). For the UK newspapers, the Sunday circulation is weighted 
117 of weekly figures and USA Today does not have a weekend edition. The per capita figures are estimated by 
US population of approximately 300 million and UK population figures of approximately 60 million residents. 

assigned for varying treatments of anthropogenic 
climate change in each article. The coding was 
determined not just through frequency assessments 
of comments or frequencies of words or phrases. 
Importance was also placed on the labelling of 
quoted sources, utilisation of terminology, framing 
of relevant issues and identification of salient elements 
in each text, as well as tone and relationships 
between clusters of messages. Multiple stages of 
piloting were carried out on this content analysis 
measure to evaluate assessments of the employment 
of this journalistic norm. Also accounting for 
spuriousness, these analyses of US and UK sources 
produced an inter-coder reliability rate of 93 .4 
per cent, a level that meets established criteria for 
acceptable inter-coder reliability. 2 It is important to 
note, nevertheless, that such a quantitative approach 
has clear limits in terms of the detail and texture it 
can provide for analyses of meaning and discourse. 
Therefore, such considerations of climate science
media-policy interactions are necessarily comple
mented by qualitative approaches such as critical 
discourse analysis, semiotic analysis and interviews 
(for examples specific to this arena, see Carvalho 
2005; Leiserowitz 2006; Boykoff 2007). More broadly, 
Fairclough (1995) and van Dijk (1988) provide valuable 
analytical frameworks for further analyses of how 
power and ideology weave through discourses over time. 

Results 
Figure 1 summarises the quantity of newspaper 
articles on climate change in the US and UK by 

month across the four years and shows a steady 
increase in coverage leading up to the end of the 
study period, marked by a more rapid increase in 
UK newspaper coverage. During this period, coverage 
quadrupled in UK newspapers and increased approx
imately two-and-a-half times in the US. While 
more is not necessarily better, Figure 1 helps to identify 
key discursive moments in climate science-policy, as 
captured through media attention. 

Peaks in UK coverage ofanthropogenic 
climate change 
The two largest increases in coverage in the UK 
took place during June-July 2005 and September
November 2006. June-July 2005 was marked by 
two particularly prominent moments that garnered 
heavy newspaper coverage: the Group of Eight (G8) 
Summit in Gleneagles, Scotland, and increased 
scrutiny of greenhouse gas emissions from air travel. 
The G8 summit was strategically preceded by a joint 
statement from 11 leading international science 
bodies - including the UK Royal Society and the 
US National Academy of Sciences - stating that 
'it is likely that most of the warming in recent 
decades can be attributed to human activities' (Joint 
Science Academies Statement 2005, 1). Many news 
stories linked this joint statement to the G8 meeting. 
During this same period, media reports outlined 
European Commission investigations of a tax on 
aviation fuel, emissions charges and the potential 
inclusion of aviation in the European Union 
Emissions Trading Scheme (see Bailey this issue). 
This also coincided with the UK summer holiday 
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Figure 1 US and UK newspaper coverage of climate change 

season, which spurred further discussions and 
critiques of 'carbon offsetting' in media reports. 

The second increase in coverage in September
November 2006 can be attributed primarily to a 
series of key interrelated events. Mid-September 
marked the UK release of the Al Gore film An 
Inconvenient Truth. This contributed directly to an 
upsurge of reporting on climate change through 
personalised coverage of Al Gore, as well as indirectly 
as a news hook for covering related climate-change 
issues. Then, in late September, Britain's Royal 
Society took the dramatic step of issuing an open 
letter to Esso, the UK division of ExxonMobil, 
requesting it to stop funding groups engaged in 
deliberate disinformation campaigns to undermine 
scientific consensus on climate change (Adam 
2006). Closely following this statement, Richard 
Branson made his much publicised 'donation' of 
three billion dollars to renewable energy initiatives 
and biofuel research. This personalised story was 
widely reported, being both hailed as a philan
thropic act and critiqued as the funds were to be 
invested in Virgin Fuels rather than being donated 
to another organisation. Further increases during 
this period were connected to the much anticipated, 
discussed and criticised 'Stern Review', released on 
30 October 2006.3 Intense media coverage of the 

Stern Review fed into media attention in the Twelfth 
Conference of the Parties to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (COP12) 
meeting in Nairobi that began approximately a 
week later.4 The events and issues leading up to the 
conference boosted already heavy media coverage 
and linked to articles on public sentiment regarding 
climate policy action, such as the November 'Stop 
Climate Chaos' rally that attracted thousands of 
people to London's Trafalgar Square. 

Peaks in US coverage ofanthropogenic 
climate change 
In terms of US coverage, the largest increase 
coincided with the end of this second period in the 
UK - November 2006. This was again associated 
largely with the Stern Review and COP12 in 
Nairobi, but was further fuelled by connected media 
coverage of US federal climate policy through the 
news hook of the mid-term Congressional elections 
and prominent state-level climate policy action. 5 For 
instance, Arnold Schwarzenegger gained widespread 
recognition for approving a California bill to cap 
industrial greenhouse-gas emissions, which helped 
his re-election campaign (Finnegan 2006). Moreover, 
when the Democrats took control of the US Senate, 
Barbara Boxer (Democrat, California) replaced James 
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Figure 2 US newspaper coverage of anthropogenic climate change by year, 2003-2006, n=421 

Inhofe (Republican, Oklahoma) as Chair of the 
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. 
Inhofe had famously declared to the Senate floor 
(and has repeated many times since) 'could it be 
that man-made global warming is the greatest hoax 
ever perpetrated on the American people? It sure 
sounds like it' (lnhofe 2003). In contrast, Boxer has 
called global warming 'the greatest challenge of our 
generation', and has articulated plans for Congressional 
legislation to curb anthropogenic greenhouse-gas 
emissions (Simon 2006, Al2). 

The second largest increase in US coverage in 
May-June 2006 contributed to climate change 
becoming a key election issue that November. 
Chiefly, climate policy rhetoric in the elections was 
catalysed by heavy media coverage of the May 
2006 US release of An !neon venient Tmth. US 
newspaper reports on the film release spanned 
several news, business, entertainment and style 
sections, pushing climate change from an 'environ
mental issue' to one garnering the attention of a 
wide range of interests and constituents. Such reach 
was evidenced by a Washington Post 'Style' section 
article covering the documentary premiere (Argets
inger and Roberts 2006) as well as by commentary 
such as 'Business World: Warmed Over' in the Wall 
Street Journal (Jenkins Jr 2006). During this period 
the US Supreme Court also agreed to hear the 
long-awaited case on the Environmental Protection 
Agency's (EPA) authority to regulate greenhouse-gas 
emissions under the Federal Clean Air Act. This 
case turned on whether carbon dioxide was treated 
as a 'pollutant', and this question - coupled with 

increased media attention of Gore's film - generated 
an upswing in coverage. 

Tracking the ebbs and flows of coverage over this 
timespan provides a foundation for more specific 
content analysis of media reporting on human 
contributions to climate change in the US and UK. 
This quantitative approach produced results that 
facilitate the identification of 'critical discourse 
moments' where media representational practices 
may have shifted (Chilton 1987; Carvalho 2005). 
Carvalho's discourse analysis of these British 'quality' 
newspapers from 1998 to 2000 defined these 
moments as those times 'marked by particular 
events that potentially challenge existing discursive 
positions and constructs or, in contrast, may con
tribute to their further sedimentation' (2005, 6). 

Results from these analyses show that the portion 
of US coverage providing 'balanced accounts' of 
anthropogenic climate change decreased over the 
period (Figure 2). Statistical tests of difference 
using z-scores to compare ratios - were then con
ducted to determine whether divergences in media 
coverage from scientific consensus were significant, 
in other words, whether reporting had perpetrated 
informational bias regarding scientific consensus 
through the professional norm of 'balanced' reporting. 
These analyses found that US media representations 
of anthropogenic climate change diverged signifi
cantly from the scientific consensus in 2003 and 
2004, but that this was no longer significant in 2005 
and 2006 (Table 2). Previous analyses of US news
papers found that coverage from 1990 to 2002 had 
diverged from the consensus view that humans very 
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Table 2 US newspaper discourse and scientific discourse regarding anthropogenic climate change: by year, 2003
2006; n=421 

Coverage of climate Coverage of climate Was the difference between 
science depicting 'Balanced' coverage science depicting newspaper coverage and 
significant human of anthropogenic negligible human climate science consensus 

Year contribution (%) climate change(%) contribution (%) statistically significant? 

2003 61.0 36.6 2.4 Yes*** 
2004 89.6 10.4 0 Yes* 
2005 91.8 8.2 0 No 
2006 96.7 3.3 0 No 

Note: Newspapers analysed: Los Angeles Times, New York Times, Wall Street Journal and Washington Post. 
When USA Today was included, the strength of significance did not change. Z-scores per year were: 2003, 7.68; 
2004, 2.12; 2005, 1.84; 2006, 1.20, where the numbers represent the percentages of coverage in each year. The 
significance of divergence of US newspaper coverage from climate-science consensus was determined using 
z-scores to compare proportions. Z-scores per year were: 2003, 7.73; 2004, 2.22; 2005, 1.92; 2006, 1.31; 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Balanced accounts of 

Anthropogenic contributions 
depicted as significant 

anthropogenic contributions 

Figure 3 UK newspaper coverage of anthropogenic climate change by year, 2003-2006, n=1060 

likely contribute to climate change (Boykoff and 
Boykoff 2004). These new results show that this 

trend continued for two further years but ended by 
2005. 

In the UK newspapers, the percentage of coverage 
giving 'roughly equal attention' to both views was 
comparatively low throughout the investigation 
period (Figure 3). Tests of the differences in coverage 
in these sources from the scientific perspective on 
anthropogenic climate change yielded no significant 
variations. Put differently, there is no evidence that 
the UK newspapers carried out informationally-biased 

coverage of anthropogenic climate change through 

the employment of the journalistic norm of 'balanced' 
reporting (Table 3). 

Discussion 

The results from this analysis reveal a dramatic 
increase in the quantity of newspaper coverage 
of anthropogenic climate change in both the UK 
and the US over the study period, but also an 
evolutionary shift in US newspaper coverage in 
2005 from explicitly 'balanced' accounts to reporting 
that more closely reflected the scientific consensus 
on attribution for climate change (Boykoff and 
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Table 3 UK newspaper discourse and scientific discourse on anthropogenic climate change by year, 2003-2006; 
n=1060 

Coverage of climate Coverage of climate Was the difference between 
science depicting science depicting 'Balanced' coverage newspaper coverage and 
exclusive human significant human of anthropogenic climate science consensus 

Year contributions (%) contributions (%) climate change(%) statistically significant? 

2003 0 98.3 1.7 No 
2004 1.05 97.9 1.05 No 
2005 0 99.1 0.9 No 
2006 0 99.6 0.4 No 

Note: Newspapers analysed were: the Independent (and Independent on Sunday), The Times (and The Sunday 
Times) and Guardian (and Observer). The numbers represent the percentages of coverage in each year. Z-scores 
of significance of divergence of UK newspaper coverage from climate-science consensus on anthropogenic 
climate change, comparing proportions each year, were: 2003, 0.47; 2004, 0.37; 2005, 0.49; 2006, 0.47; 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

Boykoff 2004; Carvalho 2005). Why might this shift 
in US reporting have taken place? 

The contributing influences can be considered in 
three primary ways: political, scientific and ecolo
gical/meteorological (Boykoff and Boykoff 2007). 
First, primarily political movements in climate 
rhetoric and policy promises comprised a substantial 
amount of coverage. Reporting of the Gleneagles 
G8 Summit is one prominent example of this 
phenomenon. Ahead of the Summit, on his home 
soil, Prime Minister Tony Blair voiced strong climate 
policy rhetoric, seeing this meeting as an opportunity 
to leave a positive 'legacy' of committed policy 
action (Lean 2005, 18). Moreover, en route to the 
meeting, George W. Bush made his clearest state
ment to date on anthropogenic climate change, 
declaring that 'I recognize that the surface of the 
Earth is warmer and that an increase in greenhouse 
gases caused by humans is contributing to the 
problem' (VandeHei 2005, Al4). The Blair and 
Bush statements fed into tremendous US media 
speculation about a potential shift in the Bush 
Administration's stance on climate policy. 6 This 
coverage was also primed by pronouncements at 
the state level that increased the pressure for US 
federal action, including the widely-reported executive 
order by Arnold Schwarzenegger calling for an 80 
per cent reduction in Californian greenhouse-gas 
emissions by 2050. This prompted headlines across 
all the major US newspapers, such as 'California 
Sets Emission Goals that are Stiffer than US Plan' in 
the Wall Street Joumal (Ball 2005), and 'Gov. Vows 
Attack on Global Warming' in the Los Angeles 
Times (Bustillo 2005). 

Second, primarily scientific activities contributed 
to this critical discourse moment. Generating par
ticular media attention was news leaked to the New 
York Times regarding drafts of the report by the US 
Climate Change Science Program. After this report 
had completed multiple stages of scientific peer 
review, it was revealed that Philip Cooney - the 
Bush White House Chief of Staff for the Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) - had made key 
changes to the document before its publication. For 
instance, before the word 'uncertainties' Cooney 
had placed the words 'significant and fundamental', 
which then 'tend[ed] to produce an air of doubt 
about findings that most climate experts say are 
robust' (Revkin 2005, Al).7 Moreover, the aforemen
tioned joint statement by 11 international science 
bodies was released just as news was unfolding 
about Cooney's editing of the Science-Program 
documents. It was also significant that this statement 
included the science bodies of Brazil, China and 
India (Joint Science Academies Statement 2005), 
and media coverage noted how this bridged some 
of the tensions between the North and South on 
responsibility for emissions and reductions. 

Third, ecological/meteorological events in 2005 
expressed a biophysical agency, further contributing 
to this shift. The most dramatic among various 
extreme weather events occurring that year was 
when Hurricane Katrina made landfall on the US 
Gulf Coast, devastating large parts of New Orleans. 
While scientific research is still debating the extent 
of connections between climate change and hurricane 
intensity and frequency, Katrina prompted wide
spread speculation and discussion in climate policy 
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and public circles, and many media reports on the 
potential link between human activities, future 
storm events and climate change. As Juliet Eilperin 
reported in the Washington Post 

Katrina's destructiveness has given a sharp new edge 
to the ongoing debate over whether the US should 
do more to curb greenhouse gas emissions linked to 
global warming (Eilperin 2005, Al6) 

while further commentaries on the link between 
extreme weather events and international climate 
policy reaching the public domain came from 
prominent political actors. For instance, Jiirgen Trittin 
- the then German Minister of the Environment 
commented that 

The American president has closed his eyes to the 
economic and human damage that natural catastrophes 
such as Katrina - in other words, disasters caused 
by a lack of climate protection measures - can visit 
on his country. (Bernstein 2005, D5) 

Such dynamic intersections fed into this critical 
media discourse moment. These moments not only 
shaped ongoing media representations of discourse 
on human-induced climate change, but these media 
representations also fed back into ongoing interactions 
at the science-policy interface. For example, media 
shifts prompted by these political, scientific and 
ecological/meteorological issues were articulated 
by Dan Vergano in USA Today in a piece entitled 
'The Debate is Over: Globe Is Warming'. He wrote 

Don't look now, but the ground has shifted on global 
warming. After decades of debate over whether the 
planet is heating and, if so, whose fault it is, divergent 
groups are joining hands with little fanfare to deal 
with a problem they say people can no longer avoid. 
(Vergano 2005, 1A)8 

In addition to explaining this US shift, a second set 
of questions centre on comparisons and contrasts 
between US and UK media coverage and why there 
was no significant divergence in UK reporting on 
anthropogenic climate change. Why was coverage 
in the UK different from that in the US before 2005? 
As very general comparisons, the US and UK 
contexts share several similarities. For a better part 
of two centuries, influential policy actors in both the 
UK and US have shared a commitment to liberal
capitalist development frameworks, utilitarian views 
of environmental services and exploitative interactions 
with nature. Equally, in both countries, entrenched 
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technological optimism and an aversion to 
precautionary action in the absence of conclusive 
scientific evidence have also influenced the wider 
regulatory architectures of environmental policy 
(Boykoff and Rajan 2007). Finally, through time, 
modern media communications have expanded their 
reach and influence, forming increasingly powerful 
social, political, economic and cultural institutions 
(Starr 2004). 

Regarding contrasts, two notions are most salient 
in terms of media coverage of anthropogenic climate 
change: domestic environments and the uses of 
context and labelling. The former considers com
plexities primarily at the national and community 
scale, while the latter deals principally with actions 
by individual journalists and editors. The first notion 
centres on key political economic and cultural 
variants that influence reporting. Prominent among 
these are differentiated regulatory and societal 
networks and institutions that have shaped varied 
carbon-based industry decisionmaking behaviour 
and practices; similarly, carbon-based industry 
interests have shaped divergent federal climate 
policy priorities and actions (Pulver 2007). In the 
UK, the Labour and Conservative parties have both 
taken up forceful climate policy rhetoric. Meanwhile, 
resistance to international climate policy implemen
tation in the US has primarily been the province of 
the Republican Party. For instance, the Bush admin
istration has hitherto not followed advice from leading 
government agencies in prioritising international 
climate cooperation. In a 2001 report, the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) reaffirmed the presence 
of an anthropogenic climate signal, and stated the 
risks and the need for action (NAS 2001). Similarly, 
in 2002, an EPA report concluded that 

The science is strongest on the fact that carbon 
dioxide is contributing, and will continue to con
tribute, to global climate change ... it is clear that 
global warming is an issue that must be addressed. 
(EPA 2002, 1) 

Bush dismissively called these 'report[s] put out by 
the bureaucracy' (Seelye 2002, A23). Also, a 2007 
National Journal poll revealed that 95 per cent of 
Democrats and just 13 per cent of Republicans 
answered 'yes' to the question 'do you think that it's 
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
Earth is warming because of man-made problems?' 
(National Journal 2007). So, while it has been a 
politically divisive issue in the US, this has been 
less the case in the UK. 

Journal compilation © Royal Geographical Society (with The Institute of British Geographers) 2007 



478 Boykoff 

Moreover, despite the fact that carbon-based 
industry interests have exerted considerable influence 
over climate policy in both countries, associated 

scientists and policy actors who have questioned 
the significance of human contributions - often 
dubbed 'climate contrarians' - have been primarily 
housed in US universities, think tanks and lobbying 
organisations (McCright 2007). These contrarian 

voices emerged in the US in the late 1980s, mainly 
through the Global Climate Coalition, which repre
sented a consortium of primarily US-based coal and 
oil interests. These groups have since earned privi
leged access to influential US climate policy actors 
(Leggett 2001 ). That the anthropogenic climate 
dissenter and best-selling fiction author of State of 

Fear Michael Crichton9 has been reported to have 
been consulted by President George W. Bush on 
climate policy (Janofsky 2006) while the President 
ignores the advice of the NAS and EPA can be 

attributed in part to a convenient confluence of 
interests and objectives. Past research has examined 
how these individuals and groups have developed 
competing discourses that disempowered top climate 
science and effectively reframed climate science 
and policy issues as uncertain, thus breeding public 
confusion (Zehr 2000; McCright and Dunlap 2003). 
These contrarian groups have also sought to gain 
discursive traction through the media, and similarly, 

carbon-based industry interests have pursued media 
coverage by raising the visibility of climate contrar
ianism. For instance, in February 2007, the Guardian 
revealed that the US-based American Enterprise 
Institute - which receives funding from ExxonMobil 
- has offered $10 000 'for articles that emphasize 
the shortcomings of a [recently released] report from 
the UN IPCC' (Sample 2007, 1). However, amid the 

abundant evidence of ties between carbon-based 
industry, contrarian lobbying and US Federal 
Administration climate policy, the important issue is 
not necessarily funding sources. Rather, as Oreskes 
points out 

the issue is that the research is supported by a sponsor 
who wants a particular result ... and the researchers 
know in advance what that outcome is, producing an 
explicit conflict of interest, which undermines the 
integrity of the research performed. (2004b, 3 81) 

Explanations for the formerly divergent but now 
converging coverage of climate science in the US 
and UK links to a second salient point regarding the 

contextualisation and labelling of reporting at the 
level of journalists and editors. While it is widely 

accepted that censorship of dissenting views is both 
a misguided tactic and ultimately destined for 

positivist failure, just how contrarians have been 
treated through time has differed on opposite sides 
of the Atlantic. Previous research has found that 
situating controversial information in the larger 

context of the climate change issue has helped to 
mitigate perceptions of uncertainty and confusion 
(Corbett and Durfee 2004). Varied treatment of the 
contrarians in the US press before 2005 vis-a-vis UK 
coverage reveals key contributions to such perceptions, 
and hence informational bias. For instance, in 
coverage of the US-based oil multinational ExxonMobil, 

a New York Times article entitled 'Exxon Backs 
Groups that Question Global Warming' began: 

Exxon Mobil has publicly softened its stance toward 
global warming over the last year, with a pledge of 
$10 million in annual donations for 10 years to 
Stanford University for climate research. At the same 
time, the company, the world's largest oil and gas 
concern, has increased donations to Washington
based policy groups that, like Exxon itself, question 
the human role in global wanning and argue that 
proposed government policies to limit carbon dioxide 
emissions associated with global warming are too 
heavy handed ... 'There is this whole issue that no one 
should question the science of global climate change 
that is ludicrous. That's the kind of dark-ages thinking 
that gets you in a lot of trouble' [Tom Cirigliano, a 
spokesperson for ExxonMobil] noted. (Lee 2003, C5; 
emphasis added) 

The US article was consistent with much US coverage 
before 2005, in this case, focusing attention on the 

multi-faceted philanthropy of ExxonMobil while also 
flatly reporting the company's view on anthropogenic 
climate change. This was bolstered by the quote 
from the ExxonMobil representative, as the article 
provided scant context within which such assertions 
sit in the larger view of the widespread scientific 
consensus on human contributions to climate change. 
In contrast, an article in the UK's Independent 

entitled 'Exxon Spends Millions to Cast Doubt on 
Warming' reported that 

The world's largest energy company is still spending 
hundreds of thousands of dollars to fund European 
organisations that seek to cast doubt on the scientific 
consensus on global warming and undermine support 
for legislation to curb emission of greenhouse gases. 
(Buncombe and Castle 2006, 32; emphasis added) 

While these excerpts cannot provide sufficient evidence 
about how climate change is framed throughout each 
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news story, nor the tone or relationships between clusters 
of messages, they provide a window - and hence 
the opportunity - to examine divergent patterns of 
reporting in the US and UK before 2005. 

Conclusion 

This paper has examined shifts in the employment 
of the journalistic norm of 'balanced' reporting in 
the US and UK - as well as dynamic interactions 
therein - and their possible contribution to ongoing 
framings of climate science and policy. It has also 
identified important ways in which the mass media 
in each country have shaped, and continue to 
shape, the ongoing construction and maintenance of 
anthropogenic climate-change discourse. Finally, 
the paper has explored how different country contexts 
have engendered varying media representational 
practices, which may in turn have contributed - in 
complex ways - to divergent priorities in global 
climate policy and politics. 

As such, this paper presents another example of 
how climate change science and policy shape 
media reporting and public understanding, as well 
as how journalism also influences climate science 
and policy decisions. Mass media have constituted 
key non-state interventions in shaping the variegated 
and politicised terrain within which people per
ceive, understand and engage with climate science 
and policy (Bord et al. 2000; Krosnick et al. 2006; 
Leiserowitz 2006). Thus, these results and analyses 
provide useful indicators of the terms and conditions 
through which current and future climate policy and 
action is negotiated and implemented. 

This research finds that 'balanced' reporting on 
scientific investigations of human-induced climate 
change in these newspapers is no longer evident, 
and thus suggests that we may now be flogging a 
dead norm. While this provides some cause for 
optimism that media reporting may act as a stronger 
catalyst for public pressure for more decisive climate
policy action, many other challenges remain in 
ensuring climate science informs climate decision
making. Nevertheless, this research further informs 
considerations of key impediments to greater 
international climate-policy cooperation in the US 
and UK, as well as contributing to understanding 
the more general role of the mass media in science
policy interactions (Wilson 1995; McComas and 
Shanahan 1999; Smith 2005; Baron 2006). 

It is important to remember, however, that science 
on anthropogenic climate change remains a histori-
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cised process and consensus does not represent the 
end of the tale, but rather a period in the ongoing 
story. The focus of this paper has been on media 
representational practices; however, responsibilities 
as well as opportunities also lie with the scientific, 
policy and public communities. More media coverage 
of climate change and more accurate coverage 
will not necessarily solve these issues. For instance, 
studies have shown that without some scientific 
knowledge to provide a foundation of understanding 
to follow ongoing issues, more journalism will not 
help (Miller et al. 1997). Thus, this work forms just 
one part of the larger 'cultural circuits' of climate 
change policy reflection and action (Carvalho and 
Burgess 2005) that are themselves situated in the 
ongoing multi-scale socio-political and biophysical 
influences that frame policy alternatives. This means 
that instead of looking for paradigmatic change, we 
should more realistically seek a creeping evolution 
in how non-state actors such as the mass media 
influence climate policy and broader science-policy 
interactions. 
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Notes 

The US news articles consisted of 27 per cent from the Los 
Angeles Times, 33 per cent from the New Yo1k Times, 7 
per cent from USA Today, 12 per cent from the Wall Street 
Journal and 21 per cent from the Washington Post. The UK 
news articles consisted of 35 per cent from the Guardian 
(and the Observer), 36 per cent from the Jndependent(and 
Independent on Sunday) and 29 per cent from The Times 
(and The Sunday Times). 

2 This analysis was conducted in coordination with Michael 
K. Goodman, Lecturer at King's College London School of 
Geography, and Jules M. Boykoff, Assistant Professor of 
Political Science at Pacific University. 

3 For instance, The Times reported 'The science debate is 
effectively over. The Stem review means that the economic 

debate is all but over. Only the political debate is left' 
(Cavendish 2006, 7). 

4 	 This conference discussed implementation of the first 
phase of the Kyoto Protocol as well as possibilities for 

participation by key 'developing' countries, such as China 
and India, beginning in 2012. 
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5 	 What had not been a particularly legible voting issue in 
previous elections had become rallying points for politi

cians in State elections as well as for Democrats seeking to 
regain control of both houses of US Congress. 

6 	 A communique coming out of the meeting also acknow
ledged human contributions to climate change and 

included the signature of President Bush, despite his 
previous equivocations on the subject. 

7 	 This was seen as a violation of scientific integrity to suit 

carbon-based industry interests, particularly once it was 
revealed that Cooney previously worked as a lobbyist for 
the American Petroleum Institute. Media scrutiny continued 

when it was discovered that his consequent resignation 
from the CEQ was followed just three days later by his 
appointment as a consultant to ExxonMobil. 

8 	 Vergano later won the 2006 David Perlman Award for 
Excellence in Journalism from the American Geophysical 

Union, signifying the importance of shifting science
media-policy interactions at that time. 

9 	 Although a work of fiction, Crichton was awarded the 

2006 American Association of Petroleum Geologists 
journalism award for this book. 
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Energy and Environment 

We only have a 5 

percent chance of 

avoiding 

'dangerous' global 

warming, a study 

finds 


By Chris Mooney July 31 

In recent years, it has become increasingly common to frame the climate change problem as a kind of countdown - each year) 

we emit more carbon dioxide, narrowing the window for fixing the problem, but not quite closing it yet. After all, something) 

could still change. Emissions could still start to plunge precipitously. Maybe next year.) 

This outlook has allowed, at least for some, for the)R_!'_es~rv~~-sm_Qf a fo:r;_~_gf~!i_l!!._a!~ -9P!imis!_ll in which big changes, someday) 

soon, will still make the difference. Christiana Figureres, the former head of the United Nations' Framework Convention on) 

Climate Change, recently joined with a group of climate scientists and policy wonks to state there are three years left to get) 

emissions moving sharply downward. If, that is, we're holding out hope oflimiting the warming of the globe to below 2) 

degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit) above pre-industrial temperatures, often cited as the threshold where "dangerous") 

warming begins (although in truth, that's a matter of interpretation).) 

Yet a battery of recent studies call into question even that limited optimism. Last week, a group of climate) 

researchers)published resea_!'c~ suggesting the climate has been warming for longer than we thought due to human influences) 

- in essence, pushing the so-called "preindustrial" baseline for the planet's warming backwards in time. The logic is clear: If) 

the Earth has already warmed more than we thought due to human activities, then there's even less remaining carbon dioxide) 

that we can emit and still avoid 2 degrees of warming.) 

Two new studies published Monday, meanwhile, go further towards advancing this pessimistic view which asserts that there's) 

little chance of the world will stay within prescribed climate limits.) 
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The first)new study calculates the statistical likelihood of various amounts of warming by the year 2100 based on three trends) 

that matter most for how much carbon we put in the air. Those are the global population, countries' GDP (on a per capita) 

basis), and carbon intensity, or the volume of emissions for a given level of economic activity.) 

The research finds that the median warming is likely to be 3.2 degrees Celsius, and further concludes that there's only a 5) 


percent chance that the world can hold limiting below 2 degrees Celsius and a mere 1 percent chance that it can be limited) 


below 1.5 degrees Celsius (2.7 degrees Fahrenheit). That will come as bad news for vulnerable small island nations in) 


particular, which have held out for a 1.5 degree target, along with other particularly vulnerable nations.) 


"There is a lot of uncertainty about the future, our analysis does reflect that, but it also does reflect that the more optimistic) 


scenarios that have been used in targets seem quite unlikely to occur," said statistician Adrian Raftery of the University of) 


Washington, Seattle. Raftery conducted the study, which was just published in)Nature Climate Change, alongside) 


colleagues at the University of California, Santa Barbara and Upstart Networks.) 


Here's a figure from the study, showing the range of expected temperatures that the study found:) 

The research is significant because 2 degrees Celsius has often been regarded as the threshold for so-called "dangerous") 

climate change. Figueres herself)put it this way)in an interview with CBS News: "Science has established for quite a while that) 

we need to respect a threshold of 2 degrees, that being the limit of the temperature increase that we can afford from a human,) 

economic and infrastructure point of view.") 

The second)new study, meanwhile, takes a different approach, analyzing how much global warming the world has already) 

committed to, since the warming due to some emissions has not yet arrived. Nonetheless, with the planet at a so-called)energy) 

imbalance, that warming is inevitably coming, and the study - conducted by Thorsten Mauritsen of the Max Planck Institute) 

for Meteorology in Germany and Robert Pincus of the University of Colorado, Boulder - finds that it probably pushes us) 

several slivers of a degree beyond where we are now.) 

The upshot is that we may already have firmly committed to 1.5 degrees Celsius of warming even if emissions were to stop) 

immediately and entirely (which is not going to happen). One scenario presented in the study finds a 13 percent chance that) 

1.5 degrees is already baked in; another finds a 32 percent chance. And again, the margin for avoiding 2 degrees C narrows) 


accordingly.) 


So what should we make of all of this? 

On Monday I spoke with Glen Peters, a climate policy expert at the Center for International Climate Research in Oslo, about) 

the two latest papers. Peters is a researcher who is on the record stating that he thinks there's little chance of holding warming) 

to 2 degrees Celsius unless we come up with so-called "negative emissions" technologies that allow us to actively withdraw) 

carbon dioxide from the atmosphere later in the century.) 

Somewhat surprisingly, though, Peters actually felt that the first new study, finding only a 5 percent chance of staying below 2) 
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degrees, might be a tad too negative. It takes into account past climate policies, he notes, but not the possibility of a major) 


upsurge in global climate action in coming years, unlike what we've seen previously. Indeed, the study notes that "Our) 


forecasting model does not explicitly incorporate future legislation that could change future emissions.") 


"Less than 2 degrees of warming is unlikely if we don't try," said Peters. "I'm one that says that 2 degrees is not likely anyway) 

- but if we try, at least it's an option that we can get to 2 degrees.") 

(Raftery, speaking about this aspect of his study, noted to me that "I think it's possible that the future might be completely) 

different, and there'll be a sudden big jump forward, but past data would suggest that's being a bit optimistic.") 

However, at the same time Peters also admitted that the study about committed warming reinforced a troubling conclusion,) 

since "it's in a sense impossible that we're not going to emit any more." The upshot is that "We're starting from 1.5 and going) 

up from there in the future emissions that we have," he said.) 

This again means that negative emissions, based on technologies that don't exist yet at the relevant scale, would probably be) 

required at some point in the future. The new research "emphasizes the importance of removing carbon from the atmosphere,") 

said Peters.) 

None of this news brings us into the range of the worst-case climate scenarios portrayed in a recent New York Magazine) 

article, whose conclusions - many of which were disputed by many climate scientists - were based on levels of warming far) 

beyond 2 degrees Celsius.] 

The upshot of all the latest research, however, is that while limiting warming to 2 degrees is seeming unlikely, and 1.5 degrees) 

nearly impossible, staying within something like 2.5 degrees still seems quite possible if there's concerted action. And who) 

knows whether in thirty years, negative emissions may appear much more feasible than they do now, providing the option of) 

cooling the planet back down again at some point.) 

In sum, climate pessimism has indeed had a strong run lately- but you have to keep in context. It's pessimism that we'll hit) 


our current goals. It's not fatalism, or the idea that we'll accomplish nothing, or that present momentum doesn't matter.) 


Chris Mooney reports on science and the environment. ~ Follow @chriscmooney 
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Less than 2°C warming by 210 0 unlikely 
Adrian E. Raftery1*, Alec Zimmer2, Dargan M. W. Frierson3, Richard Startz4 and Peiran Liu 1 

The recently published Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) projections to 2100 give likely ranges of 
global temperature increase in four scenarios for population, 
economic growth and carbon use1

• However, these projections 
are not based on a fully statistical approach. Here we use 
a country-specific version of Kaya's identity to develop a 
statistically based probabilistic forecast of C02 emissions 
and temperature change to 2100. Using data for 1960-2010, 
including the UN's probabilistic population projections for all 
countries2

-4, we develop a joint Bayesian hierarchical model 
for Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita and carbon 
intensity. We find that the 90% interval for cumulative C02 

emissions includes the IPCC's two middle scenarios but not the 
extreme ones. The likely range of global temperature increase 
is 2.0-4.9 °c, with median 3.2 °C and a 5% (1%) chance that 
it will be less than 2 °C (1.5 °C). Population growth is not a 
major contributing factor. Our model is not a 'business as usual' 
scenario, but rather is based on data which already show the 
e ect of emission mitigation policies. Achieving the goal of 
less than 1.5 °C warming will require carbon intensity to decline 
much faster than in the recent past. 

The IPC Chas issued projections of climate change based on four 
di: erent pathways for emissions and land use up to 2100, each one 
in turn based on a di: erent socioeconomic scenario for the world's 

15future and developed by a di: erent research group • . They are called 
representative concentration pathways (RCPs) and were selected so 
as to represent the scientific literature as of 2007 and to span a range 
of radiative forcings by 2100. The RCP2.6 scenario was designed 
to represent very low greenhouse gas concentration levels6

, RCP4.5 
and RCP6 are stabilization scenarios7

•
8

, and RCPS.5 represents rising 
radiative forcing9

. The RCPs were not to be interpreted as forecasts5
. 

The two key socioeconomic driving forces of the RCPs are 
population and GDP, and the RCPs drew on population information 
up to 201210 

. The UN has recently issued new population projections 
to 2100, reflecting data up to 20152

. These are probabilistic 
projections based on a Bayesian model3

•
4
•
11 

. The UN's predictive 
distribution for world population in 2100 has a median of 
11.2 billion and a90% interval from 9.7to12.9 billion. Three of the 
four RCPs are based on population in 2100 below the lower fifth 
percentile of the UN's predictive distribution (9.7 billion); the only 
one higher is the high-emissions RCPS.5. This raises the question of 
the impact of the higher projected future population on climate. 

The availability of probabilistic population projections now 
(unlike when the RCPs were formulated) makes it more feasible 
to develop a statistical forecasting model for the key drivers, as 
advocated by Moss and Schneider12 

. We use a simple form of the 
Kaya identity, which expresses future emission levels in a country 
as a product of three components: population, GDP per capita, 
and carbon intensity (C0 2 emissions per unit of GDP)13

•
14 

. This 

is a specific version of the IPAT equation, Impact D Population 
o A uence o Technology. We use data from 1960 to 2010 
on GDP per capita and carbon intensity for most countries. We 
build a joint Bayesian hierarchical statistical model for GDP per 
capita and carbon intensity in most countries, and combine it 
with the UN probabilistic population projections to produce a 
predictive distribution of quantities of interest to 2100. We develop 
aprobabilistic forecast of global temperature increase by combining 
them with the relationship between cumulative C 02 emissions and 
temperature used by the IPC C15 

. 

For GDP per capita we use a Bayesian hierarchical model for 
all countries based on the idea of a world technology frontier 
(represented by the US for the period of our data), towards which 
countries may converge16 

; see Supplementary Fig. 1. The frontier 
is modelled by a random walk model with constant drift17

•
18 

. This 
allows countries with high current growth rates to continue growing 
fast in the short to medium term, while avoiding unrealistically high 
long-term forecasts. 

To model carbon intensity, we note that most countries have 
reached a peak intensity; subsequently their carbon intensity has 
been trending downwards, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Note that we posit 
a peak and subsequent decline in C0 2 emissions per unit of GDP; 
this is di: erent from the Environmental Kuznets Curve hypothesis 
that C 02 emissions per person rise and then decline, which has 
not been established despite much research 19 

. We model carbon 
intensity using a Bayesian hierarchical model for most countries 
estimated using the post-peak data. For each country, intensity is 
modelled as a linear trend plus an autoregressive random process. 

Our model incorporated a within-country correlation between 
model errors in GDP per capita and carbon intensity, estimated to 
be 0.16. We found no significant correlation between model errors 
in population and either of the other two components. 

An advantage of a fully statistical model is that it can be assessed 
by prediction validation experiments; we carried out several. In 
the first one, we fitted the model using only data from 1950 to 
1980, generated predictive distributions for the following 30 years, 
and compared them with what actually happened. We repeated 
forecasts through 2010 for data up to 1990 and 2000, respectively. 
Illustrative results for world C 02 emissions are shown in Fig. 2. 
The results showed the model to be reasonably well calibrated. 
The largest deviation from our median forecast in these validation 
experiments is in prediction of the rapid uptick in C 02 emissions 
from 2000 to 2010. This decade of rapid emissions, driven largely by 
China's exceptionally rapid growth, nevertheless Iies within our 90% 
intervals for all three predictive validation experiments. 

The results of these calibration exercises by country are shown in 
Supplementary Table 1, while the results for the five IPCC regions 
are shown in Supplementary Fig. 2. These indicate that the model is 
reasonably well calibrated at the regional (continental) and country 
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levels as well. Although these results are encouraging, it should be components. The median projection lies between those of the 
noted that they cover aprediction horizon of 30 years and 50 years two middle RCPs, RCP4.5 and RCP6. However, the plausible range 
of data overall, whereas we are projecting up to 90 years ahead. of cumulative future emissions is wide, with aIi kely range from 2,300 
Thus our forecasts are best thought of as projections assuming that to 5,700 Gt of C0 2 by 2100. The results suggest that cumulative 
the general range of trends of the past 50 years continues into emissions are likely to be higherthan projected by the low-emissions 
the future. RCP2.6 scenario, based on present evidence. Although they are 

Figure 3 shows our predictive distributions of future world likely to be lower than the 6,840 Gt projected by the high-emissions 
C 02 emissions, by year and cumulatively, as well as of the Kaya scenario RCP8.5, they could well reach 83% of that level based on 
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trends to date. Predictive distributions for the five IPCC regions and 
15 selected countries are shown in Supplementary Figs 3Yz6. 

Figure 3c shows the Kaya components. Broadly, GDP per capita 
is expected to rise at around 1.8% per year, while carbon intensity is 
expected to decline by around 1.9% per year. These countervailing 
trends are likely to cancel one another out to a large extent. Our 
predictive distribution of future world GDP per capita largely spans 
the range of scenarios used by the IPC c20 22

, although there are largeYz 

di: erences on acountry-by-country basis. In particular, we project 
slower GDP growth in developing countries, due to weak or zero 
estimates of the rate of convergence to the world frontier. 

The median UN population projection is for an increase of 
4 billion to 2100, from the current 7.2 billion to 11.2 billion. A large 
portion of that increase is projected to be in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA), whose population is projected to increase from its current 
1 billion to 3.9 billion. Although GDP is projected to rise by around 
afactor of 21, C 02 emissions from SSA are projected to be only about 
6% of the world total at the end of the century. This reflects the very 

low current economic production in the region, and suggests that 
population increase will not be amajor contributing factor to future 
increases in emissions this century. 

We assessed the contribution of the three components to 
uncertainty about C 02 emissions in 2100, as measured by predictive 
variance on the logarithmic scale.GDP per capita accounted for 50% 
of uncertainty, carbon intensity for 48%, and population for only 2%. 
Measures to reduce future emissions would need to target at least 
one of these components. Policies to reduce GDP per capita seem 
unlikely, and population increase will not be a major factor. This 
suggests that future policies should target carbon intensity. 

Figure 3d shows the predictive distribution of global mean tem
perature increase to 2100, in the form of a histogram of random 
draws from the model. This is obtained by combining our predictive 
distribution of cumulative C0 2 emissions to 2100with the relation
ship between cumulative C0 2 emissions an_d warming described 
by the IPCC 15 . The likely range is 2.0Vz4.9_zc, with a median of 
3.2 zc. There is a 5% chance of less than 2zc warming, and a 1 % 
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chance of less than 1.5 zc. This takes account of uncertainty in 
future population growth, economic growth, carbon intensity and 
climate sensitivity. 

Figure 4shows the predictive distributions to 2030 for five major 
countries and the European Union, compared with the 2015 Paris 
climate agreement intended nationally determined contributions 
(IND C}23 

. The IND Cs were proposed with equity principles such as 
'common but di: erentiated responsibilities' in mind, so these data 
should not be used to criticize countries' individual targets. These 
targets are well within the predictive intervals for Russia and India, 
towards the lower end but within the intervals for Japan and China, 
and well below the lower bounds for the USA and the EU. If China 
and India were to reach their intensity targets, it would probably 
result in decreases in carbon emissions in China,and relatively weak 
increases in India. This is in part due to a likely decrease in GDP 
growth rates in these countries. 

Figure 4 also shows the preliminary report emissions for 2015 
for the four major countries whose targets are expressed in terms 
of emissions rather than of carbon intensity. For Japan and Russia, 
these are very close to the median projections. For the US they 
are within the interval but at the low end, while for the EU they 
are below the bottom of the 95% interval, suggesting that the Paris 
Agreement targets could be reached. If the EU and the US alone were 
to meet their Paris Agreement targets, it would reduce our global 
emissions median forecast by nearly 3 Gt C0 2/year in 2030, down 
to alevel similar to today's emissions. Rapid reductions in emissions 
would still be necessary thereafter to limit warming to 2 degrees24 

. 

Figure 3a suggests that the Paris Agreement's target of net zero 
emissions in the second half of the twenty-first century is unlikely to 
be reached. 

Other probabilistic forecasting methods for em1ss1ons and 
temperature increase have been proposed, using combinations 
of statistical modelling, expert elicitation and scenarios25

Yi
28

; in 
contrast, our approach is fully statistical. Our forecasting model 
does not explicitly incorporate future legislation that could change 
future emissions. It is based on past emissions, which implicitly 
account for accumulating legislation and regulation over the past 
30 years since climate change became a global issue, and indeed 
carbon intensity has been improving steadily over that period. The 
model has performed well under cross-validation. We have also not 
accounted for the possibility that decreasing prices for alternative 
energy could cause a sudden massive shift to alternative energy. 
This would be speculative, especially given that the experience of the 
past 60 years is that carbon intensity has improved steadily in most 
countries past a certain point, rather than by abrupt large changes. 
The reverse is also possible due to decreases in fossil fuel prices, 
which have dropped in recent years. 

Met hods 
Methods, including statements of data availability and any 
associated accession codes and references, are available in the 
online version of th is paper. 
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Methods 
Data. For population, we used the estimates of population for all countr ies from 
1950 to 2015 issued by the U N2. We produced probabilistic projections for all 
countries with the model used by the UN for its probabilistic projections 2~4 . The 
prediction intervals for future population from these projections are avail able at 
http://esa.un .org/u npd/wpp/D own load/Probabilistic/Population. 

GDP per capita data came from the Maddison Project, using data from 1960 to 
201029 . We chose the Maddison Project data set for its completeness. The Maddison 
Project uses purchasing power parity (PPP) rather than market exchange rates to 
put GDP data on the same scale across countries and to adjust for inflation over 
time. GDP data are missing for countries in the former Soviet Un ion pr ior to 1990, 
and are missing for some countries in 2009 and 2010. The Madd ison Project 
provides GDP data in 1990 US dollars, which we converted to 2010 US dollars by 
multiplying by 1.52 based on the OECD price deflator30 . 

C02emissions data came from the Global Carbon Budget31 . We used data fro m 
1960 to 2010. We used fossil fuel and cement production emissions for each 
country, excluding emissions from land-use change. 

0 u r unit for carbon intensity is tonnes of C02per USS 10,000 in 2010 
Purchasing Power Par ity. For most countries carbon intensity has peaked and has 
seen adeclining trend since the peak, and so we restricted the carbon intensity data 
we used to be post-peak for each country. We determined the peak for each country 
by finding the maximum of the intensity curve after smooth ing the series using the 
loess smoother with span 0.25. We thus fitted our model to the decline phase of 
carbon intensity for each country, removing the earlier phase of non-declining 
carbon intensity. The United States and most Western European countries had 
declining carbon intensity throughout the data period 1960Vz2010. If carbon 
intensity had not peaked in acountry by 2003, we determined that there was not 
enough evidence to determine that it had peaked yet. 

There were 13 countries whose carbon intensity had not peaked by 2003, 
namely Angola, Benin, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Comoros, Honduras, Haiti, Morocco, 
Mauritius, Malaysia, El Salvador, Sao Tome and Principe, and Seychelles. There was 
also one country with fewer than 20 years of intensity data, namely Namibia. These 
14 countries were excluded when estimating the intensity model, but not when 
projecting future emissions. We assumed that their intensity would start to decline 
immediately in 2010, aconservative assumption. 

We removed North Korea, Qatar, Lesotho, Palestine, and Somalia from our data 
set due to the poor quality of the data for these countries. We restricted data for the 
United Arab Emirates, removing emissions data prior to 1969, and for Senegal, 
removing 1968 emissions data, also because of data quality concerns. After 
merging together these di: erent data sources and removing these countries, we had 
152 countries in our data set. The 49 countries with more than 100,000 inhabitants 
in the UN World Populations Projections (WPP) data set but not in ours had 
93.7 million people in 2015. Countries we are not including with apopulation 
above 5 million people are North Korea (25 million people), South Sudan 
(12.3 million), Somalia (10.8 million), Papua New Guinea (7.6 million), and Eritrea 
(5.2 million). The countries included in our data set accounted for 98.7% of the 
world's population in 2015. 

Model specification. We used Bayesian hierarchical models for each of the three 
components of the Kaya identity, estimated by Markov Chain Monte Carlo 
(MCMC)32 . These are multilevel models in which each country has its own set of 
model parameters, and these parameters in turn are assumed to be drawn from a 
worldwide distribution. This yields estimates for individual countries that rely not 
only on the data for that country, but are also informed by the experience of other 
countries. This is particularly useful when data for acountry are sparse or noisy. 

We used the UN's o cial 2015 population projections for all countries, which 
are probabilistic and also based on Bayesian hierarchical models for fertility 
and mortality2~4 . 

The model for GDP per cap ita has two components. There is aworld frontier of 
GDP per capita, for which we use the United States as aproxy, and the GDP 
per capita of other countries converges to this world frontier at acountry-specific 
rate. GDP per capita is modelled on the logarithmic scale, with the world frontier 
GDP per capita following a random walk with drift, also on the logarithmic scale. 
We represent the world frontier by the United States, allowing a di: erent growth 
rate prior for 1960 to 1973, since du ring this time the United States experienced a 
period of high growth which has not persisted33 . Note that our model does not 
allow acountry's GDP to diverge systematically away from the frontier, although it 
may move further away from the frontier in any given time period. 

We projected carbon intensity on the logarithmic scale for each country. We 
model the logarithm of carbon intensity as following a linear trend plus a 
first-order autoregressive process for each country. 

We denote by F1 the logarithm of GDP per capita in the United States in year t, 
and by Gc,t the logarithm of GDP per capita in country c in year t. We denote by rc,t 
the logarithm of carbon intensity in country c in year t. We use vague pr ior 
distributions for the world -level parameters. Our joint Bayesian hierarchical model 
for GDP and carbon intensity is then defined as follows: 

GDP Component: 
F, 0 F, 1Cy C Ypre19131Tt 1973U Ccf> 

F1 Gc,t 0 ¢c(F1 1 Gc,t 1) C c~> 
c~> % N (0, CJc(g>2) 
~ % Uniform(O, 1) 

Ypre1973 % Uniform ( 0.1,0.1) 
<Pc 314 TN10•1u(µ,q, ,CJ:) (truncated normal , to be in TO,1U) 

µ,4> % Uniform (O, 1) 
()4> % Uniform (O, 1) 
cf> % N(O, CJ<t>2) 
() <t> 314 LN( 3,20) (lognormal) 
(Jctx> % LN(µ, t~ >, (J tx>2) 

µ, <.g> % N( 6,40) 
() 1.g> % Uniform (0.05,5) 

Carbon Intensity Component: 

! c,1 D T/ (t ~) C /3rc,t 1 Oc C cc,i. 
T/ % N (O, 1/ 100), 
f3 % Uniform (O, 1), 

. <.g> 31. ( CJc <.g) 1 2) cc,dcct 14 N p - cct •( p) CJc ,. (Jc(g) , 

8c % N (µ,6 ,CJ6 
2), 

µ,, % N (O, 1), 
CJ8 % LN( 5, 1.152) , 
CJc % LN(CJµ,CJs20), 

CJµ % N ( 2, 100), 
CJso % Uniform(0.05,5), 

p% Uniform ( 1,1 ). 

Model estimation. We fitted our model using Markov Chain Monte Carlo 
(MCMC) sampling, as implemented by the JAGS package34·35 in the 
Rprogramming language36 . Five chains were used, and each chain was 
run for 100,000 iterations after a burn-in period of 5,000 iterations; standard 
diagnostics indicated this to be su cient to approximate the posterior 
distribution well . 

To make projections we simulated many future trajectories of population, GDP 
per capita and carbon intensity joint ly from their predictive distribution. To 
simulate one future trajectory, we proceeded as follows. We first sampled model 
parameters from the posterior distribution by choosing the parameters from one 
iteration of the MC MC algorithm chosen at random. Then, for each set of model 
parameters sampled , we sampled model random errors from their conditional 
distribution given the parameters sampled. Finally, we projected the future 
trajectory forward using the model, the sampled model parameters, and the 
sampled model random errors. These three steps were repeated many ti mes, 
yielding many future possible trajectories. Prediction intervals were determined 
using quant iles of the resulting distribution . 

We constrained intensity to amaximum of 50 tonnes of C 02per USS 10,000 
when projecting forward , a level higher than any seen historically, to constrain any 
unreasonably high projections for ind ividual countries. This a: ected only some 
projections for Cameroon and the Republic of Congo. When sampled intensity for 
acountry in acerta in year would have exceeded this limit of 50, the intensity value 
was resampled for that country and year. 

We were prepared to impose a hard upper limit on cumulative emissions based 
on the amount of fossil fuel in the ground, taken to be 11 ,000 Gt based on McGlade 
and Elkin37 , which is aconservative estimate relative to other estimates by the BGR, 
the !EA and the GEA (see Supplementary Table 5 in McGlade and Elkin37 ). 
However, none of our trajectories encountered this limit. 

Model validation. 0 ut-of-sample val idation was used to check model bias and the 
calibration of our confidence intervals. The model was fitted only on data up to 
1980, 1990, or 2000, and projections were made until 2010. This included 
determining when countries had peaked in intensity, with the restriction that the 
peak had to come at least 5 years before the last year of training data, mirroring 
model fitting in our primary analysis. 

For each 5-year period, we checked the proportion of 90% and 95% intervals by 
country that included the true proportion of emissions for that country, along with 
the proportion of countries that had emissions above or below the median 
projected emissions. 

We also performed out-of-sample validation by aggregating over the five IPCC 
regions in the RC5 classificat ion 38: OECD 1990 countries; Reforming Economies 
(REF) , consisting of Eastern Europe and the forme r Soviet Union; Asia, consisting 
of non -OECD Asian countries, Middle East and Africa (MAF); and Latin America 
(LEM), consisting of countries of Latin America and the Caribbean. This also 
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served as acheck on cross-country correlation, since positive residuals between 
countries would lead to confidence intervals that are too narrow. In addition to 
checking interval coverage for C 02 emissions, we also checked interval coverage by 
IPAT component. 

Predictive distribution of temperature increase. Recent research has shown that 
temperature increase by 2100 is largely a linear function of cumulative carbon 
dioxide emissions39.4°. We use the relation from Figure SPM.5 in the IPCC 2014 
Synthesis Report 15 which relates cumulative emissions since 1860 to a probability 
density function of temperature change from 1861V280 to 2100, assumed to be 
conditionally Gaussian. This estimate takes into account uncertainty due to the 
carbon cycle, ocean heat uptake, and climate sensitivity. 

Global temperature is also a: ected by emissions of other greenhouse gases such 
as methane, and the cleanup of aerosols, which a: ect the Earth's albedo. For the 
century-long global warming response, these factors become smaller in relative 
importance to C 02. A full calculation of their relative e: ects is beyond the scope of 
this study. 

Posterior distributions. The posterior medians and 95% intervals of the 
world-level parameters for the model of GDP and carbon intensity are shown in 
Supplementary Table 2. They are much tighter than the prior distributions, because 
the data provide substantial information about the world distribution as well as 
about the individual countries. In the GDP component of the model, perhaps 
surprisingly, the majority (110 out of 152) of the country-level¢, values had a 
posterior median of 1, which corresponds to keeping pace with the frontier but not 
converging to it. However, these 110 countries accounted for only 39% of world 
population, so 61% of people were living in countries at the frontier or converging 
to it. 

The posterior distribution of the parameter p describing the country-level 
correlation of residuals between the intensity and GDP models had a 
posterior median of 0.157, with a95% interval of (0.127,0.186). Note that by 
the model form, since the GDP model is expressed with a G,,i. this means 

that higher GDP per capita than expected corresponds to lower intensity 
than expected. 

Data availability. The data and code used to produce the results in this article are 
avai Iable at https://github.com/PPgp/C 02projections. 
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Committed warming inferred from observations 

Thorsten Mauritsen1* and Robert Pincus2'3 

Due to the lifetime of COu the thermal inertia of the oceans1
'
2

, 
5and the temporary impacts of short-lived aerosols3

- and 
reactive greenhouse gases6

, the Earth's climate is not 
equilibrated with anthropogenic forcing. As a result, even 
if fossil-fuel emissions were to suddenly cease, some level 
of committed warming is expected due to past emissions as 
studied previously using climate models6

-
11 

• Here, we provide 
an observational-based quantification of this committed 
warming using the instrument record of global-mean 
warming12

, recently improved estimates of Earth's energy 
imbalance13

, and estimates of radiative forcing from the Fifth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change14 

• Compared with pre-industrial levels, we find a 
committed warming of 1.5 K (0.9-3.6, 5th-95th percentile) at 
equilibrium, and of 1.3 K (0.9-2.3) within this century. However, 
when assuming that ocean carbon uptake cancels remnant 
greenhouse gas-induced warming on centennial timescales, 
committed warming is reduced to 1.1 K (0.7-1.8). In the 
latter case there is a 13% risk that committed warming already 
exceeds the 1.5 K target set in Paris15 

• Regular updates of these 
observationally constrained committed warming estimates, 
although simplistic, can provide transparent guidance as 
uncertainty regarding transient climate sensitivity inevitably 
narrows16 and the understanding of the limitations of the 

11 21framework11
• - is advanced. 

Burning of fossil fuels elevates atmospheric concentrations of 
carbon dioxide (C02 ), alters atmospheric chemistry, and produces 
aerosol particles. Over the past century, warming by C02 and 
other greenhouse gases has exceeded cooling by aerosols and 
Earth's surface temperature has gradually increased. If fossil-fuel 
emissions were to cease instantaneously, anthropogenic aerosols 
would be washed out of the atmosphere in a matter of weeks 
but anthropogenic C02 would persist, equilibrating only across 
centuries to millennia. The long life of C02 and the large thermal 
inertia of the oceans imply that some amount of future warming 
is inevitable even in the unreasonably optimistic scenario of an 
abrupt halt to fossil-fuel emissions. Here we apply observational 
constraints within a simple linear energetic framework to estimate 
the magnitude of this committed warming due to past emissions. 

We first estimate Earth's equilibrium climate sensitivity (ECS) 
and transient climate response (TCR) (Fig. 1 and Methods) from 
estimates of effective radiative forcing and observations of present
day energy imbalance and global-mean surface temperature, using 
an energy-balance model and treating uncertainty in each term 
using probability distributions22 

• Both sensitivities are defined 
according to the forcing by atmospheric C02 concentrations 
doubled from pre-industrial values; ECS is the warming that occurs 
when the deep oceans have equilibrated while TCR is the warming 
at the time of doubling, assuming forcing increasing linearly at a 
rate consistent with a 1 % per year increase in C02 concentration. 
Our estimates ofTCR are commensurate with previous estimates23

•
2

" 

and, despite reductions in the uncertainty of the Earth's energy 

imbalance13 
, the uncertainty in inferred values of ECS remains 

large. Best estimates of TCR and ECS inferred from historical 
observations and an energy-balance framework are at the lower 
end of the assessed ranges (1.0-2.5 and 1.5-4.5 K, respectively) that 
consider a wider variety of evidence25 

. We return to this idea and its 
implications below. 

These estimates of climate sensitivities can be used to infer 
the committed future warming on centennial (transient) and at 
multi-millennial (equilibrium) timescales by scaling the radiation 
imbalance and changes in forcing by the relevant climate sensitivity. 
The simplest estimate of equilibrium committed warming Ta is 
obtained by holding effective radiative forcing at present-day values 
and assuming that the warming balancing present-day energy 
imbalance ( Q) will be consistent with joint distributions of past 
response to forcing. The resulting increment is added linearly to the 
mean warming ( T) in the present-day (here 2005-2015) relative to 
a pre-industrial period (1850-1899): 

ECS 
Ta~ T+[D+oF]- (1)

F2 x 

where F2 x is the radiative forcing from a doubling of C02 • 

Here OF~ 0.2 W m-2 accounts for forcing by emissions from 2010 
(the centre of the present-dayperiod) to 2016, estimated from ref.14 
for the period 2000-2011 as about 0.033 W m-2 yr- 1 to yield an up
to-date estimate of commitment. The result is case a in Fig. 2. 

In the absence of fossil-fuel emissions, however, present-day 
aerosol forcing (Faero ~ -0.9 W m-2 (-1.9 to -0.1)) will quickly 
vanish as anthropogenic aerosols are removed by precipitation and 
other processes (case b): 

(2) 

where it is assumed that non-fossil-fuel anthropogenic aerosols, 
such as biomass burning, yield near-zero forcing26 

. Values of 
committed warming exceeding 2 K are far more likely under this 
assumption even though aerosol forcing does not dominate total 
forcing (Supplementary Table 1). The high values of equilibrium 
committed warming arise because, in the energy-balance model, 
the strict constraint on observed warming means that strong 
aerosol cooling is possible only if climate sensitivity is high. These 
estimates are nonetheless smaller than earlier estimates5 of 2.4 K 
(1.4-4.3) applying equivalent assumptions but basing their ECS on 
climate models. 

Although carbon dioxide is long-lived, other chemical species 
emitted by fossil-fuel burning, including methane (CH4), nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO), impact the Earth's 
radiation balance6 both directly and through chemical reactions 
affecting the concentrations of ozone, stratospheric water vapour, 
and each other. We estimate that short-lived climate forcers (SLCFs) 
taken together introduce a forcing of 0.36 W m-2 (0.17-0.56) (see 
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a 
TCR: 1.32 [0.88-2.36] 

ECS: 1.79 [1.08-4.44] - 
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Temperature (K) 

2 

TCR/ECS: 0.74 [0.51 - 0.84] 

0 .0 0 .2 0.4 0.6 0 .8 1.0 
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Figure 1 I Probabilities of transient climate response (TCR) and 

equilibrium climate sensitivity (ECS). a, Probabilities of TCR (solid) and 

ECS (dashed) inferred on the basis of observed warming, estimates of 

historical radiative forcing and observations of present-day energy 

imbalance. b, The ratio of the quantities in a, which is roughly equivalent to 

the proportion of long-term warming realized on centennial timescales. 

Displayed numbers are the median and 5th-95th percentiles of each 

distribution. 

Methods). The loss of this net warming effect parallels the impact of 
reduced aerosol cooling: 

ECS 
Tc~ T+ [O+bF- Faero - F.<.r.cF]F (3) 

2X 

The result is a slight reduction in equilibrium committed warming 
(Fig. 2 case c). 

Estimating the amount of warming to be realized in the 
current century requires accounting for the multiple timescales 
of equilibration in the climate system. These timescales-fa an 
idealized view, a yearly to decadal timescale associated with 
equilibration of the atmosphere, upper soil and ocean mixed 
layer, and a centennial to millennial timescale associated with the 
overturning of the deep oceans-imply that the temporal response 
of surface temperature is sensitive to the history of the applied 
forcing. An abruptly applied positive forcing, such as that arising 
from the cessation of anthropogenic aerosol emissions (- Facro), is 
associated primarily with a fast warming near the surface, followed 
by slow warming, while equilibration with remnant planetary 
energy imbalance due to past forcing ( 0) involves mainly a 
slow warming of the deep oceans. The fraction of equilibrium 
warming on centennial timescales may be estimated using ocean 
models of varying complexity27 but these are poorly constrained by 
observations. Instead, we assume that the centennial response to 
present-day forcing will be consistent with the response to historical 
forcing, and so approximate centennial commitment using the 
observationally determined TCR 

(4) 

Equilibrium with constant forcing (a): 1. 25 [0.97-1.96] 
... and removed aerosol coo ling (b) : 1.67 [1.03-4.05] 

...and removed SLCFs (c): 1. 49 [0.92-3.61] 
Centennial committed warming (d): 1.31 [0 .88-2.30] 

.. .with carbon uptake (e): 1.06 [O 71-1.85) 

4 

Figure 2 IEstimates of committed warming under five different sets of 

assumptions. Cases a (black) and b (red) are the equilibria with and 

without aerosol cooling, whereas case c (purple) includes the effect of 

removing short-lived climate forcers . Cases d (blue) and e (orange) are 

scaled with the transient climate response representative of warming 

within this century. Cased is otherwise equivalent to case c. In case e, it is 

assumed that carbon uptake on the centennial timescale cancels the 

remnant warming due to imbalance with past forcing. Displayed numbers 

are the median and 5th-95th percentiles of the respective distribution. Also 

shown in grey is the instrumental temperature record12 for1850-2016, and 

black horizontal lines indicate the reference periods used to estimate TCR 

and ECS (Fig. 1). The dashed horizontal lines indicate 1.5 and 2.0 K. All 

temperatures are relative to the 1850-1899 mean, which is here taken to be 

the pre-industrial reference temperature (Methods). 

resulting in lower commitments than at equilibrium (Fig. 2). Large 
values of centennial-scale committed warming are unlikely because 
the high ECS values leading to large Tc are also associated with 
smaller ratios of TCR/ECS (Fig. lb), such that the equilibrium 
commitment takes more time to be realized if sensitivity is high28 

• 

The approximate scaling ofcentennial warming byTCR is consistent 
with an elaborated energy-balance model with a two-layer ocean 
(see Methods). When tuned to be consistent with inferred ECS, 
TCR and 0, and driven by the time history of forcing until 2010, 
followed by forcing evolution consistent with case d until 2100 
(Supplementary Fig. 1), this model produces committed centennial 
warming in agreement with the estimates using equation (4). 

To this point we have assumed that atmospheric C02 

concentrations are constant after fossil-fuel emissions cease. 
This is unlikely to hold because the oceans absorb carbon as well as 
heat from the atmosphere. Although the magnitude of ocean carbon 
uptake on centennial timescales is uncertain it must act to lower 
committed warming relative to fixed C02 concentrations (cases 
a-d). An estimate of this effect is obtained by idealizing the finding 
that in Earth system models temperatures stay approximately 
constant for one or more centuries after carbon emissions cease7

-
11 

, 

suggesting that remnant warming is approximately cancelled by 
declining forcing due to oceanic carbon uptake. The approximation 
is consistent with the mixing process timescale for carbon into the 
deep ocean being the same as for heat and carbon uptake being 
approximately linear in C02 concentration. A crude representation 
of this cancellation is to neglect further warming from energy 
imbalance 0: 

TCR 
Te~ T+ [bF - Faero - Fsr.cF]- (5)

F2x 

which yields a reduction in estimated median committed warming 
of 0.2-0.3 degrees (Fig. 2, case e). This scenario was examined in an 
Earth system model by the authors of ref. 6 who found a fast decadal 
warming to +o.4 K followed by a slow decline in temperature to 
around +0.2 K over that at the time when emissions were stopped, 
in close agreement with the median estimate of +0.26 K found here. 
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Centennial comm itted warming (d) 

.. .with carbon uptake (e) 
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Figure 3 ICommitment as a function of transient climate response. Blue 

and orange lines show binned median commitment for cases d and e, 

respectively, as defined in Fig. 2. The shaded area shows the probability of 

TCR, repeated from Fig. 1, with overlaid green shading for cases with 

positive aerosol forcing and red shading for cases with aerosol forcing 

below -1.0 W m-2 . The warming in 2005-2015, and the 1.5 and 2 K 

thresholds are marked by grey horizontal lines. 

Perfect cancellation of radiative imbalance by ocean carbon 
uptake is unlikely to occur: uptake mechanisms of carbon and 
heat are distinctly different in Earth system models29

•
30 

, while the 
warming of the upper ocean due to removed aerosol cooling, 
typically neglected in idealized modelling studies7

-
9

' 
11 

, can lead 
to outgassing of C02 temporarily counteracting some deep-ocean 
carbon uptake. For these reasons, we consider perfect cancellation 
to be an idealization awaiting efforts to understand the fate ofcarbon 
in the Earth system. 

Even including all mediating factors, there is some risk that 
committed warming on centennial timescales already exceeds 
societal aspirations to limit global warming to 1.5 to 2 degrees 
above pre-industrial15 

• There is 32% and 13% risk (cases d and e) 
that committed warming as of year 2016 already exceeds the 1.5 K 
warming threshold; for the 2 degree target, the risks are lower at 
10% and 3%, respectively. If anthropogenic forcing keeps rising at 
the current rate of about 0.033 W m-2 yr- 1 then the median value 
of committed warming exceeds 1.5 K in the years 2032 and 2053, 
for cases d and e, corresponding to additional forcing of about 0.5 
and 1.2 W m-2 

• These are the estimated years by which one needs 
to stop all emissions to have a 50% chance of staying below 1.5 Kon 
centennial timescales. 

Our estimates of committed warming are sensitive to the 
relatively large uncertainty in aerosol forcing which leads to a long 
tail of high climate sensitivity values (Fig. 1). In the energy-balance 
framework, warming on centennial timescales is closely connected 
to TCR (Fig. 3): commitment median probability exceeds 1.5 K for 
TCR of 1.5 and 1.9 K for cases d and e, respectively, and exceeds 2.0 K 
for TCR of 2.1 and 2.6 K. This means that, if TCR of the Earth turns 
out to be in the upper range, then the 1.5 degree target could already 
be unachievable. But high values of TCR are almost exclusively 
associated with strong aerosol cooling (Facro < -1.0 W m-2

, Fig. 3 
red shading). Such strong aerosol cooling may be inconsistent with 
mid-century warming being forced17 although the lower bound on 
aerosol is the subject of current debate. 

On the other hand, our estimates of TCR and ECS, based as 
they are on the observed relationships between forcing, imbalance 
and temperature change, are likely to be lower than the Earth's true 
sensitivity for several reasons. First, observations of global-mean air 

LETTERS 


surface temperature miss some of the amplified warming at high 
latitudes and do not carefully distinguish between surface air and 
water temperatures, which comprehensive models suggest may lead 
to slight underestimates of warming18 

• Second, forcing agents are 
unlikely to be equally effective in driving global temperature change. 
Aerosol cooling in particular may have masked more warming per 
unit forcing than greenhouse gas warming causes (efficacy > 1), 
which would act to damp estimates ofsensitivity19 

. Finally, feedbacks 
in comprehensive models often vary with timescale or climate state, 
especially the pattern of surface warming2°. In such models, the 
actual ECS is uniformly similar to or higher than that inferred 
from estimates of forcing, warming and imbalance21 

• This last 
issue does not seem particularly relevant: we explored the impact 
of time-dependent feedback (Methods and Supplementary Fig. 1) 
and find that, even if we choose parameters corresponding to 
the strongest effect found among Coupled Model Intercomparison 
Project Phase 5 (CMIP5) models, the increase in commitment in 
cased is modest (around 0.12 K). Using the model ensemble mean 
time dependence, the impact is only 0.04 K by the year 2100. This 
implies that the possible time dependence of feedbacks will have a 
strong impact on committed warming only if the dependencies of 
Earth are stronger than in any CMIP5 model. 

Beyond the uncertainties introduced by relying on observations 
and the simple energy-balance framework the abrupt cessation of all 
anthropogenic emissions is such a highly idealized scenario that one 
might question the practical value of estimating committed warm
ing. The reasons for doing so are partly pedagogical: committed 
warming defies the naive expectation that global warming stops 
when emissions cease and, indeed, introduces the further complica
tions of rapid additional warming with decreasing emissions as re
duced aerosol cooling unleashes masked greenhouse gas warming3·6 

. 

It further distinguishes future warming originating in the past from 
future anthropogenic emissions, which is useful for estimating the 
remaining headroom to exceeding target temperature thresholds. 
Observations-based estimates provide a conceptually transparent 
framework for estimating commitment that relies on a few assump
tions and observables. As the Earth warms in coming decades, 
uncertainty in some observables will decrease, and so uncertainty · 
in TCR will be roughly halved by year 203016 leading to narrowed 
probability for committed warming. Likewise, an improved ability 
to constrain aerosol forcing17 

, or a deepened understanding of time
or state-dependent feedbacks can be readily implemented to narrow 
quantitative uncertainty on the remaining headroom to exceeding 
the set 1.5 and 2 degree target temperatures15 

• 

Methods 
Methods, including statements of data availability and any 
associated accession codes and references, are available in the 
online version of this paper. 
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Methods 
Using an energy-balance model, two measures of the climate response to doubled 
COi concentrations, transient climate response (TCR) and equilibrium climate 
sensitivity (ECS), can be estimated22 from observations of changes between two 
epochs in global-mean temperature 6. T and planetary imbalance 6. Q, as well as 
estimates of effective radiative forcing Fand the effective radiative forcing at 
doubled C02 (Fi x ) as 

6. T 
TCR= Fix 6.F (6) 

6. T 
ECS= Fix ---

6.F- 6.Q 
(7) 

where effective radiative forcing, hereafter forcing, accounts for rapid 
adjustments31 

, that is, responses of the climate system that affect radiative balance 
but do not scale with temperature. 

In this work the present-day epoch estimates of temperature and planetary 
imbalance are computed over the years 2005-2015, as coincident with the latest 
planetary imbalance estimate 13 

, while the reference epoch values are computed 
over the period 1859-1882; a period that, like the present-day epoch, has seen little 
influence ofvolcanic eruptions on the global energy balance24 

• Estimates of annual, 
global-mean surface temperature are taken from HadCRUT4 (ref. 12) with uncer
tainty in 6. Tset to 0.08 K (ref. 24). Planetary imbalance is estimated13 as 0.71 W m- 2 

with 5-95% confidence intervals of±O.lOWm- i, and the corresponding 
values during the baseline period are estimated24 at 0.15 ± 0.075 W m-i. We take 
the forcing from greenhouse gases, aerosols and a range of other sources (ozone, 
stratospheric water vapour, land use, contrails, solar variability, and black carbon 
on snow) from Annex II of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
Fifth Assessment11 

• The Fix is set to 3.71 W m-i, which is consistent with the 
tabulated forcing. Uncertainty in each component is also taken from the assessment 
report26 and uncertainty in F2x is set proportional to that of greenhouse gas 
forcing. The results are insensitive to the value of and amount of uncertainty in Fix 
because 6. Fappearing in the denominator is dominated by greenhouse gas forcing 
and so random errors roughly cancel in the estimates ofTCR and ECS. Forcing 
is evaluated at the centre of the present-day epoch, year 2010, because the time 
series ends in 2011. All input to the analysis is tabulated in Supplementary Table 1. 

Uncertainty in equation (7) can be represented by treating each term as a 
22 24probability distribution18 
' - • Even symmetric uncertainty in forcing and, for ECS, 

in ocean heat uptake, creates skewed distributions2
i ofTCR and ECS because the 

terms appear in the denominator. Uncertainty in temperature change, imbalance in 
the present-day and pre-industrial epochs, and for each component of forcing is 
represented by drawing random samples from a Gaussian distribution. Uncertainty 
in present-day forcing by greenhouse gases is assumed to be perfectly correlated 
with F2x ; uncertainty in all other terms is uncorrelated by san1pling each variable 
independently. Samples producing negative values ofTCR or ECS in equation (7) 
are discarded as implausible but the distributions are otherwise unfiltered; this 
affects mean and extreme values but the median and 5-95% confidence intervals 
are more robust. The results are displayed in Fig. 1. 

The choice of 1850-1899 as the pre-industrial reference in equations (1)-(5) is 
a compromise of availability of temperature observations and having boundary 
conditions representative of pre-industrial conditions, for example, a volcanic 
forcing close to the long-term mean. Yet, industrialization had already commenced 
during this period, and relative to 1750 there was a positive total forcing of 
0.15 W m - i. On the contrary, the period 2005-2015 had relatively little volcanic 
activity, and counting on future volcanic forcing at the level of the past forcing 
would yield less commitment. Together with a low efficacy of volcanic forcing3 2 

these two effects closely cancel. 
To estimate the strength of the short-lived climate forcers (SLCFs) CH4, NOx 

and CO used in equations (3)-(5), we apply the emissions-based forcing 
eslimatesi6

• This is necessary because these are reactive species; for instance, 
emissions of methane lead to higher methane concentrations, as well as more 
tropospheric ozone and stratospheric water vapour. We can sum these forcings 
as follows: 

(8) 

whereby we assume that fossil -fuel emissions account for a fraction Urr) of 
anthropogenic methane emissions33 

• The result is summarized in 
Supplementary Table 2. 

To demonstrate the applicability ofTCR in estin1ating centennial-timescale 
committed warming as done in equations (4) and (5), we set up a two-layer 
model3

'
1 representing the evolution of the temperature of the atmosphere, land and 

ocean mixed layer ( T) and deep oceans ( Td): 

(9) 

with parameters chosen so as to match the median estimated ECS, TCR and the 
observed planetary imbalance in the early twenty-first century ( 0) . This was done 
by fust setting the effective heat capacities of the atmosphere, land and ocean 
mixed layer ( C) and deep oceans (Cd) to the coupled model ensemble mean from 
ref. 34 and the deep-ocean heat uptake efficacy parameter ( E) to unity to avoid 
time-dependent feedback. Then the feedback parameter (il) was set to 
-2.07 W m-i K- 1 to obtain the inferred median ECS of 1.78 K, and finally the heat 
exchange coefficient (y) was set to 1.0 W m-i K- 1 to obtain a compromise in 
matching the other two properties TCR ~ 1.28 Kand a~ 0.70 Wm-2 close to the 
respective inferred and observed values of 1.32 Kand 0.71 W m -i {Fig. 1 and 
Supplementary Table 1 ). Lowering y leads to slightly larger TCR, and therefore 
requires a further lowering ofECS below the inferred value in order to match 
instrumental record warming, but then results in a smaller athat is inconsistent 
with observations. Overall, though, the choice of y within reason has little impact 
on modelled committed warming. 

The model is run with forcing according to ref. 14 starting in the year 1750, so 
that the volcanic forcing is offset to obtain a long-term zero mean to avoid 
deep-ocean temperature drift35

• After year 2010, the forcing is increased according 
to equation ( 4) with a linearly increasing forcing until year 2016, whereafter aerosol 
and SLCFs are abruptly removed. The result is displayed in Supplementary Fig. 1. 
Subsequently, we investigate the impact of time-dependent feedback on the 
transient response. We do so by setting E to the CMIP5 ensemble mean value34 of 
1.28 and the maximum found among models of 1.82. In both cases we increase ECS 
so that the modified two-layer models match the 2005-2015 warming of the 
unmodified version. The temperature evolution prior to 2015 is indistinguishable 
among the three models. Towards the end of the twenty-fust century, the impact of 
the multi-model mean Eis about 0.04 Kand for the extreme case there is 0.12 K 
additional warming. Thus, to have an appreciable impact on estimates of 
committed warming, the time dependence of feedbacks of the Earth has to be well 
outside the range represented by CMIP5 models. 

Code availability. Python scripts to conduct the calculations underlying this study 

and reproduce figures are archived by the Max Planck Institute for Meteorology 

and can be obtained by contacting either the corresponding author or 

publications@mpimet.mpg.de. 


Data availability. HadCRUT4 data are provided by the UK Met Office Hadley 

Centre (http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/hadobs/hadcrut4) and forcing data are from 

the IPCC AR5 WGl (hllp://www.climalcchangc2013.org/imagcs/ 

report/WG1 AR5_AIISM_Datafiles.xlsx). 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 3 Date: 8/14/2017 12:29 PM 

Sonoma Country Inn - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summary Report 

Sonoma Country Inn 
Sonoma-San Francisco, Summary Report 

1.0 Project Characteristics 

1.1 Land Usage 

Land Uses I Size I Metric I Lot Acreage I floor Surface Area I Population 

Hotel : 50.00 l Room l 1.67 l 50,250.00 : O 
- .......... - - .... - - .... - ....... - .. - .... - - .. - - .... .; - .. - - .... - .... - - .. - - .......... - .... - .... - - .. - - ,!. .. - .... - ..... - .... - .... - - .... - .... - ..... - ...... - .... +--------------l------------------1 .. - .... - .... - - .... - .... -

Health Club • 6.27 l 1OOOsqft l 0.14 l 6,270.00 , 0 
.... -...... -.... -.... --.... -.... -..... --.... -.. --.;. .. -.... --.... -.... -.... --.... -.... -.... -...... --.;. - .. --..... -.... -.... --.... -.... -.... -..... --...... -+--------------l------------------1- - .... - .... - .... - .... - - .. 

Quality Restaurant : 5.50 l 1OOOsqft l 0.13 l 5,500.00 : O 
.. -- .. - ....... -.... -...... -.... -.... -.... - ..... - .... .;. ...... - ...... -.... -.... -...... -.... - .... -.... --.... .;. .. -...... -.... -.... -.... - .... -.... -...... -.... - .... +--------------..!. -------------- -1- .. - - .... - .... - .... - ...... 

Recreational Swimming Pool 2.28 : 1OOOsqft I 0.05 l 2,280.00 o 
- - .. - .... - ...... - .. - - ...... - .. - - .... - .. - - .... - .;. .. - - ....  .... - - - -  .. - - ..... - - .. - .... -  .... -  .!.- .... - ......  .......... - .. - -  ... - - .. - - .. -- ...... +.. -.... -- .... -.. -....... i ....  - ....  ....  ......  .. - - -l - - .. - - .... - .. - - .... - -

Parking Lot • 102.00 : Space • 0.92 40,800.00 • o 

1.2 Other Project Characteristics 

Urbanization 

Climate Zone 

Rural 

4 

Wind Speed (mis) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 

Operational Year 

75 

2020 

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

C02 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr} 

641.35 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr} 

0.029 N20 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr} 

0.006 

1.3 User Entered Comments 

Only CalEEMod defaults were used. 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 2 of 3 Date: 8/14/201712:29 PM 

Sonoma Country Inn - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summary Report 

Project Characteristics - Construction timing assumes construction would not start during winter. 


Land Use - No separate building area entered for main swimming pool because pool building facilities assumed to be included in main lodge square footage. 

Square footage for inn calculated by adding guestroom, main lodge and service/staff building square footages, then subtracting the estimated restaurant square 

footage. 


Construction Phase 

Off-road Equipment - Construction specifics uncertain, so off-road equipment and related information not included. Construction emissions not estimated. 


Grading 

Demolition 

Energy Use 

2.0 Peak Daily Emissions 

Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

ROG NOX 

Year Phase 

2018 Site Preparation 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

2018 Grading 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

2018 Building Construction 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

2019 Building Construction 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

2019 Paving 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

2019 Architectural Coating 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Peak Daily Total 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Air District Threshold 

Exceed Significance? 

Unmitigated 

co S02 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Mitigated 

PM10 PM2.5 ROG NOX co S02 PM10 PM2.5 

lb/day 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 3 of 3 Date: 8/14/2017 12:29 PM 

Sonoma Country Inn - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summary Report 

Peak Daily Operational Emissions 

Peak Daily Operational Emissions 

ROG NOX 

Operational Activity 

On-Site Area 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

On-Site Energy 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Off-Site Mobile 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Peak Daily Total 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Air District Threshold 

Exceed Significance? 

Unmitigated 

co S02 PM10 PM2.5 ROG NOX co 

lb/day 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

Mitigated 

S02 PM10 PM2.5 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

0.0000 s 0.0000 s 0.0000 s 

3.0 Annual GHG Emissions 

Annual GHG 


Annual GHG 


Unmitigated Mitigated 

C02 CH4 N20 C02e C02 CH4 N20 C02e 

GHG Activity Year MT/yr 

Construction 2016 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Construction 2019 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Operational 2020 1,244.3767 1.1407 7.9742e-003 1,275.2712 1,244.3767 1.1407 7 .97 42e-003 1,275.2712 

Total 

Significance Threshold 

Exceed Significance? 
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Water Data Library - Groundwater Level Reports http: //www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr_.. . 

9.~~-~~~~~~~~.~~y~~.~..f.~.~ .~~~~.~~~. 3.~4.4.3.7..~.~-~-~S.79.3.~~.~.~ - ·· ·· · · ············ · · · ·· ··· · ··· ·· ····· · · ···· · ·· · · · 

Data for your selected well is shown in the tabbed interface below. To view data managed in the updated 
WDL tables , including data collected under the CASGEM program, click the "Recent Groundwater Level 
Data" tab. To view data stored in the former WDL tables, click the "Historical Groundwater Level Data" tab. 
To download the data in CSV format, click the "Download CSV File" button on the respective tab. Please 
note that the vertical datum for "recent" measurements is NAVD88, while the vertical datum for "historical" 
measurements is NGVD29. To change your well selection criteria, click the "Perform a New Well Search" 
button. 

Station Data>> Recent Groundwater Level Datlif> Historical Groundwater Level Data 

c 
0 

:;:J 
co 
> 
~ 
w 

Groundwater Levels for Well 384437N1225793W001 
595.0 ---------------------------------..... -27.1 

• wat er surface 

• quest ionable data 

· . - ground surface • - -
570.0 _._ -2.1 

: • ground surface 

545.0 22.9 

· ~\ 
• 

• 
520.0 

495.0 

47.9 

72.9 

470.0 97.9 

445.0 122. 9 

420.0 -+--------....-------------------------~-&,. 147.9 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

Date 
Download CSV File 

.!::. 
+-' 
0. 
<lJ 

0 

Date RPE GSE RPWS WSE GS to ... 
1 

Msmt Code CASGEM Msmt Agency 

10/08/1980 00:00 569.850 567.850 53 516.85 51 N 
····-. - ~ -··· ---·· - --·-· __,,.____ ·· ···--- ··-· . _....... -..... .. . ...,,_ ·-·-·· ·-· 
04/14/1981 00:00 569.850 567.850 27.7 542.15 25.7 N 

10/16/1981 00:00 569.850 567.850 45.1 524.75 43.1 N 

03/19/1982 00:00 569.850 567.850 18.6 551.25 16.6 N 

10/20/1982 00:00 569.850 567.850 57.6 512.25 55.6 N 

04/05/1983 00:00 569.850 567.850 15.5 554.35 13.5 N 

10/12/1983 00:00 569.850 567.850 53 516.85 51 N 

03/16/1984 00:00 569.850 567.850 29.3 540.55 27.3 N 

10/12/1984 00:00 569.850 567.850 65.5 504.35 63.5 N 

03/21/1985 00:00 569.850 567.850 37 532.85 35 N 

10/24/1985 00:00 569.850 567.850 47.2 522.65 45.2 N 

Co 

1 of3 8/811 7, 3:50 PM 

www.water.ca.gov/waterdatali
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03/28/1986 00:00 569.850 567.850 16.5 553.35 14.5 N 

10/28/1986 00:00 569.850 567.850 46.5 523.35 44.5 N 

04/15/1987 00:00 569.850 567.850 32 537.85 30 N 

11/18/1987 00:00 569.850 567.850 56.1 513.75 54.1 N 

04/13/1988 00:00 569.850 567.850 49 520.85 47 Q-3 N 

10/25/1988 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-3 N 

04/12/1989 00:00 569.850 567.850 29.9 539.95 27.9 N 

11/08/1989 00:00 569.850 567.850 62.4 507.45 60.4 N 

03/21/1990 00:00 569.850 567.850 46.5 523.35 44.5 N 

10/12/1990 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-1 N HAS 

04/11/1991 00:00 569.850 567.850 33.6 536.25 31.6 N 

10/28/1991 00:00 569.850 567.850 72 497.85 70 N 

03/19/1992 00:00 569.850 567.850 33.4 536.45 31.4 N 

10/20/1992 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-1 N 

04/15/1993 00:00 569.850 567.850 29.8 540.05 27.8 N 

10/18/1993 00:00 569.850 567.850 73.5 496.35 71.5 N 

04/07/1994 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

09/22/1994 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-1 N 

04/26/1995 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-2 N 

11/08/1995 00:00 569.850 567.850 93.8 476.05 91.8 N 

04/08/1996 00:00 569.850 567.850 26.8 543.05 24.8 N 

11/25/1996 00:00 569.850 567.850 84.5 485.35 82.5 N 

03/28/1997 00:00 569.850 567.850 43.6 526.25 41.6 N 

10/15/1997 00:00 569.850 567.850 86.4 483.45 84.4 N 

03/25/1998 00:00 569.850 567.850 33.5 536.35 31.5 N 

10/23/1998 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-2 N CONTJ 

03/23/1999 00:00 569.850 567.850 27 542.85 25 N 

10/07/1999 00:00 569.850 567.850 84.7 485.15 82.7 N 

03/16/2000 00:00 569.850 567.850 25.6 544.25 23.6 N 

11/28/2000 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

03/28/2001 00:00 569.850 567.850 74.2 495.65 72.2 N 

11/14/2001 00:00 569.850 567.850 103.1 466.75 101.1 N 

03/20/2002 00:00 569.850 567.850 51.2 518.65 49.2 N 

11/18/2002 00:00 569.850 567.850 129.6 440.25 127.6 N 

03/27/2003 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-2 N 

05/06/2003 00:00 569.850 567.850 34.7 535.15 32.7 N 

10/22/2003 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

03/30/2004 00:00 569.850 567.850 64.2 505.65 62.2 N 

11/18/2004 00:00 569.850 567.850 100.8 469.05 98.8 N 

04/06/2005 00:00 569.850 567.850 35.7 534.15 33.7 N 

10/18/2005 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

04/17/2006 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

03/29/2007 00:00 569.850 567.850 64.2 505.65 62.2 N 

11/01/2007 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-1 N 

04/10/2008 00:00 569.850 567.850 117 452.85 115 Q-4 N PUMP 

11/25/2008 00:00 569.850 567.850 109.8 460.05 107.8 N 

2 of3 8/8/17, 3:50 PM 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr
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04/21/2009 00:00 569.850 567.850 123.9 445.95 121.9 N 

11/09/2009 00:00 569.850 567.850 97.9 471.95 95.9 N 

04/21/2010 00:00 569.850 567.850 45.2 524.65 43.2 N 

12/02/2010 00:00 569.850 567.850 84.4 485.45 82.4 N 

04/21/2011 00:00 569.850 567.850 84 485.85 82 N 

11/09/2011 00:00 569.850 567.850 125.6 444.25 123.6 N 

04/18/2012 00:00 569.850 567.850 33.1 536.75 31.1 N 

11/08/2012 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N NO 

04/10/2013 00:00 569.850 567.850 38.8 531.05 36.8 N 

11/20/2013 00:00 569.850 567.850 86.1 483.75 84.1 N 

11/20/2013 00:00 569.850 567.850 86.1 483.75 84.1 N 

03/11/2014 00:00 569.850 567.850 55.1 514.75 53.1 N 

10/14/2014 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N no on 

03/11/2015 00:00 569.850 567.850 58.5 511.35 56.5 N 

10/14/2015 00:00 569.850 567.850 147 422.85 145 N 

03/02/2016 00:00 569.850 567.850 67.7 502.15 65.7 N 

10/18/2016 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-9 N 

03/14/2017 00:00 569.850 567.850 N-1 N 

II elevation and de th measurements are in feet. The vertical datum for recent measurements is NAVD88. 

:Perform a New Well Search 

3 of3 8/8/17, 3:50 PM 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/grmmdwater/hydrographs/brr
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Water Data Library - Groundwater Level Reports http: //www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr_... 

Q!.~.~~~~~~~~- ~~Y.~~-~- .f~.~ .~~~~-~~~. 3.~443.7.~.~-~.~S.7.9.3.~~-~-~.......... ... ............... ...................... 

Data for your selected well is shown in the tabbed interface below. To view data managed in the updated 
WDL tables, including data collected under the CASGEM program, click the "Recent Groundwater Level 
Data" tab. To view data stored in the former WDL tables, click the "Historical Groundwater Level Data" tab . 
To download the data in CSV format, click the "Download CSV File" button on the respective tab. Please 
note that the vertical datum for "recent" measurements is NAVD88, while the vertical datum for "historical" 
measurements is NGVD29. To change your well selection criteria, click the "Perform a New Well Search" 
button. 

Station Data">> Recent Groundwater Level Data» Historical Groundwater Level Data 

Groundwater Levels for Well 384437N1225793W002 
590. 0 -------------------------------- · 25 .0 

c 
0 

+:J 
ro 
> 
~ 
w 

565.0 

540. 0 

515.0 

490.0 

465.0 

440.0 

• water surface 

• quest ionable data 
1 

'" • ground surface • 

• ground surface 

elev=O.O ft 

• 

• 

0.0 

25.0 

50.0 

75 .0 

100.0 

125.0 

..c 

.µ 
0.. 
(lJ 

0 

41 5.0 __________________________________._ 150.0 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

Date 
Download CSV File 

Date RPE GSE 
1 

RPWS I WSE GS to . . . I Msmt Code CASGEM Msmt Agency 

10/08/1980 00:00 565.000 565.000 51 514 51 y 5083 
··-·- ·-··- __ .... --...... .... -·-·· - - --·· ...... ·-·-· ·· _.....__,....__,, .. ···· ··-~·- ... .... •· ·· · . . ___ ,,_ ··- ...... ·- · ... . __,,.. _....... - -·· · ..... . -····· 

04/14/1981 00:00 565.000 565.000 25.7 539.3 25.7 y 5083 

10/16/1981 00:00 565.000 565.000 43.1 521.9 43.1 y 5083 

03/19/1982 00:00 565.000 565.000 16.6 548.4 16.6 y 5083 

10/20/1982 00:00 565.000 565.000 55.6 509.4 55.6 y 5083 

04/05/1983 00:00 565.000 565.000 13.5 551 .5 13.5 y 5083 

10/12/1983 00:00 565.000 565.000 51 514 51 y 5083 

03/16/1984 00:00 565.000 565.000 27.3 537.7 27.3 y 5083 

10/12/1984 00:00 565.000 565.000 63.5 501.5 63.5 y 5083 

03/21/1985 00:00 565.000 565.000 35 530 35 y 5083 

10/24/1985 00:00 565.000 565.000 45.2 519.8 45.2 y 5083 

Co 
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03/28/1986 00:00 565.000 565.000 14.5 550.5 14.5 y 5083 

10/28/1986 00:00 565.000 565.000 44.5 520.5 44.5 y 5083 

04/15/1987 00:00 565.000 565.000 30 535 30 y 5083 

11/18/1987 00:00 565.000 565.000 54.1 510.9 54.1 y 5083 

04/13/1988 00:00 565.000 565.000 47 518 47 y 5083 

10/25/1988 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/12/1989 00:00 565.000 565.000 27.9 537.1 27.9 y 5083 

11/08/1989 00:00 565.000 565.000 60.4 504.6 60.4 y 5083 

03/21/1990 00:00 565.000 565.000 44.5 520.5 44.5 y 5083 

10/12/1990 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/11/1991 00:00 565.000 565.000 31.6 533.4 31.6 y 5083 

10/28/1991 00:00 565.000 565.000 70 495 70 y 5083 

03/19/1992 00:00 565.000 565.000 31.4 533.6 31.4 y 5083 

10/20/1992 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/15/1993 00:00 565.000 565.000 27.8 537.2 27.8 y 5083 

10/18/1993 00:00 565.000 565.000 71.5 493.5 71.5 y 5083 

04/07/1994 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

09/22/1994 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/26/1995 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

11/08/1995 00:00 565.000 565.000 91.8 473.2 91.8 y 5083 

04/08/1996 00:00 565.000 565.000 24.8 540.2 24.8 y 5083 

11/25/1996 00:00 565.000 565.000 82.5 482.5 82.5 y 5083 

03/28/1997 00:00 565.000 565.000 41.6 523.4 41.6 y 5083 

10/15/1997 00:00 565.000 565.000 84.4 480.6 84.4 y 5083 

03/25/1998 00:00 565.000 565.000 31.5 533.5 31.5 y 5083 

10/23/1998 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

03/23/1999 00:00 565.000 565.000 25 540 25 y 5083 

10/07/1999 00:00 565.000 565.000 82.7 482.3 82.7 y 5083 

03/16/2000 00:00 565.000 565.000 23.6 541.4 23.6 y 5083 

11/28/2000 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

03/28/2001 00:00 565.000 565.000 72.2 492.8 72.2 y 5083 

11/14/2001 00:00 565.000 565.000 101.1 463.9 101.1 y 5083 

03/20/2002 00:00 565.000 565.000 49.2 515.8 49.2 y 5083 

11/18/2002 00:00 565.000 565.000 127.6 437.4 127.6 y 5083 

03/27/2003 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

05/06/2003 00:00 565.000 565.000 32.7 532.3 32.7 y 5083 

10/22/2003 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

03/30/2004 00:00 565.000 565.000 62.2 502.8 62.2 y 5083 

11/18/2004 00:00 565.000 565.000 98.8 466.2 98.8 y 5083 

04/06/2005 00:00 565.000 565.000 33.7 531.3 33.7 y 5083 

10/18/2005 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/17/2006 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

03/29/2007 00:00 565.000 565.000 62.2 502.8 62.2 y 5083 

11/01/2007 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-1 y 5083 

04/10/2008 00:00 565.000 565.000 115 450 115 y 5083 

11/25/2008 00:00 565.000 565.000 107.8 457.2 107.8 y 5083 
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04/21/2009 00:00 565.000 565.000 121.9 443.1 121.9 y 5083 


11/09/2009 00:00 565.000 565.000 95.9 469.1 95.9 y 5083 


04/21/2010 00:00 565.000 565.000 43.2 521.8 43.2 y 5083 


12/02/2010 00:00 565.000 565.000 82.4 482.6 82.4 y 5083 


04/21/2011 00:00 565.000 565.000 82 483 82 y 5083 


11/09/2011 00:00 565.000 565.000 123.6 441.4 123.6 y 5083 


04/18/2012 00:00 565.000 565.000 30.25 534.75 30.25 y 5083 


04/10/2013 00:00 565.000 565.000 35.95 529.05 35.95 y 5083 


11/20/2013 00:00 565.000 565.000 86.1 478.9 86.1 y 5083 


03/11/2014 00:00 565.000 565.000 55.1 509.9 55.1 y 5083 


10/14/2014 00:00 565.000 565.000 N-9 y 5083 


03/11/2015 00:00 565.000 565.000 58.5 506.5 58.5 y 5083 


10/14/2015 00:00 565.000 565.000 147 418 147 y 5083 


10/18/2016 00:00 569.850 574.300 N-9 y 5083 


~II elevation and de~th measurements are in feet. The vertical datum for recent measurements is NAVD88. 

Perform a New Well Search 
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Data for your selected well is shown in the tabbed interface below. To view data managed in the updated 
WDL tables, including data collected under the CASGEM program, click the "Recent Groundwater Level 
Data" tab. To view data stored in the former WDL tables, click the "Historical Groundwater Level Data" tab . 
To download the data in CSV format, click the "Download CSV File" button on the respective tab. Please 
note that the vertical datum for "recent" measurements is NAVD88, while the vertical datum for "historical" 
measurements is NGVD29. To change your well selection criteria, click the "Perform a New Well Search" 
button. 

Station Datal> Recent Groundwater Level Data» Historical Groundwater Level Data 

Groundwater Levels for Well 384144N1225550W001 
450.0 

- -

• water surface 
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Date RPE GSE I RPWS WSE GS to ... Msmt Code 

10/05/2003 00:00 393.000 393.000 32.42 360.58 32.42 
···· ·-·· ·-··-···... .. ---···· ~~ .......-- --·-·-. -- _,, ___,,,,._, . ________ ,,, , ... - ··-··- .. .,,__ __ _... .. .. ,._ ....... -·- •·· ·• 

11/05/2006 00:00 393.000 393.000 18 375 18 

10/14/2007 00:00 393.000 393.000 26.42 366.58 26.42 

05/27/2008 00:00 393.000 393.000 9.42 383.58 9.42 

11/08/2008 00:00 393.000 393.000 23.67 369.33 23.67 

04/25/2009 00:00 393.000 393.000 5.42 387.58 5.42 

10/21/2009 00:00 393.000 393.000 19.83 373.17 19.83 

05/01/2010 00:00 393.000 393.000 1.58 391.42 1.58 

10/30/2010 00:00 393.000 393.000 14.3 378.7 14.3 

10/21/2011 00:00 393.000 393.000 13.67 379.33 13.67 

04/28/2012 00:00 393.000 393.000 392 Q-6 
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I Co 
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10/31/2012 00:00 393.000 393.000 19.83 373.17 19.83 y 5083 


04/30/2013 00:00 393.000 393.000 N-1 y 5083 


10/31/2013 00:00 393.000 393.000 41 352 41 y 5083 


03/21/2014 00:00 393.000 393.000 7.5 385.5 7.5 y 5083 


10/10/2014 00:00 393.000 393.000 26.62 366.38 26.62 y 5083 


03/28/2015 00:00 407.130 407.130 5.14 401.99 5.14 y 5083 


10/23/2015 00:00 407.130 407.130 40.7 366.43 40.7 y 5083 


04/29/2016 00:00 407.130 407.130 2.21 404.92 2.21 y 5083 


10/28/2016 00:00 407.130 407.130 16.4 390.73 16.4 y 5083 


04/2212017 00:00 407.130 407.130 0.5 406.63 0.5 y 5083 


II elevation and depth measurements are in feet._ The vertical datum for recent measurements is NAVD88. 


Perform a New Well Search 
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Data for your selected well is shown in the tabbed interface below. To view data managed in the updated 
WDL tables, including data collected under the CASGEM program, click the "Recent Groundwater Level 
Data" tab . To view data stored in the former WDL tables, click the "Historical Groundwater Level Data" tab. 
To download the data in CSV format, click the "Download CSV File" button on the respective tab. Please 
note that the vertical datum for "recent" measurements is NAVD88, while the vertical datum for "historical" 
measurements is NGVD29. To change your well selection criteria, click the "Perform a New Well Search" 
button. 

Station Data'» Recent Groundwater Level Data» Historical Groundwater Level Data 

Groundwater Levels for Well 384248N1225611W001 
--------------------------------- -52.2 

-27.2 
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08/14/2004 00:00 
·  -M·· - " -···-·••-•

429.000 
·· 

429.000 
--··-----

55 
.. .·-· ··-·· ... . 

374 55 
-····-· .......... __ ,.. ..,. _ ··· ·· - ... ......_ .... 

y 
.. _,.... _,,,. -·-

5083 
. ...  --~--- ···

11/20/2004 00:00 429.000 429.000 31.75 397.25 31.75 y 5083 

02/12/2005 00:00 429.000 429.000 16.42 412.58 16.42 y 5083 

08/21/2005 00:00 429.000 429.000 34.5 394.5 34.5 y 5083 

11/19/2005 00:00 429.000 429.000 71 358 71 Q-1 y 5083 

12/10/2005 00:00 429.000 429.000 43 386 43 y 5083 

05/21/2006 00:00 429.000 429.000 24 405 24 y 5083 

11/05/2006 00:00 429.000 429.000 32 397 32 y 5083 

05/19/2007 00:00 429.000 429.000 22.5 406.5 22.5 y 5083 

11/05/2007 00:00 429.000 429.000 53 376 53 y 5083 

04/25/2008 00:00 429.000 429.000 25 404 25 y 5083 
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05/25/2008 00: 00 429.000 429.000 26.42 402.58 26.42 y 5083 


11/10/2008 00:00 429.000 429.000 39 390 39 y 5083 


10/25/2009 00:00 429.000 429.000 32 397 32 y 5083 


05/01/2010 00:00 429.000 429.000 13.5 415.5 13.5 y 5083 


10/30/2010 00:00 429.000 429.000 30.91 398.09 30.91 y 5083 


05/06/2011 00:00 429.000 429.000 45 384 45 y 5083 


10/21/2011 00:00 429.000 429.000 54.5 374.5 54.5 y 5083 


04/28/2012 00:00 429.000 429.000 25.92 403.08 25.92 y 5083 


10/31/2012 00:00 429.000 429.000 35.5 393.5 35.5 y 5083 


04/30/2013 00:00 429.000 429.000 110.42 318.58 110.42 y 5083 


10/31/2013 00:00 429.000 429.000 44.25 384.75 44.25 y 5083 


03/21/2014 00:00 429.000 429.000 21.75 407.25 21.75 Q-4 y 5083 


10/10/2014 00:00 429.000 429.000 40.53 388.47 40.53 y 5083 


03/28/2015 00:00 437.760 437.760 20.75 417.01 20.75 y 5083 


10/23/2015 00:00 437.760 437.760 40.6 397.16 40.6 y 5083 


04/29/2016 00:00 437.760 437.760 17.45 420.31 17.45 y 5083 


10/29/2016 00:00 437.760 437.760 33.55 404.21 33.55 y 5083 


04/22/2017 00:00 437.760 437.760 14.84 422.92 14.84 y 5083 


II elevation and de th measurements are in feet. The vertical datum for recent measurements is NAVD88. 


Perform a New Well Search 
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Data for your selected well is shown in the tabbed interface below. To view data managed in the updated 
WDL tables, including data collected under the CASGEM program, click the "Recent Groundwater Level 
Data" tab. To view data stored in the former WDL tables , click the "Historical Groundwater Level Data" tab. 
To download the data in CSV format, click the "Download CSV File" button on the respective tab . Please 
note that the vertical datum for "recent" measurements is NAVD88, while the vertical datum for "historical" 
measurements is NGVD29. To change your well selection criteria, click the "Perform a New Well Search" 
button. 

Station Data'» Recent Groundwater Level Datcf> Historical Groundwater Level Data 
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. 10/05/1960 00:00 468.840 467.840 20.8 448.04 19.8 N 
I •-·--·--••• ~w • - --··-· ··· - ~ .. ·-.... ···-· •·· -- ···~ ·- ..... ····· -···· ., ,. 0 o - •••O• -~· •H•- · -· -· •o . . -~.... __ __ ,, · - ·• --·· ·

03/07/1961 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.1 462.74 5.1 N 

03/23/ 1962 00: 00 468.840 467.840 4.8 464.04 3.8 N 

04/12/1963 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.4 464.44 3.4 N 

03/24/1964 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.5 459.34 8.5 N 

03/24/1965 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.7 459.14 8.7 N 

04/13/1966 00:00 468.840 467.840 7 461.84 6 N 

03/22/ 1967 00: 00 468.840 467.840 4.5 464.34 3.5 N 

04/09/1968 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.5 463.34 4.5 N 

03/18/1969 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.3 463.54 4.3 N 

10/07/1969 00:00 468.840 467.840 27.5 441.34 26.5 N 

, Co 
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03/25/1970 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.4 463.44 4.4 N 

10/08/1970 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.9 451.94 15.9 N 

03/10/1971 00:00 468.840 467.840 7.2 461.64 6.2 N 

10/06/1971 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.7 451.14 16.7 N 

03/09/1972 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.2 462.64 5.2 N 

10/12/1972 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.7 451.14 16.7 N 

03/20/1973 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.2 463.64 4.2 N 

10/05/1973 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.4 451.44 16.4 N 

03/14/1974 00:00 468.840 467.840 5 463.84 4 N 

10/07/1974 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.1 450.74 17.1 N 

03/14/1975 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.6 464.24 3.6 N 

10/08/1975 00:00 468.840 467.840 15.9 452.94 14.9 N 

03/16/1976 00:00 468.840 467.840 15.5 453.34 14.5 N 

10/06/1976 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.1 452.74 15.1 N 

03/17/1977 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.9 451.94 15.9 N 

10/13/1977 00:00 468.840 467.840 25.8 443.04 24.8 N 

03/16/1978 00:00 468.840 467.840 5 463.84 4 N 

10/06/1978 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.4 451.44 16.4 N 

03/28/1979 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.5 464.34 3.5 N 

10/04/1979 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.3 450.54 17.3 N 

03/20/1980 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.5 463.34 4.5 N 

10/09/1980 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.9 450.94 16.9 N 

03/26/1981 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.7 463.14 4.7 N 

10/08/1981 00:00 468.840 467.840 20 448.84 19 N 

03/07/1982 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.2 463.64 4.2 N 

10/20/1982 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.2 451.64 16.2 N 

04/05/1983 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.1 463.74 4.1 N 

10/12/1983 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.7 451.14 16.7 N 

03/15/1984 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.1 459.74 8.1 N 

10/12/1984 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.5 451.34 16.5 N 

03/21/1985 00:00 468.840 467.840 8.9 459.94 7.9 N 

10/24/1985 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.3 451.54 16.3 N 

03/28/1986 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.7 464.14 3.7 N 

10/28/1986 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.6 451.24 16.6 N 

04/15/1987 00:00 468.840 467.840 8.4 460.44 7.4 N 

10/28/1987 00:00 468.840 467.840 19 449.84 18 N 

04/13/1988 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.3 452.54 15.3 N 

10/25/1988 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.2 450.64 17.2 N 

04/12/1989 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.1 463.74 4.1 N 

12/21/1989 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.1 459.74 8.1 N 

03/21/1990 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.1 459.74 8.1 N 

10/12/1990 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.4 450.44 17.4 N 

04/11/1991 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.1 463.74 4.1 N 

10/28/1991 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.6 451.24 16.6 N 

03/19/1992 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.3 464.54 3.3 N 

10/13/1992 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.5 450.34 17.5 N 
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04/15/1993 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.8 462.04 5.8 N 

10/18/1993 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.9 450.94 16.9 N 

04/07/1994 00:00 468.840 467.840 10.8 458.04 9.8 N 

09/22/1994 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.7 450.14 17.7 N 

04/26/1995 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.5 463.34 4.5 N 

11/08/1995 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.2 450.64 17.2 N 

04/08/1996 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.3 463.54 4.3 N 

11/25/1996 00:00 468.840 467.840 16 452.84 15 N 

03/28/1997 00:00 468.840 467.840 11.3 457.54 10.3 N 

10/15/1997 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.7 451.14 16.7 N 

03/25/1998 00:00 468.840 467.840 5 463.84 4 N 

10/23/1998 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.5 451.34 16.5 N 

03/23/1999 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.4 463.44 4.4 N 

10/07/1999 00:00 468.840 467.840 17 451.84 16 N 

03/16/2000 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.7 463.14 4.7 N 

11/28/2000 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.6 452.24 15.6 N 

03/28/2001 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.1 462.74 5.1 N 

11/15/2001 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.8 452.04 15.8 N 

03/20/2002 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.6 463.24 4.6 N 

11/18/2002 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.3 452.54 15.3 N 

03/27/2003 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.4 462.44 5.4 N 

05/06/2003 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.2 463.64 4.2 N 

10/22/2003 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.6 451.24 16.6 N 

03/30/2004 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.9 462.94 4.9 N 

11/18/2004 00:00 468.840 467.840 14.5 454.34 13.5 N 

04/06/2005 00:00 468.840 467.840 5 463.84 4 N 

10/18/2005 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.2 451.64 16.2 N 

04/17/2006 00:00 468.840 467.840 4.4 464.44 3.4 N 

03/29/2007 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.6 462.24 5.6 N 

11/01/2007 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.1 452.74 15.1 N 

04/08/2008 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.9 458.94 8.9 N 

11/25/2008 00:00 468.840 467.840 21.3 447.54 20.3 N 

04/21/2009 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.9 458.94 8.9 N 

11/09/2009 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.6 452.24 15.6 N 

04/21/2010 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.5 463.34 4.5 N 

12/02/2010 00:00 468.840 467.840 13.1 455.74 12.1 N 

04/21/2011 00:00 468.840 467.840 6 462.84 5 N 

11/09/2011 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.9 451.94 15.9 N 

04/18/2012 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.5 463.34 4.5 N 

11/08/2012 00:00 468.840 467.840 16.7 452.14 15.7 N 

04/10/2013 00:00 468.840 467.840 13.7 455.14 12.7 N 

11/20/2013 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.6 450.24 17.6 N 

11/20/2013 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.6 450.24 17.6 N 

03/11/2014 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.6 463.24 4.6 N 

10/14/2014 00:00 468.840 467.840 18.9 449.94 17.9 N 

03/11/2015 00:00 468.840 467.840 9.4 459.44 8.4 N 

3 of4 8/14/2017, 11:07 AM 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary


Water Data Library - Groundwater Level Reports http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr_... 

10/14/2015 00:00 468.840 467.840 26.7 442.14 25.7 N 


03/02/2016 00:00 468.840 467.840 6.4 462.44 5.4 N 


10/18/2016 00:00 468.840 467.840 17.9 450.94 16.9 N 


03/14/2017 00:00 468.840 467.840 5.3 463.54 4.3 N 


!All elevation and depth measurements are in feet. The vertical datum for recent measurements is NAVD88. 

Perform a New Well Search 

4 of4 8/14/2017, 11:07 AM 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr
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SCALE: 3/32" = 1'-0"
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SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0" 
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POOL CHANGING
 
ROOM - ELEVATIONS
 

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

2 CHANGING ROOM - SOUTH ELEVATION EXTERIOR MATERIALS 

ROOF: SLATE OR PAINTED CORRUGATED METAL, TYP.
 
WALLS:  STAINED WOOD BOARD OR LOCAL STONE, TYP.
 
DOORS AND WINDOWS:  STEEL WITH LOW  REFLECTIVE GLASS, TYP.
 
TRELLIS AND PERGOLAS:   STAINED WOOD, TYP.
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SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

2 CHANGING ROOM - WEST ELEVATION EXTERIOR MATERIALS 
P5 

ROOF: SLATE OR PAINTED CORRUGATED METAL, TYP.
 
WALLS:  STAINED WOOD BOARD OR LOCAL STONE, TYP.
 
DOORS AND WINDOWS:  STEEL WITH LOW  REFLECTIVE GLASS, TYP.
 
TRELLIS AND PERGOLAS:   STAINED WOOD, TYP.
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UNIT TYPE D

SECTION 


UNIT D BUILDING SECTION1 SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0" 
D6 

EXTERIOR MATERIALS 

ROOF:    PREWEATHERED CORRUGATED METAL, TYP. 
ROOF ALTERNATES: SLATE OR PAINTED CORRUGATED METAL, TYP. 

WALLS:  STAINED WOOD BOARD OR SYAR STONE, TYP. D6
DOORS AND WINDOWS:  STEEL WITH LOW  REFLECTIVE GLASS, TYP. 
TRELLIS AND PERGOLAS:   STAINED WOOD, TYP. 
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TREE PROTECTION NOTES 
TREE PRESERVATION GUIDELINES 
THE GOAL OF TREE PRESERVATION IS NOT MERELY TREE 
SURV1VAL DURING SITE RENOVATION BUT MAINTENANCE 
OF TREE HEAL TH AND BEAUTY FOR MANY YEARS. SOME 
TREES IMLL BE IMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION ACTIV1TIES 
TO COMPLETE REPAIRS AND CONSTRUCT NEW ACCESS 
PATHS. THE RESPONSE OF INDIV1DUAL TREES WILL 
DEPEND ON THE AMOlJNT OF EXCAVAllON ANO GRADING 
AND THE CONSTRUCTION METHODS. THE FOLLOWING 
RECOMMENDATIONS WILL HELP REDUCE IMPACTS TO 
TREES DURING SITE RENOVATION AND MAINTAIN AND 
IMPROVE THEIR HEALTH AND vHALITY. 

DrnGN RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. ANY CHANGES TO THE PLANS AFFECTING THE 
TREES SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE PROJECT ARBOR IST 
WITH REGARD TO TREE IMPACTS. THESE INCLUDE, BUT 
ARE NOT LIMITED TO, REPAIR 5AND IMPROVEMENT 
PLANS , AND LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION PLANS. 

2. A TREE PROTECTION ZONE (llPZ) HAS BEEN 
ESTABLISHED AROUND EACH TREE TO BE PRESERVED. 
NO GRADING, EXCAVATION, CONSTRUCTION DR STORAGE 
OF MATERIALS SHALL OCCUR WITHIN THAT ZONE 
WITHOUT A PERMIT. THE TPZ FOR EACH TREE IS 
DEPICTED ON THE llREE PRESERVAllON AND TREE 
PROTECTION PLAN (EXHIBITS). 

3. IRRIGATION SYSTEMS MUST BE DESIGNED TO 
PROTECT ROOTS IMTHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE. 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION TREATMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. PROTECT TREES FROM INADVERTENT I NJJRY 
DURING "TE IMPROVEMENT AND REPAIR, AND 
INSTALLATION DF NEW IRRIGATION AND LANDSCAPES. 
THE PROJECT ARBDRIST IMLL PREPARE A TREE 
PROTECTION FENCING PLAN. PROTECTION DE"1CES ARE 
TO BE IN STALLED PRIOR TO WORK Brn NS IN AN AREA 
AND REMAIN UNTIL ALL AND CONSTRUCTION IS 
COMPLETED \\1THIN THE AREA. INSTALLATION OF TREE 
PROTECTION DE"1CES MAY BE PHASED TO COINCIDE WITH 
SPEOFIC WORK AREAS. 

2. ANY GRADING, CONSTRUCTIOO, DEMOLITION DR 
OTHER WORK IMTHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE 
SHOIJLD BE MONITORED BY THE PROJ:CT ARBORIST. 

3. TREE PROTECTION DE"1CES ARE TO REMAIN UNllL 
ALL SITE WORK HAS BEEN COMPLETED WITH IN THE WORK 
ARE. FENCES OR OTHER PROTECllON DEVICES MAY NOT 
BE RELOCATED OR REMO\li:D WITHOUT PERMISSION OF 
THE PRO.£CT ARBDRIST. 

4. CONSTRUCTION TRAILERS, TRAFFIC AND STffiAGE 
AREAS MUST REMAIN OUTSIDE TREE PROTECTION ZONE 
AT ALL TIMES. 

5. NO EXCESS sm, CHEMICALS, PAINT, SOLVENTS, 
DEBRIS, EQUIPMENT DR OTHER MATERIALS SHALL BE 
DUMPED OR STORED \\1llHIN THE TREE PROllECTION 
ZONE. 

6. ANY ROOT PRUNING REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION 
PURPOSES SHALL RECEIVE THE PRIOR APPROVAL OF 
AND BE SUPER'ilSED BY THE PROJECT ARBORIST. ROOTS 
SHOULD BE CUT IMTH A SAW TO PROVIDE A FLAT ANO 
SMOOTH CUT. REMOVAL OF ROOTS LARGER THAN 2"1N 
DIAMEllER SHOULD BE AV~DED. 

7. IF ROOTS 2" AND GREATER IN DIAMETER ARE 
ENCOUNTERED AND DURING SITE WORK MUST BE CUT TO 
COMPLETE THE CONSTRUCTION, THE PROJECT ARBDRIST 
MUST BE CONSULTED TO EVALUATE EFFECTS 00 THE 
HEALTH AND STABILITY OF THE TREE AND RECOMMEND 
TREATMENT. 

8. IF INJURY SHOULD OCCUR TO ANY TREE DURING 
CONSllRUCTION, IT SHOULD BE EVALUATED AS SOON AS 
POSSIBLE BY llHE PROJECT ARBDRIST SO THAT 
APPROP RIATE TREATMENTS CAN BE APPLIED. 

9. ANY ADDITIONAL TREE PRUNING NEEDED FDR 
CLEARANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION MUST BE PERFORMED 
BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST ANO NOT BY CONSTRUCTION 
PERSONNEL. 
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2. TREES MAY REQUIRE PRUNING TO PR0"1DE 
CONSTRUCTION CLEARANCE. ALL PRUNING SHALL BE 
COMPLETED BY A CERllFIED ARBDRIST OR TREE WORKER 
ANO ADHERE TO THE LATEST EDITION OF THE ANSI 2133 
AND A300 STANDARDS AS WELL AS THE BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACllCES -- TREE PRUNING PUBLISHED 
BY THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF ARBDRICULTURE.THE 
PROJECT ARBORIST IMLL PRO'ilDE SPECIFICAllDNS FOR 
PRUNING. 

3. TREE{S) TO BE REMOVED THAT HAiii: BRANCHES 
EXTENDING INTO llHE CANOFY OF TREE(S) TO REMAIN 
MUST BE REMOVED BY A QUALIFIED ARBDRIST AND NOT 
BY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS. THE QUALIFIED 
ARBORIST SHALL REMOVE THE TREE IN A MANNER THAT 
CAUSES NO DAMAGE TO THE TREE(S) AND UNOERSTORY 
TO REMAIN. TREE STUMPS SHALL BE GROUND 12"BELOW 
GROUND SURFACE. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR llREE PROTECllON DURING 
CONSTRUCTION 

1. All COOTRACTORS SHALL CONDUCT OPERATIONS 
IN A MANNER THAT IMLL PREVENT DAMAGE TO TREES 
TO BE PRESER\li:O 

LOT 13 BOUNDARY 

' 
LIMIT OF WDRl ll~IT OF WORKJ ................_ ___...........____________ - 
 BOUNDARY 
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10. ALL TREES SHALL BE IRRIGATED REGULARLY TO 
AV~D WAllER STRESS. THE PROJECT ARBORIST \\1LL 
RECOMMEND IRRIGATION SCHEDULES. PLAN TO IRRIGATE 
REDWOOD TREES ONCE PER WEEK; ASH E\lt:RY TWO 
WEEKS WrlEN IN LEAF, AND ITALIAN STONE PINES, EVERY 
FOUR WEEKS WHEN WEEKLY RAINFALL IS LESS llHAN 
0.5". APPLY APPROXIMATELY 80 GALLONS OF WATER PER 
TREE. PLAN TO IRRIGATE ITALIAN STONE PINES ONCE 
PER MONTH. 

TREE MAINTENANCE 
TREES REQUIRE REGULAR CARE AND MONITORING TO 
SUSTAIN HEALTH AND STRUCTURAL CONDITION AND TO 
RESPOND TO CHANGES. OCCA"OOAL PRUNING, 
FERTILIZATION, MULCH, PEST MANAGEMENT, REPLANTING 
ANO IRRIGATION MAY BE REQUIRED ADDITIONAL 
IRRIGAllON MAY BE REQUIRED TO COMPENSATE FOR 
ROOT LOSS. AS TREES AGE ANO GROW LARGER, THE 
LIKELIHOOO OF FAILURE OF BRANCHES DR ENTIRE TREES 
INCREASES. THUS, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE 
PROFERTY OWNER HAVE THE TREES INSPECTED 
ANNUALLY TO ASSESS STRUCTURAL COODlllON. 

ARBORIST REPORT 
REFERENCE PROJECT ARBORIST REPORT FOR MITIGATION 
MEASURES REGARDING TREE REMOVAL 

TREE DllPOlllTIOll LEGEND 

TREE TD BE 
REMOVED 

TREES TD BE 
PRESERVED 

?lat!XJ!. 
Orawn 8~ 
O'letbdl!y 

Project~. CCl.56=="---
I•~ 

~ ~-'-~~mlM~~-

~ 100% Schmotlc De~~n 

TREE PROTECTION 
LEGEND AND KEY PLAN 

L0.00 
 



'-' 
\~ 


\ 
I
 
I 
 

;_~ 
0 

I #-~ 
-~~~ 

I 

/A.'-, 

/ 

'°' ' '\ 
\ 

' \ # 

/ \ 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

V/
I 

I 

/ 
/ 

~ I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, "" ....- \ 

\ .. "I ,~\ 
- ~ ' '\\ 

!':/.,;,,,.__~\ \"" """ 
" ' " ' , ..,.., ' 

~ ' ' :"' "-... 

' 

, I " ..~" .,._" " ' ::: " " "'"" ' " " " " " 
' l " " ' L , 

" \'-).// __,,

"' " 

" 
v 

./ 

'y 
I 

I 
I 

I 

\ "-... " 

" ' 

r
e 
•
0 
...I 

" " ' 

-I 

ill 
m 

~ 
~ 
i 
~ 

' I 
" I/vi 

31: 31:•I,.
-I -I 

n n 

z z 
m m ...I...)( )( 

0 0 
N ~ 

~ ;" •\)"'"' 
1" \)\\.,.,'\ 

,,,_-

MATCH LIN 

~ 

Gir: 
1111111111~11 ~11~1 ~· *H~I 

~· ~~c~ 

~ '11~ . 

~Ill 

! I ~ 

// 

./ 
./ 

./ 
./ 

./ 
./ 

./ 
./ 

./ 
./ 

/ 

-~-......._ --- - - - - - ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

\J 

~ 

·~~ 

.J"76'. 

~ 

"b 

~-~-

-= 

THE RESORT AT 
SONOMA COUNTRY INN 

KENWOOD, CALIFORNIA 

\ 
\ 

/---.._ 
I ---.... 

I 

:__, 

"" 

"" "" "" 

"''o 

~l>': 

"'\ 

LANDSCAPE 
ARCHITECT: 

~ 

swa 
iM a.tt.ry hr.it 
2 P111unin1 
I.In Fr1nc11co, C1llforn:l.e 
14111-1212 
Lh1tecl 8t1te1 

--""'""''-"·.om+i.A!li.Ull.1770 I 

\ 
\ 

" " 

._,,
o"' 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

'%, 
'\: 

-

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

These docuMen"ts or!!' "the 
property of Backen 
Gi llo.1'1 Kr~g1w Arc:hii'2'r::::ts; 
Any unauthorize-d use 
wlthoui the written 
consent i!ii prohibited by 
lo.w, Eo.cken GlttoM 
Kroeger Archttec1s 
di5do.in5 r e- 5pon5ibili-ty 
for the docur'lents if 
us ed whole or In par-t o.t 



/ / r
/ /

/ ' ....... 

/ >, 
/ / 

/ ......., 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

--- -- -
/ / 

/ 
BRDDIAE.( 
P R E 8 E)l"V E 

LX.01 

L X. 0 2 

/ 

....l 
\ 
\ 
\ 

z 
z 

~ fl: 
I- 1a: Z 
o:::::> 
(f) 0
WU 
a: <( 
w~ 
I 0
1-z 

0 
(f) 

ID 211 

L.rL......J 
1'•211' 

CD 

TREE PROTECTION PLAN 



' \ 
I 

/ 

r
e 
•
0 
CN 

-i 

ill 
m 

~ 
~ 
i 
~ 

il 
-----1/q 

Gir: 
Ill 

1111111111~1 l~l l~l I~ ~ HH 

~ 
! I~ 

, __" __... ' ~ ,':::ts[, . 
1--

I 
I 

\
/ ' '~'\V . 
~ ~ ;J\1.f\ / --\ (..i-· '.) 
• I - )__ 'v y ~I 

~~"\,' 

~752 

756 

758---------

760 

762 

THE RESORT AT 
SONOMA COUNTRY INN 

KENWOOD,CAIJFORNIA 

/\ 
@~~ 

l• 

LANDSCAPE 
ARCHITECT: 

/t· /~I\ ..\ ; 

\ I -~\ ~ 
\ \ I ~-.s 

\ \ 

swa 
iM a.tt.ry hr.it 
2 P111unin1 
I.In Fr1nc11co, C1llforn:l.e 
14111-1212 
Lh1tecl 8t1te1 
--""'""''-"·.om
+i.A!li.Ull.1770 I 

'~f I 
' 

These docuMen"ts or!!' "the 
property of Backen 
Gi llo.1'1 Kr~g1w Arc:hii'2'r::::ts; 
Any unauthorize-d use 
wlthoui the written 
consent i!ii prohibited by 
lo.w, Eo.cken GlttoM 
Kroeger Archttec1s 
di5do.in 5 r e- 5pon5ibili-ty 
for the docur'lents if 
used whole or In par-t o.t 



\ 
 

r ill 
-i 

1111111111~1 l~l l~l I~ ~ HHe m 

! I~• ~ Gir:~0 i Ill 

~ ~ ~ 
These docuMen"ts or!!' "the 
property of Backen 
THE RESORT AT 
Gillo.1'1 Kr~g1w Arc:hii'2'r::::ts; 
 
Any unauthorize-d useiM a.tt.ry hr.it 
wlthoui the written2 P111unin1 SONOMA COUNTRY INN consent i!ii prohibited byI.In Fr1nc11co, C1llforn:l.e 

14111-1212 lo.w, Eo.cken GlttoM 
Kroeger Archttec1sLh1tecl 8t1te1KENWOOD,CAIJFORNIA 
di5do.in5 r e- 5pon5ibili-ty--""'""''-"·.om

+i.A!li.Ull.1770 I for the docur'lents if 
us ed whole or In par-t o.t 



• • 

' 
••
\ .
•
' 

:.... 
'-(, 

~... 
·~ 

>'-'"a. 

'> 
..0, 

"°· 

(~~ 

r ill 
-i 

1111111111~ 1 l ~ l l~l I~~ HHe m 

! I~• ~ Gir:~0 i Ill 

(J1 ~ ~ 

.,,_v 

"' 
LANDSCAPE 
ARCHITECT: swa These docuMen"ts or!!' "the 

property of Backen 
 
Gi llo.1'1 Kr~g1w Arc:hii'2'r::::ts; 
 

THE RESORT AT 
Any unauthorize-d use 
wlthoui the written 

iM a.tt.ry hr.it 
2 P111unin1 
I.In Fr1nc11co, C1llforn:l.e 

SONOMA COUNTRY INN consent i!ii prohibited by 
14111-1212 lo.w, Eo.cken GlttoM 

Kroeger Archttec1sLh1tecl 8t1te1KENWOOD, CALIFORNIA 
di5do.in 5 r e- 5pon5ibili-ty--""'""''-"·.om

+i.A!li.Ull.1770 I for the docur'lents if 
us ed whole or In par-t o.t 



---

---
--

--

- ----

1'-'"-1fl~tOl.l'lll\'~ 
f-~llollON..iWl......tw~~ 

-~·,_,.,.<.-...,_t....._.11$... ..................~ ...___......., 
 ___,.,_.....,.,.._......,
---~_.....,,.,..._____. 

.........,.-...--.........-., 

~--.-......,.~.._..,_...... ................_ --........-~~~ .. ......... 

.........,_....._____.,.
............--.....----·" ~---
~--~..........
w_,~......_..._,......_.._..,_.. ~*""'·-~·""'"-"' ______.....,__
......IWMll!~lf<olll(·",.........,_.. ~0...ltftl~
--·"""·.........
..._.,....,._._......_.......__ 
...-.....------ .....................---...... 

_...,...._ ..........1/1_11'.. '""'• 
 .........-~- ..............._.. 


-·~-~ 
""*-""'......__....~ - ...~.......-. 


).0•-•tt•""ll/I-*' lllll ''"'""...-"...-9""'~_....,._......~..,.......,,..,..,._____ 

~,,_..,..,._~

JO•_...._....~ l&.f_loli_,,.............._._, ._,___,,....fll'4/tf_..C.....,Mffolll..................,.. 
__ ,........,__""""'_ 

U·-·-"'~ 

...._..... -
u" 

--~ 

·--
" ".." 

.." " ,. --. 
n. ................. 
 .. " 

.." . 
'" .. ·,. "-""'""'--. .. .. ...."K " .... .." .. "u 

t:ll. .. ,,.. .. 

f'ht~l(SO--C-C,.,N 

''"~'*'---~'°'~ ..... 

... 


.. .... " 

".. 
".. 

" 
u 

....,__ 
~-

"... 
,.. u 
u 

1S 

.. 
... 

u .... 

l'ht~ltSO--'-"NN 

''"~'*'---~·-~ ..... 

" " 

,.___ 
......" 

"JO 

" --
-·

.... " " ,___... 
......" 

f'ht~l(SO--C-C,.,N 

1'-'"-1fl~tOl.l'lll\'~ 
f-~llollON..iWl......tw~"*"" ... -·- ...._..-

~ l .. UI 

~~--f~-f-:--+-'--l-~'~'-+--+~~·--r.~~---1 

.. a.\ J.O 10 

.. 
~ .. ... . 

-. 

' J.O JO 

. ...... 
u 

" --

.. 
" ..,. ,....... 

.... ".... 
. .. 

14\ , .. 

I § ES:.::::±::a:'::Ji:i:E~t:t:~~t:t:~::l 
u.t ..._ JO l• 

"' .. ,.. u- . 
"' 

.. 
19 - . -. 

-.. 

......... 

.. 
". 
" . 
" 

.... .... 

.. 
" ...... ,..... 

.............. 
" 

.. 
u.. 
".. 

f'ht~l(SO--C-C,.,N 

''"~'*'---~'°'~ ..... 
1-'·- .....::--, --t_.:...·-;-~--t-_............~-t-~~~ _..,.,,- · ...,.~~~...,.~_ _ .....~~
l-~~~·--f!'~'-.-~-+---''---+-~"-H:;--1~~~!--l"'-'~""'l ,____,____ 
j::j!t:l~~:::t:::::i!:::t::::t:1~t::::t::::tt::::t:~=1 ---
1-=--i::~==-'--~-+-"'"'--l-"'"""''-"'--l--""--f""'""'==-I --- ·

l=B:~:;;t::::::j::Jt::t::t1~i:t:::j:~::::j='-:·~::---~~ :::::: 
l--"'---f!'"""'---~-+---''---+-~"-'-'--+--"---1"'-'""'""'l -----
1-=--i::=='--~-+--""---l-"'"""''-'-'--l---'-'--f-'=='-===-I ----- 
1-=---r=='--~-+~'---l-"'"""''-'-'--l---'-'--f-'=='-===-I --- 

j::j!t::~--~-~·===l:::::i1~~:j:::it::j:::it:~~~ :::::: 

j::]Mt:fi;i~::::l::J·t·::::l:±:t::Il::::l::>~O::::j::~::i --- 
~:fMt:~;f;~===~:jt:~:i~~=~=~=='tt':~....~:-j'~;-:~ ;:::::::::: 
l--"'---f!'"""'--~-+---''--+-~"-'-'--+--"---1"'-'""'""'l --- 
l-~--f!'~'-.-~-+--',!'-+-~"-H,.--l~.~.--1....·~:~-:-~-~-~ ------

~~"!BEE"a"§8~ 
~· = 


l=~_!::~~====!:=::t:::::l::t:l:~::j::~:t:~;:=~ :::::: 

1-~::;.-F·==-· '--~-+~'---l-~f-~::---i~:~:--f~.;=----l 


i::t..t•::IO~::::::i:::j::::t::t:1~!!:::t::::il::::j::~::::J ------

1'-'"-11111~c-rv
''"r.w.11o110N..iW11111ik'ftw~fl*'t'I 

uo ... 
w 

"'~ ..... ... 

... ... 
'"•w 
"' 

"' "'... 

... 
m 

'" m 

-w 

...... 

.. 

..--. 

---. 

.. 
u 

.. 
" 

.. 
" '" K• 

".. 

".. 

..:. ......,,... -·-.. ,_. ... .... " 

J.O to 
JO H 

.........-

u -.... .. 
"JO H 

10 IO lw 

'-"''"' 
J.O to 
10 J.O.. 
,. u..,. ,... 
,. r.. .. 

" .. 
U H 
J..O ... 

"1.. lO 

.... 
u.. 
.. ,, 

.... 

.... 

.... 

.. 
" 
.... 
.... 

.. 
" 

.... 

z 
z 

~fr 
I- 1a: Z 
o o::J Ien
W()
a: <( Iw~Io
1-z 

0 
(J) 

f'ht~l(SO--C-C,.,N 

''"~'*'---~·-~ ..... ... 
--

.• ... --... 

.,,... 
-.. . 

~ . 
..-

- -... 

-'" 

..... .... 

... 

.... 

...,... 

.. .. 
IOtO,U.. 

.... 

.... 
JIJ 

JO 

.. 
14 

.... 

................ 

..... 

" " .... 
, .. 

HJ 

.. 
" 
JO.. 

.. 
".... 
" " 
... 
" 

.... 

·.... 

·.... 

,.,.~-

Plot 
Dadiwn 
B~ecked 
e~oJ•ct OCLS&Ol 

ti9te Issue 
06.30.16 DRC SubMlt"to.l 
10.07.16 DRC Resubl'llt"to.I 

I 11 JD 


L...rl....__J 


CD 


TREE INVENTORY 

L0.06 


_..... --_ -


~-

_.... 

......... 

......... 
~-

".. ·--. 


... 

... 
"'... 
...... 

"'.. 

-"' 

'".. 

- . 

-. 
~-. 

S.10.tO.. 

,.... 
u 

.. 
" u 

.... 

.. 
".. 

''"~'*'---~·-~ ..... 

u '-· JO 10 toil .. 
J.O , .. 

)0 , ... 

.... 

.... 

.. 
".... 
" " 

" 

" " 

" " 

" " 

.. 
" 

J.O )0 

H 10 

··

·.... 



f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c. ..~•·"-"" ..... 11"~0....~f·"-"" ..... ... 
n1 ............. 

-"' 

. 

'--

... ~-

-"' 
- _...... ... . 

.,. 
'".,, 

-. 

..,,_ 

.. .,.. 
...... 

" ,. 

" " .. ,. 

" " 

" " 

.. ,. 

".. 

" " 

.. 
" 

" " 

" " .... 
.. 
" 

·.. 

·-

·... 

-
1-~-F-"""'-'------t--"''--+--'--'f--~-+-~-+~~'-=t 

1-~::;....1"".;>-.,..---1--...;..--1-;.-1-~--1--;!---f!''*~.:......~-~-~ 
>----
>----

1=~:t:~~====t:::i::::l:±::j::::ti:::::j:=!t:~--~··~:~-:-~.:-~ : 

't~=l=~tP~~q.., .........,___~ ~ 

,_~~'--~~~-->-~ ··~·--1~-1-~--1--•~--1~~---< ___,____ 

E

: tit JO 10 ~
~·~E·~-~-~~~~·E·~~~~,,~~·~·~~~~ ___,____

>-------

~~~~~~~~~~~~~:;~~:~:~~~~ ==== 
1-~:;-F-;=' \-----+-'-",,_,,...+-.;.-if--~ ~--I._~'·~:~-:-=.~-~ >----- ,.--l---':~
l=:!!!:~~:':::=::t:::::!;•I•:::j::::!::!::::!!u:::j:=!l:t:'.:'.tt:::~ ,_______ 
l-~-l=:!<:'-----l-__J!.--1-J...!~l.!--l-~--I!!!.!~~ >----

t:~Mt>:i~t::::t~~l:t:lt:~..::J:::~:::l~~~ ~ 
1-~"''--F"=-----1-~--1--'--+---""--l--'~'--1---=----i >----

1-=--F""''------+-''--+--'--'f--'-'--+---'-'--l=-''-'='-=t >----

1-.:::...-F=='------+-'-'......+-+-!f--""-+--"'--l.::;:""''-=t __,__ 
1-=--F=='-----+-""'-+--'--'f--~+--=--1--==-''-l >----

l=E:~-~-t:::=::t::jt:::i:::t1~tt:::::t:::TI::::t:::::~~ >-------'

l=:!!!:~~t::==::t::'.'.jt'.'.:t::t1t:=~!;:::j:=~~·::::1~·-=·~=-~-~ >----

1-=-.....~~-'-----+--"''--+---.>--~-+-~--1~~....... >-------'

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c. ..~•·"-"" ..... 11"~0....~fOf"-"" ..... ... 
...... 

...... 

"'... 

-

-

~-. 

-. 

--. 

---

u. 
.. ., 

" " 

" " 

".. 

" ".. 
J.o '° 
JO JO ,. ,..... " " " 

.. 
JO JO 

" .. ,. 

-1-=--F=='------+---''--+--'--'f--"'--l--"'--l'-=..•~·~·---i >----

l=E:::lii-~-t::::==::j:::t::::::i:~t:=tl::l:~:::j....-~·=~==~ ~~' 
l-~-l="""'-----l---""---l-~~H:;--1--;~:--1~·-~·~;::-"""-~ >----

1-""--F-==--'------+--''---+--'--'f--"-+--"'--l---=----l .........,___ 
1-.:::...-F=--:::..----l--"---l-'--l--"'--l-"'o.;....-!;<:..:..:==.:~ .........,___ 

•111 .. J4 --.!.- E~"t'i-~-~-~:t:±:f±l=it:l~=E~=l--'-JO f----!.-

l-.!!!._-l=!!!O'-,----l--'!.._-l-~~"--1--4--f~'*~•~~,,,,,,-~ ___,____ 
l-~~~·-F""';=.---1---;;-+-.;.-if--~-l-~--l....~·~·~----l .........,___ 
1-=--i::=-=~---+-='-"-+--'--'f--'-'--+--=--1---=----i >----
1-=---r==~---+_.,__+-_,__,f--'-'--+---'-'--l~~'-=t >-------

- -- J~ 
1-~'--F'=.."---l--"---l--'--l--'-'--l-"''~'--1=------l >----"'

l=:lit::fl-;:e--i·====t:::E::::j:±::j::::ti~:::j:=!t:;t'.'*:•~:::--E'.~ f---;""

>-=---f"-==-'-----+-~~+-~>--~-+-~--1~~~ ___,____'

>-=---F~~-~- ··~"--1~-+--'-'--I-"'~-+"~~~ ___,____~-->-~
1-.:::...-i::·-==-2-=---1-~''--+-+-!f--"'-+--"'--l""":;:.=---l __,__ 
l=E:~:;;:lE::=::t:::}t:::l:::tj~~..:::j==tt:t:~·-t::~ >----

1=~::12-~-~--~==t::~·..·~::::l::+:l::¥.":::j:=~~·:::j--~·~·~·::::1 ~ _........ 


f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c. ..~•·"-"" ..... ... 

M> ... 

... 
>M 

--

---....._ 

............. 

---....._ 

-. 

\,111. " " 

.. 
" 

.. 
" 

".. 

.. 
" 
" " 

.... 

" ,. 
.... 
.. 
" 

".. 

.. 
" ".. 

z 
z 

~fr 
I- 1a: Z 
o o::J Ien
W()
a: <( Iw~Io1-z 

0 
(J) 

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c. ..~•·"-"" ..... ... 

.., -. 
,,. ..--
~: 

... ... 

.,... 

'" 

·-.. 

'" _..._. 
m "' _..._. 

._.__ 

ttO w..--. 

U. U H 

u " 
...u. 

,. 
" 

".. ".. 
J.O '° 
JO JO 

" ".. 
" 

.... 

.. 
n '° 

".. 
1J JO 

ll JO 

11 JO 
u .. 

14\ 10.. .. 

.... 

J, 10.. 

" " 
n n 
J4 JO 

" " 

" ,. 

" " " ,. ..... 

.. 
" 

" " .... 

·.. 

·.. 
.... 

._...·

··-

'*'"" ... 

..... 

Plot 
Dadiwn 
B~ecked 
e~oJ•ct OCLS&Ol 

ti9te Issue 
06.30.16 DRC SubMlt"to.l 
10.07.16 DRC Resubl'llt"to.I 

I 11 JD 

L...rl....__J 

CD 

TREE INVENTORY 

L0.07 

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

11"~0....~f·"-"" ..... 

,_·_·_·-+-------+.....__::-_, -+_.:..._· ..........__~_~............_......__+-____~ """"' 

>-~--F~~-~-~-->-~--1~-1-~--1--~-+-'~~~ ___,____ 

>-~--F~~-~-~-->-~--1~-1-~"--1--'~'--1~·-~·~~~-~ ___,____ 

1=~::12-~-~~-~-~::j::::j;=::l:~t:=~":::j:='~':::j'""~·~·~·;::::1 ___,____
>-=--t==----.~-------.~+-==~ ~ 

l=:!lt~~t:==::t::::!t:t:~t:=~!!:::j:=~~·::::1~~~ :::::::: 
l-~~~~·-F=='-----+-~·-~·--1-;.-1-~--1--.~.--1'"""-=----l >----

i=m:~~E::::t~;t::i:~t::~:;::J::·~·::i:3i~t:I ---:--
1-~"~.-F:::==:~-----1-~·~·--1--;.-1-~,,--1--:~:--1--=~'-l >----
1=~...t:~~·:'.:::=t::'.:!!:'.::::l::::!::t:::::tj,.:::j:=tt:t:~t:~ >----

l-""--F'-::.::-2-=---1-.:.:.:.--1....:.-1--"'--l-"'"--f":.::;:::::::~ >----
1-=--F==~---+-"'"'--+--'--'f--'-'--+--=--1---=----i >----
1-=--F==~---+--''--+--'--'f--'-'--+---'-'--l~~'-=t >----

1-=--F==~---+--''--+--'--'f--'-'--+---'-'--l~~'-=t >-------

~:~t:~~;:::::~:it:~:±~~:;!!:~::~:~:·-~.:......;~;E-~ ~ 
t:~=t:~·-:;;:-~:°:'.:::=l::j~t':::t::::!::t~:::t==tt:j....~'-~:~.~-=-J __,__ 

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

11"~0....~fOf"-"" ..... 

1-'·~ .....::--,-+-.:...·........,.,_....~,,....+-.,,.,..,..~
~·-t-...,...,..---........~ ~ ......~~ ............ 
 """"' 
>-~--F~'-----+---'--+-~>--~"--1--'~'--1~~~ ___,____ 

"-•U.w 

ti JO~~~~~~~~~~~~~,.~~·~·~~~·-~~ ,_______·. " 

l=E:~~t::=::j:::t::::::i:~t:=~:;:::j:=tt:::l::~E:::j ~ 
1-.;;;.--F==~---+---'C----l--.;.-if--~+-~--l~'i='-=t >-------

http:10.07.16
http:06.30.16
http:u:::j:=!l:t:'.:'.tt


--

--

- -
f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c...~•·"-"" ..... 11"~0....~f·"-"" ..... ... 

1-~-F·-==-~-'--~1--~--1--'--t-~--f-"""'-~~~~ __,___ 

l=ilit~·-~-~-~==i:::ff:::l:±:E~=:!==ii::E~~3 ~ 
l-!!f!---l'""l''--~-l---'"'-'---1-~"-H: >-----:--1-"";H;--1"'-''!"'""'-I 
l:::J!tt:l~i".'.:::::t::::Jl:::t:::J::i~t::t::!!::::::l:~::::I __,__ 
,_....._,_~==·-~~-1--~··--+--'--+-~--+~'~'--+~-.=---. __,___ 

l=~~~~::::::t:::Jt::t::t1~~::::t::::~:::t:::jt::::j : 
>-~--F~~· ~~-1-~"---+--'--'>--'-'---+---'-'--+~~"-=-I --'- 

1-~-F·-==-~-'--~1--~•• --1--'--t-~--f-"""'-~~~~ __,__ 

~:ttuw!:~·-~f-~·r:::~=~~=~:!~~=~=~==~=~.... :~·-~:~7"'~-~·~ 
1-~"--F====--~1---=--1--'--l--'=--f-"""--+---"'--~ __,___"ft

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c...~•·"-"" ..... 11"~0....~fOf"-"" ..... 

'"' ,,,_, 
U lt 111 
uu ................ . 
IJJO _.._ 

~· . 
IU'i _ .._ 

'"" "' Ult fir 

'"' ."" .
1UO fir 
IUI .. 
nu 11r 
un ., .... . 
·~ .n• ., 

.... .. .. .. 

.. .... .. 
' u .. 
" 

.........-
I JO to 
I U UI 
I J.O l.O 

I JO H 

I U UI 

) u n 

-
··

I J.11 U '"' 
I J O ) 0 f• 

I 10 JO '• 
I 10 JO , ... 
I U t0 ,., 

I J.O 10 f• 

I 14 JO I• 
I JO HI fM 
I U HI ,_, 

t JJ) 10 , .. 

I JO JO foir 

~ llUJ I U 10 ,.,. 

~t:::::±:3l:;:::El~:±::±~~t:E:~~~t:E:3~~~::3 
UU .. to I U to ,,,. 
UU Ill I.. I JO HI ,.., 
UM .. » I U I JJ , .. 
I~ .. IO I >.0 ) 0 ,.., 
~ .. Ill I JO HI ,_, 

tM1 .. 10 I U 111 ftll 

I... At t I 10 HI 
llMf llW\lllol I I JO JO 
nil lllt ID JJll JO 
~I .. I' I U U 

IW """- - I JO l.O 

~ ~~~f--~~-,-+-'-i+-~t~j-+--'j~j-+~~~'--~ 
UU _.. 111t 10 I U )0 ,,,. 

... • UI I J.O U ,,,. 
110 • 11. I 10 JO ,,_., .. 

1161. llr U I 1.0 JO '• 
1»1 .. 1• ' u )0 ,. 

lie& .. I J.0 I.I) Ioli 

116'1 .. t I 10 HI f• 
IJfO .. ) I JO )0 ,_. 

U?I lllt I JO U ftll 

Ul'l -  \ I U U ,..., 

n:n '"'"'- U, IO 1 JO JO '-•1• 
U:M .. M I 111 )0 , .. 

U~ .. t I Ht JO hil 

ur. .. U I U to folr 

un M-- I I..\ I J O u ,_..h ... 

Hll .. Jt I JO JO 

UIO _..,_.... II I U U 

U al .. f I J.O 10 
1W ., U I JO l O 
llU Ill lt I JO JO 
UM ... \ajnl Lt:t.• UI l.O 

···-

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

11"~0....~f·"-"" ..... 

tclOI U 10 f----!.-
)00) 10 JO --...!.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~:;~~~~~·-~~ ~ 
__,___ 

1=~::::~~-~ME.:"~:::j::~.~. :::l:::j::l:~,,::::J:::,~,:::l==:;;:::i ,.......:__ 

l-"'O--F==<=-~-1---;" ·;--+--'"-'f--~"--f-""'~'--1~~,,__~ >-----

1=~:::~.::l'w~·=~-;;:::::t::j.t ·~~;::J ::::::. ::t:::t:i::,~,::t:::!t:~""~-~
1-~ , --f'=-=~~-j---,'H ,,--f-"",~,--f~-=----l f----- N.~ '---f---'"-'f--~

1-""'---f''-==-~-=--~J---"---f--'--f-_..--f-""'~'--f=-~---l >-----

l-""'--1"==:.=.~-1---''--+-.._,f--.....+--"'--l""'==::::.i >-----

l=!!!l:::f!;-~M~:....;;;;;;::i::::tt::t:J!::l::::!:!:~::t:::!:!:t:~~~ ::::::: 
1-==--F==<=-~-l--""--+-.....,f--'-'--+--'-'--f=-''-'===-! >-----

l-""--F==<=-~-1---"=--+-"-!f--'-'--+--'-'--f=-''-'===-! >-----

~=~~=~~f~~===~:jt:~:t~~=~:;:~::i:~=· ~ :::::::-:·j:::--E:
l-;?.--F'-=.=h~-'"°"~i--~~~ >-------·--1-;.-t--;,--f-"""'-~._E'•~•~~""-'~ 

,_~-~ -- ~' --F~~~"'-~>-~--+--'--+-~--+~' '--+~~=-i ___,____ 
1-~-~· -F=.=<=-~-1---';--+--'"-'f--~,,--f-"":~:--1=-~---i >-----
1-;:=--e"f'";=~-1--..,.;;.,---1--.....,f--~,.--f-"";;---t----:':--~ ~ 

1-;;;;.-F_=.=_~- :~~ --1-;.-1-~--f~"'-~"==-~ __,___'"""~1--~

l-""---f'==<=-~-1---'~ "--f-""'~'--1~"-"'---l >-----'--+-.._,f--~

1-!!!!.--l""""""'"'--l---'-'--1-.!....i"-ll.--1-...il--l"'-'""'""l >-----

1-=:.--f'~==~-~ >------ ·-:c..-1--""""'-+-"-!f--.....+--"'--f""'==::::.i 
1-=:---f'==:.=.~-1-..:.:.'"'"-+-"'""'f--.._+-_,.--f.:.:,::.:::::::.i >-----
l-='--F==:.=.~-1--""'--+-"-!f--""-+--"'--f--"=-''-I >-----

1-~--l""""""'"'--l---'-"---1-.!....i"-'-'---1--"'---l""'""'""l >-----
l-='--1"==<=-~-1-----''--+-"-!f--'-'--+---'-'--f=-''-'===-! >-----

l-""--1"==<=-~-1--""'--+-.....,f--'-'--+--'-'---f=-''-'===-! __,___ 
l-""---f'==<=-~-1---''--+-.....,f--'-'--+---'-'--f=-''-'===-! __,___ 
1-==.-l"=.=:.=.~-1---""""""+--'"-'f--"'-+-"""'--f~·-~·~==·~.... __,___
1-;:;;.-F=.='-=.-~-1--=,._+-.....,f--~+--e--1-;;'"'"*~'-I __,__
>-~--F~:.=.~-t-----''---+-"-i>--~-+-~--+-""~'--< ___,____ 
>-~--F~~-~-"'-~1--"~"--+--'--+-~--+~~-+-"~~~ ___,____ 

>-~--F~~-~-"'-~>-~--+--'--+-~--+~~-+-"~~~ ___,____ 

>-~--F~~~-t-----''---+--'--'>--'-'---+---'-'--+~'-~·~~~·~ ___,____ 
1-==---f'==:.=.~-1--""'--+-.....,f--'-'---l--"'--f--"~=='-1 __,___ 
1-""--1"~==-~-=--~1---"'---l--'--l--"'--f-"""'-~O.::.,:==~ __,___ 
1-==--F==:.=.~-1---'-'"'--+-"-!f--"'--+--"'--!~-=----i __,___ 
l-~O--F'~=--~1--~--f--'--l--;-;--f-""' '--1=-'~==-J __,___~ ~
~...~,___~~"'-~~~~--'-~--'-'~-""~~~-=-~ ---'--- ··

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

11"~0....~fOf"-"" ..... 

llH Ill t I B 
111) ,............... It I JO UI fti' 

un '°"'"........ u I 1.0 1..0 hot 
11'1'11 .. II I J O 10 hir 
IU'f .. t I JO ),0 '• 

U• Ill I I )0 1-0 '"" 
U l l fir U I J.11 U flil 

U U --  U I 10 J) MOdarlo 
nu • u t u >o "°°' 
UI& --  I I U lA foll 
U• .. I~ I J.O 10 hlr 

llP llo >0 I 10 JO r• 
11• 111 U I JO HI f• 

UM .. ~ I J.0 U hll 
IUO _ ........ I I J.O J..O ,_....,., 

tltl Ill t t HI JO I• 
UV Ill l1\ I J.0 ) 0 hll 
UH lif U I J.0 U ,., 

UM llr J~ I U U1 hll 

U" Ill 'f) I 11' 10 I• 

11'6 !lo" \ I HI JO hit 
11'1 Ill U I U JO I• 
II• Ar U I 10 UI hll 

ll91 .. U I 10 1..0 lolr 
UOO Ill 10\ I >.0 ) 0 t• 
IJOI Ill U I J.0 HI ,. 
U07 fir 10 I 1.0 111 1,,;. 

UOI • U I 10 10 f• 

UOI 1111 U I 10 )0 I• 
UO\ 111 II\ I U11 Hl hll 
UC!' Ill I I UI U ,,.. 
UCJ fir P I 1 .0 JO I• 

UOI • M I 10 JO ,.., 
l:IOt Ill I. Ill• J JO U 1• 
UUI llir 1 I 1.0 to h it 
1111 Ill U I JO J O hir 

UU ,...,....... I I JO 10 -
IH1 Ill ll I U )0 I• 

U lt Af U . I J.0 J..0 ,.., 

un • 10 1 u u •• 
IUt ._... t I 10 10 '-110fflt 

UIJ Ill 1 I 111 JO '* 
U la .. UI I U U f,,. 

U I• .. U I J.O U f,,. 

UJO .. II I 10 HI I• 

IHI .. lO I 1.0 JO ,,_ 
U}lO-. U tU U ,,. 

Ill.I .. it I 10 I.I) h i! 

UH .. M I 10 HI f• 

llX .. a I 10 ) 0 folr 

U.M lllt U I JO lb ftll 

tW .. Ill I J O 10 ,,,. 

lllll .. .., I 10 JO I• 
Un llr 1 I 111 JO •• 
llld ,....,.....,.., U I U UI ,.., 

u• .....,_ 

UM - 
U<IO .. 

11-ll Ill 
u.u _... 
U-0 _..,. 

14,, "' ) JO 1.0 POGt!D f M 
u u ,_.,. 
10 10 ... .. 

" ' 

f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c...~•·"-"" ..... ......... _.. 


f'ht~l(SO--'-"NN 

1-~o.c...~•·"-"" ..... 

·.. ·.. 
.. .... .. ··
.... " " ··
JO 1.4 Plot 
1.0 ) 0 Dadiwn· B~ecked - e~oJ•ct OCLS&Ol
U J O 
JO JO ti9te Issue 

06.30.16 DRC SubMlt"to.l 
10.07.16 DRC Resubl"llt"to.I 

.." 
JO JO ·
..u 
JO n ·

U I 11 JD 

L..rl___J 

CD 

TREE INVENTORY.....-
LO.OS 

... 

1...1 

... 
llQ 

, ·... 

U:M.. OU• 

,,.... 
1'11 

·
18J·

....... 


Ill 

- . 

~-. 

·--. 

...._.. . 


..._ 

.. 

.... 

..... 
....,. 

., 
» 

.. ' 
11. ». 


M 

H " 

http:10.07.16
http:06.30.16


£l!lllilil5 lil;li 

·1·1· 1 1~11 KKll Ii 
el~ l i l ~l&l5l i l sl~le 15 1 ~ 1 5 

~1 1 1
111.1. I •1•1! 

l 

1
l i l 5151~1 515l~lili lilililil! lilililili 

1 1 1 111~l !llllKll ,1 ,IJ~I! •l t~~lt Ii 
5lel5

1~11
ilil!li l ! 

JKll 

•l·l:l:l;J ~I• l:;l·l=l=l: l!I••· ~1 = 1 ~ · •·1:1·;l·l:l:H+1: ::1..1...1¥1• 
J 

•l·••l·I ~ 
l 

•l·l•l•I! I:l:l: i=l•l:l: l•I• ~1:1 : 1 ~1··· • 1: 1• 

1 ·1·1·1·1·111·

:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1: 

•l:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1c 

· 11 

•I:1

:1:1:1:1:1: 

·1·1·1·h 1+1~+111+11 

bli; 1: lt: lt:lt:lt: l::li:lt: 

CIC 1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1; ~1 : :1:1:1:1: 

s1:1:1:1:1c1:1:1:1:1:1: 

:1:1:1:1;1:1: 1 :1:1:1

Co1 

r- ~ 11111111111111 l~l~wHf~0 I• o,,,. 

0 
<>~.,.et ~ 
;;:..(0 a 

; l 
;!>I: :1;1;1:1:1* 1: •l•I= •10!;1•1•1•1=1•1:• 

:1:1:1; *l•l•l>l"l!l•H*l•l=l=H=l•l*l-l~H~f;l.1: 1tH•1:1· =1-1;1=1! I 
i•l i 

:1:1:1:1:1:1:1; :1•1•1:1:1:1:1:1; :1:1:1:1:1:1:1•1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1;1:1:1:1c1:1:1:1:1:1: :1:1:1:1f ii 
j l { 

:Isle :1:1:1:1:1:1:1; :1:1: :1:1:1:1:1•1•1•1: :1;1;1; :1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1c1:1:1:1:1:1:1c1c1:1: B:: I[ h 
· 1· 1f f ifH•i• up 

1111 11 11 11 111 11 111 11 111 1-1- 11 11· IIH+lIIIIIIl·l l·l·l·l·l+HlIIIIIIII I I IIIIIi I 


i•li 

~§ §§i~~ ~~~~gg~gii! iiii i!iiiiiii!!!iiisi i f i6sii;s5§~55§5!i~i!i!EElEE! ! 

I ll Ii I i ll I l 111 lli ll llj 1111 I ll li I i ll 1111 ll~. !I ll I ! t I l!ll I 11111 11111 !I ii I i ll .11 ll rr rrrrr rrrrrrrrrr, rrrr rrrrrrrrr,r1rrrrr r r ,r,rrrrrrrr rrrrrrrrr1,rr,r
ll lilt! lltlllllHt llll lltltlllt I lllll t l tl llllllll lllllltll lt I 

I I 

::;: ... ~ r1 :1: 1; 1·~ :klci=r:l•I: 1• ~ l~H~l=I! ·~ • ;~1~ l~l=l:r~l=l:fzH·l~H·l~l·I~~ •l•l•H·l= l•l·l•l! l ·IEl=H•M·l~l+l;H·l·l·l• l :: I ! I 
.. . ..1.. , ...... .. . ......... . .. . ..... 1... .. . ........ . ... . .. , ...... . .. . .. , ...... .. . .. . 
i: Ii' 

:1:1: 1:1:1:1~1:1:1:1; ; 1: 1:1:1~1• 1:1:1~1:1:1:1;1;1:1:1: 

• I • 1:lolol:I; :1:1:1:1:1:1:1;1:1:1: :1:1:1~ :1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1: 1: 1:1:1:1:1: 1:1~ 

~l§l i l alil31 § 1 3 1 § lili l!li lilil! il~lil ~ l il~l2 l~ li l i lil~li l i Illa lg l!li lili il~l i l alal~l i l ~lil§l ~ l § I ! 

1tR~~K111 1 1 1111m 1m 1!1 !11 1! l!~~~~~li 1!~1 ! ~li~l l llll ll l!lt ltl[ •l•l ! l!~~l ! l 'l•l•l•I• 

·•:1:1=1'1•1 1+ 1c1: ..t:I': I... IS 1.. •l•l•l *I·~ 1;1-1• l~H:I • l•I: ;1; l• I• lg 
l

IJCl:l:l•l-l=l=IEl=l=l=I! I 
- · ~ ...........,...........,............i' Ii 

i:1011:1:1:1:1: 1:1i:: liili; 1...1... 

:1:1:1:1:1:1:1:1c :1: ,.,. :lt:li; :1~1:1 : l•I• 

I·1·1·1·1·1·1·1·11 • 
1
11·11111·11 

LANDSCAPE swa
ARCHITECT: 

These docuAents Gre the 
property oF BnckenTHE RESORT AT 
Glllo.r<1 Kroeger ArchM:ects. 
Ariy uno.u thol"l2ed use 
wl thout the writ ten2 "....ui.SONOMA COUNTRY INN -·~- consent Is prohlbl1:ed by._ FN*A001 Clltfotlde 
lo.w, Bo..cken GlllaMINW-1211 
l<t"'O<?Qel" Al"chltectsKENWOOD, CALIFORNIA lh!.... ............. 
 dlsclo.lf"'IS respol'lslblllty 

+S.4'1.m.177G • f'or the docuf"'lents If' 
used -.hole or In part at 



----
- -
--

------

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/
/ 

/ 

~ 
/ 

/ 

~, 

\ 
\ 
I 

I 
I 
I 

/ 
( 

I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 

#
1/ 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I I 
I I 

I 

I 

LAYOUT NOTES 
I. Vt:RIFY LOCATION OF ALL BUILDINGS, WALLS, ROADS AND 
CURBS AFFECTING LANDSCAPE SCOPE OF WORK IM TH 
ARCHITECTURAL AND CIVIL ENClNEER'S DRAWINGS 

2. VIERIFY LOCATION OF ALL VAULTS, ELECTRICAL DUCT 
BANKS, MANHOLES, CONDUIT AND PIPING, DRAINAGE 
STRUCTURES AND OTHER UTILITIES 'MTH THE APPROPRIATE 
ENGINEERING DRAWINGS. 

3. TAKE ALL DIMENSIONS FROM BACK OF CURB, WALL OR 
BUILDING OR TO CENTERLINE OF COLUMNS OR TREES UNLESS 
OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL MEASUREMENTS TO DESIGNATED 
CENTERLINE(S). 

4. TAKE ALL DIMENSIONS PERPENDICULAR TO ANY 
REFERENCE LINE, WORK LINE, FAa: OF BUILDING, FACE DF 
WALL, OR CENlERLI NE 

5. ALL DIMENSIONS TAKEN TO CENTERLINE OF BUILDING 
COLUMN SHALL MEAN THE FIRST ROW OF COLUMNS CLOSEST 
TO THE FACE OF THE BUILDING. SEE ARCHITEcrs DRAWINGS 
FDR CORRESPONDING COLUMN LINES. 

6. ALL ANQES TO BE 90 DEGREES AND ALL LINES OF 
PA\i1NG AND FENCING TO BE PARALLEL UNLESS NOTED 
OTHERWISE. MPJNTAIN HORIZQ\ITAL ALIGNMENT OF ADJACENT 
ELEMENTS AS NOTED ON THE DRAIMNGS. 

7. HOLD TOPS OF WALLS AND FENa:S LEvH UNLESS 
NOTED OTHERWISE. 

B. REFERENCE TO NORTH REFERS TO TRUE NORTH, 
REFERENCE TO SCALE IS FOR FULL-SIZED DRAWINGS Q\IL Y. 
DO NOT SCALE FROM REDUCED DRAWINGS. 

9. DIMENSICX'<S TAKE PRES/DENCE DVIER SCALES SHOWN ON 
DRAIMNGS. 

10. NOlES AND DETAILS ON SPECIFIC DRAWINGS TAKE 
PRESIDENCE OVIER GENERAL NOlES AND TYPICAIL DETAILS. 

11. DO NOT INSTALL ANY WORK ON STRUCTURE PRIOR TO 
REVIEW OF WATERPROOFING BY ARCHITECT. 

MATERIAL SCHEDULE 

SYMBOL 

0 

0 

0 .. 
0 

0 [JI 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION SUPPLIER 

Vt:HICULAR STONE 
PAVING AT RESORT 
ROADS: LOCAL ClRANITE, 
B"X4" PAVING MOOULES, 
SAND SET 

Vt:HICULAR STONE 
PAVING AT RESORT 
ENTRY COURTS LOCAL 
GRANITE, B"X4" PA"1NG 
MODULES, SAN D SET 

Vt:HICULAR STONE 
PAVING AT MAIN HOUSE 
ENTRY, LOCAL GRANllE, 
30"X9" PAVING 
MODULES, MORTAR SET 

PEDESTRIAN STONE 
PAVING COnAGE 
ENTRIES, LOCAL 
GRANITE, 1B"X6" 
PAVING MODULES, SAND 
SET 
PEDESTRIAN STONE 
PAVING COTIAGE 
ENTRIES, LOCAL 
GRANITE, PAVING 
MODULES SIZE VARIES, 
SAND SET, MOSS JaNTS 

WOOO DECKING PAVING; N/A 
FSC CERTIFIED RED 
CEDAR, 2X8 BOARDS 

GRAVEL PAVE 2, 
IN"1SIBLE STRUCTURES 
INC 

GRASS PAVt: 2, 
INVISIBLE STRUCTURES 
INC 

COLOR FINISH 

MEDIUM ClRAY 90% FLAMED 
FINISH, 10% 
SPLIT FACE 
FINISH 

TAN, TO MATCH 90% FLAMED 
BUILDING STONE FINISH, 10% 

SPLIT FACE 
FINISH 

DARK GRAY HCX'<ED FINISH 

DARK GRAY FLAMED FINISH 

LIGHT GRAY FLAMED FINISH 

TREATED 

TAN COLOR CELLS 

TAN COLOR CELLS 
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12. WHERE NOT SHOWN ON LANDSCAPE DRA'MNGS, SEE 
Cl\i1L ENClNEER'S DRAWINGS FOR ROADWAY CENlERLINES, 
BUILDING SETBACKS AND BENCH MARKS. 

13. ALL CONCRETE S/LABS AND RAMP OR STEP FOOTINGS 
SHALL BE DOWIELEO INTO ABUTIING WALLS, FOUNDATIONS 
AND FOOTINGS USING BARS OF THE SAME SIZE AND SPAONG 
UNLESS NOTIED OTHER>llSE. 
SEE -XJINTING DETAILS. 

14. LAYOUT OF ALL SITE ELEMENTS, WALLS, PATHS, ROAIDS 
ETC. ARE SUBJECT TO FIELD VIERIFICATION OF IMPACTS TO 
ROOT ZONES OF ElCSllNC TREES BY LANDSCAPE AIRCHITECT 
AND ARBORIST. 
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I. PROVIDE MATCHING SIZES ANO FORMS FOR EACH 
SPECIES OF TREE INSTALLED ON GRID OR SPACED EQUALLY 
IN ROWS AS SHOWN ON DRAWINGS. ALIGN TREES ACROSS 
WALKS. ADJUST SPACING AS NECESSARY, SUBJECT TO 
REVIEW BY 11-IE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. 

2. PROVIDE MATQ-llNG SIZES AND FORMS FOR ALL HEDGE 
PLANTINGS. SPACE EQUALLY (TRIANGULARLY) AS SHOWN 

3. INSTALL ALL TREES A MINIMUM OF THREE (3) FEET 
FROM BACK OF CURB, EDGE OF WALL OR PAVING. 

4. FORM 3 INCH WATERING BASIN AROUND ALL TREES NOT 
INSTALLED PAVED AREAS. FILL BASIN \\iTH 2 INCH LAYER 
OF GRAVEL MULCH. 

5. EACH LOCATION OF ALL TREES SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO FINAL INSTALLATION. 

6. EXACT PLACEMENT OF HEADERS \\U BE REVIEWlD BY 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO FINAL INSTALLATION. 

7. PROVIDE AN ALLOWANCE OF 5 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL 
LINEAL FOOTAGE OF HEADER TO BE FURNISHED AND 
INSTALLED DURING PROGRESS OF WORK AS MAY BE 
DIRECTED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, IN ADDITION TO 
ALL HEADERS INDICATED ON DRAWINGS. 

8. PLANT NAMES ARE ABBREVIATED ON THE DRAWINGS. 
SEE PLANT LEGEND FOR KEY AND CLASSIFICATION. 

9. ALL PLANTING AREAS TO RECEIVE TWO (2) INCH THICK 
LAYER OF GRAVEL MULCH, SEE SPECIFICATIONS. 

ID. DO NOT PLANT GROUND COVERS, HEDGES, OR 
FLOWIERING PLANTS WITHIN 3'-0" OF ANY EXISTING AND/OR 
PROPOSED HYDRANTS, PIV, FDC, DCDA, ETC. 

11. DO NOT PLANT TREES WITHIN 5'-o" OF EXISTING 
AND/DR PROPOSED UTILITY ITEMS 

12. DO NOT PLANT TREES WITHIN 10'-0" Of ANY 
SANITARY SEWER LINES 

LOTUNE 
LOT 13 BOUNDARY 

LIMIT OF WORK LIMIT CF WffiK 
BOUNDARY 

MAT C H LI N E L X. XX MATCHUNE 

~TC H LI N E L X ~BOUNDARY 
LOT 13 BUILDING 

--BL D8ENYE LO~ ENVELOPE 
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OLEA EUROPAEA FIELD GROWN, 25' HEIGHT 
'ASCOLANA' ANCIENT OLIVES 20' WIDE PER PLAN 
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QUERCUS KELLOGGll 

Bl G LEAF MAPLE 

WIESTERN REDBUD 

BLACK OAK 
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48' BOX 
72' BOX 

35" BOX 
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PER PLAN 

PER PLAN 

PER PLAN 

VL 
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BER 

QUERCUS BERBERIOIFOLI SCRUB OAK 35' BOX PER PLAN VL 

C) EXISTING TREE 
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~ ~ ARISTOLOCHIA CALIFORNICA CALIFORNIA PIPE VINE 5 GAL 36' oc 
L 

L 

PLANTING LEGEND AND 
KEY PLAN 

"THESE PLANTS TO ONLY BE PLANTED WITHIN THE BUILDING L3.00 
ENVELOPE AND NOT WITHIN THE OPEN SPACE EASEMENT. 

QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA COAST LIVE OAK 
tXJE 
AGR 

LAU 
LAURUS NOBILIS BAY LAURELNOB 

35" BOX 
72' BOX 

36' BOX 

VL 

PER PLAN 

PER PLAN 

K!Y IYlllDL llOTAlllCAL MUE COll-llAlll IPACINB WUCOLI 
HEDIEI 

L 
PHILADELPHUS MICRO'HYLLUS LITTLELEAF MOCK-ORANGE 5 GAL 12" QC L 

~ - ARCTOSTAPHYLOS 'SUNSET' MANZANITA 10 GAL 36" oc L 

PLANTING AllEAI 
L 

LAVENDULA DENTATA" TOOTHED LAVENDER" 15 GAL 35• oc L 
SAL\'IA SCNOMENSIS CREEPING SAGE 5 GAL 24' oc L 
LEPECHINIA CALYCINA CALIFffiNIA PITCHER SAGE 5 GAL 24' oc L 
ROSMARINUS OFFlaNALIS" ROSl:MARY"* 5 GAL 24' DC L 

HELICTOT~CHON S£MP£R\i1RENS BLUE OAT GRASS 5 GAL 18" oc VL L 
MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS DEER GRASS 5 GAL 24' oc L 
RHAMNUS CALIFORNICA 
RISES MALVACEUM 
SESLERIA 'GREENLEE' 
SISYRINCHIUM BELLUM 

COFFEEBERRY BUSH 
CHAPARRAL C\JRRANT 
MOOR GRASS 
BLUE-EYED GRASS 

5 GAL 
5 GAL 
5 GAL 
5 GAL 

36" DC 
36" oc 
18" oc 
18" oc 

L 
VL 
VL 
VL 

AGAVE BLUE GLOW" BLUE GLOW AGAVE'* 5 GAL 24" oc L L 
YUCCA LINEA~FOLIA" LINEAR LEAF YUCCA" 5 GAL 36" oc L 
ARCTOSTAPHYLOS DENSIFLORA MANZANITA 15 GAL 48" QC L 
'HOWARD MCMINN' 

ACHILLEA MILLEFOLIUM COMMON YARROW 5 GAL 36" oc VLL 

CAREX TUMULICOLA BERKELEY SEDGE 5 GAL 24" oc L 
FESTUCA OCCIDENTALIS \\£STERN FESCUE 5 GAL 24" oc L 
BRODIAEA ELEGANS 
ESCHSCHOLZIA CALIFORNICA 

HARVEST BRODIAEA 
CALIFORNIA POPPY 

1 GAL 
1 GAL 

12" oc 
12" oc 

VL 
VL 

IRIS DOUGLASIANA DOUGLAS IRIS 1 GAL 18" OC L L 
SYMPHO~CARPOS MOLLIS CREEPING SNO\\!lERRY 5 GAL 24" OC L 
CEANO THUS SONOMENSIS SONOMA CEANOTHUS 5 GAL 48" oc L 
PENSTEMON HETEROPHYLLUS FOOTHILL PENSTEMON 5 GAL 24" oc L 

CALYSlEGI A PURPURATA MORNING GLORY 1 GAL 18" oc L L 

RHAMN US CRDCEA SPINY REDSERRY 5 GAL 36" oc L 
CLARKIA AMOENA FARE\\£LL TO SPRING 1 GAL IB" DC L 
RIBES SANGUINEUM PINK FLOWERING C\JRRENT 5 GAL 24" DC L 

AMORPH A CALIFORNICA CALIFORNIA FALSE INDIGO 10 GAL 36" QC L L 
BACCHARIS PILULARIS COYOTE BUSH 10 GAL 48" oc L 
HElERDMELES ARBUTIFOLIA TOYON 5 GAL 24" QC L 
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IBICIATIOll WATl!R ..Ol!T 

TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA: .lll1,502 sf 

TOTAL HYDRDZONE AREA: 257,884 sf 

ESTIMATED TOTAL WATER USE: I1.091,790 gallons per year // 3.35 acre feet per year I 

A. llYllRCIZOllE IRFORM&TIOll T&m.E 

ZOlll ...'I'll Ull IWIKING lllHIATIClll IETHOD PLANI' FACTOR (PFJ ll\'DllOZONE AHA (HAI PF JI HA 

A-1 LOW DRIP 0.3 2,415 sf 725 

A-2 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 1,757 sf 175 

A-3 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 2,3D4 sf 230 

ZOlll llATll Ull llAllKING llllCIATION •ETHOD PLANT FACTClll (PF) 

C-1 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-2 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-3 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

llllGAnON LEGEllD 
BIW'HIC ~RlmON DETAIL 

~ SPRAYZONE 
~ LOW WATER USE 

llYDIOZONI ARIA (HAI PF " NA 

1,210 sf 121 

~. DRIPZONE2_:S_:_2_j VERY LOW WATER USE 

4,209 sf 421 

4,838 sf 484 I 
I I I II II ',II Ill l I I I 

t 1 1 I I I 1 1 

DRIP ZONE 
LOW WATER USE 

as 
~ I 

A-4 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 2,153 sf 215 

A-5 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 2,887 sf 289 855 

A-6 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 4,548 sf 465 

A-7 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 1,785 sf 179 

A-8 LOW DRIP 0.3 956 sf 287 

A-9 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 4,679 sf 468 

A-10 LOW DRIP 0.3 637 sf 191 

A-11 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 1,877 sf 188 

A-12 LOW DRIP 0.3 1,628 sf 488 

A-13 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 3,647 sf 355 

A-14 \o£RY LOW SPRAY 0.1 517 sf 155 

A-15 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 1,427 sf 143 

A-16 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 6,211 sf 621 

A-17 LOW DRIP 0.3 603 sf 181 

A-18 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 2,749 sf 275 

A-19 \o£RY LOW SPRAY 0.1 1,353 sf 135 

C-4 VERY LOW 0RIP 0.1 

C-5 VERY LOW 0RIP 0.1 

C-6 VERY LOW 0 RIP 0.1 

C-7 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-B VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-9 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-10 VERY LOW SPRAY 0.1 

C-11 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-12 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-13 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

C-14 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 

C-15 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 

C-16 VERY LOW SPRAY 0.1 

E-1 LOW DRIP 0.3 

E-2 LOW DRIP 0.3 

E-3 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

5,320 sf 532 

4,482 sf 448 TEMPORARY ZONE• 
WATER USE ONLY IN CASE OF EXTREME NEED" 

5,108 sf 511 

7,709 sf 771 HYDROZONE DESIGNATION 

11,377 sf 1,138 

11,422 sf 1,142 

1,781 sf 178 
M/>JN LINE 

3,169 sf 317 

9,924 sf 992 ------ HOPE SLEE\>£ 

11,705 sf 1,171 

5,551 sf (N/A) 

16,571 sf (N/A) 
2,540 sf 254 

6,984 sf 2,095 

SYSTEM mNT Of CONNECTION 
BACKFLOW ASSEMBLY AND 2" HYDROMETER 

IRRIGATION CONTROLLER 
BASELINE 200 STATION TWO-'MRE CON TROLLER IN 
WALL-MOUNTED METAL ENCLOSURE W/ INTERNET 

1,017 sf 

2,339 sf 

305 

234 
'TEMPffiARY IRRIGATION ZONES ARE DEFINED IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS 
PROJECT AS IRRIGATION FOR PLANT ESTABLISHMENT AND INSTANCES Of 
EXTREME NEED ONLY. 

z 
z 

~ fl: 
I- 1---a: Z 
o:::::> 
(f) 0
WU
a: <( 

1. 

B-1 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 38, 132 sf (N/A) 

B-2 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 11,830 sf (N/A) 

B-3 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 10,333 sf 1,033 

B-4 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 523 sf 62 

B-5 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 4,143 sf 414 

B-6 \o£RY LOW SPRAY 0.1 1,565 sf 167 

B-7 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 7,904 sf 790 

B-8 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 3,382 sf 338 

B-9 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 4,381 sf (N/A) 

D-1 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 6,874 sf (N/A) 

D-2 \o£RY LOW DRIP 0.1 412 sf 41 

D-3 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 6,514 sf (N/A) 

0-4 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 8,867 sf 886 2,660 

D-5 DRIP 

E-4 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

E-5 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

E-6 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 

E-7 VERY LOW SPRAY 0.1 

E-8 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 

E-9 VERY LOW SPRAY 0.1 

E-10 LOW DRIP 0.3 

E-11 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

E-12 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

E-13 VERY LOW DRIP 0.1 

E-14 VERY LOW SPRAY 0.1 

E-15 TEMPORARY DRIP 0.0 

4,283 sf 428 1,285VERY LOW 0.1 
D-6 DRIPVERY LOW 0.1 7,821 sf 782 TOTALS 

THESE IRRIGATION DRA'MNGS ARE DIAGRAMMATIC AND INDICATIVE OF 
THE WORK TO BE INSTALLED. THESE DRAWINGS DESCRIBE A 
IRRIGATION INTENT. FINAL IRRIGATION PLANS AND DETAILS TO BE 
SUBMlffiD TO LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR RE.,,,EW. 

7. PR0\'1DE EACH CONTROLLER VvlTH ITS OWN GROUND ROD. SEPARATE 
THE GROUND RODS BY A MINIMUM OF EIGHT FEET. THE GROUND ROD 
SHALL BE AN EIGHT FOOT LONG BY 5/8" DIAMETER U.L. APPROVED 
COPPER CLAD ROD. INSTALL NO MORE THAN 6" OF THE GROUND 
ROD ABOVE FINISH GRADE. CONNECT #6 GAUGE lllRE VvlTH A U.L. 

NOS, CARSON OR APPROVED EQUAL. 

13. INSTALL REMOTE CONTRQ VALVE BOXES 12" FROM WALK, CURB, 
BUILDING OR LANDSCAPE FEATURE. AT MULTIPLE VALVE BOX 
GROUPS, INSTALL EACH BOX AN EQUAL DISTANCE FROM THE WALK, 

15,992 sf 

3,936 sf 

1,599 

394 

'*EXTREME NEED IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS PROJECT IS DEFINED AS 
INSTANCES OF IRRIGATION FOR PURPOSES OF FIRE SUPPRESSION AND 
EXTREME DROUGHT ONLY. 

13,600 sf (N/A) 

3,122 sf 312 

10,220 sf [N/A) I . llTlllATID TOTAL WATIR UI~ 
665 sf 57 

6,775 sf 2,033 

5,861 sf 586 ( 

29,263)ETllV = (46.1 x 0.62) ----o.ili5 

19,559 sf 1,955 

2,191 sf 219 C • llAXlllUll APPUID WATll ALLOWAllCI 

2,664 sf 266 

9,945 sf (N/A) MAWA = (46.1 x 0.62)(.60 x 257,884) 

llYDIOZONI ARIA (HAI PF " NA MAWA 

257,884 sf 29,263 983,992 gal/year 4,422,195 gal/year 
3.02 acre foot per year 13.57 acre foot per year 

19. LOCATE BUBBLERS DN UPHILL SIDE OF PLANT OR TREE. 

20 WHERE IT IS NECESSARY TO EXCAVATE ADJACENT TO EXISTING 
TREES, USE CAU TION TO AV~D INJJRY TO TREES AND TREE ROOTS. 
EXCAVATE BY HAND IN AREAS WHERE TWO (2) INCH AND LARGER 

VARIATIONS IN lHE EXISTING SITE CONDI TIONS SUCH AS EXPOSURE 
FROM BUILDINGS, TRELLISES, TREES, ETC., AS WELL AS SLOPE AND 
sm CONDITIONS. TIHE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE 
ARCHITECT AND IRRIGATION CONSULTANT OF THE PROPOSED 
CHANGES PRIOR TO INSTALLATION FDR APPROVAL. 

w~ 
I 0 
1----z 

0 
(f) 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

THE INTENT OF THIS IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS TO PRD\'1DE THE 
MINIMUM AMOUNT OF WATER REQUIRED TO SUSTAIN GOOD PLANT 
HEALTH. 

IRRIGATION DESIGN TO Ca\4PLY 'MTH LOCAL BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
AND SFPUC REQUIREMENTS. 

ALL PIPING, VALVES, AND OTHER IRRIGATION COMPONENTS DRA'MNG 
ARE DIAGRAMMATIC, PRD\'1DING AN IRRIGATION APPROACH. 

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE MAINTENANCE CONTRACTOR 
AND/OR OWNER TO PROGRAM THE IRRIGATION CONTROLLER(S) TO 
PR0\.1DE THE MINIMUM AMOUNT OF WATER NEEDED TO SUSTAIN 
GOOD PLANT HEALTH. THIS INCLUDES MAKING AOJ.J STMENTS TO lHE 
PROGRAM FOR SEASONAL wt:ATHER CHANGES, PLANT MATERIAL, 
WATER REQUIREMENTS, MOUNDS, SLOPES, SUN, SHADE AND \\1ND 
EXPOSURE. 

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF A LICENSED ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR 
TO PROVIDE 120 VOLT A.G. (2.5 AMP DEMAND PER CONTRCUER) 
ELECTRICAL SER.,,,CE TO THE CONTROLLER LOCATION(S). IT IS THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE 
THE ELECTRICAL SER\1CE STUB-OUT TO THE CONTROLLER(S}. 
PR0\.1DE PROPER GROUNDING PER CONTROLLER MANUFACTURER'S 
INSTRUCTIONS AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL CODES. 

APPROVED GROUND ROD CLAMP TO ROD AND BACK TO GROUND 
SCREW AT BASE OF CONTROLLER VvlTH APPROPRIATE CONNECTOR. 
MAKE THIS 'MRE AS SHORT AS POSSIBLE, AVOIDING KINKS OR 
BENDING. 

8. PR0\'1DE EACH IRRIGATION CONTRCUER VvlTH ITS OWN INDEPENDENT 
LOW VOLTAGE COMMON GROUND WIRE. 

9. INSTALL NEW BATTERIES IN THE IRRIGATION CONTROLLER(S) TO 
RETAIN PROGRAM IN MEMORY DURING TEMPORARY POWER Fl'JLURES. 
USE QUANTITY, TYPE AND SIZE REQUIRED AS PER CONTROLLER 
MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS. 

10. SCHEDULE A MEETING WHICH INCLUDES REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 
IRRIGATION CON TRCUER MANUFACTURER, THE MAINTENANCE 
CONTRACTOR, THE OWNER AND THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR AT THE 
~TE FOR INSTRUCTION ON THE PROPER PROGRAMMING AND 
OPERATION OF THE IRRIGATION CONTROLLER. 

11. INSTALL 2-WIRE CABLE ALONG lHE ~AIN LINE. CONTACT 
CONTROLLER REPRESENTATl\o£ FOR A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING. 

12. INSTALL BLACK PLASTIC VALVE BOXES 'MTH BOLT DOWN, NON 
HINGED COVER MARKED "IRRIGATION". BOX BODY SHALL HAVE 
KNOCK OUTS. ACCEPTABLE VALVE BOX MANUFACTURER'S INCLUDE 

CURB, BUILDING OR LANDSCAPE FEATURE AND PROVIDE 12' 
BETWEEN BOX TOPS. ALIGN THE SHORT SIDE OF RECTANGULAR 
VAL\>£ BOXES PARALLEL TO WALK, CURB, BUILDING OR LANDSCAPE 
FEATURE. 

14. VAL\>£ LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE DIAGRAMMATIC. INSTALL IN GROUND 
COVER/SHRUB AREAS (NOT IN LAWN AREA). 

15. INSTALL A GATE VALVE TO ISOLATE EACH REMOTE CONTROL VALVE 
OR GROUP OF RCVS LOCATED TOGETHER. GATE VALVE SIZE SHALL 
BE SAME AS THE LARGEST REMOTE CONTROL VALVE IN MANIFOLD. 

16. FOR 2 1 /2" AND LARGER MAIN LINE PIPING INSIDE SLEE\o£S USE 
1120-315 PSI PVC PLASllC PIPE IMTH SCHEDULE 40 PVC 
COUPLINGS. DO NOT INSTALL GASKElED COUPLINGS INSIDE SLEEVES 

17. SPRAY NOZZLES LISTED ON PLANS AND LEGEND MAY NOT INOICA TE 
ALL THE NOZZLES THAT MAY BE NECESSARY TO PRO~DE THE BEST 
UNIFORMITY AND THE LEAST AMOUNT OF OVERSPRAY. CONTRACTffi 
TO MAKE FIELD ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON SITE CONDITIONS AND 
CHOOSE THE BEST ARC TORO PRECISION NOZZLE (60', 90', 120', 
150', 180', 210', 24D', 270', 360') TO MEET THOSE CONDITIONS. 

18. SET SPRINKLER HEADS PERPENDICULAR TO FINISH GRADE. 

ROOTS OCCUR. BACK FILL TRENCHES ADJACENT TO TREE 'MTHIN 
T'MENTY-FOlJR (24) HOIJRS. \\HERE THIS IS NOT POSSIBLE, SHADE 
THE SIDE OF THE TRENCH ADJACENT TO THE TREE IMTH WET 
BURLAP ffi CANVAS. 

21. NOTIFY LOCAL JJRISDICTIONS FOR INSPECTION AND TESTING OF 
INSTALLED BACKFLOW PREVENTION DE.,,,CE. 

22 THE SPRINKLER SYSTEM DESIGN SHOW BE BASED ON THE MINIMUM 
OPERATING PRESSURE SHOWN ON THE IRRIGATION DRA\lvlNGS. VERIFY 
WATER PRESSURE PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. REPORT ANY 
DIFFERENCE BEl'M:EN THE WATER PRESSURE INDICATED ON THE 
DRA\\1NGS AND THE ACTUAL PRESSURE READING AT THE IRRIGATION 
P~NT OF CONNECTION TO THE OWNER'S AUTHORIZED 
REPRESENTATIVE. 

23 IRRIGATION CONVERATE: REFER TO PLANS. 

24 THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MINOR 
CHANGES IN THE IRRIGATION LAYOUT DUE TO OBSTRUCTIONS NOT 
SHOWN ON THE IRRIGAllDN DRA'MNGS SUCH AS LIGHTS, FIRE 
HYDRANTS, SIGNS, ELECTRICAL ENCLOSURES, ETC. 

25 TIHE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR 
CHANGES IN THE IRRIGATION LAYOUT AND VALVE ZONING DUE TO 

26. THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR AD J.J STING THE 
IRRIGATION SYSTEM DESIGN IF THE PLANTING DESIGN CHANGES FROM 
THE ORIQNAL PLAN AND NEEDS TO ADAPT TO THE NEW PLAN TING 
DESIGN. THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR NEEDS TO NOTIFY THE 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND IRRIGATION CONSULTANT OF PROPOSED 
CHANGES PRIOR TO INSTALLATION FOR APPROVAL. 
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POOL / SPA / FOUNTAIN LIGHT

SYMBOL LEGENDFIXTURE SCHEDULES

ELECTRICAL SYMBOLS

FIXTURE SYMBOLS

T
H

E
 R

E
SO

R
T

 A
T

RECESSED ROUND ADJUSTABLE ACCENT LIGHT

RECESSED ROUND ADJUSTABLE LIGHT - DOWNWARD AIMED

TRELLIS MOUNT MONO POINT LIGHT - W/O JUNCTION BOX

TRELLIS MOUNT MONO POINT ACCENT LIGHT - W/O JUNCTION BOX 

WALL MOUNT OUTLET BOX 

WALL MOUNT WEATHER PROOF GROUND FAULT RECEPTACLEGFI
WP

TREE MOUNT DOWN LIGHT
LOCATIONS TO BE FIELD VERIFIED

STRING LIGHTS

BOLLARD

BELOW GRADE ROUND WATER PROOF SPLICE - LOW VOLTAGE S

IN WALL AREA LIGHT

LOW VOLTAGE CIRCUIT

LIGHT FIXTURE TAGA1

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE LIGHT
POLLUTION

All LIGHT SOUIRCES ARE FULLY SHIELDED
FROM OFF SIGHT
ALL LIGHTS ARE DOWNCAST OR AIMED IN
A DOWNWARD DIRECTION IN ORDER TO
NOT BE DIRECTLY VISIBLE FROM OTHER
PARCELS.
VERTICAL LIGHT LOSS IS MINIMIZED WITH
NO FIXTURES
LOW INTENSITY, LOW LEVEL LIGHT
UTILIZED THROUGHOUT THE MAJORITY OF
THE PROJECT
ON DEMAND LIGHTING SYSTEM SHALL BE
USED TO MINIMIZE LIGHT POLLUTION
AND ENERGY WASTE.  SPECIFIC FORM OF
LIGHTING CONTROL IS STILL TO BE
DETERMINED.
MERCURY, SODIUM VAPOR, AND SIMILAR
LIGHT SOURCES HAVE BEEN ELIMINATED.
DARK-SKY COMPLIANT FIXTURES HAVE
BEEN USED WHERE POSSIBLE.
IF DARK-SKY COMPLIANT FIXTURES WERE
NOT AVAILABLE COMPARABLE FIXTURES
FALLING WITHIN THE GUIDELINES SET
FORTH BY DARK-SKY WERE USED.

DESIGN NOTES
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T
H

E
 R

E
SO

R
T

 A
T

E1

E1 - RECESSED SPECIFICATION
NO. 8 LIGHTING

DESCRIPTION: RECESSED LIGHT IN EXTERIOR HALLWAY CEILING
LOCATION: MAIN HOUSE AND SPA COVERED WALKWAY

E1- RECESSED ROUND IMAGE
 

E2

E2 - SCONCE IMAGE
 

1 DETAIL
Scale: 3/4" = 1'

E2 - COVERED HALL SCONCE SPECIFICATION 
VISION 3

EXTERIOR HALLWAY VERTICAL RENDERING
Scale: NA

E3 E4 E5

E3 - COVERED HALL SCONCE SPECIFICATION 
VISION 3

E3 - SCONCE IMAGE
 

E4 -  TRELLIS LIGHT IMAGE
 

2 DETAIL
Scale: 3/4" = 1' 3 E4 - TRELLIS LIGHT DETAIL

Scale: 3/4" = 1'

E4 - TRELLIS LIGHT SPECIFICATION
VISION 3

E4 -  ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
30'x30' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

IMAGE
 

4 E5 - EAVE LIGHT DETAIL
Scale: 3/4" = 1'

E5 - EAVE LIGHT SPECIFICATION
VISION 3

E5 -  ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
30'x30' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

DESCRIPTION: POST MOUNT SCONCE WITH DIRECT/INDIRECT
LOCATION: MAIN HOUSE  WALKWAYS

DESCRIPTION: TRELLIS MOUNT MONO POINT
LOCATION: MAIN HOUSE, SPA, VILLA AND ALL UNIT TYPES

DESCRIPTION:
LOCATION

DESCRIPTION: POST MOUNT SCONCE WITH DIRECT/INDIRECT
LOCATION: SPA COVERED WALKWAYS

FULLY SHIELDED AND DOWNWARD AIMED FULLY SHIELDED AND DOWNWARD AIMED

SEE DETAIL 1 ON SHEET L-S5
FOR LARGER VIEW

SEE DETAIL 1 ON SHEET L-S5
FOR LARGER VIEW
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E6 - STRING LIGHT SPECIFICATION #1
PRIMUS

DESCRIPTION: FESTIVE LIGHTS AT DINING TABLE
LOCATION: MAIN HOUSE COURTYARD

E6 - STRING LIGHT W CANOPY IMAGE
 

E6 - STRING LIGHT SPECIFICATION #2
PRIMUS

E6

L1 AND L2 - BOLLARD SPECIFICATION
LUCIFER LIGHTING

L1 AND L2 BOLLARD IMAGE
 

L3 - BOLLARD IMAGE
 

1 L1 & L2 BOLLARD @ ROADS DETAIL
1/2" = 1' 2 L3 @ CART PATH DETAIL

3/4' = 1'

L3 - BOLLARD SPECIFICATION
LUCIFER LIGHTING

L1 & L2 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
12'x12' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

L3 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
10'x10' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

L4 - BOLLARD IMAGE
 

3 L4 @ FOOT PATHS DETAIL
Scale: 3/4" = 1'

L4 - BOLLARD SPECIFICATION
LUCIFER LIGHTING

L4 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
6'x6' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

E6 - STRING LIGHT SPECIFICATION #3
PRIMUS

L1 AND L2
DESCRIPTION: ROADWAY AND PARKING BOLLARD
LOCATION: ROADWAYS AND PARKING LOTS

L3
DESCRIPTION: CART PATYH BOLLARD
LOCATION: CART PATHS

L4
DESCRIPTION: FOOT PATH  BOLLARD
LOCATION: PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS

DARK-SKY APPROVED FIXTUREDARK-SKY APPROVED FIXTUREDARK-SKY APPROVED FIXTURE



L6 + E8 - WALL LIGHT IMAGE
 

1 L5 @ WALL LIGHT DETAIL
Scale: 3/4" = 1'

L6 + E8 - WALL LIGHT SPECIFICATION 
LUCIFER LIGHTING

L7 - TREE PATH LIGHT SPECIFICATION
VISION 3

L7 - TREE PATH LIGHT IMAGE
 

L8 - BOARDWALK LIGHT IMAGE
 

2 L6 + E8 WALL LIGHT DETAIL
3/4" = 1' 4 L8 - BOARDWALK LIGHT DETAIL (TBD)

Scale: 1-1/2" = 1'

L8 - BOARDWALK LIGHT SPECIFICATION
12 SYSTEMS

D1 -  LANTERN SPECIFICATION
REMAINS LIGHTING

DARK-SKY APPROVED FIXTURE

DESCRIPTION: LARGE DECORATIVE LANTERN
LOCATION: MAIN ENTRY AT MAIN HOUSE ONLY

nance

ge=0.10

3 L7 - TREE PATH LIGHT DETAIL
Scale: 1-1/2" = 1'

L5 - WALL LIGHT IMAGE
 

L5 - WALL LIGHT SPECIFICATION
LUCIFER LIGHTING

L5
DESCRIPTION: CART PATH WALL LIGHT
LOCATION: CART PATHS

S O U

L6 + E8
DESCRIPTION: FOOT PATH WALL LIGHT
LOCATION: PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS

DARK-SKY APPROVED FIXTURE

L7 L8

FULLY SHIELDED AND DOWNWARD AIMED

DESCRIPTION: FOOT PATH WALL LIGHT
LOCATION: PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS

LOW LEVEL DOWNWARD AIMED

DESCRIPTION: FOOT PATH TREE LIGHT
LOCATION: PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS SOME ROADWAYS

D1

DESCRIPTION: MEDIUM DECORATIVE SCONCE
LOCATION: SECONDARY ENTRANCES AT ALL BUIL

D2

LOW WATTAGE LOW LIGHT OUTPU

LOW WATTAGE LOW LIGHT OUTPUT
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L6 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
25'x20' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

L6 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
6'x6' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

L7 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
30'x30' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

L8 ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
6'x6' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE

DINGS

T

D2 - SCONCE SPECIFICATION
REMAINS LIGHTING

SEE DETAIL 1 ON SHEET L-S5
FOR LARGER VIEW
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D1-4  - DARK SKY COMPLIANCE

D3 -  SCONCE SPECIFICATION
REMAINS LIGHTING

DESCRIPTION: LARGE DECORATIVE LANTERN
LOCATION: MAIN ENTRY AT MAIN HOUSE ONLY

D3

DESCRIPTION: MEDIUM DECORATIVE SCONCE
LOCATION: SECONDARY ENTRANCES AT ALL BUILDINGS

D4

LOW WATTAGE LOW LIGHT OUTPUT

LOW WATTAGE LOW LIGHT OUTPUT

D4 - LANTERN SPECIFICATION
REMAINS LIGHTING

W1 + W2

W1+W2 -  POOL AND SPA LIGHT SPEC.
JANDY

W3 + W4
DESCRIPTION: POOL AND SPA LIGHTS
LOCATION: POOLS AT MAIN HOUSE AND SPA, ALL HOT TUBS

DESCRIPTION: WATER FEATURE LIGHT
LOCATION: MAIN ENTRY

W2+W4 -  WATER FEATURE LIGHT SPEC.
JANDY

W2+W4 -  WATER FEATURE LIGHT IMAGE
JANDY

1 E4, E5, L7 -  ENLARGED ILLUMINANCE RENDERING
30'x30' ILLUMINANCE RENDERING SURFACE
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SEE LANDSCAPE SHEET LL-5
FOR PATH LIGHT LAYOUT
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September 15, 2017 

TO.f-HGH INVESTMENT SF LLC 
88 First Sh·eet, 61

h f loor 
Sc.tn Francisco, CA 94105 

Att: Flora Li 

Sonoma Country Inn: Response to Water Usage Comments from Valley of the Moon 
Alliance 

Job Number: 15200 . . . 

Dear Flora: 

We have reviewed Valley of the Moqn Alliance's (VOTMA) appeal letter, which was 
dated August 14, 2017 and followed the Planning Commission approval of the project 
reforred to a~ Sonoma Country Inn. After review of their comments we have the 
followinl;?; r~sponses in regards to watf.:r use of the project. 

VOTMA states in its most recent '1;ppeal letter that the: EIR and Addendum_ fai l to address 
numerous reason(!bly foreseeable activities that will utilize water. That is not a c01Tect 
statement. The DEIR addressed all for~s~e~b1£; water uses with tpe possible exception of 
e•;aporation. VOTM.A1 raised the issu.e of larger pools and more hot nibs a11d how that 
n1ight relate to evaporation. Tha~ issue was 4dcln~ss1::d in our adde11dum, 

VQTMA, further $tates th~1t "The EIR analyzed a project tha.t would ~.1tilize 16.3 acre-feet 
ohvater per year." Thi~ is alsQ incorrect. The DEJR analyzed the Hotel component of the 
project and concluded it \vo1J.ld use 19.4 acre fe~t (DEIR, pg 5.5-9) and found that there 
would be no significant impacts to the water supply. The FEIR further refined the 
expected water demand to be lower, that i~, 16.3 acre-feet (FEIR. , pg. 9,0-96) The point 
is that the EIR clearly dete1mined thcit 19;4 acre-feet could be used by the Hotel without 
impacts, 

VOTMA further states that no informci-tion about the change (off-site laund1y) is 
provided. That is not co1Tect. The Addendum report prepared by us provides the precise 
methodology and calculations. 

VOTMA is correct that the location of the off-site laund1y is not identified, However, it 
can be reasonably assumed that any such laundry will not b~ located within the Kenwood 
environs, as there appears to be no industrial level facility in the an;:a, and will be taken to 
a facility that is on a public system. 

http:www.adobeinc.com
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· . Area .. IQuantity Covered Water 
~-- .. ·.·_.. · at ~ight Temp. 

·''. . . Of 
Pools & I,ot tubs ner oriirlnal desifffi · ·· · 

Pool 1 1,144 1 Ye~ 80 
Poo12 924 1 Yes 80 ...... 
Soa Pool Irregular shape 80 1,380 1 Yes 
Hot Tub 113 1 Yes 100 
1st Floor Hot Tub 58 5 Yes 100 
Landscape Hot Tub 50 I Yes 100 .,___________ 

· Total Area 3,901 
Proposed pools & hot tubs : · 

... 
'. :·,· 

.. 

Main Pool 2,184 1 Yes 80 ,.___., .. .. --- .- >-- - ·

Sea I~ap Pool ·~ 900 1 Yes 80 
_Spa Cold Plunge 4Q 4 Yes 60 ·
Unit D Upper Level 8-2_~ 36 6 Yes IQO- --1--

Unit b Lower Level Soii 51 6 Yes 100 ·-~-.--. 

Vill~SpaB 41 2 Yes 100 
' 

Villa Spa A . 41 2 Yes 100 
Spa Hot Tub 96 2 Yes 100 
Main Pool Spa 98 1 Yes 100 

Total Area 4,218 

Adobe 

Associates, Inc. 
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Land Development 

Services 

1220 

North DuttonAve. 

Santa Rosa, 

California 
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707 541 2300 

707 5412301-Fax 

www.adobeinc.com 

VOTMA states "Furthermore, the Project design plans still show a laundry room located 
on the second floor of the main inn." The calculations presented with our Addendum 
Report assume that the laund1y produced by the inn rooms will be taken off site. 
Approximately 20 gallons per room per day was estimated within the EIR (20 gal/dayX50 
roomsX80% OccupancyX365 days""' 292,000 gal/year or 0.9 acre-feet). The rest of water 
usage calculations assume that laundry would be perfonned on site. This would include 
spa laundry, laundry from the restaurant and pool towels. 

VOTMA states "it is unclear whether the Project's water use calculations incorporate 
the water use associated with adding hot tubs to each cottage, the changes to the spa 
facilities, and adding two foun tains at the front of the inn.1' See the table below from 
our evaporation report. We include the main pool, spa pool, cold plunge and 19 hot 
tubs. We did not include the fountains, although the fountains woulp contribute an 
insignificant amount of evaporation. 

Table l Pool and Spa hot tubs comonnson 

VOTMA states "There is little information about the assumptions made to reach that 
conclusion including the assumed number of wat~r users per day, the use for the 
restaurant or bars, the use for the new support services building, or the impact on water 
use from the changes in l<lUdscape design." Our water usage numbers were based off of 

http:www.adobeinc.com
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the EIR, which were previously approved, with all those uses analyzed. The only water 
usage numbers that we changed/added were the pool evaporation volumes. The 
landscaping will be restricted to the allotted 3000 gal/day (3.4 acre-ft per year) that is 
stated wlthin the EIR. 

VOTMA states "the Addendum's analysis of the evaporation impacts that were not 
included in the 2004 EIR fails to identify what methods were used and if those methods 
account for the types of pools and strnctures on the property." The hot tubs and 
swimming pools were assigned different design factors when calculating the evaporation 
loss . We used design p~ameters specifically used for hot tubs when calculating the 
evaporation rates for hot tubs and c;lesign paran1eters for therapy/hotel pools when 
calculating the evaporation loss for the pools. 

Do not hesitate to contact 01..lr office if you have any questions, 

Gregory Schram, PE 73540 
my license expires 12-31-201 8 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 

September 27, 2017 
 
To: Ms. Flora Li  

 Mr. Bernard Lim 
 ToHigh Investment SF LLC 
 Sent via email (flora.li@tohighinvestment.com; bernard.lim@tohighinvestment.com) 
 
Cc: Mr. Leslie Perry 
 Perry, Johnson, Anderson, Miller & Moskowitz LLP 
 Sent via email (perry@perrylaw.net) 

Job No. 219-SNM07 
From: Messrs. Anthony Hicke and Richard Slade 
 Richard C. Slade and Associates LLC 

Re: Response to portions of Appeal Letter, titled 
 “DRH16‐0006 Appeal of Planning Commission Approval”  
 Prepared by the Valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA) and Dated August 14, 2017 
 Proposed Sonoma Country Inn 
 Graywood Ranch, Vicinity Kenwood, Sonoma County 
 
Dear Ms. Li and Mr. Lim: 
 
We have reviewed the above-referenced “Appeal Letter” prepared by the Valley of the Moon 

Alliance (VOTMA).  A number of groundwater-related issues were discussed in a section of the 

VOTMA letter labeled as Item C, titled “The County Must Fully Analyze the Changed 

Circumstances Surrounding the Water Supply Available to Support the Project.”  The purpose of 

this Memorandum is to address the concerns raised under “Item C” as requested by Ms. Li and 

Messrs. Lim and Perry.   

Introduction 

The VOTMA letter contends that because the 2004 EIR for the Sonoma Country Inn Project 

relied on pumping test data presented in the RCS 2002 report, the analysis inherently could not 

“…account for the recent severe drought conditions”, presumably referring to the meteorological 

mailto:flora.li@tohighinvestment.com
mailto:bernard.lim@tohighinvestment.com
mailto:perry@perrylaw.net
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drought experienced in Northern California beginning in the 2011-12 Water Year and ending in 

the 2015-16 Water Year.    

Herein, drought is defined as a meteorological drought, that is, a period in which the total annual 

precipitation is less than the long-term average annual precipitation (DWR 2015).  As discussed 

by DWR, “there is no universal definition of when a drought begins or ends, nor is there a state 

statutory process for defining or declaring drought” (DWR 2015).  California’s most significant 

historical statewide droughts were defined by DWR as occurring during the following water year 

(WY)1 periods (DWR 2015): 

• WY 1928-29 through WY1933-34 - six years 
• WY 1975-76 through WY 1976-77 – two years 
• WY 1986-87 through WY 1991-92 – six years 
• WY 2006-07 through WY 2008-09 – three years 
• Recent drought – WY 2011-12 through WY 2015-162 – five years 

Therefore, as defined by DWR, two droughts have occurred since the RCS 2002 report was 

prepared: a 3-year drought, and a 5-year drought, in WY 2006 through 2008, and WY 2011-12 

through WY 2015-16. 

Water level data presented in the VOTMA letter are derived from the California Department of 

Water Resources (DWR) Water Data Library website.  Water level data for five wells were 

presented in the VOTMA letter as evidence exhibits, as follows: 

• Well 384437N1225793W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 6) 
• Well 384437N1225793W002 (VOTMA Exhibit 7) 
• Well 384144N1225550W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 8) 
• Well 384248N1225611W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 9) 
• Well 384310N1225745W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 10) 

Figure 1, “Well Location Map,” shows the locations of the wells listed above in relation to the 

Sonoma Country Inn Property and the two existing water-supply wells at the Sonoma Country 

Inn. 

                                                
1 “WY” or “water year” is defined as the period from October 1 of a year through September 30th of the following year; this is the 
period in which rainfall occurs in California, and is sometimes informally referred to as the “rainy season”. 
2 The DWR 2015 drought document was published in February 2015, and lists the recent drought through the 2013-14 water year 
only; the drought continued throughout the state into the 2015-16 water year.  Due to the rains in late-2016 and early-2107, various 
sources, including the National Drought Mitigation Center website (NDMC 2017), have declared an end to the drought in Northern 
California, which would include Sonoma County. 
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Wells 384437N1225793W001 and 384437N1225793W002 

The VOTMA letter asserts that data from two wells near the project site “show significant and 

steady long‐term decline in groundwater resources over the past 15 years [2002 through 2017]”; 

those two wells are Well 384437N1225793W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 6) and Well 

384437N1225793W002 (VOTMA Exhibit 7).  The station data for these two wells list different 

ground surface elevations for the two well locations.  However, the total depths of the two wells 

are reported to be identical (622 ft), and the latitude/longitude locations are identical (Well 

384437N1225793W002 lists six digits after the decimal, whereas data for Well 

384437N1225793W001 is rounded to three digits).  The groundwater level data reported for the 

two wells appears to be nearly identical, but the measurements are reported to have been 

collected on different dates.  Also, the most recent measurement for Well 

384437N1225793W001 is on March 2016, whereas a measurement for October 2015 is the 

most recent data point for Well 384437N1225793W002.  The California Statewide Groundwater 

Elevation Monitoring System (CASGEM) website reports similar information for the two wells.  It 

is possible that the two entries in the DWR website actually represent a single well, or two wells 

that are located in very close proximity to one another.   

Evaluation of the trend of the water level data for the period between the year 2002 and March 

2016 in these two wells is difficult.  In general, there are a maximum of two water level 

measurements per year (one in spring and one in fall), and there appears to be years of missing 

data.  The available data illustrate the typical, cyclic variation of water levels each year, in that 

fall water levels tend to be deeper than the spring water levels.  This may be somewhat 

misleading in that the sites are listed as “active” on the CASGEM site, and Well 

384437N1225793W001 is reportedly used for “stockwatering”.  The pumping frequency for the 

wells is unknown, and therefore, the static water level measurements may have been collected 

following periods of pumping, and may not represent true static water levels in the wells.   

Based on the available data set, there does appear to be a possible downward trend in water 

levels through the end of the period of record in October 2015 or March 2016 in Well 

384437N1225793W001 and Well 384437N1225793W002, respectively; these dates coincide 
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with the final year of the recent drought.  No more recent, post-drought data are available in the 

data set for the well (or wells) in question to determine whether or not water level recovery has 

occurred.  As noted on FEIR page 9.0-70 (NBEP 2004), the location at which Well 

384437N1225793W001 and Well 384437N1225793W002 exist exhibit “very different water level 

fluctuations and recharge characteristics compared to the other wells in the immediate project 

area (Sonoma Creek watershed).” (NBEP 2004).  The EIR continues, “The contributing 

recharge area is least at the drainage divide, which may be a factor in the water level 

fluctuations and recharge characteristics.  Also, the geology at this particular well 

[384437N1225793W001] is different.  It appears from geologic mapping that Well 

[384437N1225793W001] draws groundwater from the Glenn Ellen Formation, rather than from 

the alluvial fan materials and Sonoma Volcanics which underlie the project site.”  Therefore, 

Well 384437N1225793W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 6) and Well 384437N1225793W002 (VOTMA 

Exhibit 7) are not representative of the groundwater level conditions at the subject property. 

Wells 384144N1225550W001, 384248N1225611W001, and 384310N1225745W001 

Three additional wells are mentioned in the VOTMA letter as evidence of “erratic water levels in 

response to the long‐term drought conditions.”  These wells were reported to be Well 

384144N1225550W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 8), Well 384248N1225611W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 9), 

and Well 384310N1225745W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 10).  Water level data for Well 

384144N1225550W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 8) and Well 384248N1225611W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 

9) clearly show increasing water level trends in both periods of records (which begin in 2004).  

There does appear to be a change in the reported ground surface elevation in 2014 for each of 

the two data sets.  Even if this change in recorded ground surface elevation is factored out, 

these wells both illustrate increasing water level trends in the dataset during the two recent 

drought periods, and not decreasing trends.  Well 384310N1225745W001 (VOTMA Exhibit 10) 

shows stable water level trends in the data set since the year 2000, with the most recent 

measurement occurring in March, 2017.  Water levels in Well 384310N1225745W001 do not 

appear to have been negatively impacted by the two drought periods that occurred in the region 

between the years of 2002 and 2017. 
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Well 384170N1225640W001 

Well 384170N1225640W001 was not included as an exhibit in the VOTMA letter, but data for 

this well are also available from the same DWR website, and is located in the same general 

vicinity of the wells discussed in the VOTMA letter (See Figure1).  Water level data available for 

this well between 2008 and 2017 show stable water level trends overtime.  The location for this 

well is illustrated on Figure 1. 

Onsite Water Level Data 

Water level data have been collected at various times in the onsite wells since their construction 

in 2002.  Figure 2, “Water Level Data, Resort Well,” and Figure 3, “Water Level Data, Winery 

Well,” illustrate those water level data as hydrographs, and each figure includes a schematic of 

the respective well construction on the right-hand side of the page for comparison.  Water level 

data are available for the two onsite wells from the following time periods: 

• One manually-collected data point in 2002 following the original construction of each 
well. 

• Roughly one year of automatically-collected transducer data between the approximate 
dates of June 2003 through June 2004. 

• One manually-collected water level in November of 2008, when additional pumping tests 
were being performed by others in the Sonoma Country Inn wells. 

• Approximately one year of transducer-collected data beginning in October 2015 and 
ending in December 2016.  These data were collected as part of an ongoing water level 
monitoring program administered by RCS at the Sonoma Country Inn site.   

As shown on Figures 2 and 3, the available data suggests water levels are stable in the onsite 

wells since 2002, despite the two droughts which occurred in the region since that date.   

Pumping Tests Performed in 2008 During Drought Period 

Two additional pumping tests, one in each of the two onsite wells, were performed in 2008 as 

described in the RCS April 2009 report titled “Hydrogeologic Report for Adequacy of 

Groundwater Supplies for the Proposed Sonoma Country Inn Kenwood Area, Sonoma County, 

California” (RCS 2009).  The purpose of the RCS 2009 report was to meet the requirements set 

forth by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) in Article 2 of Chapter 16 (California 

Waterworks Standards), of Division 4 of the California Administrative Code, Title 22, Paragraph 

64554 – New and Existing Source Capacity, subsection (g), Item (1).   
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These two additional pumping tests were performed in November 2008 and December 2008 in 

the Resort Well and the Winery Well, respectively, during the WY2006-07 through WY2008-09 

drought periods recognized by DWR.  Based on the data collected and analyzed for that report, 

RCS stated in conclusion on Page 22 that “It is our professional opinion that these two onsite 

wells [the Resort Well and the Winery Well] have the pumping capacities to meet the [Sonoma 

Country Inn] project demands and that pumping by these wells will not create long-term adverse 

impacts on the local aquifer systems or nearby water wells owned by others.” 

Conclusions 

Only two of the hydrographs presented in the VOTMA letter (for Wells 384437N1225793W001 

and 384437N1225793W002) displayed data that can be considered to show some decline in 

the period of time between 2002 and 2017; these hydrographs may also represent the same 

well, although that connection is unclear.  Those wells are located in an area underlain by the 

Glenn Ellen Formation, and hence they may not be representative of the groundwater level 

conditions beneath the subject property. 

The VOTMA letter presented three additional hydrographs for wells in the area of the subject 

property (Wells 384144N1225550W001, 384248N1225611W001, and 384310N1225745W001) 

in which, although described as “erratic” trends in the VOTMA letter, water level trends do not 

represent a long-term water level decline between 2002 and 2017.  RCS also obtained and 

reviewed additional water level data for another well in the area not identified by VOTMA, (Well 

384170N1225640W001); these data show stable water levels during the VOTMA period of 

concern (2002 through 2017). 

Importantly, available water level data for the two onsite wells have remained stable since their 

construction in 2002.  That is, as illustrated on Figures 2 and 3, recent water level 

measurements in the onsite wells are very similar to, or even higher than, the post-construction 

water levels in both of the onsite wells.   

Finally, additional pumping tests were performed in each of the onsite wells in 2008, during a 

DWR-defined drought period.  As a result of the second round of pumping tests, it was the 

opinion of RCS that pumping the two onsite wells proposed to be used for the proposed 
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Sonoma Country Inn project will not create long-term adverse impacts on either the local aquifer 

systems or nearby water wells owned by others.  After reviewing the additional data presented 

by VOTMA and summarized in this letter, the opinion of RCS has not changed. 
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September 14, 2017 

Ms. Flora Li 
Tohigh Investment SF LLC 
88 First Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Response to Comments in Appeal of Approval of the Sonoma Country 
Inn Project 

Dear Ms. Li; 

As requested, W-Trans has reviewed comments from the Valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA) as contained in 
their appeal of the Planning Commission approval of the Sonoma Country Inn Project dated August 14, 2017. W
Trans has previously prepared as a letter dated May 25, 2017 that addressed issues relative to the traffic analysis 
as contained in the 2004 EIR for the Sonoma Country Inn project and its continued adequacy for the project as 
approved by the Planning Commission. Following are responses to the comments from VOTMA as set forth on 
Pages 4-6 of the appeal letter. 

The comment from VOTMA that our letter report says there is a "potential for the [rooftop] bar to attract more 
clientele due to the view," is a misstatement of what the letter actually says. What the letter actually says is, "The 
VOTMA letter indicated that there was potential for the project to generate more traffic than was evaluated in the 
2004 EIR due to a proposed outdoor seating area at the rooftop bar ... " It further states, "Concerns relative to the 
potential for the bar to attract more clientele due to the view should be considered within the context of the time 
periods evaluated versus when a bar has its peak patronage. Because a bar has its peak activity during the late 
evening and nighttime hours, traffic associated with this use would not typically affect the commute or Sunday 
afternoon peak periods that were the focus of the traffic analysis." Our letter specifically states: "Based on the lack 
of change in the independent variables, the trip generation would likewise not be expected to change." 

VOTMA continues to assert thatthe project will generate more trips than were evaluated, which is in direct conflict 
with the findings of our letter. On Page 2 the trip generation estimates as applied in the EIR were compared to 
standard rates that conservatively included the restaurant as a separate entity even though it could reasonably be 
considered part of the hotel. It was determined that the resulting trip generations are essentially equal during the 
evening peak, though lower during the morning peak. Just based on the two peak periods it could be anticipated 
that the daily trip generation, and therefore GHG, is actually lower than would be projected using the data from 
the EIR. 

VOTMA claims that the analysis must be redone because it is more than two years old . However, the County's 
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines apply to traffic studies, and not necessarily to El Rs. It routinely takes more than two 
years to complete an EIR process, so if this criterion were applied to EIR documents, they might never be finished. 
Further, the data presented in an EIR is more detailed and generally covers a broader range of topics than a traffic 
study. The requirement to update documents if more than two years old is applicable to the less-restrictive t raffic 
study document, but it is not reasonable to conclude that this same standard applies to an EIR due to the much
longer time period over which such a document is typically prepared and adopted. 

However, as noted in our letter report, the traffic volumes used to evaluate future conditions in the 2004 EIR have 
not yet been reached, so the document still reflects a future scenario that is beyond 2017, and potentially beyond 
2040 if the data from the SCTA model is correct. While it is easy to understand why growth stalled around 2008
2010, it is again noted that the volumes in 2017 are lower than those projected for 2012 in the EIR, and, in fact, the 
increase in volumes assumed in the EIR is greater than the 30-year growth projected by SCTA. Regardless of when 
the projections were made and what year they represent, the bottom line is that the analysis reflects conditions 

490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 201 Santa Rosa, CA 95401 707.542.9500 w-trans.com 
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Ms. Flora Li Page2 September 14, 2017 

under higher volumes than exist today or are expected to exist based on any available data. The calculations 
therefore consider conditions that include potential development that is known, as well as that which has yet to 
be proposed. 

There is no need to analyze an increase trip generation because there is nothing in the appeal letter to indicate 
why the trip generation would increase over what was evaluated in the EIR. There is also no need to update the 
analysis to reflect current-day volumes when a much higher-volume scenario has already been studied. Use of 
current volume projections from the SCTA model would indicate lesser impacts as those volumes are lower than 
the projections used in the EIR because it was based on very conservative growth factors. 

In conclusion, we continue to maintain that the 2004 EIR reflects a reasonable trip generation for the project, and 
the future volumes used to evaluate operation in the future are still greater than what is experienced in 2017, so 
reflect a future condition with additional development and.its associated traffic in the Sonoma Valley. 

Thank you for giving W-Trans the opportunity to provide these services. Please call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

() 

DJW/djw/SOX578.R2C 



 

           

	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	 	
	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	
	
	

	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	

	
	
		 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	
	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

September 19, 2017 

Ms. Flora Li 
ToHigh Investment 
88	 First Street, 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: James MacNair- Response to	 VOTMA	 Appeal Issues 

Dear Ms. Li, 

Following is my response	 to the	 issues raised in the	 VOTMA appeal of the Planning Commission	 
Approval. Dated	 8/14/17. 

The	 County Must Provide	 Adequate	 Analysis and	 Information	 Regarding	 the	 Proposed	 
Tree Removal Necessary for the Project 

The Addendum claims that “approximately 17	 percent fewer trees would	 be removed	 with	 the 
proposed	 project, including	 seven	 large specimen	 oaks,” but fails to	 provide the public and	 decision	 
makers with the information needed	 to	 make an	 informed	 decision. Staff Report, Exhibit E. An	 
SEIR is needed to determine	 the	 visual and aesthetic impacts of the	 new tree	 removal plan due	 to 
the changes to the Project	 layout	 and design. 

Response:	The 	project 	has 	been 	extensively 	studied	 that includes the inventory of all trees within	 
the project	 areas, as well as trees important	 for	 screening the views from the critical view points 
along Highway 12. The	 inventory and survey data	 is available	 for review, and the	 extent of the	 
collected data	 was presented in the	 October 13, 2016, Arborist Report and the	 design exhibits 
showing tree removals	 and preserved trees. All of the trees	 included in the inventory have been 
identified 	and 	tagged 	with 	individual	tree 	numbers.		The 	construction 	impact on	 trees has been	 
evaluated and documented. 

Understanding the potential impacts of tree removal is especially important along the western 
ridge where the western cottages have been relocated. The potential for	 tree removal and 
thinning to affect	 the views of those	 cottages from Highway	 12 and elsewhere	 increases 
drastically with	 their relocation	 to	 a	 ridgeline. The changes to	 the western	 cottage design	 will 
cause trees	 in the old parking area to be removed, as	 well as	 trees	 to the south where the larger 
cottages	 are located. These trees	 that will now be removed seem to have shielded the original 
design	 from view. The removal of those trees under the new layout may significantly impact the 
view of the	 Resort and degrade	 the	 aesthetics of the	 area. While the Staff	 Report	 claims the visual 
impact 	of 	each 	cottage 	will	be 	either 	equal	to 	or 	less 	than 	the 	visual	impact 	considered in 	the 	2004 
EIR, it does not appear to	 take into	 account the specific trees to	 be removed	 and	 the impact that 
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Response to	 VOTMA	 Appeal Issues 
Page	 2 of 2 
9/19/17 

will have on each view. Staff Report, Exhibit Q, Exhibit P-2. Visual depictions of each of the 
relocated cottages, is essential to informed decision making and must	 be included in an SEIR. 

Response: The visual impacts of the western cottages has been thoroughly studied by Donald 
MacNair and the project architect. Visual analyses have been performed at various locations 
along Highway 12. This visual analysis demonstrates compliance	 and consistency with 	the 
findings in the FEIR. VOTMA does not	 seem to realize the number	 of	 screening trees that	 are 
present outside the project limits. The tree removals that which	 VOTMA	 is expressing concern	 
are	 in the	 footprints and grading limits of the	 structures, parking lots, and circulation pathways,	 
and are	 not necessary to	 provide screening.	 The retained trees are outside these construction 
limits 	and 	will	provide 	the 	screening 	depicted in 	the 	visual	analyses.		 

The comment regarding the potential degradation of the aesthetics of the area due to	 tree 
removal is ill-informed.		The 	primary 	goal	of 	woodland 	management is 	to 	enhance 	and 	improve 
the quality of	 the woodland by reducing overcrowding of	 trees and improving cultural conditions 
including 	pest 	and 	disease 	control. This woodland will benefit	 and improve in 	health 	under 	the 
active	 management provided by the	 development of the	 property. 

Lastly, the	 Addendum fails to address the	 requirement identified in the	 Draft EIR that “thinning of 
tree canopies and selective 	tree 	removal	is 	required 	for 	up 	to 	150 	feet 	from 	structures” 	to 
accommodate emergency services. The Staff Report seems to	 show numerous trees well within	 
150	 feet of a structure. Staff Report, Exhibits E	 and F. Since those trees that are within 150 feet	 of	 
a	 structure may need	 to	 be removed	 for emergency services purposes, those trees should	 be 
identified in 	an 	SEIR 	to 	allow 	the 	public 	and 	decision 	makers 	to 	take 	that 	loss 	into 	account 	when 
making an informed decision regarding visibility and Project	 aesthetics. 

Response: As stated	 in	 the October 13, 2016 Arborist Report the “Vegetation	 Management Plan	 
addressing wildland fire	 safety prepared in 2003	 was deemed compliant by the	 Sonoma	 County 
Fire	 Marshall and Kenwood Fire	 Chief, with no changes required.		This 	plan 	will	focus 	on 	removal	 
of dead	 or declining trees and	 reducing ground	 and	 ladder fuels. Oaks in	 acceptable condition	 will 
be retained, as well as other healthy trees that are not overcrowded”. The goal of the VMP is to	 
retain healthy trees	 with special focus	 on preserving screening trees	 while reducing wildfire risk to 
the resort	 and neighboring properties. The current design does not increase the nature or 
amount of fire	 safety protection from that anticipated with the	 conceptual design. This work will 
not significantly increase the visibility of the project and	 will improve the aesthetics of the 
property. 

Please	 contact me	 with any questions, or if additional information is required. 

International	Society 	of Arboriculture Certified	 Arborist WE-0603A
 
ISA 	Qualified 	Tree 	Risk 	Assessor
 

Sincerely, 

MacNair and Associates 



 
 

 
	

	

	
	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	  

	 	
	

	 	
	 	
	 	

	 		 	
	
	

	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 		

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	

	 	 	
	

	
	 	 	

	

	
	 	 	

MACNAIR
 
L A N D S C A P E
 

A R C H I T E C T U R E
 

November 28,	2017 

Ms. Flora	 Li 
Tohigh Investment 
88	 First Street 
San Francisco,	CA 94105 

Dear Flora: 

This letter is prepared in	 response to	 Sonoma	 Permit request	 to document wildfire impact to existing	 vegetation at 
the proposed Sonoma Country Inn	 and its effect on natural vegetative screening	 of the proposed	 lodging units and 
main house. 

As a result of the wildfires that burned	 in	 the	 Kenwood area	 of Sonoma	 County in October 2017	 portions of the	 
overall project site were affected. Generally, areas burned include several	 of the upper residential lots and adjacent	 
property to	 the north, west, east and southeast of the	 hotel site. The	 fire	 was contained along	 the	 main access road 
to the west	 and north of the road,	 and east of the proposed parking areas. The area proposed for the main house,	 
villas, and units	 along	 the west ridge was	 not burned. Key	 forested areas	 identified as	 existing	 vegetation southwest 
to west	 of	 the main house site were also spared. The impact of the fire results in no change to the visual analysis 
for	 the main house and the westerly units. 

The ridge to the east of the hotel site did burn and damage to existing trees generally appears low to moderate. 
The majority of	 the oaks are expected to survive and the Douglas firs will need	 to	 be assessed	 next growing season. 
While some areas of the ridge suffered moderate to high damage, the trees affected are	 located along	 the	 upper 
part of the ridge and are	 not critical	 to screening.	 This is due to the topographic landform of the ridge which 
provides a visual barrier to	 areas to the east	 and south outside the project site. In	 the lower	 west	 portion of	 this 
area	 fires burned to a	 fire break running north south created in the area below units	 D2 – D6.	 While lower story 
vegetation was	 burned in this	 area, much of the taller canopy	 trees that	 provide screening of	 the easterly units 
remain.	 The units in this area were identified in the visual analysis as partially visible.	 

Overall, it is my conclusion, the visual impacts as a result of the wild fire to the overall hotel site remain at the 
levels determined in the visual	 analysis.	 Some	 increase	 in visibility of the	 easterly units from Highway 12	 and to a	 
lesser degree from Adobe Canyon	 Road	 will occur in	 the short-term due to low growing vegetation damaged below 
Units D2, D3 and D4. It was determined in the EIR that these units would be partially visible, but the visual	 impacts 
were less than significant. The slight, short term increase in visibility remains insignificant. Moreover, the 
proposed	 landscape treatment will restore the visual context to	 pre-fire conditions. 

Please	 feel free	 to call if you have	 any additional or need clarification on any of the	 information	 provided. I look 
forward to working with you on this project. 

MacNair Landscape Architecture 

Donald G. MacNair 
RLA	 #2800 

Attachments: Exhibits A	 and	 B 
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February 9, 2018 

Flora Li 
Tohigh Investment SF LLC 
88 First Street, 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 04105 
Email: flora.li@tohighinvestment.com 

Subject: 	 Sonoma Country Inn - Kenwood, CA 
Response to VOTMA Appeal 

Dear Flora: 

We have been asked to review and comment on the appeal submitted to the Sonoma County 

Board of Supervisors by the Valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA) as it relates to potential new 

lighting impacts. 

VOTMA raises again the new rooftop lounge as a source of light that was not included in the 

original conceptual design. As is evident from our earlier response to the Planning Commission 

appeal, the change in design at the rooftop terrace has been one of the primary factors 
inherent to the analysis of the lighting design. Although the 2004 design does not provide 

enough information to directly compare it to the current design, EJA's analysis of the current 

design shows that the overall effect of the rooftop terrace does not significantly increase the 
lighting impact of the project. 

The current design's light fixtures are all downward aimed and shielded, meaning that none of 

the light sources (LEDs/bulbs) are directly visible. The original design included a skylight at the 
peak of the roofline at this location. A skylight is itself a light emitting surface that is unshielded 
when the light from within shines up and through it. Without complete interior lighting plans 

and specifications from 2004, a side-by-side photometric comparison is not possible between 

the effects of the skylights and the rooftop terrace. However, given the downward aimed 
lighting of the new design and the upward aimed secondary light effect of the skylights in the 
old design, the lighting impacts are likely similar enough that the human eye would not be able 

to determine a perceptible difference from the valley. The only occurrence of overhead glazing 

in the current design is a small skylight at the entry pavilion. The skylight utilize a shading 
system. The system will seal the opening thereby eliminating any light loss and will close, either 

manually or automatically, every day at sunset. Therefore it is not factored in to the overall 
lighting impact. 

t -115.482.0923 f 415.482.0927 • 201 Alamed a Del Pnido, Suite 204 , Novato . C,\ 94 949 
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VOTMA also reasserts its argument that the light from the Resort will interfere with Ferguson 
Observatory's telescopes and instruments. However, the Observatory and the Resort are 
separated by 2.6 miles of hilly and mountainous terrain . Ridgelines and hilltops block any direct 
lines of sight between the two. Therefore, the lighting will not directly affect the Observatory. 
Additionally, the new design's adherence to the 2011 Dark Sky Model Ordinance eliminates and 
minimizes, as much as is possible, any adverse secondary effects which could interfere with the 
Observatory's instruments. The new design was created in accordance with the 2011 version of 
the Dark Sky Model Ordinance, as well as the Mayacamas Guidelines, both of which are more 
stringent than those in existence when the 2004 conditions of approval were drafted. 

The new support building was carved out of the main building and relocated to a more 
favorable and less visible location. The reduction in size to the main building will lessen its 
overall lighting impact. Additionally, the separate support building, now outside of the primary 
area experienced by guests, is designed with the bare minimum lighting required for safety. 
This results in a lower overall lighting impact for the support building since it no longer needs to 
match the aesthetic design elements of the main house. 

VOTMA points to just two aspects of the current design that are different from the Conceptual 
Design . However, there are other changes that will result in a substantial reduction in night 
lighting. An important example is that the 2004 parking lot utilized 12 ft. tall lights. The new 
design uses 3ft tall bollards to minimize light loss and light spill by providing light only where it 
is wanted . Further, the new design has reduced the size of the parking lot greatly. 

These two design changes reduce the overall lighting impact considerably. Finally, lighting 
technology has advanced significantly since 2004, resulting in our opportunity to provide 
meaningful reductions to the lighting impacts of the resort by choosing fixtures that minimize 
light loss and spill. 

The relocated western cottages now have minimized daytime visibility. As a resu lt, they are also 
less visible at night. Furthermore, the new design uses fixtures that ensure no light sources are 
directly visible from outside of the property. Additionally, design elements such as trellises, 
plantings and lighting system programming ensure any secondary lighting impacts, such as 
reflected light, are minimized as much as possible. 

ents, let us know if you have any questions. 

Eric Johnson, Principal 
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14 September 2017 

Flora Li 
Tohigh Investment SF LLC 
88 First Street, 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 04105 
Email: flora.li@tohighinvestment.com 

Subject:		 Sonoma Country Inn – Kenwood, CA 
Response to VOTMA Appeal 
Salter Project: 17-0061 

Dear Flora: 

This letter summarizes our comments regarding the appeal submitted by the Valley of the Moon 
Alliance (VOTMA) as it relates to potential noise impacts created by the revised design dated 14 August 
2017. 

Section G of the appeal letter states that potential noise generated by the rooftop terrace design is to 
be analyzed in an SEIR. This section includes many incorrect statements regarding the uses included in 
the previous design as compared to the recent approved project. It indicates that the terrace included 
part of the courtyard where much of the outdoor seating would essentially be enclosed. Furthermore, 
the appeal letter presents exterior seating for the restaurant, bar, and lounge areas as a new use. Both 
statements are incorrect. 

The original project EIR exhibit 3.0-12A and B (and Exhibit 3.0-10) indicates that the outdoor dining for 
the restaurant and lounge were all at a terrace along the valley facing elevation of the building. The 
courtyard of the conceptual design was filled with planting beds for a kitchen garden for the restaurant 
and seating for the exhibition cooking classes and hotel arrivals. 

As previously stated, the project has always included a second floor terrace and bar with a total of 50 
seats exposed to the downsloping southern property line. As part of the revised design, the bar was 
moved to a new third floor terrace and the seating outdoor seating was split between the second (19 
seats) and third (31 seats) floors. This complies with the conditions of approval that state no more 
than 50 outdoor seats can be included in the project. Outdoor seating has not been increased, and 
there will be no events (e.g., weddings, live music) allowed on the roof terrace. Since the terrain 
slopes down towards the nearest adjacent receiver to the south, we would not anticipate any 
significant noise increases due to the higher elevation, as the exposure of the second and third floors 
to the southern property line are similar. Furthermore, the previous design included a structure 
covering the terrace that could result in noise buildup and reflection towards existing properties to the 
south. With the relocation of a portion of this use to an open air rooftop terrace with no covering, 
noise would be allowed to dissipate in all directions and noise directed towards the south would likely 
be reduced. 

mailto:flora.li@tohighinvestment.com
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Finally, regardless of the project design, noise generation is limited by conditions of approval #34 and 
#60 as well as the limits set forth in Exhibit 5.11-2 of the project EIR, which already takes into account 
the “Quiet Ambient” nature of the site that VOTMA references. 

Overall, there is no change in the use, and the proposed design may actually result in less noise due to 
the removal of the covered structure.

 *  *  * 

This concludes our current comments, let us know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES M. SALTER ASSOCIATES 

Alexander K. Salter, PE 
Vice President 



FIRSTCARBON 
SOLUTIONS™ 

Memo 

Date: 	 September 21, 2017 


Leslie R. Perry 

To: 

Perry, Johnson, Anderson, Miller & Moskowitz LLP 

From: Jason Brandman, Vice President, FirstCarbon Solutions 

Subject: Sonoma Country Inn Greenhouse Gas Memorandum 

Project Understanding 

The Sonoma Country Inn was originally approved in 2004 following preparation of an EIR. The Project 

Owner is now ready to commence construction and operation. The current stage of the process is 

Design Review approval of the final design. The Project as presented includes a SO-room inn, spa, and 

restaurant. 

Project Analysis Methodology 

We have been asked to review the Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) study that was submitted by 

opponents of the project on August 14, 2017. Specifically, a California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) was prepared by Valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA}, which purports to calculate the total 

GHG emissions from the project. The CalEEMod, as run by VOTMA, results in an estimated emission 

total of 1,275 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MT C02e) per year. It further notes that this 

exceeds the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD} threshold of significance, which is 

1,100 MT C02e per year. 

The CalEEMod, developed for the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA} in collaboration 

with several California air districts, is a statewide land use emissions model designed to estimate air 

quality criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of a project. 

The CalEEMod output files presented by VOTMA rely exclusively on defaults built into the program. The 

exclusive use of defaults is generally accepted when project-specific data is unavailable. However, 

according to the CalEEMod User's Guide, in instances where project-specific data is available, the user is 

encouraged to override the defaults in order to provide a more accurate, project-specific analysis of 

emissions. Because a traffic report was prepared by W-Trans for this project, the CalEEMod mobile 

source defaults were overridden to reflect project-specific mobile trip characteristics consistent with the 

W-Trans report. 

North America I Europe I Africa I Australia I Asia 	 www.firstcarbonsolutions.com 

http:www.firstcarbonsolutions.com
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Leslie R. Perry 
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As such, we have run the CalEEMod for the project utilizing the same land uses as the VOTMA model, 

but with mobile trip characteristics consistent with the W-Trans Report. The W-Trans report provided 

land use-specific peak-hour trip volumes based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers {ITE) Trip Generation 

Manual, 9th Edition. Since t he CalEEMod needs daily t rip rate inputs in order to calculate the daily traffic 

volumes, ITE Trip Generation Manual daily trip rates for land uses used in the W-Trans report were 

utilized. It should be noted that when daily trip rates are unavailable, we assume peak PM volumes 

would occur over a full 10-hour period to determine the daily trip generation. This produces a 

conservative analysis of GHG emissions as it is not likely the project traffic activity would operate at peak 

levels for a full 10 hours. Our analysis is additionally more conservative in that no credit for internal 

capture1 was taken for the restaurant component. 

Project GHG Emissions 

The project would result in a total GHG emission, based on the CalEEMod calculation, of 895 MT C02e, 

which is substantially below the BAAQMD threshold of significance. As such, project impacts would be 

less than significant on a cumulative basis. Our model run is attached hereto. 

GHG EMISSIONS RELATED TO ALLEGED CHANGES TO THE PROJECT 

We have been advised that VOTMA has alleged that changes were made to the project different from 

those considered conceptually in the 2004 EIR. Those changes included modified locations of some of 

the structures, reconfiguration of the parking lot, implementation of a valet parking program, increase in 

the size of the swimming pools and spas/hot tubs, taking hotel laundry off-site, and a new rooftop 

lounge. In our opinion, these changes would pose no significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to conduct a general analysis for the aforementioned technical area. 

Please feel free to contact Jason Brandman at 925.200.1656 or jbrandman@fcs-intl.com should you have 

any questions. 

SiF 
Jason Brandman, Vice President 

FirstCarbon Solutions 
1350 Treat Boulevard, Suite 380 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 

Portion of trips generated by mixed-use land developments that would occur among the different land uses within the project. 1 
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G EOTECH N ICAL CONSU LTANTS 

February 6, 2018 
Job No. 3245.3 

Ms. Flora Li 
Tohigh Investment SF LLC 
88 First Street, 61h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Geotechnical Consultation 
Addendum 2 - Post Nuns Fire 
Lot S 13, Sonoma Country Inn 
Kenwood, California 

This letter is in reference to the request by the County of Sonoma Permit and Resource 
Management Department (PRMD) for information regarding the threat of post-fire slope 
instability at the project site following the Nuns Fire of October 2017. A Watersheds 
Emergency Response Team (WERT, 2017) report was prepared for the Nuns Fire, which 
includes an overview of conditions observed after the fires . Based on PRMD's review of 
the WERT (2017) report, PRMD has requested site-specific information for the project 
site. 

The project site consists of Lot S 13 (hotel site) of the Sonoma Country Inn Subdivision 
(SCI), one of 13 lots within the SCI subdivision. Lot S 13 comprises approximately 52 
acres that includes the hotel site in hillside terrain, and a site on flatland areas bordering 
Highway 12. Our work was pe1formed for the hotel site only . Graywood Ranch 
Subdivision is a 6-lot subdivision located adjacent to SCI on the west and north. We 
understand that Lots G 1 through G4, and Lot G6, are owned by Tohigh Investment SF 
LLC (Tohigh). A Composite Map, dated April 2015 and prepared by Adobe Associates, 
Inc., shows both the SCI and Graywood subdivisions. The map is partially reproduced and 
shown on Plate I. 

The purpose of our work, as outlined in our agreement dated November 16, 2017 as 
Exhibit A and attached to the Supplemental Agreement Between Tohigh Investment SF 
LLC, dated December 4, 2017 , was to provide geotechnical consultation services for the 
project. 

Westside Center 

6470 Mirabel Road 

Post Office Box 460 

Forestville, CA 95436 

707 .887 .2505 
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Geotechnical Consultation 
Sonoma Country Inn 
Job No. 3245.3 
February 6, 2018 
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Specifically, PRMD requests: 1) how the project site (Lot S 13) will be protected against 
threats of landslides and mudslides from the burned areas above and around the site; and 2) 
what actions will be taken to address potential debris flows moving from the project site to 
other properties below. The Resort Site Fire Perimeter Map shown on Plate 2 was 
provided to us by Tohigh and was included in the supplemental visibility report reportedly 
prepared by Don MacNair. Our scope of work included the following: 

1. 	 Review of selected geologic literature from our files, additional documents 

you have provided to us , and the U.S . Geological Survey Post-Fire Debris 

Flow Hazards webpage dated October 8, 2017 for the Nuns Fire 

(https://landslides .usgs .gov /hazards/postfi re_debrisflow Idetail .php?objecti 

d=162). 


2 . 	 Pe1form a site visit to observe the current smface conditions of the lot 

including the burn area. 


3. 	 Provide an opinion regarding the potential for debris flow hazard at the 

subject site. 


4. 	 Provide an opinion regarding whether construction and/or operation at the 

hotel site will significantly impact the risk of erosion or debris flows given 

the site conditions observed post fire. 


5. 	 Preparation of this letter along with recommendations for supplemental 

work, as appropriate. 


No subsmface exploration was authorized or pe1formed for this scope of work. Our scope 
of work did not include an evaluation of any potential hazardous waste contamination of 
soil or groundwater at the site. Further , our work did not include an evaluation of other 
lots within the subdivisions. Soil hydrophobicity testing was not pe1formed during our 
work. 

On December 6 , 2017 , our professional geologist met with Ms. Flora Li of Tohigh to 
perform a surface reconnaissance of Lot S 13 and selected adjacent areas . A listing of the 
literature reviewed is presented in the References at the end of this report. 

https://landslides
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SITE CONDITIONS 


The project site is located on the former Graywood Ranch property in Kenwood . Lot S 13 
comprises approximately 52-acre parcel accessed from Campagna Lane, oriented 
northeasterly off Highway 12. A contour map provided by Tohigh showing lot boundaries 
and elevation contours is partially reproduced and shown on Plate 3. Campagna Lane 
terminates at a cul-de-sac at the hotel site on Lot S 13. Moon Watch Lane extends off the 
northern part of Campagna Lane and wraps around the northeastern portion of the project 
site. A water tank access road extends northeastward and uphill off Moon Watch Lane. 

The project site is located on a gentle (under about 15%) topographic bench at 
approximately elevation 725 to 750 feet. A southeasterly plunging ridge is located on the 
west side of the project site. A drainage channel is located to the east of the site. The 
channel originates approximately on Lots S8/9 on the east, partially crosses the project site 
and flows downhill through an adjacent off-site parcel at 8017 Highway 12 that contains a 
private residence . The drainage channel exhibits evidence of what appears to be previous 
older , in-channel debris flow deposits. The deposits appear to be older based on vegetative 
cover. Some vegetation debris is within mostly off-site portions of the channel. Uphill 
and downhill terrain beyond the topographic bench is moderately to steeply sloping at 
gradients of about 15 to 50% . Volcanic rocks are strewn over the ground smface downhill 
of the bench. Vegetation on the benched area consists mostly of grassland with scattered 
oak trees. On the ridge and surrounding steeper terrain , vegetation consists of oak forest 
and chaparral. Several overgrown soil stockpiles from previous roadway construction are 
situated on the bench area at the hotel site. A bulldozer trail was excavated downhill from 
the hotel site. Earth berm water bars were excavated across the trail to divert runoff onto 
vegetated areas. The trail exposes bare earth and loose soils. 

The Resort Site Fire Perimeter Map shown on Plate 2 indicates that the majority of the 
project site is within an unburned area. This was confirmed during our reconnaissance. 
The portion of the project site near the eastern project boundary , including p01tions of the 
on- and off-site drainage channel , were intermittently burned with low to moderate and 
moderate to high severity. Although we did not determine soil hydrophobicity (soils that 
repel water) at the site, it appears hydrophobic soil conditions may be present based on the 
presence of localized areas of burned grasses and trees. Adjacent areas encompassing Lots 
S7 through S 11 appear to be scorched to moderately burned . Variable areas appear to 
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exhibit hydrophobic soil conditions, however, during our reconnaissance we observed 
beginning intermittent regrowth of grasses in these burned areas . It appears the adjacent 
roadways, Campagna and Moon Watch Lanes, were a partial fire break around the project 
site . Lots G 1, G2 and part of G3 to the north and west of the project site appear to be 
moderately to deeply burned, and exhibit hydrophobic-appearing soil conditions. A 
drainage ravine that originates off-site and west of Graywood Lot G 1 flows downhill 
through the southwestern p01tion of Lot Gland between the boundary of Lots G2 and G3 
and Campagna Lane east of the project site. 

Our review of the WERT (2017) report indicates their work uses the results of burn 
severity maps along with empirical models to estimate the likelihood and potential volume 
of debris flows for select basins in response to design storms. A design storm is indicated 
in the report to have a peak 15-minute rainfall intensity of 24 millimeters per hour (0 .94 
inches). WERT (2017) indicates that the observations in their report are not intended to be 
fully comprehensive and/or conclusive, and serve as a preliminary tool to assist emergency 
responding agencies in the development of more detailed post-fire emergency response 
plans. 

WERT (2017) contains Preliminary Hazard Assessment (PHA) maps that were prepared 
for estimates of the likelihood of debris flows, potential volumes, and combined relative 
debris flow hazard at fire-affected sites. At the project site (bench area), the PHA maps in 
WERT (2017) estimate the probability of debris flow hazard to be 40 to 60% with a hazard 
rating of moderate . At the drainage channel on the east, the PHA maps estimate the 
probability of debris flow hazard to be 20 to 40% on Lots S8/9, and 0 to 20% near the 
eastern parcel boundary. The PHA maps estimate the hazard rating of debris flow to be 
low. Portions of the PHA maps are shown on Plates 4 through 7. 

The geologic map by Delattre et al. (2007) shows the site as being underlain by tuff breccia 
of the Sonoma Volcanics . Intercalated agglomerate and tuff is also described by the 
authors to be present within the tuff breccia unit. On higher terrain to the north, the 
volcanic rocks are mapped to be rhyolite with tuff and tuff breccia. 

Mapping by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) indicates the surface 
soils at the site consist of the Goulding (GgD, GgF) series. Per NRCS, the Goulding series 
is a clay and very gravelly clay loam on slopes of 5 to 30%. Runoff is considered by 
NRCS to be medium to rapid, and the hazard of erosion is moderate to high. Shattered 
bedrock derived from volcanic rocks is noted by NRCS to be 16 to 24 inches deep . 
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Work pe1formed by The Geosciences Group (TGG) , the previous geotechnical consultant 
for the development, and presented in their report dated June 6 , 2003, indicates the site is 
underlain by volcanic bedrock . The test pit logs indicate volcanic bedrock was typically 
encountered within the upper 2 feet of the ground smface with isolated areas up to about 4 
feet. In addition, work performed by TGG (2003) indicates that landslides do not underlie 
the property including the project site. This opinion by TGG was supported by the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) geologist, as presented in Section 5.7 Geology/Soils of 
the EIR. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Based on our work , we judge the risk of debris flow damage onto, and generated from, the 
project site is low to insignificant provided the site is graded and improved with suitable 
erosion control measures in accordance with approved project plans . Our judgment is 
based on the unburned condition on the majority of the project site, and localized 
revegetation of grasses observed within the burned areas. Revegetation is indicative of 
smface runoff infiltration and seed germination. Additional comments are summarized 
below . 

I . 	 Previous debris flows were not observed at or uphill of the project site. 

2. 	 The slopes surrounding the site and steeper uphill slopes are generally 

gentle and relatively uniform without incised channels or concentrated 

runoff oriented into the site. 


3. 	 The roadways at the site appear to have pe1formed as a fire break around 

the project site . 


4 . 	 Volcanic bedrock exposures are abundant across the subdivision . 

Regionally, the volcanic terrain that underlies the site is typically less 

susceptible to debris flows, and the smface soils are typically relatively 

thin (0 to 24 inches). 


5 . 	 The project site is generally in an unburned area with the absence of 

hydrophobic soils except in the far eastern portion of the site. However, 




BAUER ASSOCIATES, INC. 


Geotechnical Consultation 
Sonoma Country Inn 
Job No. 3245 .3 
February 6, 2018 
Page 6 

steeper uphill areas (above Moon Watch Lane) do contain intermittent 
area of hydrophobic-appearing soils. This area should be monitored 
regularly, and mitigation implemented if soil erosion occurs. 

6. 	 The adopted conditions attached to the project approval, which are 

designed to address risks of erosion and slope stability, are adequate to 

reduce the risk of erosion or slope instability for construction of the hotel 

site in the post fire condition. There are no significant changed conditions 

that creates an increased risk of erosion or instability as related to the 

construction of the hotel site. Therefore, there are no additional fire

related geotechnical studies required by Bauer Associates, Inc. at this 

time. 


Portions of the eastern project boundary (including the top of the narrow drainage channel 
that originates on Lot S8/9 and drains through the off-site drainage channel) were 
intermittently burned with low to moderate severity and a localized area zoned as moderate 
to high severity. The drainage channel generally flows off-site to a private residence at 
8017 Highway 12 where the PHA maps in WERT (2017) estimate the likelihood of debris 
flow hazard to be 20 to 40% on Lots S8/9 and 0 to 20% off-site. WERT (2017) estimates 
the hazard of debris flow along the entire segment to be low. It should be noted that 
WERT (2017) does not designate the private residence at 8017 Highway 12 to be a Value
at-Risk site . However, it would be prudent for the occupant/owner to implement their own 
early warning systems and mitigation, as required . 

Precautionary measures can be implemented, as needed , to reduce the risk of future debris 
flow hazards at the project site, as summarized below: 

1. 	 Monitor road drainage infrastructure, maintain cleared drainage V-ditches 

and culverts, and flush drop inlets to permit unobstructed flow and proper 

discharge of collected waters at and around the site to reduce blocking and 

clogging potential; 


2. 	 The eastern drainage should be cleared of vegetation debris to allow free

flowing conditions and to reduce the potential for debris pulses caused by 

breaching of debris dams . 
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3. 	 Localized areas of burned soils were observed at and around the site. The 
NRCS Soil Quality Information Sheet (June 2000) indicates that 
regionally , the hydrophobic soil layer in burned areas typically vary across 
any given site but generally range from Y2 to 3 inches deep . At the project 
site , the majority of the land was generally unburned with the exception of 
intermittent areas on the east that were burned with low to possibly 
moderate severity. As discussed previously, localized areas of grass 
regrowth were observed . NRCS (200) indicates that upper few inches of 
burned soils in gentle areas can be raked or hoed to break up the water 
repellant area to allow infiltration of smface runoff and promote seed 
germination and root growth; 

4 . 	 Spread straw or mulch on gentle terrain. On sloping terrain, the straw 
should be anchored to the ground. In addition , utilize fiber rolls, hay bale 
check dams, silt fences, etc. to break up concentrated su1face runoff during 
peak storms. Hydroseeding slopes and exposed soils , such as the fire trail 
downhill of the project site, can also be implemented. Similarly, downed 
or cut trees may be anchored across slopes. The project Civil Engineer 
should be consulted to provide recommendations for BMP practices and 
erosion and sediment control plans and installation; and 

5 . 	 The soil stockpiles are currently overgrown locally with grasses and low ' 
shrubs. We understand these stockpiles will be removed and/or regraded 
during site development . Site grading should be pe1formed in accordance 
with the geotechnical investigation report and under the observation of the 
geotechnical engineer. In the interim, the piles should be monitored for 
erosion during the rainy season and erosion control measures 
implemented, as appropriate. 

6. 	 With regard to construction, adherence to the adopted conditions of 

approval . 


As with all sites on sloping terrain , on-going natural processes including erosion, 
landslides, and debris flows are inherent risks that gradually wear away the landscape. 
Such inherent hillside and slope risks are increased following wildfires and when rainfall 
intensity-duration thresholds are exceeded. Therefore, an early warning system should be 
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developed . The early warning system should include personnel responsible for diligent 
land management, regular inspection and monitoring procedures of the land, weather 
monitoring (NOAA/USGS radar precipitation estimates and thresholds for rainfall 
intensity-duration) during the rainy season and particularly before, during and after storm 
events (https://landslides .usgs.gov/hazards/warningsys .php) , etc ., over the long term and as 
approved by PRMD and/or other responsible agencies. If evidence of erosion or slope 
instability is observed, we should be contacted to provide recommendations for mitigation . 

LIMITATIONS 

We pe1formed this limited consultation service and prepared this letter in accordance with 
generally accepted standards of the geotechnical engineering profession. No other 
warranty, either express or implied , is given . Upon request, we would be pleased to 
prepare a proposal for more comprehensive studies. 

We trust this is the information you require at this time. If you have questions or wish to 
discuss this further, please call. 

Very truly yours, 

BAUER ASSOCIAT 

~J) 
Gregory D. Sarganis 
Professional Geologist 

~ff~ 
Bryce Bauer 
Geotechnical Engineer 

GDS/BB (consul/sci fire) 

Attachments - Plates 1 through 7 

Email : Flora Li (flora.li@tohighinvestment.com) 


mailto:flora.li@tohighinvestment.com
https://landslides.usgs.gov/hazards/warningsys.php
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Reference: Resort Site Fire Perimeter Map provided to us by Tohigh Investment SF LLC, and prepared by
Don MacNair. 

Note: The location of all features is approximate and may vary. No Scale 
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Post Fire Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

Sonoma Country Inn 


Project Narrative 


The purpose of this report is to provide an erosion and sediment control plan based on the 

Geo technical Report completed by Bauer Associates Inc. on February 6, 2018 and the site 

inspection performed by Adobe Associates Inc. on January 3, 2018. The Sonoma Country 

Inn project is located on the north side of Highway 12 in Kenwood, California. The slopes 

in the area inspected were generally gentle and relatively uniform, sloping from north to 

south. 

Visual inspection showed natural re-growth of grasses within the majority of the burned 

areas. The fire breaks installed during the fires remain in good condition. Water bars along 

the slopes around the proposed inn location were seen to be adequate to check for erosion, 

therefore no improvements are required. Collection of debris was observed along the 

drainage routes along the driveway and are recommended to be cleared out and maintained 

routinely. Straw wattles and check dams are recommended downslope of any concentrated 

surface runoff along the site to avoid any erosion along its route. In addition to the above 

recommendations, it is advised that any steeper uphill regions should be monitored on a 

regular basis and after any major storm events. 

Apart from the above erosion and sediment control recommendations, areas needing 

immediate or future actions have been brought to the client's attention. Please refer to Site 
Inspection Map and Site Inspection Photos for detailed information on the site's 

condition and further recommendations. 

Conclusion 

Implementation ofthe actions recommended herein are expected to provide general erosion 

and sediment control, while also incorporating more specific maintenance 

recommendations in the specific areas noted. 
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Photo 1: Significant amount ofdebris and damage to the AC Berm towards the Photo 2: Significant amount ofdebris and damage to the AC Berm towards the Photo 3: Damage observed along the AC Berm towards the Southwest of 
Northern corner of Lot 12. ~Needs to cleared and repaired. Northern corner ofLot 12. Needs to cleared and repaired. Lot 4. Needs repair works AC Berm. 

Photo 4: Collection ofdebris above the drain inlets near the southern side of Photo 5: Collection ofleaves and debris blocking the drainage path along the Photo 6: Fallen tree near the turnaround at Ten Oaks Way. 

Lot 4. Needs to be cleared out to avoid blockage. driveway near Lot 2. Needs to be cleared out. Recommended to be cleared out. 


..,-r.m,..M. 



Photo 7: Collected debris near the Drain Inlet near the turnaround at Ten Oaks Photo 8: Debris collected along the Compagno Lane on the Northern side of Photo 9: Debris collected along the Compagno Lone on the Northern side 
Woy needs to be cleared out. Lot 13, needs to be cleared out. of Lot 13, needs to be cleared out. 

..1111!1!!1!!!!!!! '# -----=-~-...=-=~ 

):' \" 
-

Photo 12: Erosion observed near the driveway leading to the water tonk. 
Photo 10: Pieces of utility box cover lying along the Compagno Lone, North of Photo 11: Inlet to be monitored for silt collection to avoid blockage. Recommended to extend AC Berm along the curve. 

Lot 13. 



Photo 13: Property corner near the dirt road at lot 7 damaged. Photo 14: Provide straw wattles at the edge of the dirt road & near the drain Photo 15: The dirt road needs to be monitored once a month or after big 
inlet to avoid erosion. storms. 

Photo 16: Fire hydrant near the south junction of Lot. 7 damaged by fire. Needs 
to be power washed or repainted. 

Photo 17: Fallen tree blocking the drainage route needs to be cleared out. Photo 18: 27" culvert pipe near the junction observed to be damaged 
during the fire. Top needs to be repaired and remove melted plastics. 

Remove debris and re-riprap around the inlet 



Photo 19: Tree branches and debris observed along this driveway blocking the Photo 20: Fire hydrant at the turnaround near Lot 8 knocked down. Photo 21: Fire hydrant at the turnaround near Lot 11 damaged during 
drainage route, need to be cleared out. fire. 

I -r--r~~~~~"'7"':--:.,.,..,...~r-m 

Photo 22: Fallen branches and debris to be cleared from the swale. Photo 23: Recommended to clear the fallen branches and debris near the Photo 24: Undermined area beneath the pavement at Moon Watch Lane. 
turnaround. To be backfilled & compacted with base rock and ripraps up till finished 

grade 



Photo 25: Culvert near the end ofCampagna Lane obstructed with debris, Photo 26: Fallen branches and debris to be cleared and straw wattles to be Photo 27: Utility wires damaged and needs repair works. 
need to be cleared out. 

Photo 28: Utility box damage·d and needs repairs and replacements. Photo 29: Water bars near the slopes around the proposed inn location appear Photo 30: Fire breaks around the area observed to be in good condition. 
to be adequate thus no improvements required. Monitor monthly or after 

significant rain event. 



1 | P a g e  

 

  

 

 

REVISED ADDENDUM TO THE FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 

THE SONOMA COUNTRY INN 
March 2018 

 
State Clearinghouse No. 2002052011    

Adopted May 2004 
 

Lead Agency: County of Sonoma 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: 
County of Sonoma 

Permit and Resource Management 
Department (“Permit Sonoma”) 
          2550 Ventura Ave 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403-2829 

jsmith3
Typewritten Text
Attachment N



2 | P a g e  

 

A. OVERVIEW 

The County of Sonoma (County) has prepared this Addendum for the Sonoma Country 
Inn Project Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number: 
2002052011) certified May 2004 (“EIR”).  This Addendum analyzes design changes 
requested for the inn, spa and restaurant portion of the project to determine whether the 
changes will result in new or more severe environmental impacts than those analyzed in 
the EIR and approved in 2004.  In this Addendum, the approved project is the project 
analyzed in the EIR and the "conceptual design” is the design associated with the 
approved project.  The "proposed design" or the "proposed project" is the inn, spa and 
restaurant portion of the approved project, as modified by the requested design changes. 
The Applicant has named the proposed project The Resort at the Sonoma Country Inn.  
All Conditions of Approval applicable to the approved project will continue to apply to 
the proposed project.   

 
B.      BACKGROUND  

The County Board of Supervisors (“Board”) approved the Sonoma Country Inn project in 
2004. The 2004 application included rezoning and General Plan amendments, an 11-lot 
residential subdivision and lot line adjustments plus separate use permits for an inn, spa 
and restaurant; and for a winery with an attached tasting room.  The present design 
review application includes only the inn, spa and restaurant, but not the winery or 
residential subdivision portions of the approved project. Separate conditions of approval 
for the winery and the subdivision require design review for those portions of the 
development prior to construction. 

The approved project proposed a main building with a lobby, restaurant, meeting rooms, 
retail shop, administrative offices, pool and 19 individual guest cottages containing 50 
guest rooms. Parking was located to the east and west of the main building.  The spa was 
located northwest of the main building and included pools and hot tubs, gym facilities 
and a small retail shop.  The approved project allows for guest and public use of the 
restaurant from 6 a.m. to midnight, seven days a week.  ( 

As the lead agency, the County prepared a full Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) 
analyzing the approved project under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
(“CEQA”).  The EIR disclosed and analyzed the environmental impacts that would result 
from the construction and operation of the approved project and conceptual design, 
mitigating them to the maximum extent feasible.  A lawsuit challenging project approval 
and certification of the EIR was decided in the County’s favor in the Court of Appeal in 
2006. 
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In October 2007, the County determined that the Use Permits for the inn, spa and 
restaurant, and winery had vested.  The final subdivision map recorded in late 2011 after 
installation of parts of the internal roadway system, Brodiaea Road and Moon Watch 
Lane, and the Highway 12 intersection improvements, including center turn lanes on 
Highway 12 required as traffic mitigation measures.   

Tohigh Investment purchased the property in December 2014. 

On August 3, 2017, the Planning Commission considered the proposed project, the EIR 
and a staff-prepared CEQA Addendum, found that neither a supplemental or subsequent 
EIR was required and approved the proposed project as conditioned. 

An appeal of the Planning Commission decision to the Board of Supervisors was filed by 
the Valley of the Moon Alliance (“VOTMA” or “appellant”).     

This Addendum analyzes the design changes requested for the inn, spa and restaurant 
portion of the approved project and any differences those design changes cause to 
environmental impacts of the proposed design compared to the conceptual design. The 
changes are discussed in detail in the Project Description section of this Addendum, 
including the Summary Comparison of Conceptual and Proposed Design chart at page 6. 

Revisions to the Addendum also have been made to the extent they are needed to respond 
to additional information submitted by appellant, applicant, technical consultants and 
Permit Sonoma staff and to evaluate possible additional impacts of the proposed project 
after the October 2017 Nuns Fire.  

The proposed design reduces the main inn in size and reorients it slightly to the view; 
moves some service functions from the main inn to a new support building at the edge of 
the eastern parking lot; lowers the first level of the main inn by two feet; replaces the 
main inn pitched slate roof and skylights with a third floor roof garden; relocates 31 
outdoor seats from the second floor terrace to the third floor roof garden; terraces back 
the main inn façade; replaces French doors on the main inn with glazed sliding doors; 
makes minor changes to the main inn pool and pool terrace; moves the spa farther away 
from wooded areas, reducing the number of trees removed; makes minor changes to the 
spa pools; adds individual hot tub/spas to 16 of the guest cottages; revises parking 
locations and layout; reduces parking lot paving by a total of 27,000 square feet; moves 
three of the western guest cottages downslope on the eastern side of a ridge, moves 
several other units downslope and to the western side of  a westerly  ridge and reduces 
severe grading, allowing stepped planters at a maximum height of 10-feet instead of a 20-
foot retaining wall;  combines 11 eastern guest cottage units into 9 units in the same area 
of the site; and reduces the overall number of trees removed for construction.   
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C. CEQA STANDARD  

The County of Sonoma has prepared this Addendum pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, title 14, Section 15000 et seq.  Specifically, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a), provides that the County shall "prepare 
an Addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary 
but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a 
subsequent EIR have occurred." (CEQA Guidelines, §15164, subd. (a); see also Pub. Res. 
Code, §21166, providing that no new EIR is required unless substantial changes are 
proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the EIR.) Section 15162, 
subdivision (a), of the CEQA Guidelines provides that: 

When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on 
the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the 
following: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions 
of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt 
the mitigation measure or alternative; or 
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(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects  on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

An Addendum need not be circulated for public review or comment, but must be 
considered by the agency before making its decision on the project.  (CEQA Guidelines, 
§15164, subd. (c) and (d).)  The Guidelines state that an agency should include a brief 
explanation of its decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR in the Addendum, the 
agency's findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15164, 
subd. (e).)  The agency's explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. (Ibid.) 

D.  ANALYSIS.  

The Addendum analyzes the EIR sections that could potentially be affected by the design 
changes and examines the difference in impacts that would result from the proposed 
design compared to the conceptual design analyzed in the EIR. The Addendum 
specifically evaluates whether County approval of the design changes would trigger the 
need for a subsequent EIR under Public Resources Code section 21166 and CEQA 
Guidelines, section 15162, subdivision (a).  

Because the approval at issue is limited to design review, even if there were substantial 
changes in circumstances or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known at the time of EIR certification, those factors 
would have to be relevant to impacts resulting from the requested design changes, not the 
original project approval. 

The Nuns Fire caused some changes to the environment in which the approved project is 
located, namely damage to vegetation and soils on small portions of the project site and 
some adjacent land.  These changes are not caused by the proposed design, and fire 
hazard risk is not new information, because the EIR acknowledged the project location to 
be a “high fire danger area” and concluded that fire impacts could be mitigated to a level 
of insignificance.  See, e.g., FEIR, pp. 9.0-110-112, responding to comments from the 
Kenwood Fire District.   

However, to the extent the post-fire changes to vegetation and soil affect visual impacts 
of the proposed design, they are evaluated in Section 8 of this Addendum, “Visual and 
Aesthetic Quality.”  The potential for increased post-fire debris flow affecting the project 
is also analyzed for informational purposes in Section 7, “Geology and Soils.” 

This Addendum relies on the EIR, which is hereby incorporated by reference.  For ease 
of reference, the Addendum follows the order of issues used in the EIR. 
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1. Project Description  

The applicant requests approval of certain design modifications to the inn, spa and 
restaurant buildings and associated site improvements on a 51.9 acre parcel.  The 
proposed design is based on the conceptual design, with modifications made to comply 
with certain conditions of approval and other minor changes. 

The proposed design consists of an inn with 50 guest rooms in 17 separate cottages.  The 
main building of the inn complex will be located as proposed in the approved project and 
will house the reception area, administrative offices, meeting rooms, retail, restaurant, 
lounge and kitchen with square footage reduced to 16,922 square feet of space from 
26,911 square feet in the conceptual design.  The most significant change in architecture 
is that the roof would be modified from a pitched slate roof to a flat roof with a 334 
square foot landscaped garden and outdoor seating.  The guest arrival area and an arrival 
motor court are now placed at the rear of the main inn rather than on the valley-facing 
side. 

The proposed design keeps the restaurant in the main inn building as originally proposed, 
but would relocate 31 of the 50 allowed outdoor restaurant seats to the roof garden from 
the second floor outdoor terraces in the conceptual design. There is no increase in total 
restaurant seating. 

The guest cottages would be reduced to 17 in number from 19 in the conceptual design 
by making two of the cottages duplex-type units.  Minor changes in location of the 
cottages are proposed to reduce the number of trees removed for construction as required 
by conditions of approval for the conceptual design. 

The spa would be located approximately where it was in the conceptual design, but 
moved slightly farther away from wooded areas. It will consist of a collection of small 
structures connected by covered outdoor walkways.  There are eight treatment cottages, a 
gym, steam rooms, saunas, men’s and women’s locker rooms, and several pools and hot 
tubs. 

The reconfigured parking layout still contains 102 spaces, as required by conditions of 
approval.  The western parking lot would reduce the amount of paving by approximately 
10,000 square feet and reduce healthy tree removal from 84 to 37 trees, or 47 fewer trees.  
The eastern parking lot would be consolidated from five smaller lots into one lot in 
approximately the same location but reduce the overall amount of paving by 
approximately 17,000 square feet.  The proposed design would remove 54 healthy trees 
instead of 99, or 45 fewer trees. 
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The proposed project adds a 2280 square foot building at the northern edge of the eastern 
parking lot for housekeeping, employee break areas and other support functions.  The 
square footage now in this building was previously provided in the main inn, which is 
now reduced in size by 9989 square feet, including removal of the area previously 
devoted to the relocated support functions. Thirteen additional trees will be removed to 
accommodate the new building. 

All structures and improvements are located within the building envelope as originally 
designated for the conceptual design. 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND PROPOSED DESIGN 
 

DESIGN ELEMENT CONCEPTUAL DESIGN PROPOSED DESIGN 

Main House 26,911 Square Feet (SF) 16,922 Square Feet (SF) 
2,280 SF of service/support         
function was relocated to 
new Support Building 
Minor rotation to orient 
view 
First floor is 2 feet lower. 
Guest arrival area moved to 
back of main inn building. 

 Single uninterrupted vertical Building mass is terraced 
building mass back 

 Solid pitched slate roof Flat roof – roof garden with 
trees and plantings 

Main House 50 outdoor dining seats on 31 of the 50 outdoor seats 
restaurant terrace shifted to roof garden 

 South façade – series of South façade – composed of 
French doors glazed sliding doors 

Main Pool Total pool area – 2,181 SF Total pool area – 2,282 SF 
Reoriented pool. 

 Pool terrace area – 6,301 SF Pool terrace area – 6,711 SF 
 Retaining wall as high as Stepped planters – 

20-feet with guard rail maximum wall height is 10 
feet 

Spa Total pool area – 1,308 SF Total pool area – 1,252 SF 
Moved 50 feet into clearing 
to reduce removal of trees 
from 55 to 10 trees. 
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  Changed the location and 
size of the spa pools and hot 
tubs 

Western Parking Area  Parking area reduced by 
nearly 10,000 SF with the 
same number of parking 
spaces. 37 trees would be 
removed compared to 84 in 
the conceptual design.  
 

Eastern Parking Area 5 lots Consolidated 5 lots into 1 
lot with same number of 
parking spaces eliminating 
about 17,000 SF of 
impervious paving. 54-68 
trees would be removed 
compared to 99 in the 
conceptual design. 
 

Western Cottage Units 8 units. Extreme grading on 
a steep slope for emergency 
vehicle access and removal 
of 7 large specimen coastal 
live oaks. 

8 units. Units were relocated 
to minimize grading in steep 
areas of the site and placed 
downslope to preserve 7 
large specimen coast live 
oaks. Staff notes that several 
units would shift from the 
eastern to the western side 
of the westerly ridge in this 
location.  Footprint of units 
is substantially similar and 
within the same overall area 
of the site. 

Eastern Cottage Units 11 units.  9 units. Units were 
combined to increase 
spacing between buildings. 
Footprint of units is 
substantially similar and 
within the same area of the 
site. 
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Cottage Units  Added small hot tubs to 16 
guest cottage terraces. 

Support Building  2280 square feet of inn 
operations functions was 
relocated to new building 
beyond eastern parking 
area. 

Source of information:  Summary of Reduced Impacts Due to Revisions to the Conceptual 
Design, prepared by Backen Gilliam Kroeger Architects (BGK Summary).  
 

2.  Site Characteristics 

The Sonoma Country Inn project site is currently undeveloped except for installation of 
the access roadway, some interior roadways and partial leveling in the area where part of 
the parking area will be located.  At the present time no areas of the project site are in 
active grape cultivation or in other agricultural use such as grazing.  The Inn parcel 
includes an area on the valley floor where the leachfields will be located. 

The project site ranges from approximately 425 feet to approximately 720 feet elevation 
and is relatively flat at the southern end with moderately steep hills in the north.  The 
property has two distinct areas: 

The South Area: The southern portion of the project site is on the gently sloping valley 
bottom, at elevations ranging from approximately 425 feet along State Route 12 at the 
south boundary, to approximately 520 feet at the base of the steep, upland slopes located 
further north.  This portion of the property is designated Community Separator by the 
General Plan.  The Community Separator runs back on the subject property to 
approximately 3/4 of a mile from Highway 12 and is part of the Northeast Santa Rosa 
Community Separator. 

The Plateau Area: From the north end of the south area the slopes ascend moderately 
steeply to a topographic bench at about elevation 720 to 760 feet.  The portion located 
below 600 to 700 foot elevation also lies within the Northeast Santa Rosa Community 
Separator.   The remainder of the plateau area lies within the General Plan designated 
Scenic Landscape Unit – Local Guidelines - Mountain. 

The portion of the parcel that is on the valley floor will remain undeveloped except for 
the leach fields.  The Inn complex will be located entirely on the plateau area.  The valley 
floor has Valley Oak and Riparian Corridor preserves that were defined in the EIR and 
which are controlled by the Sonoma County Agriculture Preservation and Open Space 
District.  The District also holds an easement over the entire property that was previously 
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known as the Graywood Ranch (476 +/- acres) controlling uses on all parts of the parcels 
outside the specified building envelopes. 

On-site vegetation consists of grassland with scattered oak trees on the valley floor 
changing to conifers and assorted woodland on the slopes leading to and on the plateau; a 
mostly conifer woodland and scattered manzanita/chaparral dominate the plateau with 
dense manzanita/chaparral on the steeper northerly slopes.  Many unhealthy trees are 
currently located in this area as a result of the prolonged drought, overcrowding and 
disease.  A tree removal plan discussed below has been prepared for dead or damaged 
tree removal, thinning to encourage better growth for choice trees, and clearing for 
construction. Nuns Fire damage affected some trees on the site, and the impact of fire- 
damaged trees is discussed in Section 8 of this Addendum. 

3. Surrounding Land Use and Zoning 

North: North of the project site is Hood Mountain Regional Park.  The park is zoned PF 
(Public Facilities) and is undeveloped chaparral and mixed hardwood forest.  Portions of 
Hood Mountain Regional Park sustained moderate to severe fire damage. 

East: East of the project site are mixed residential and agricultural lands with vineyards 
on the valley floor and lower slopes of the hills, and forest and chaparral lands on the 
higher elevations.  Zoning to the east is mixed and includes: LIA (Land Intensive 
Agriculture) B6 60 acres density, AR (Agriculture and Residential) B6 20 acre density, 
and RRD (Resources and Rural Development) B6 20 acre density, all with the LG/MTN 
(Local Guidelines/Mountain) and SR (Scenic Resources) combining districts.  Some also 
include the RC (Riparian Corridor – setbacks vary) and F2 (Floodplain) combining 
districts on parcels with blue line streams.   

South: Highway 12 forms the south boundary of the site.  South of Highway 12 zoning is 
RR (Rural Residential) B6 5 acre density and DA (Diverse Agriculture) B6 17 acre 
density all with the SR combining designation and some with the RC combining 
designation.  There are numerous large lot residential parcels and a cleared agricultural 
parcel that is being prepared for vineyard planting south of Highway 12. 

West: Lands west of the project site are all either parcels created by the Sonoma Country 
Inn Subdivision or the Graywood Ranch Subdivision.  Some parcels in the Graywood 
Ranch Subdivision sustained fire damage. They are zoned DA B7 with the SR  and 
LG/MTN combining districts and some with the RC combining district where the blue 
line streams are located.  Further west, outside the Graywood subdivision, lands are 
zoned LIA B6 60 acre density with the SR and LG/MTN combining districts and many 
with the RC where blue line streams cross them.  These lands are vineyards.  There is 
also a cluster of AR B6 20 acre density lands with seven parcels from one to just under 
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three acres in size and one 96.88 acre parcel in an area known as Shady Acres, a rural 
residential development.  This area also has the SR, LG/MTN and RC combining 
Districts. 

E. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES  

The following responses detail the design changes in the proposed project and potential 
new or increased adverse environmental effects of those changes. To the extent that there 
is a possibility of a change in circumstances under which the proposed project is 
undertaken and/or new information of substantial importance which was not known and 
could not have been known at the time of the EIR certification, and those factors relate to 
impacts created by the proposed design changes, they have been evaluated for possible 
new or substantially more severe adverse environmental impacts.   

The changes to vegetation and soil caused by the Nuns Fire are not caused by the design 
changes.  For CEQA purposes the question is whether the post-fire changes are new 
information showing new or substantially more severe significant adverse effects of the 
proposed design compared to the effects of the conceptual design studied in the EIR, and 
also whether the new information relates to effects of the project on the environment.  
Nevertheless, to the extent there are short term impacts of vegetation loss related to visual 
impacts of the proposed design, they are evaluated in Section 8 of this Addendum.  Any 
increase in potential post-fire debris flow because of construction of the proposed design 
is also analyzed in Section 7 below. 

Responses below are organized in the same order as in the EIR with the same 
environmental topic names.  

1. Land Use  

The design changes for the proposed project do not affect land use or planning.  
Similarly, there are no changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken or 
new information of substantial importance that would affect land use and planning. The 
land uses in the conceptual design have not changed.  The design changes do not require 
changes to the County’s existing General Plan Land Use designations or zoning.  The 
proposed project is consistent with the EIR finding that the development would not 
physically divide an established community.  All of the development in the proposed 
design remains within the original approved building envelope, and the land required to 
be placed under a Conservation Easement by conditions of approval remains the same.  
The Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (SCAPOSD) has 
determined that none of the design changes creates a conflict with the Conservation 
Easement.  
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The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to land use or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect 
to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 

 

2. Traffic and Circulation. 

The EIR presented a conservative traffic analysis in which all project components were 
assumed completed and in full operation, with the 50-room inn occupancy at 100 percent 
on Friday, Saturday and Sunday evenings from 2004 to 2012.  The proposed design 
includes no increase in the intensity of the uses, no increase in seating, hours of operation 
or number of rooms. 

No special events were approved for the inn, spa and restaurant, and none are proposed as 
part of the design changes.  Therefore, any potential new information and/or changed 
circumstances that relates to the current number of winery related special events in the 
County or concentration of those events in the Sonoma Valley is not relevant to the 
design changes, because the design changes will not add to the number of special events. 

a. Cumulative traffic volume. 

Crane Transportation Group, the EIR traffic consultant, determined traffic impacts along 
Highway 12 east of Santa Rosa and west of the Lawndale Road intersection near 
Kenwood for summer Friday morning and evening peak commute hours as well as for 
summer Sunday afternoon peak traffic conditions.  The studies measured impacts for an 
existing base year of 2002 and as projected for the years 2005 and 2012.  The projected 
counts were based on a 2.4% growth factor from the 2002 counts. 

W-Trans prepared an updated traffic study for the proposed project, Review of Traffic 
Issues Related to the Sonoma Country Inn Project, dated May 25, 2017 (W-Trans 2017 
Report).  This report compared traffic volumes on Highway 12 projected in the EIR to 
Caltrans website data for 2012. Caltrans showed approximately 1700 vehicles in the 
Friday peak hour.   The EIR (Exhibit 5.2-16) future year 2012 cumulative volumes 
included 2060 vehicles per hour in the peak hour, which is more than 21 percent higher 
than the actual volumes shown by Caltrans.  At a similar growth rate of two percent per 
year added to Caltrans 2012 data, the volumes projected in the EIR would not be 
achieved until 2022.  The current Sonoma County Transportation Agency (SCTA) model 
projects traffic to the year 2040 and indicates that between 2010 and 2040, a total of 227 
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trips are expected to be added to Highway 12 near Adobe Canyon Road.  The ten year 
trip increase predicted in the EIR of 435 added trips is larger than SCTA’s current traffic 
model increase through 2040.  

Center left turn lanes that were identified to mitigate longer waiting times at two 
intersections with Highway 12 have been installed with Caltrans’ approval. 

b. Trip Generation  

The EIR traffic consultant developed trip generation numbers specifically for the all 
components of the approved project by taking into account employees, visitors and 
guests. (EIR, Exhibit 5.2-19.)   

The W-Trans 2017 Report also performed a trip generation cross check using the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (12th Ed.) standard trip 
generation rates for a hotel.  Although the ITE standard for a hotel includes ancillary uses 
such as a restaurant, spa and bar, the proposed project’s restaurant use was added 
separately to be conservative, with an offset for hotel guests already on site who would 
use the restaurant.  The net difference from the project-specific trip generation in the EIR 
using ITE numbers was seven fewer trips in the morning peak hour and 2 more net trips 
in the afternoon peak hour, an insubstantial change which would not change levels of 
service (LOS) reported in the EIR.    

The design changes do not change the character of any use and do not increase the 
number of guest rooms, the seating capacity of the restaurant/bar, the number of 
employees or the size of the spa.  Trip generation is the same for indoor or outdoor 
dining.  Parking is not increased. 

Based on the lack of change in the independent variables, the trip generation would 
likewise not be expected to change (W-Trans 2017).   

In a further letter dated September 14, 2017, W-Trans responded to appellant’s comments 
that trip generation counts must be revised because of the rooftop lounge.  W-Trans 
explained that appellant had misstated W-Trans’ conclusions in its May 25, 2017 updated 
traffic review.  W-Trans said in that report it noted 2017 appellant’s argument that a 
rooftop bar would attract additional patrons, but explained that even if that were the case, 
additional patrons would be expected in the evening hours and would not create peak 
hour pm or peak hour weekend trips. W-Trans specifically concluded in its May 25, 2017 
report and in its September 14, 2017 letter response that the trip generation numbers 
would not change because of the design changes, including the rooftop lounge. 

The EIR trip generation analysis used appropriate industry metrics for the various project 
components and was independently confirmed by W-Trans in its May 25, 2017 report 
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which cross-checked those results against Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
Trip Generation Manual (12th Ed.) standard trip generation rates for a hotel, separately 
adding restaurant use.  Use of these trip generation standards has been confirmed as 
appropriate by the County’s internal traffic analyst. In its September 14, 2017 letter 
report, W-Trans reiterated its explanation that the traffic impact in the EIR remains 
sufficient for the proposed design changes because both current-day volumes as 
measured by Caltrans and current volume projections from the SCTA model would show 
lower impacts than the impacts identified in the EIR and confirmed by W-Trans in its 
May 25, 2017 report.   

c. Parking Lot Layout Impacts and Emergency Evacuation 

The parking layout for the proposed design would contain the same 102 spaces required 
by Condition of Approval No. 106 and responds to the requirement in Condition of 
Approval No. 97 to adjust parking to avoid tree resources as much as possible.  More 
detail on tree removal is contained below in Section 6, Biological Resources.  Changes in 
the layout of the parking lots also reduced paving by approximately 10,000 square feet 
for the western lot and approximately 17,000 square feet for the eastern lot. Although the 
western parking is moved slightly closer to the main inn and access road, the W-Trans 
2017 Report concludes that the location of parking has no bearing on the project’s 
potential off-site impacts and will not draw visitors to the site. The adequacy of parking 
can be relevant, in the case of inadequate parking discouraging visitors from returning, 
but that is not the case with the proposed project. (W-Trans 2017 Report.)  The proposed 
design does not include any change to the number of parking spaces evaluated and found 
adequate in the EIR (see Exhibit 5.2-40).  

The EIR acknowledged the project location to be a “high fire danger area” and concluded 
that fire impacts could be mitigated to a level of insignificance.  See, e.g., FEIR, pp. 9.0-
110-112, responding to comments from the Kenwood Fire District.  The EIR concluded 
that the project had adequate emergency access and fire protection measures acceptable 
to the County’s Department of Fire Services, the County Fire Marshal and the Chief of 
the Kenwood Fire Protection District. FEIR, p. 9.0-111. 

In its appeal, appellant suggested that the change in parking layout, with valet parking as 
the primary mode of operation for inn guests, could create difficulties in exiting the 
property in the event of an emergency, and that a formal emergency evacuation plan was 
required. This an operational concern, not a physical impact on the environment.  There 
is no physical barrier blocking guests from reaching their cars, and the distances between 
the main inn and parked cars are close enough to be navigable for guests.  
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State model codes are administered by the County Fire Marshal and applicable to the 
proposed project require hotel and motel lodging operations to provide and maintain 
emergency plans for evacuation.  Detailed requirements for fire emergency safety plans 
are set out in Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations, section 3.09.  The hotel 
operator must meet these state law and County requirements, including submitting a 
written emergency safety plan acceptable to the County Fire Marshal prior to occupancy 
of the inn buildings.  

d. Conclusion  

The proposed design was compared with the EIR analysis for cumulative traffic, trip 
generation and parking lot layout impacts.  The EIR used a conservative approach to 
model the future volumes of traffic that is consistent with current transportation models 
and actual increased traffic volumes.  The numbers projected in the EIR for 2012 are 
significantly higher than Caltrans vehicle counts for 2012, and would not be exceeded 
until 2022, if carried forward at a 2% growth rate from Caltrans’ 2012 counts.  The ten 
year trip increase projection in the EIR is greater than SCTA’s current traffic model 
increase through 2040.  Therefore, in the context of  current conditions and for the 
proposed design, the EIR traffic analysis is still valid, and adequately reflects “future” 
traffic conditions that have not yet been realized.  Current and projected information 
relating to traffic on Highway 12 does not contradict the EIR’s evaluation or create new 
or more severe environmental impacts.  To the extent that the EIR’s traffic modeling 
included traffic volumes for 2012 that are consistent with actual current and projected 
counts, current traffic volume is not new information or changed circumstances 
establishing new or more severe impacts. 

Center left turn lanes that were identified to mitigate longer waiting times at two 
intersections with Highway 12 have been installed, with Caltrans’ approval.   

The proposed design will not result in an increased trip generation or associated traffic 
impacts that require modification of the EIR’s conclusions on traffic impacts.   

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to traffic or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect 
to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 
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3. Hydrology and Water Quality  

The EIR based its analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts on the preliminary 
plans and projected the impacts associated with those plans. It evaluated potentially 
significant effects related to grading, erosion, runoff and changes in drainage patterns that 
could contribute to water quality impacts in the short-term from construction, and from 
overall operation of the conceptual design. The EIR determined that all such impacts 
were sufficiently mitigated.  All mitigation measures and conditions of approval relating 
to grading, erosion, storm water runoff and drainage patterns will continue to apply to the 
proposed design and the project. 

a. Grading Change. 

Related to grading, Units B1 and E1 of the western cottage units in the conceptual design 
would be moved to Units C1 and E1 of the proposed design, respectively, to limit grading 
for emergency vehicle access on a steeper slope.  This and other changes to the cottage 
units are outlined at page 9 of the “Summary of Reduced Impacts Due to Revisions to the 
Conceptual Design,” May 25, 2017, Backen, Gilliam and Kroeger Architects (BGK 
Summary of Impacts) and evaluated in Section 8 of this Addendum, because the primary 
analysis required by the proposed changes is whether they change visual impacts.  The 
design changes do not create new or more severe grading impacts that cannot be 
mitigated by the existing mitigation measures and conditions of approval.  See, e.g., 
Conditions of Approval No. 16-20 and DEIR mitigation measures 5.7-7(a) through 5.7-
7(c). 

b. Fire Damage and Potential Debris Flow. 

The impact of fire-damaged soils and vegetation on potential erosion and/or slope 
stability at the project site is analyzed in Section 7 below, Geology and Soils. 

Based on the information and analysis in Section 7, the conclusion of the geotechnical 
expert as confirmed by the County’s professional geologist is that the approved project 
conditions of approval are adequate to reduce the post-fire risk of erosion or slope 
instability at the proposed project site and that there are no significant changed conditions 
that create an increased risk of erosion or instability affecting the construction of the 
proposed project. 

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to hydrology or water quality or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously 
identified significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial 
changes with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial 
importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
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reasonable diligence at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures 
are required.   

4. Wastewater Disposal 

The EIR analyzed three separate septic systems for wastewater treatment.  The main 
system includes sewage from the inn, spa, and restaurant.  A second system would treat 
and dispose of sewage and process wastewater from the winery.  Another system would 
treat and dispose of only the graywater from the spa building.  The proposed design is 
consistent with these septic systems, although the Applicant has removed the laundry 
facilities from the site, reducing the load on the septic systems.  

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to wastewater disposal or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes 
with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence 
at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 

5. Water Use and Supply  

a. Water Use Calculations 

The EIR estimated that the project would maintain an average occupancy of 80 percent 
throughout the year for the water use calculations.  Based on the water use and supply 
analysis in the Draft EIR, the final conditions of approval restrict the inn, spa, restaurant 
and associated landscaping to an annual water use of 19.4 acre-feet.  At page 9.0-73, the 
FEIR revised the water use estimate for the conceptual design to 16.3 acre-feet per year 
after incorporating water conservation measures for the spa. 

The main pool location below the Inn for the proposed project design is similar to the 
conceptual design, but the total pool area has increased by 101 square feet. The 
conceptual design showed two pools plus a hot tub totaling 2,181 square feet. The 
proposed design has one main pool (2,184 square feet) with a main pool spa/hot tub (98 
square feet) totaling 2,282 square feet. See BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 5.  Also see 
Sheet 6 of the BGK Summary for design drawings comparison. 

 
Two supplemental water use studies were prepared to analyze the impact of the design 
changes on water use for the proposed project. The first is a letter report regarding 
Sonoma Country Inn: Water Use Information, dated February 14, 2017, from Adobe 
Associates, Inc.  At page 2, the report compared the proposed design to the conceptual 
design, including water evaporation from the pool and hot tubs.  After accounting for 
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processing laundry from the inn guest rooms off-site rather than using the on-site laundry, 
there was no increase in water use as shown in Table IV of that report, below.  

 
      Table IV. Total  Water Demand of Sonoma Country Inn 

 Acre-Feet Per Year 

EIR Current Design Estimates 

Commercial Use  11.3 11.3 

Spa/Laundry* 1.6 0.7 

Evaporation Losses** N/A 0.9 

Landscape Irrigation  3.4 3.4 

Total 16.3 16.3 

*EIR estimates included on-site laundry.  Laundry from the inn rooms is taken off-site in 
proposed design.   

** Additional water use due to evaporative losses (not clear if accounted for in the EIR; 
the revised estimate above treats evaporative water loss as additional new use.)  

A supplemental report regarding water use was also done by Adobe Associates, dated 
May 1, 2017 and set out below. It includes a more detailed comparison of the square 
footage of all pools and hot tubs in the conceptual and proposed designs and provides 
updated detail on evaporative water loss.  See the Sonoma Country Inn: Water Use 
Information, dated May 1, 2017, Adobe Associates, Inc.  
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 Area – SF per 
each 

Quantity Total SF 

Pools & Hot Tubs per Conceptual 
Design 

   

Pool 1 1,144 1 1,144 
Pool 2 924 1 924 
Spa Pool Irregular Share 1,380 1 1,380 
Hot Tub 113 1 113 
1st Floor Hot Tub 58 5 290 
Landscape Hot Tub 50 1 50 
Total Area   3,901 
    
Pools & Hot Tubs per Current 
Design 

   

Main Pool 2,184 1 2,184 
Spa Lap Pool 900 1 900 
Spa Cold Plunge 40 4 160 
Unit D Upper Level Spa 36 6 216 
Unit D Lower Level Spa 51 6 306 
Villa Spa B 41 2 82 
Villa Spa A 41 2 82 
Spa Hot Tub 96 2 192 
Main Pool Spa 98 1 98 
Total Area   4,218 
 
The Adobe Associates May 1, 2017 report concludes that the annual water consumption 
from evaporation for the pools and hot tubs in the conceptual design would have been 
220,823 gallons and in the proposed design it would be 299,398 gallons.  If evaporation 
was included in the EIR water use estimates, the increase from the design changes would 
be 0.24 acre-foot.  Assuming evaporation was not considered, the total increase from 
evaporation compared to the EIR analysis would be 0.92 acre-foot.  As shown in Table 
IV of the February 14, 2017 Adobe report, that increase is off-set by removal of the on-
site laundry, and there is no overall increase in project water use.  In either scenario, the 
total proposed project water use of 16.3 acre feet per year is below the limitation on water 
use imposed by Condition of Approval No. 59 which specifies a maximum of 19.4 acre-
feet per year for the resort portion of the overall project.  Even at the higher level of 19.4 
acre feet per year, water supply analysis in the EIR concluded that there would be 
adequate water for the project.  
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Appellants continue to contend that the water use calculations are deficient because, for 
example, the main inn infinity pool may see water evaporation at a different rate than a 
standard pool, and there may be some evaporative loss from fountains at the main inn 
building.  That level of perfection is not mandated by CEQA, and as the EIR concludes, a 
use of 19.4 acre-feet per year, more than the estimated use, would not adversely affect 
groundwater supply.  Appellant’s other comments that it is not clear whether the project 
use calculations include the hot tubs and spa changes are not correct, as shown by the 
data above.  All proposed hot tubs and spa pools are included in the calculation and 
shown on the chart. Water use for the proposed project has been calculated using 
standard industry methods, and the proposed design does not alter that methodology. 

 

The conditions of approval set a maximum limit on the annual water use for the resort 
portion of the project, and the EIR and subsequent studies show that the water supply for 
the proposed project including all design changes, is more than adequate.   

 
b. Groundwater Supply 

Based on the 2002 Richard C. Slade hydrogeological report, which provided the basis for 
the water use and supply data in the EIR, the two wells on the parcel will have enough 
capacity to support the project and not impact the aquifer or neighboring wells in normal 
and drought years.  

In additional information submitted as part of the appeal of the Planning Commission 
approval, appellants contend that drought conditions since adoption of the EIR are 
changed circumstances that require a supplemental EIR, because data from five wells 
near the project site show “a long-term decline in water levels.” Appellant does not 
attempt to make a factual connection between the requested design changes, which do not 
increase project water use, and the alleged new information about the effect of the 
drought on groundwater supply as measured by nearby well data appellant states was 
obtained from the California Department of Water Resources (“DWR”). 

Richard C. Slade & Associates LLC, consulting groundwater geologists (“RCS”), 
provided a letter report dated September 27, 2017, (the “RCS 2017 Report) in response to 
appellant’s information.     The report notes that as defined by DWR, two droughts have 
occurred since an earlier 2002 RCS study on which the EIR was based.  A three year 
drought occurred from water years 2006-2007 through water years 2008-2009, and a five 
year drought occurred beginning in water year 2011-2012 and ending in water year 2015-
2016. 
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Figure 1 in the RCS 2017 Report shows locations of the five wells cited by appellant as 
showing declining water levels, plus as one additional well not mentioned by appellant, 
and the two existing on-site wells at the project. 

Two wells cited by appellant (Appeal, 8/14/17 letter, Ex. 6 and 7) appear to show 
declining water levels, based on most recent DWR data from October 2015 and March 
2016, respectively.   However, RCS notes that DWR data from these wells is somewhat 
unclear, with “years of missing data.” (RCS 2017 Report, p. 3.)   More importantly, and 
as analyzed in the 2002 RCS report and the EIR, these two wells which are close to one 
another exhibit “…very different water level fluctuations and recharge characteristics 
compared to other wells in the immediate project area.” (FEIR, p. 9.0-70.) Figure 1 of the 
RCS 2017 report shows these two wells located west of the project site closer to Los 
Guilicos. The FEIR at page 9.0-70 and Ex. 9-17 show that the well in appellant’s Exhibit 
6 had different geology and states that it “…appears from geologic mapping that Well 
[384437N1225793W001, appellant’s Exhibit 6; Well “A” in the FEIR] draws 
groundwater from the Glenn [sic] Ellen Formation, rather than from the alluvial fan 
materials and Sonoma Volcanics which underlie the project site.”  RCS concludes in the 
RCS 2017 report, as well as from data in the EIR, that the wells identified in appellant’s 
Exhibits 6 and 7 are not representative of the groundwater level conditions at the project 
site. (RCS 2017 Report, p. 4.) 

RCS further concludes that the three wells with data cited in appellant’s Exhibits 8-10 do 
not show “erratic groundwater levels in response to drought conditions.” (Appeal, 
8/14/17, page 7.)  Instead, DWR data for the wells referenced in appellant’s Exhibits 8 
and 9 show “increasing water levels during the two recent drought periods, not 
decreasing levels.” (RCS 2017 Report, p. 4.)  Data from the well shown in appellant’s 
Exhibit 10 shows stable water level trends since the year 2000, with the most recent 
measurement in March 2017.  (Ibid.)  Another well not cited by appellant, but included 
by RCS on its Figure 1 in the RCS 2017 report, also shows stable water level trends over 
time as indicated by DWR water level data between 2008 and 2017. 

RCS also analyzed water level data from the two onsite wells since their construction in 
2002.  The RCS 2017 Report, Figures 2 and 3, show water level data for the “Resort 
Well” and the “Winery Well,” respectively.  Their locations are shown on Figure 1 of the 
RCS 2017 Report.  Water level data from the onsite wells was obtained from a manual 
collection in 2002; for one year of automatically collected data from June 2003 through 
June 2004; from manual collection in 2008, and from automatically collected data from 
October 2015 ending in December 2016.  The last period is part of an ongoing water 
level monitoring program administered by RCS at the project site. (RCS, 2017 Report, p. 
8.) The data, as shown in Figures 2 and 3 of the RCS 2017 Report, indicate that water 
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levels have been stable in the onsite wells since their construction in 2002 despite the two 
droughts. 

In addition, the onsite pumping tests done in November and December 2008 were 
conducted during the water year 2006-2007 to water year 2008-2009 drought period 
recognized by DWR.  The data formed the basis for a 2009 report prepared by RCS to 
meet requirements of the California Department of Public Heath relating to new and 
existing source capacity.1  RCS concluded at that time that the wells were adequate to 
meet the project’s needs and pumping by the on-site wells would not create long-term 
adverse impacts on the local aquifer systems or nearby wells owned by others.  That 
conclusion is supported by the RCS 2017 analysis of DWR pumping data and additional 
data from the project’s onsite wells. 

As noted in Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 04-1037, section 2.14(f) of the Board’s 
factual findings for project approval, the ongoing monitoring of groundwater elevations 
and quantities of groundwater extracted for the proposed project was not required as a 
CEQA mitigation measure to offset a potentially significant CEQA impact.  It is required 
as a use permit operational condition of approval.  County policy does not generally 
require monitoring until a project is active.  Monitoring in accordance with County 
standards and policies is required by Condition of Approval 59 when the project begins 
activity, and the project will be added to the Permit Sonoma’s database of required 
monitoring sites when active construction or use begins.  

The 2004 and 2017 RCS reports, as well as the 2009 RCS report submitted to the 
California Department of Public Health, support the Board of Supervisors’ factual 
findings in 2004 that there was no CEQA impact which required groundwater monitoring 
as a mitigation measure.  The Adobe water use calculations discussed in Section 5.a 
above show that the proposed design does not create any change which would cause a 
new or substantially more significant environmental effect on groundwater because of 
increased water use, compared to the conceptual design. The proposed design would not 
result in a new significant environmental effect relating to water supply or a substantial 
increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect due to substantial 
changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect to project ircumstances, 
or new information of substantial importance that was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Board certified the 
EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required.   

6. Biological Resources  

1 /”Hydrogeologic Report for Adequacy of Groundwater Supplies for the Proposed Sonoma Country Inn 
Kenwood Area, Sonoma County, California,”(RCS, April 2009).  
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a. Plants. 

The EIR identified potential significant effects on the two populations of special status 
plant species known to occur on the site, narrow-anthered California brodiaea (Brodiaea 
leptandra) and Sonoma ceanothus (Ceanothus sonomensis).  The proposed design is 
consistent with the Mitigation Measure 5.6-1(a) and (b).  A special biotic preserve has 
been created outside of the building envelopes, and the Sonoma ceanothus population 
would be avoided by the proposed design.   

b. Northern Spotted Owl. 

The Applicant contracted a consultant, WRA Environmental Consultants, to re-survey the 
project site for the federal and state listed northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis 
caurina).  In its letter report dated March 6, 2017, WRA concluded the project site lacks 
the structural complexity (consisting of small statured young trees) and arboreal 
substrates that are characteristic of northern spotted owl habitat in Sonoma County.  This 
finding is consistent with surveys performed in 2004 and 2007.  The consultant states that 
the northern spotted owl is very likely absent at the project site.  The prior project owner 
consulted with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) informally in 2007.  The 
Service concluded the project was unlikely to adversely affect northern spotted owl.  

c. Tree removal. 

The EIR’s extensive evaluation of tree removal for the conceptual design resulted in the 
imposition of extremely detailed mitigation measures that are carried forward and will 
apply equally to the proposed design.  EIR mitigation measure 5.6-4(a)(5) required an 
adjustment of the conceptual design parking to reduce the number of trees removed.  This 
section of the Addendum evaluates whether the trees removed as the result of design 
changes including changes to the parking layout are significantly increased in number or 
otherwise increase the severity of impacts compared to the conceptual design.  

The proposed project plans and the BGK Summary of Impacts includes notations and 
descriptions of trees slated for removal for each structure or facility that proposes a 
change in location that affects tree removal. Fewer trees are removed overall, and impacts 
are equal or lessened in all locations. 

The project has inventoried all trees within the project areas as well as trees important for 
screening views from critical viewpoints along Highway 12.   All of the trees in the 
inventory have been identified and tagged with individual tree numbers.  The tree 
inventory is set forth in full in Sheets LO-6 through LO-9 of the proposed project plans.  
The collected data was presented in the MacNair and Associates Arboricultural Summary 
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dated October 13, 2016, and in the design exhibits showing specific tree removal and 
preserved trees.   

MacNair and Associates also provided a Memorandum, Parking Lot Tree Protection, 
dated March 16, 2017, which specified tree protection procedures that will be 
implemented to protect trees designated for preservation and located near the parking 
lots. 

An additional report dated July 10, 2017 by MacNair & Associates discussed drought 
damaged trees and noted the total number by type and condition.  That report estimated 
that 2/3 of the ‘damaged’ trees had trunk diameters less 9 inches. 

In the conceptual design, the main inn building and pool are in essentially the same 
location, and no additional tree removal is required. The spa is proposed to be moved into 
a clearing, and would require the removal of just 10 trees compared to 55 trees identified 
for removal with the conceptual design. (BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 6.)  

Changes to the western parking lot layout would require removal of 37 trees compared to 
84 trees with the conceptual design. (BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 7.) The relocated 
eastern parking lot for the proposed design would remove 54 trees compared to 99 for the 
conceptual design. (BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 8.)  Addition of the support 
building alongside the eastern parking lot would require removal of 13 trees not removed 
with the conceptual design. (BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 11.) 

Visual impacts of tree removal from the design changes to the cottage unit locations are 
discussed in Section 8 below.  The western cottage units in the proposed project have 
substantially similar tree removal requirements within the building footprints.  However, 
with the proposed design, seven large specimen oaks would not be removed, as required 
for the conceptual design. ((BGK Summary of Impacts, Sheet 9.)   

In summary, approximately 17 percent fewer trees would be removed with the proposed 
project, including seven large specimen oaks.  This is a reduction in the biological 
impacts of the proposed project compared to the conceptual design, a beneficial change. 

MacNair & Associates provided a further letter report dated September 19, 2017 to 
specifically reiterate that the “Vegetation Management Plan” addressing wildland fire 
safety was deemed compliant in 2003 and focused on removal of dead or declining trees 
and reducing ground and ladder fuels.  The proposed design changes do not increase the 
nature or amount of fire safety protection required from that anticipated with the 
conceptual design. 
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Removal of trees damaged by drought, disease and overcrowding and effects on 
vegetation from the Nuns Fire are analyzed for visual impacts under Visual and Aesthetic 
Impacts, Section 8 below, but are not caused by the design changes. 

d. Effect of parking lot layout changes on habitat. 

In addition to the effects of tree removal from the proposed design parking lot layout, 
WRA Environmental Consultants prepared a letter report dated March 23, 2017 to assess 
any impacts to adjacent wooded areas from car headlights that would shine into the 
wooded areas while cars are being parked in the parking lots.  After reviewing the layout 
of the two modified parking lots, WRA concluded that the number of parking spots that 
would result in direct illumination of adjacent wooded areas outside of the development 
footprint would decrease in the western parking areas by approximately 13 spots and 
increase in the eastern parking lot by approximately 12 spots.  This is a less than 
significant change. (WRA, “Assessment of parking adjustments, Resort at Sonoma 
Country Inn project, Kenwood, California,” March 23, 2017.) 

The WRA report notes that automobile headlights would illuminate adjacent wooded 
areas in any event as a result of cars transiting through the site due to road curves and 
vehicles turning.  This would occur with the conceptual design as well as with the 
proposed design.  The proposed parking alterations would place cars entering and exiting 
the site along a more central route in the western area compared to a peripheral scheme in 
the conceptual design, providing a more efficient route through the project and possibly 
reducing driving time.   

The WRA report concludes that even if there were a net increase in illumination of 
adjacent wooded areas from car headlights using parking spaces, it would be less than 
significant and would not result in any new or more severe significant impacts to 
biological resources.   

e. Conclusion. 

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect on 
biological resources or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes 
with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence 
at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required.   

7. Geology and Soils  

The EIR based its analysis of geology, seismicity, and mineral resource impacts on the 
conceptual design site layout.  To evaluate the possibility of slope stability impacts 
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resulting from the cottage location changes, Bauer Associates, Inc. Geotechnical 
Consultants prepared a supplemental geotechnical investigation reviewing the proposed 
design.  (Addendum, Geotechnical Consultation, Sonoma Country Inn, Kenwood, 
California, January 30, 2017.)  The study concludes that the level of subsurface 
exploration originally performed (29 test pits and 13 test borings extending into the 
bedrock) adequately characterizes the site geologic conditions for the revised design. 
Bauer also concluded that the slightly modified locations of the various structures do not 
present any new or different geotechnical impacts for the proposed design, and no 
additional subsurface exploration is required. The proposed design would incorporate 
updated seismic design criteria to address ground shaking.  Damage from the Nuns Fire 
to the project site’s vegetation and soils and a possible resulting increase in debris flow 
potential is not caused by the proposed design changes and therefore not a CEQA impact 
of those changes. 

However, the applicant has submitted a February 5, 2018 report by Bauer Associates, Inc. 
Geotechnical Consultants (“Bauer 2018 Report”) which has been peer reviewed by the 
County’s professional geologist. Bauer conducted an on-site reconnaissance of the 
proposed project site and reviewed selected geologic literature including the U.S. 
Geological Survey, 2017, Landslide Hazards Program, Post-Fire Debris-Flow Hazards: 
Nuns Fire (Napa and Sonoma Counties) Preliminary Hazard Assessment; the State of 
California, November 15, 2017, Nuns Fire, Watershed Emergency Response Team, Final 
Report, CA-LNU-010104 (“WERT 2017”); and other sources. The full list of references 
consulted is appended to the Bauer 2018 report. 

Bauer’s on-site reconnaissance, confirmed by the County’s professional geologist, shows 
that the majority of the site is not burned, but that a portion of the proposed project site 
near the eastern project boundary (and the eastern guest cottages), including portions of 
the on- and off-site drainage channel, were intermittently burned with low to moderate 
severity.  Bauer noted some hydrophobic soil conditions based on localized areas of 
burned grasses and trees, but also noted beginning intermittent regrowth of grasses in 
these burned areas.  Subdivision Lots S7 through S11 to the east but not a part of the 
proposed project appeared scorched to moderately burned.  Graywood Ranch Lots G1, 
G2 and part of G3 to the north and west of the proposed project site, appear moderately to 
deeply burned, with hydrophobic soil conditions. The Graywood Ranch Lots are not part 
of the proposed project and are west of Campagna Lane. 

The WERT 2017 report includes Preliminary Hazard Assessment maps (PHA) prepared 
to estimate the likelihood of debris flows, potential volumes and combined relative debris 
flow hazard in response to specified design storms (peak 15-minute rainfall intensity of 
24 millimeters per hour, or 0.94 inches) at the fire-affected sites.  At the proposed project 
site (the upper plateau), the PHA maps estimate a 40-60% probability of debris flow 
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hazard with a hazard rating of moderate.  At the drainage channel to the east, the PHA 
maps estimate a 20-40% probability of debris flow at 20-40% on Subdivision Lots S8 and 
S9, and 0-20% near the eastern parcel boundary.  The PHA maps estimate hazard rating 
of debris flow to be low in this location.  Lots 8 and 9 are not proposed for development 
as part of this design review application.  Bauer notes that the WERT 2017 Report states 
that its observations are not fully comprehensive or conclusive and serve as a preliminary 
tool. 

The WERT 2017 Report identified specific existing structures and properties which it 
deemed were “Values at Risk” of future debris flows or flash flooding, but did not 
include the proposed project site in that category.  For homes or properties that were 
identified as “Values at Risk” the WERT 2017 Report recommended measures such as 
storm monitoring, stream channel maintenance and sandbags or other diversion methods.  

However, based on geologic mapping, including mapping by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, and review of detailed site-specific geologic testing and analysis in 
the EIR, Bauer concludes that the risk of debris flow damage onto, and generated from, 
the proposed project is low to insignificant provided that the site is graded and improved 
with suitable erosion control measures in accordance with the approved project plans and 
conditions of approval.   

The Bauer 2018 Report relies on several factors in arriving at this conclusion including 
that: previous debris flows are not observed at or uphill of the proposed project site; 
slopes surrounding the site and steeper uphill slopes are generally relatively uniform 
without incise channels or concentrated runoff oriented into the site; roadways at the site 
appear to have performed as a firebreak around the proposed project site; volcanic terrain 
underlying the site is typically less susceptible to debris flows, and the surface soils are 
typically thin (0 to24 inches); the proposed project is generally unburned with the 
absence of hydrophobic soils except in the far eastern portion of the site; and the project 
conditions of approval address detailed measures to control erosion and soil instability. 

The proposed project conditions of approval contain detailed and enforceable 
requirements to monitor and control erosion and slope instability including potential risk 
from storms.  Conditions of Approval Nos. 16-20 provide extensive requirements for 
erosion control and require, among other things, compliance with the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board General Permit under NPDES regulations.  The 
requires a comprehensive Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan with specified objectives 
and development and implementation of a monitoring program, including inspections 
every 24 hours during storm events of extended duration.  (Use Permit Condition of 
Approval No. 16(a) and 16(b).) Condition 16(d) requires a County-approved erosion and 
sediment control plan with specified objectives.  Further detailed requirements to prevent 
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any increase in pre-development runoff are contained in Conditions 18-20. Condition 8 
requires detailed measures, including proper construction, inspection and maintenance 
practices, to protect against the creation of unstable slopes, with periodic inspection and 
maintenance of slope stability improvements.   

Bauer does note a need to monitor steeper uphill areas of the larger project site above 
Moon Watch Lane and expand the proposed project’s monitoring and erosion control 
measures into this area if warranted.  This can be added by Permit Sonoma staff to its 
review and sign off of the required drainage control plan and other proposed project 
conditions. The measures recommended by Bauer are similar to those recommended in 
the 2017 WERT Report for existing structures and properties the report identified as 
“Values at Risk.” 

The County staff professional geologist reviewed the Bauer 2018 Report, found it to be 
sufficiently thorough and concurs that risks of debris flow and other slope instabilities to 
the proposed project site appear to be relatively low.   

The County staff professional geologist reviewed the proposed project site using aerial 
imagery and LIDAR.  He notes that the greatest risk to the site is of a debris flows 
originating upslope and moving into the building envelope with potentially destructive 
force.  The Bauer 2018 Report discusses this risk and found little evidence of past debris 
flow deposits.  Shallow soils and geomorphology are evidence suggesting a lack of past 
debris flow in the area.  Staff agrees that the building envelope of the proposed project 
does not have any clear signature of debris flow deposits.  Upslope areas appear stable 
without conspicuous debris flow scarps, though there are some moderately steep slopes 
considered to have moderate debris flow potential.  The eastern drainage that is nearest 
the building envelope drains a small catchment with relatively shallow slopes and is 
mapped by the WERT to have a low debris flow channel hazard rating.  Given these 
findings, the County’s professional geologist agreed with Bauer that potential risk to the 
project related to post-fire slope instability is low. 

The risk of debris flow damage onto, and generated from, the proposed project is low to 
insignificant provided that the site is graded and improved with suitable erosion control 
measures in accordance with the approved project plans and conditions of approval.  The 
proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating to 
geology and soils or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes 
with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence 
at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 
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8. Visual and Aesthetic Quality  

This Addendum evaluates whether the proposed design creates visual or aesthetic 
impacts that are new or more severe than those resulting from the conceptual design, 
including impacts related to light pollution. 

a. View Impacts – Design Changes. 

In the EIR, view impacts were evaluated from the two main roadways that provide views 
of the project site to passing motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians travelling along 
Highway 12 and Adobe Canyon Road.  EIR Exhibits 5.8-4 through 5.8-10 show existing 
conditions and photo simulations of resulting conditions with the conceptual design.   

The design changes that could affect visibility include modification of the main inn 
roofline and the roof garden; slight changes to the location of the spa and some guest 
cottages; reconfigured parking layouts; and the added support building on the north edge 
of the eastern parking lot.  In all cases except for the support building, fewer trees will be 
removed because of the building relocations than would have been required for the 
conceptual design.  Tree removal associated with design changes is discussed in detail 
under Biological Resources, Section 6 above. 

All conditions of approval imposed on the approved project to limit visual and aesthetic 
impacts will be applied to the proposed design. 

Overall changes to visual impacts from the proposed design are summarized in the BGK 
Summary of Impacts.   As noted in that report, the main inn is terraced, with each level 
stepped back, breaking up the vertical mass of the façade.  The rooftop garden has 
plantings in place of the solid mass pitched roof in the conceptual design. Lighting from 
the roof garden is discussed in subsection 8.b. below.  The only change in the proposed 
spa design preserves more trees.  The main inn pool was reoriented along a slope contour, 
using terraced planters in place of a 20 foot retaining wall required for the conceptual 
design.  After modification, the guest cottages have either equal or reduced visual 
impacts. The added support structure is at the rear of the project and obscured from view 
on all sides by surrounding trees and the eastern guest cottages. 

A further comparison of the conceptual and proposed designs was performed by MacNair 
Landscape Architecture, The Resort at Sonoma Country Inn Supplemental Visual 
Analysis, dated February 3, 2017.  The report charts the location and elevation changes to 
the individual buildings, details each change to the site plan and contains exhibits with a 
site plan unit index and site plan comparison, line of sight visual sections from four 
locations and photo simulations with and without landscape buffers from Highway 12 
and Adobe Canyon Road.  It also includes elevation sight lines from each of the visual 
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assessment points used in the EIR to the various components of the proposed design. The 
result is equal or less visibility of the proposed design.  In addition, a new visual profile 
was added from a viewing point just east of Pythian Road to determine if changed 
locations of four western cottage units created new or more severe visual impacts when 
viewed from areas west of the project.   

In assessing visual impacts, the significant tree canopy offsite between the project and 
public viewpoints is also relevant to screening of the proposed project’s components.  

The main inn was originally designed in two levels, but has been redesigned to three 
levels, stepping down the slope with terraces on the valley side.  The building mass is 
proposed to be distributed along the slope, and the terraces screened with landscape 
elements including trees and vine trellises.  In the conceptual design, an overhanging 
solid mass pitched roof facing the valley has been replaced with a flat roofed garden and 
lounge area, also screened with landscape elements. The easterly third of the upper 
portion of the building will be partially visible from Adobe Canyon Road.  The upper 
portion of the building will be visible from Highway 12, but will be partially screened by 
landscaping.  There are no new or more severe visual impacts compared to the conceptual 
design. 

The pool area has been lowered by two feet and aligned with the slope contours.  Most of 
the west side of the pool area will be fully screened by forest to the south.  The east end 
of the pool terrace will be partially visible through the visual slot along the drainage path 
below.   

The eastern cottage layout changes would place the units closest to the pool about 30 feet 
downslope, reducing their height by about 10 feet.  The easternmost unit would be shifted 
about 50 feet to the north, closer to the tree line.  Two units would be combined into one 
duplex unit, increasing space between buildings and reducing the number of guest 
buildings overall from 19 to 17.   

The Supplemental Visual Impact Analysis (MacNair, February 3, 2017), details the effect 
of the cottage modifications. Pages 9 and 10 of the Backen Gillam Kroger Summary of 
Impacts show the conceptual and proposed locations of the western and eastern cottage 
units, respectively. 

For the eastern cottages, the three easterly units will not be visible from Adobe Canyon 
Road.  The two westerly units will be partially visible through a visual slot by the 
topographical depression (flow line) created where two slopes come together.  From 
Adobe Canyon Road, this view is visible for a short duration while driving north.  Views 
from Highway 12, at about 4000 foot distant, would include the upper portions of the 
three westerly units. The forest immediately below the units and the forest behind the 
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units would soften the view of the units.  (Fire damage is discussed in section 8.c. below.)  
Visual impacts after the design change would be less for the two units east of the pool 
and equal for the remaining units to the east (i.e., not visible).  The units located behind 
the front row would be partially visible, with an equal or lesser impact compared to their 
EIR location 

The western cottage relocation repositioned units V1 and V2 (formerly designated Type 
G units) at the southerly end of the west ridge. Previously, they were oriented in a north 
south line on the east side of the west ridge.  One unit, V2, is near the prior G unit 
location.  The other unit V1 has been moved to the west side of the ridge.  Both units 
have been moved downslope slightly.  They would be partially visible from Highway 12 
and Adobe Canyon Road, but the visual impact compared to the EIR location would be 
less for unit V1 and the same for Unit V2. Three other units are proposed to shift to the 
westerly side of the west ridge.  New visual profiles were added from a viewing point just 
east of Pythian Road to determine if changed locations of these units created new or more 
severe visual impacts when viewed from areas west of the project.   Because of 
topography and the height and density of screening provided by forest canopy, these units 
will not be visible from any viewpoint.  Three units on the east side of the west ridge are 
close to their conceptual design locations, and will be fully screened by existing forest.  

The new support building is located behind the back row of eastern cottage units in a 
forested area.  It will not be visible from any of the viewpoints and will have no visual 
impact. 

The spa components are largely unchanged from a visual impact perspective, other than 
moving the spa slightly into a clearing, allowing removal of fewer trees. 

To summarize, for each element of the proposed design, including the main inn, the pool 
area, the spa, the cottage units and the support building, the visual impact is equal to or 
less from the proposed project than from the conceptual design.   

b. View Impacts – Drought Damage. 

Although it is not related to the proposed design changes, and includes trees for all 
portions of the approved project including the future winery and residential lots, MacNair 
and Associates prepared a further supplemental memorandum dated July 10, 2017, to 
consider tree removal due to drought.  The report states that 1,778 trees were “tagged” 
and then surveyed and assessed for probable construction impacts.  Another 924 trees 
were “marked” as dead, in decline, diseased, in poor structural condition or overcrowded 
– not all due only to drought. Over two-thirds of the marked trees were smaller trees with 
trunk diameters less than 9 inches. A significant number of these marked trees are within 
the grading and construction limits for the approved project, and would be removed for 
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construction in any event, but a substantial number of the marked trees are in addition to 
trees to be removed for construction.  

In the Responses to Comments, page 9.0-23, the FEIR noted that there were 
approximately 21,000 trees on the site. For the total approved project, the Responses to 
Comments included a chart showing 842 trees potentially being removed for fire 
management and another 2348 trees potentially being removed for construction. (Ibid.)  
Compared to this number and assuming every marked and tagged tree will be removed, 
the current estimate of tree removal overall removes 2702 trees compared to 3190 for the 
conceptual design. Note that these totals for tree removal include other portions of the 
approved project.  

The MacNair and Associates July 10, 2017 report also assessed trees providing screening 
of the project site from Highway 12 and found them to be in moderate to good health 
with no significant structural defects and not affected by drought, disease or 
overcrowding.  These trees are primarily evergreens, in an area where slope draining is 
occurring, tree density is less and the age class is young mature.  Therefore, there are 
enough healthy trees to provide adequate screening of the proposed design from public 
viewpoints, as assessed in the MacNair Landscape Associates February 3, 2017 and 
MacNair & Associates July 10, 2017 reports.  

c. View Impacts – Fire Damage.  

Damage to the project site’s natural vegetative screening from the Nuns Fire is not caused 
by the proposed design changes. However, the project applicant requested MacNair and 
Associates to document wildfire impact to the proposed project site, and MacNair and 
Associates provided a November 28, 2017 letter report. The November 28, 2017 
MacNair report Exhibits A and B show a Sonoma County Inn Resort map of fire impacts, 
and provide pre- and post-fire conditions from viewpoints on Highway 12 and Adobe 
Canyon Road. 

MacNair reported that burned portions of the site affected several of the upper residential 
subdivision lots and adjacent property to the north, west, east and southeast of the hotel 
site.  A substantial portion of the forested backdrop behind the main inn remains 
unaffected, as does vegetation between the project site and Highway 12.  The fire was 
contained along the project access road to the west and north.    Areas proposed for the 
main inn, the spa, the villa cottage units and units along the west ridge were not burned. 
Key forested areas identified as existing vegetation southwest to west of the main inn did 
not burn.  MacNair concluded that there was no change to the visual analysis of the main 
inn or the westerly cottage units and no new or more severe visual impact of these 
components of the project post-fire. 
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Burn damage to the ridge east of the hotel site resulted in low to moderate damage to 
existing trees.  MacNair’s opinion is that the majority of the oaks in this location are 
expected to survive, but that damage to Douglas firs will need to be assessed next 
growing season.  Some areas of the ridge to the east along the upper part of the ridge 
suffered moderate to high damage. However, the trees affected are not critical to 
screening of the proposed project because the topographic landform of the ridge provides 
a visual barrier between the project and areas to the east and south outside the project 
site. 

In the lower west portion of this eastern part of the site, fires burned to a fire break 
running north and south in the area below units D2-D6.  Lower story vegetation was 
burned in this area, but most of the taller canopy trees that provide screening of the 
easterly units remain.  Only three of the proposed 13 easterly units are affected. These 
units previously were identified as partially visible in the February 2017 Supplemental 
Visual Impact Analysis. 

While there is a slight increase in the visibility of three of the easterly units from 
Highway 12 and to a lesser degree from Adobe Canyon Road, this is a short term effect 
due to low growing vegetation damage below Units D2, D3 and D4.  It is not a result of 
the proposed changes in design.  The proposed landscape treatment will restore the visual 
context to pre-fire conditions, and the partial visibility remains a less than significant 
impact. 

d. Light Pollution. 

Placement of the structures in the proposed design does not increase their visibility 
compared to that of the conceptual design.  The other visibility issue relates to the 
possibility of additional light pollution, either from the rooftop garden or the relocated 
parking lots.  The lack of any new impact on biological resources from the car headlights 
using the revised parking layout is detailed in Section 6 above. 

Eric Johnson Associates Lighting Design prepared a photometric analysis for the 
redesigned roof terrace and courtyard areas in the main house to evaluate whether the 
proposed design would create new impacts or increased the severity of the night lighting 
impacts.  (Resort at Sonoma Country Inn Photometric Analysis, dated February 14, 
2017.)  A follow-up email comment considered whether lights from spa/hot tubs at the 
guest cottages which were not specifically identified in the EIR would create new 
significant lighting impacts. (Sonoma Country Inn, Spa Lighting Design Comment, May 
11, 2017, Eric Johnson Associates.)  

The proposed design would incorporate low, fully shielded and dark sky compliant 
lighting throughout, including for the roof garden, which will also be partially screened 
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by landscaping.  The plans for the conceptual design contain a 21-page lighting plan at 
pages L-S1 through LL6 showing the placement and design of all fixtures and landscape 
lighting. 

The February 14, 2017 Eric Johnson Associates Photometric Analysis measures the light 
being emitted from the actual lighting fixtures and specific locations proposed for the 
roof garden. The analysis used vertical and horizontal grids calibrated to measure foot 
candles of light (FC) to determine the luminance, range and impact of the proposed 
lighting.  The brightest lighting is at the finished floor of the roof terrace, at the minimum 
levels recommended for safety of exterior areas, emanating from very low step lights in 
the terrace walls, measured at 5.84 FC.  At 15 feet above the finished floor, the brightest 
areas are around 1.24 FC, equivalent to the light at early to middle twilight.  A real world 
example of 1 FC would be the brightness of 1 square foot of space with a candle’s flame 
1 foot above its center. 

At 30 feet above the roof terrace finished floor, the brightest points are directly above the 
bar, at approximately 0.4 FC. The light spreads as it travels up from the building and 
quickly fades to 0.1 FC and then zero.  At 65 feet above the finished floor, the brightest 
points are around 0.1 FC and average 0.01 FC.  According to the report, the perceptual 
equivalent of 0.1 FC is deep twilight, and a full moon on a clear night casts around .01 
FC of light onto the earth’s surface. 

The photometric analysis also measured light bubbles at the edge of the roof terrace. The 
highest FC at the edge closest to the building is 0.32 FC.  At 50 feet from the edge, the 
highest FC is 0.05 and averages less than 0.01 FC.  The expanse of the light bubble does 
not travel more than 110 feet into the atmosphere. 

The photometric analysis also evaluated courtyard walkway lighting.  The highest 
reading us 14.09 FC at the floor of a section of the walkway when the lights are set at 
100% of operating level, which is above normal operating level.  However, this location 
is near the edges of the hallway and does not reflect into the night sky.  At 30 feet above 
the roof of the courtyard walkway, the  ‘hot spots’ from the walkway floor reflect only 
minimally and the highest FC levels are around 0.37 FC.  This is the perceptive 
equivalent of deep twilight on an overcast day. The average is around 0.01 FC or less at 
both 30 feet and 50 feet above the roof of the courtyard walkway. The study concludes 
that very little light escapes beyond the courtyard or into the night sky. 

The inn is approximately 4350 feet, or about 3/4 of a mile distant from Highway 12 and 
largely screened by tall trees downslope of the site.  

The cottage hot tub lights will be underwater, at 9 watts with a half-dome shield to direct 
light downward into the interior surfaces of the spa only.  The spas’ interior plaster finish 
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will be medium to dark, to prevent refraction of light up and outward.  Lights will 
dimmed to the minimum level required for safety and guests will not have the ability to 
raise the light level of the spa lights.  Each of the hot tubs will be located beneath a vine-
covered trellis that will block vertically escaping light from reaching the night sky and 
absorb light before it can be reflected back down onto the patios.  Each hot tub will be far 
enough from the cottage wall will keep any horizontally leaking light from illuminating 
or refracting off the building wall. 

The new support building is small, 2280 square feet in size, located at the rear of the 
project and obscured from public view on all sides by surrounding trees and the eastern 
guest cottages.  It is subject to the same stringent lighting standards as the rest of the 
proposed project and has been designed with lighting at the minimum levels needed for 
safe use. 

The two photometric analyses conclude that the proposed design would not cause a new 
or more severe light impact to the surrounding areas, the night sky or the view from the 
valley floor.  The proposed design as a whole, including the roof garden, would be in full 
compliance with Conditions of Approval 101 and 102.  

Appellant reiterates its opinion that the rooftop garden and lounge in the proposed design 
will have a new and significant light pollution impact despite the detailed photometric 
studies of the proposed design, based in part on the fact that there was less detailed 
photometric study of the conceptual design, making a direct comparison infeasible.  
However, in a letter report dated February 9, 2018, Eric Johnson Associates (“EJA”) 
reiterates its analysis and conclusion that the overall effect of the rooftop terrace does not 
significantly increase the lighting impact of the project because the proposed design’s 
light fixtures are all downward aimed and shielded with no visible light sources such as 
LEDs or bulbs.  In addition, the applicant has proposed that a skylight over the guest 
arrival area at the back of the inn will use a shading system to seal the skylight opening at 
sunset every evening, so that the skylight does not contribute to night-time light 
emissions. 

EJA acknowledges that a side-by-side photometric comparison is not possible, but its 
opinion is that with the downward aimed lighting of the new design and shading to 
prevent of emission of secondary light from the relocated skylight, the lighting impacts 
are likely similar enough to the conceptual design that the human eye would not be able 
to determine a perceptible difference from the valley.   

The restrictive lighting standards imposed on the vested project by conditions of approval 
also remain in effect.  Condition 101 requires “all sources” of light to be fully shielded 
from view, with six standards specified for exterior lighting. Condition 102 sets light 
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standards for the inn, which must conform to LZ1 Lighting Zone (2005 California energy 
Efficiency Building Standards then being developed by the California Energy 
Commission), the same standards imposed on parks, recreational areas and wildlife 
preserves.  Four additional standards were added to the LZ1 requirement, specifying 
shielding for all lamps over 10 watts, a maximum 50 watts for interior unshielded lamps, 
maximum mounting height no higher than 20 feet above finished grade for luminare 
fixtures, and maximum 100 watts for any lamp bulb. 

EJA also reviewed appellant’s argument that light from the proposed project will 
interfere with Ferguson Observatory’s telescopes and instruments and that the 
Observatory was not considered or consulted.  Board of Supervisors Resolution 04-1037 
approving the conceptual project included an Exhibit J, identifying increased light 
pollution as significant and unavoidable, “notwithstanding evidence in the record that 
could support a contrary finding.”  The Resolution’s factual findings noted that, “The 
Ferguson Observatory was satisfied that the use of these lighting standards [the standards 
applied to the project, the same used for National Parks] would address impacts to the 
night sky.”  (Resolution 04-1037, Exhibit B, p. 9, also attached as Exhibit J to the 
Planning Commission August 3, 2017 staff report.)    

The proposed lighting design adheres to the 2011 version of the Dark Sky Model 
Ordinance and the Mayacamas Mountain Guidelines, both of which are more stringent 
than standards in effect when the project’s conditions of approval were imposed.  

The Observatory is separated from the proposed project by 2.6 miles of hilly and 
mountainous terrain.  Ridgelines and hilltops block any direct lines of sight between the 
two. EJA concludes based on the applicable standards met by the lighting plan and the 
topographical features that the proposed lighting will not directly affect the Observatory.   

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to visual and aesthetic quality or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously 
identified significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial 
changes with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial 
importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures 
are required.  

9. Cultural Resources  

The EIR analyzed potential impacts to cultural resources on the entire 186 acre site after 
consultation with Native American tribal representatives.  The Cultural Resources 
Manager and Monitor for the Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley participated in 
cultural resources field surveys April 24 through May 10, 2002.  The surveys did not 
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discover any resources of cultural significance.  However, because the construction of 
both the conceptual design and the project with the proposed design will include ground 
disturbing activities, EIR Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 will be placed on all grading and 
building plans to further protect the integrity of the site.  The proposed design does not 
include any areas that were not already field surveyed and included in the EIR evaluation 
of cultural resources.   

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to cultural resources or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes 
with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence 
at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required.  

10. Air Quality  

The EIR analyzed the potential for air quality impacts from construction related activities 
for the conceptual design. The design changes do not increase required construction in 
any way that would significantly change dust generation from short-term construction 
activities, found in the EIR to be a short-term significant impact that can be mitigated 
through measures 5.10-1, 5.10.4, and 5.10-5.  Those mitigation measures are incorporated 
into conditions of approval, which will be applied to the proposed design. 

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to air quality or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect 
to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 

11. Noise  

The EIR found that the only potential noise impact requiring mitigation was from noise 
associated with special events at the winery.  That portion of the approved project is not 
part of the present design review.  The EIR also adjusted maximum noise limits 
downward as required by the General Plan Noise Element to take into account the 
ambient quiet conditions and the fact that the noise in question would be primarily speech 
and music from the winery and events center portion of the overall project. The noise 
limits used were more stringent than usual. 

The conceptual design for the resort included outdoor pools.  Potential additional noise 
impacts resulting from the replacement of the pitched roof of the main house with an 
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outdoor roof terrace, reconfiguration of the pool at the inn, the addition of a new support 
building at the east parking lot and the revised east parking lot were reviewed in a 
Sonoma Country Inn – Kenwood CA Noise Impact Analysis, February 2, 2017, by Charles 
M. Salter Associates, Inc.  The proposed design also includes outdoor spas/hot tubs at the 
guest cottages.  A subsequent email update by Charles M. Salter dated May 18, 2017, 
specifically evaluated noise from the guest cottage spas.   

The February report finds no new noise impacts from the revised parking lot or the pool 
design changes.  The support building will have a transformer and an emergency 
generator, located more than 600 feet from the nearest residential property line to the 
south.  Salter’s May 18, 2017 email notes that the guest cottage terraces were part of the 
conceptual design and outdoor use was anticipated at that time.  Mechanical equipment 
for the spas would be located inside the buildings.  Noise mitigation required in 
conditions of approval will apply equally to the proposed design.  No new noise impacts 
are anticipated from the pool design changes, the support building, the cottage spas or the 
parking lot changes. 

The proposed design moves the hotel reception area, motor court and guest arrival area to 
the back of the main inn building, more distant from noise receptors to the south and 
separated by the main inn building. 

The conceptual design for the main inn included an outdoor second floor terrace and bar 
with a total of 50 seats exposed to the down sloping southern property line.  The 
proposed design moves the approved bar to the new third floor roof garden, and shifts 31 
of the 50 outdoor seats to the third level.  Outdoor seating has not been increased from 
the maximum of 50 outdoor seats allowed by conditions of approval.  The use and 
capacity of the facilities has not changed. No special events will be permitted in the roof 
garden.  The terrain slopes down toward the nearest adjacent receiver to the south, and 
the exposure of the second and third levels to the southern property line are similar.   rom 
Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc. submitted an additional letter report dated September 
14, 2017, in response to renewed statements by appellant that new noise impacts would 
result from the design changes.  Salter notes that the prior second floor terrace included a 
structure covering the terrace that could have resulted in noise buildup and reflection 
outward toward existing properties to the south.  The second floor terrace is now 
proposed with a trellis covering but has 31 fewer seats. (Proposed Project Plans dated 
March 23, 2017, Sheets A2.1 and A2.2.)     Rather than increasing noise impacts to 
downslope receptors, moving these 31 seats to the open air rooftop garden would actually 
permit noise to dissipate uphill and in all directions with less impact than if channeled 
downslope.   



39 | P a g e  

 

Contrary to a statement by Appellant suggesting that much of the terrace seating in the 
conceptual design was enclosed in a courtyard, Salter’s September 14, 2017 letter notes 
that the outdoor dining for the restaurant and lounge in the conceptual design was all 
located on a terrace along the valley-facing (south) elevation of the building.  The 
courtyard of the conceptual design contained planting beds for a kitchen garden and 
seating for exhibition cooking classes and hotel arrivals.   

Therefore, no additional noise impacts are expected from the proposed changes to the 
second floor terrace and the rooftop lounge.   

The proposed design would not result in a new significant environmental effect relating 
to noise or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect 
to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required.   

12. Cumulative Impacts  

a. Changes in Circumstances.  

Appellant suggests that cumulative development, traffic, drought and overconcentration 
of events since 2004 constitutes a substantial change in circumstances and/or new 
information of substantial importance not known at the time of the EIR that require 
further environmental analysis of the project.  CEQA requires this re-evaluation only if 
the alleged new conditions create new or more severe environmental impacts not 
adequately dealt with by the analysis and mitigation in the EIR.  CEQA further requires 
that any new information also “could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence” when the prior environmental document was certified.  And finally, 
for this design review application, even if qualifying new information or changed 
circumstances were to be shown, that new information would have to be relevant to 
impacts created by the design changes.   

As discussed above, the EIR adequately addressed levels of traffic on Highway 12, 
projecting volume increases which are consistent with 2012 volumes as reported by 
Caltrans and added vehicle trip rate growth that is higher than SCTA’s current model 
projections through 2040.  The proposed design and conceptual design create 
substantially the same number of new traffic trips.  Any alleged concentration of special 
events is not increased by the proposed project because the proposed project is not 
allowed to have special events at the inn, spa and restaurant.  Drought conditions have 
not significantly changed the tree screening of the project from Highway 12 in any 
negative sense as analyzed in Section 8.b above.  
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b. Greenhouse Gas Impacts. 

(i) Greenhouse Gas Impacts are Neither New Information nor       
Changed Circumstances under CEQA. 

On this appeal, greenhouse gas (“GHG”) impacts on climate change is also argued to be 
new information or evidence of changed circumstances so as to require that greenhouse 
gas impacts of the entire proposed project, not just the design changes, be studied in a 
supplemental EIR.  This issue was not raised in the appeal to the Planning Commission. 

The 2004 EIR was a project EIR and included an Air Quality section 5.10.  Prior to the 
2010 adoption of CEQA Guideline 15064.4 in 2010, CEQA did not mandate study of 
greenhouse gas impacts. Court decisions since then have reiterated two things.  First, 
where a project EIR includes an air quality section and pre-dates Guideline 15064.4, a 
supplemental EIR is not required in order to analyze GHG emissions. Second, the courts 
have clearly held that the potential environmental impact of greenhouse gas emissions 
has been known since the 1970's, and does not constitute new information for the purpose 
of requiring a supplemental EIR under Section 21166, subdivision (c). Citizens Against 
Air Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014), 227 Cal. App. 4th 788, 807-808; Concerned 
Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, 1319. 

(ii) Project-Specific Data Shows GHG Emissions Are Below the 
Threshold of Significance. 

Appellant submitted data from a California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
suggesting that total GHG emissions from the proposed project are 1,275 metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (MT CO2e) per year, exceeding the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) recommended threshold of significance, which is 
1,100 MT CO2e per year for projects other than stationary sources. 

The CalEEMod is a statewide land use model that depends entirely on defaults, and is 
used when project-specific data is not available.  The applicant has submitted a First 
Carbon Solutions Memo report dated September 21, 2017, using detailed project-specific 
data for the proposed project.  These calculations result in total GHG emissions for the 
proposed project of 895 MT CO2e per year, well below the BAAQMD threshold cited by 
both appellant and First Carbon Solutions.     

Pending completion of a climate action plan, the County concurs with and uses the 
thresholds that BAAQMD staff have recommended as GHG significance thresholds.  The 
County concurs that these thresholds are supported by substantial evidence for the 
reasons stated by BAAQMD staff.  BAAQMD's staff's analysis is found in the document 
titled "Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, October, 2009," which is a 
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publicly available document that can be obtained from the BAAQMD website or from 
the County. 

Therefore, even if GHG emissions are considered, neither the proposed design nor the 
proposed project creates a new significant cumulative environmental effect.  

The proposed design would not result in new significant cumulative environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
cumulative effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes 
with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence 
at the time the Board certified the EIR.  No new mitigation measures are required. 

E. CONCLUSION  

The proposed design and all proposed changes have been evaluated for any related 
environmental consequences in this Addendum and in the technical reports referenced 
herein. All such reports are available for public inspection at Permit Sonoma, 2550 
Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA. 

On the basis of the analysis in this Addendum and the technical reports, the proposed 
design does not cause new significant environmental effects or substantial increases in 
the severity of a significant environmental effect identified in the EIR. There are no 
substantial changes in the circumstances affecting the proposed design  which would 
cause increased environmental impacts; nor is there new information which was not 
known and could not have been known at the time of the EIR that shows new or more 
severe environmental effects, infeasibility of adopted mitigation measures, new feasible 
mitigation measures which the applicant declines to adopt, or alternatives different from 
those in the EIR which would substantially reduce effects on the environment.  

Approval of the proposed design would not meet any of the requirements in Public 
Resources Code Section 21166 or in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 for preparation of 
a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR.   
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Information Used to Prepare the Addendum  

Copies of all documents referred to are available for inspection at Permit Sonoma, 2550 
Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa. 

1.  Proposal Statement and Description of Landscaping. 

2. Summary of Reduced Impacts Due to Revisions to the Conceptual Design,   
Backen Gillam Kroeger Architects. 

3.  Proposed Project Plans dated March 23, 2017. 

4. Sonoma Country Inn: Water Use Information, dated February 14, 2017,   
Adobe Associates, Inc. 

5.  Sonoma Country Inn: Water Use Information, dated May 1, 2017,    
Adobe Associates, Inc.   

6. Sonoma County Inn: Response to Water Usage Comments from Valley of 
the Moon Alliance, dated September 15, 2017, Adobe Associates, Inc.  

7. Memorandum, Response to Portions of Appeal Letter [VOTMA], dated 
September 27, 2017, Richard C. Slade Associates LLC Consulting 
Groundwater Geologists. 

8. Hydrogeologic Report for Adequacy of Groundwater Supplies for the 
Proposed Sonoma Country Inn Kenwood Area, Sonoma County, 
California, April 2009, Richard C. Slade Associates LLC Consulting 
Groundwater Geologists. 

9. Addendum Geotechnical Consultation, Sonoma Country Inn, Kenwood, 
California, dated January 30, 2017, Bauer Associates, Inc.  Geotechnical 
Engineers.  

10. Geotechnical Consultant, Addendum 2 – Post Nuns Fire, Lot 13, Sonoma 
Country Inn, dated February 6, 2018, Bauer Associates, Inc. Geotechnical 
Engineers.  

11. Resort at Sonoma Country Inn Photometric Analysis, dated February 14, 
2017, Eric Johnson Associates. 

12. Sonoma Country Inn, Spa Lighting Design Comment, dated May 11, 2017, 
Eric Johnson Associates. 
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13. Sonoma Country Inn, Response to VOTMA Appeal, dated February 9, 
2018, Eric Johnson Associates. 

14. Review of Traffic Issues Relative to the Sonoma Country Inn Project, 
dated May 25, 2017, W-Trans. 

15. Response to Comments in Appeal of Approval of the Sonoma Country Inn 
Project, dated September14, 2017, W-Trans. 

16. Assessment of proposed parking adjustments, Resort at Sonoma Country 
Inn Project, Kenwood, California, dated March 23, 2017, prepared by 
WRA Environmental Consultants with attached email from Tom Spoja 
with BGK, dated March 22, 2017. 

17. The Resort at Sonoma Country Inn Supplemental Visual Impact Analysis, 
dated February 3, 2017, prepared by MacNair Landscape Architecture. 

18. Memorandum to Flora Li from James MacNair, MacNair & Associates 
Consulting Arborists and Horticulturists, regarding Parking Lot Tree 
Protection, dated March 16, 2017. 

19. Memorandum from James MacNair, MacNair and Associates Consulting 
Arborists and Horticulturists, to Flora Li, dated July10, 2017, regarding 
PRMD Tree Removal Response.  

20. Letter from James MacNair, MacNair and Associates Consulting Arborists 
and Horticulturists, to Flora Li, dated September 19, 2017, regarding 
Response to VOTMA Appeal Issues. 

21. Letter from Donald G. MacNair, MacNair Landscape Architecture, to 
Flora Li, dated November 28, 2017 documenting wildfire impacts to 
existing vegetation. 

22. Sonoma Country Inn – Kenwood, CA Noise Impact Analysis, dated 
February 2, 2017, Charles M. Salter. 

23. Email from Alex Salter to Flora Li, dated May 18, 2017, regarding 
potential noise impacts from the outdoor spas 

24. Sonoma Country Inn, Kenwood, CA Response to VOTMA Appeal, dated 
September 14, 2017, Charles M. Salter. 
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25. Letter from WRA Environmental Consultants to Flora Li regarding 
Northern spotted owl assessment for the Resort at Sonoma Country Inn 
project, Kenwood, California, dated March 6, 2017. 

26. Sonoma Country Inn Greenhouse Gas Memorandum, FirstCarbon 
Solutions, dated September 21, 2017. 

27. Comments Received from Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and 
Open Space District, dated August 26, 2016 

28. Letter from the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space 
 District to Tohigh, dated April 13, 2017 

29. Sonoma Country Inn Environmental Impact Report, certified May 2004, 
 SCH No. 2002052011. 

30. Sonoma County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 04-1037, dated 
 November 2, 2004, with exhibits. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	Attachment B
	Attachment C
	Attachment D
	Attachment E
	Attachment F
	Attachment G
	Attachment H
	Attachment I
	Attachment J
	Attachment K
	Attachment L
	Attachment M
	Untitled



