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Resolution Of The Board Of Supervisors Of The County Of Sonoma, State Of California,
Certifying the Environmental Impact Report for the 2023-2031 Housing Element Update
Project, Making Findings of Fact Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act,
Adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Approving a Mitigation Monitoring

and Reporting Program

Whereas, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sonoma is the decision-making
body for the 2023-2031 Sonoma County Housing Element Update Project (the Project), which
includes adoption and implementation of the 2023-2031 Housing Element and related
amendments to General Plan land use and zoning of sites as necessary to accommodate the
County’s 3,824-unit regional housing need allocation (“RHNA”) for the planning period (the

“Project”); and

Whereas, on June 15, 2022, the County issued a Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) and Notice of Public Scoping Session for the Project. A
scoping session was held on June 28, 2022 to provide responsible, trustee, and federal agencies
and members of the public the opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the
environmental analysis to be included in the EIR. Written comments from public agencies and
members of the public were accepted during the 45-day scoping period that ended on July 30,
2022; and

Whereas, on December 28, 2022, the County posted and filed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report ("Draft EIR") (State Clearinghouse No. 2022060323), and a Notice of Completion

of the Draft EIR and Notice of Public Hearing to be held on February 2, 2023 was posted with the
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County Clerk, transmitted to the State Clearinghouse, mailed to local and state agencies,
published in the Press Democrat, and emailed to interested parties. Owners and neighbors within 300 feet
of sites proposed for rezoning or land use amendment received the Notice of Availability by mail with

project contact information to address questions and written comment; and

Whereas, on February 2, 2023, during the public review and comment period for the Draft EIR, the

Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft EIR; and

Whereas, on June 30, 2023, in accordance with applicable law, the County published and posted
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project (“Final EIR”), which includes written responses to all
comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review and comment period, as well as
revisions and errata to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR volume published on June 30, 2023, including its
Appendices, together with the Draft EIR and all appendices thereto, constitute the Final EIR for the

Housing Element Update Project; and

Whereas, on July 13, 2023 and July 20, 2023, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing, in accordance with applicable law, to hear and consider all relevant testimony and evidence on
the Final EIR and the Housing Element Update Project, and to make recommendations to
the Board of Supervisors regarding certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the Housing Element

Update Project; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission adopted a resolution recommending that the Board of
Supervisors certify the Final EIR and adopt the Project, with recommended modifications to certain
programs and sites proposed for land use amendments and rezoning for inclusion in the Housing Element

site inventory; and

Whereas, in accordance with applicable law, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public
hearing on August 22, 2023, during which the Board of Supervisors heard and received all relevant
testimony and evidence presented regarding the Project. All interested persons were given an

opportunity to hear and be heard regarding the Project; and,

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors finds and

determines as follows: 5
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The foregoing recitals are true and correct, and incorporated into these findings.

The Final EIR was presented to the Board, and the Board independently reviewed, considered and
analyzed the Final EIR and other information in the entire record of these proceedings, including
comments received at the public hearings on the Final EIR and on the Project, prior to approving the

Project.

The Board’s findings herein are based upon the information and evidence set forth in the Final EIR
and upon other substantial evidence presented at the hearing and in the entire record of these
proceedings.

The Board of Supervisors finds that agencies and interested members of the public have been

afforded ample notice and opportunity to comment on the Final EIR and the Project.

Be It Further Resolved that the Board of Supervisors hereby:

Certifies, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15090 and Public Resources Code Section
21082.1, that the Final EIR is adequate and completed in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines, and the County Code, and that the Final EIR reflects the independent judgement and

analysis of the County as lead agency and the Board of Supervisors as its decision-making body.

Adopts the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Project, attached

hereto as Exhibits “1C” and “1D” and incorporated herein by reference.

Adopts and incorporates into the Project all of the mitigation measures for the Project that are

identified in the Findings and that are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the County.

Adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project, attached hereto as

Exhibit 1B and incorporated herein by reference.

Be It Further Resolved that the Board of Supervisors designates the Director of Permit Sonoma

or designee as the custodian of the documents 3nd other material which constitute the record
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of proceedings upon which the decision herein is based. These documents may be found at
the

County of Sonoma Permit and Resource Management Department, 2550 Ventura
Avenue,

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

The Foregoing Resolution was introduced by Supervisor Hopkins who moved its adoption,
seconded by Supervisor Gorin and adopted on roll call by the following vote:

Supervisors:

Gorin: Aye Rabbitt: Aye Gore: Aye Hopkins: Aye Coursey: Aye
Ayes: 5 Noes: 0 Absent: 0 Abstain: 0
So Ordered.
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EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1A: Final Environmental Impact Report
Exhibit 1B: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Exhibit 1C: Findings of Fact

Exhibit 1D: Statement of Overriding Considerations
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Response to Comments on the
Draft EIR

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) prepared for the Sonoma County Housing Element Update (project). The Draft EIR identifies
the likely environmental consequences associated with development facilitated by the proposed project
and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This document,
together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project.

1.2 Environmental Review Process

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to consult with
public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.

The County of Sonoma distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Program EIR for a 30-day agency
and public review period commencing June 15, 2022, and closing July 15, 2022. In addition, the County
held a virtual Scoping Meeting on June 28, 2022 at 6:00 p.m. The meeting was aimed at providing
information about the proposed project to members of public agencies, interested stakeholders and
residents/community members, and at receiving comments on the scope and content of the EIR. Due to
the COVID-19 pandemic, the virtual meeting was held through an online meeting platform and a call-in
number.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review for a 55-day comment period that began on
December 28, 2022 and ended on February 23, 2023. The Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR was posted
with the County Clerk, sent to the State Clearinghouse, mailed to local and state agencies, published in
the newspaper, and emailed to interested parties. Property owners and neighbors within 300 feet of
proposed inventory sites received the Notice of Availability by mail including project contact information
to address questions and receive written comment. In addition, the Planning Commission received
verbal comments on the Draft EIR during the public hearing on February 2, 2023.

The County received 271 individual written comments on the Draft EIR. Copies of written comments
received during the comment period are included in Section 3 of this document.

1.3 Document Organization

This document consists of the following chapters:

= Section 1: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this response to
comments Document and the Final EIR and summarizes the environmental review process for the
project.

=  Section 2: Master Responses. This chapter includes responses to similar comments that were
received by multiple commenters. These responses are aggregated to provide for one succinct
response for each subject area.

Final Environmental Impact Report 1
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= Section 3. Written Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment
letters received on the Draft EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related written comment
received during the public review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the corresponding
comment.

= Section 4: Public Hearing Comments and Responses. This chapter contains a summary of
comments received during the Planning Commission public hearing held on June 28, 2022. A written
response to CEQA-related comments is provided.

= Section 5: Revisions to the Draft EIR. Changes to the Draft EIR that have been made in light of the
comments received are contained in this chapter.

1.4  Draft EIR Recirculation Not Required

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires Draft EIR recirculation when comments on the Draft EIR or
responses thereto identify “significant new information.” Significant new information is defined
as including:

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

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

3. Afeasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project's
proponents decline to adopt it.

4. The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The comments, responses, and Draft EIR amendments presented in this document do not constitute
such “significant new information;” instead, they clarify, amplify, or make insignificant modifications to
the Draft EIR. For example, none of the comments, responses, and Draft EIR amendments disclose new
or substantially more severe significant environmental effects of the proposed project, or new feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different than those analyzed in the Draft EIR that
would clearly lessen the proposed project’s significant effects.

Since publication of the Draft EIR, County staff developed a list of “Recommended Inventory Sites”
based on public input, site-specific analysis of suitability for inclusion in the Housing Element site
inventory, changes in site circumstances, and other factors. Twenty-one of the Rezoning Sites are not
included in staff’s list of Recommended Inventory Sites (GEY-2, GUE-1, GUE-2, GUE-3, LAR-2, LAR-5, LAR-
6, FOR-2, FOR-5, FOR-6, GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, GLE-1, GLE-2, PEN-5, PET-1, PET-2, PET-3, and PET-
4). Two new sites were added to the proposed inventory that would not require rezoning to a higher
density to allow housing (GLE-3, GLE-4), while seven were removed from the inventory (PEN-11, PEN-12.
GUE-5, GUE-6, FOR-7, SAN-13, and SAN-14). Overall, the changes to the “Recommended Inventory Sites”
list results in a decrease in the number of housing sites and in the buildout as a result of implementation
of the Housing Element; in addition, all five new sites were the subject of previous certified CEQA
documents. Accordingly, impacts related to growth facilitated by the Housing Element would in general
be lesser than those identified in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the Housing Element now contains
Programs 4b and 4c. Program 4b states the County will rezone the 30.32 acres of land, located at
Guerneville Road and Lance Drive within an unincorporated island in the City of Santa Rosa (identified as
SAN-18, SAN-19, and SAN-20) to match the prezoning and the North Station Area Specific Plan adopted
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by the City following certification of an EIR for the North Station Area Specific Plan. Implementation of
this program will also be done in compliance with CEQA. Program 4c states the County has identified the
existing County administrative center campus as able to accommodate future housing. Implementation
of this program would be subject to future CEQA review. The necessary changes to reflect the addition
of the five new inventory sites and Programs 4b and 4c in Section 2, Project Description, of the EIR are
provided in Section 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. Although there are new sites on the
housing opportunity sites list, the environmental impacts related to future development facilitated by
the Housing Element on these sites has been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, and no substantial
revisions were necessary. This is not considered to be significant new information requiring
recirculation.
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2 Master Responses

This section presents responses to comments that were made by more than one commenter. Responses
to specific comment letters may refer the commenter to one or more of the master responses
presented herein.

As a general introduction, it should be noted that this Final EIR’s conclusions on the character and
significance level of environmental impacts are supported by substantial evidence, which is presented in
the Draft EIR and further clarified in this Final EIR (specifically Sections 2, 3, and 4, which provide
responses to comments received on the Draft EIR). The County acknowledges that some commenters
disagree with some conclusions in the Draft EIR. Consistent with the intent of CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines for its implementation, this Final EIR also includes the differing opinions presented by the
commenters. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151), disagreement among commenters,
including experts, does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts; this is done in this Final EIR.

2.1 Master Response EXST: Existing Conditions

Commenters expressed concern regarding existing environmental conditions, hazards, utilities, and
general infrastructure availability. Commenters highlighted many of the existing conditions of the County
and its ability to adequately support housing and population growth. Commenters state general conditions
regarding sites in the County.

The commenters refer to existing conditions within the County and perceived issues with the above
referenced areas, such as concerns regarding existing traffic congestion and natural hazards (e.g.,
existing wildfire and flood risks). The Draft EIR includes a discussion of existing conditions related to
individual impact areas and specific to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G questions. Individual impact areas
include a discussion of the existing conditions which are then compared to the anticipated change
induced by the project. While the concerns of the commenters regarding the issues listed above are
noted, they are deemed to be adequately discussed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are
necessary in response to this comment.

2.2  Master Response SITE: Site Selection

Commenters asked about the site selection process and suggested alternative sites to include or specific
sites to exclude from the proposed project.

This comment is on the project rather than the Draft EIR so requires no further response but will be
considered by the County’s decision-makers as part of the adoption process. As noted in Section 2.5,
Project Background (page 2-3 of the Draft EIR), the sites were identified during the previous Rezoning
Sites for Housing Project. For that selection process, from December 2018 through the end of March
2019 the County asked for the public’s help in identifying sites, and almost 200 sites were nominated.
County staff evaluated all nominated sites to determine if they met the basic eligibility criteria. Of those
original sites, the County narrowed its list to 59 Potential Sites based on these four basic requirements:

1. Site must be located in the unincorporated County.
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2. Site must be located within an established, General Plan-designated Urban Service Area where
public sewer and water service is available.

3. Site must not be located within a voter-approved Community Separator.

If a site is near an incorporated city, it must be located within that city's voter-approved Urban
Growth Boundary.

As part of the Rezoning Sites for Housing project, the County noticed property owners and conducted
outreach. The County sent out letters to property owners of Rezoning Sites on September 10, 2019 and
updated letters on March 5, 2020, informing property owners of the environmental review process;
publication of the NOP; the 30-day scoping period; and the scoping meeting at the Sonoma County
Board of Supervisors Chambers on April 2, 2020. The NOP for the Rezoning Sites for Housing EIR dated
March 11, 2020, and a revised NOP dated April 17, 2020 were both sent to property owners on record.
The County then sent out letters again to the property owners of Rezoning Sites on November 24, 2021,
informing property owners of the environmental review process.

In addition to the above-listed criteria, the General Plan sets forth additional criteria to be used in
considering which sites to rezone for housing (existing Housing Element Policy HE-2f and Programs 11
and 20). These factors include proximity to jobs, transit, services, and schools.

At the time of the publication of the Draft EIR on December 28, 2022, the County identified 79 total sites
for the 6th cycle Housing Element site inventory that would satisfy the RHNA allocation. Of these 79
sites, the 59 Rezoning Sites were included and the remaining 20 sites on the proposed inventory were
already zoned for residential units at an adequate density to meet the County’s RHNA goals and do not
require rezoning. Since the publication of the Draft EIR on December 28, 2022, the County added five
additional inventory sites and removed seven as described in Section 1.4 of this document. Following
review of input from the public and its own analysis, staff’s final list of sites recommended for rezoning
includes 38 of the 59 analyzed Rezoning Sites, and five additional inventory sites. However, the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR included all 59 sites as a conservative assumption.

2.3  Master Response HE: Dissatisfaction with the Housing
Element and/or Rezoning Sites

Commenters expressed dissatisfaction with the number of Rezoning Sites proposed in the Housing
Element Update. Commenters requested the removal of several sites.

The Housing Element Update aims to encourage development of housing within the County. However,
the Housing Element Update does not propose specific projects. A site on the list of Rezoning Sites does
not guarantee that the site will or will not be developed. Similarly, a site on the list of Rezoning sites
does not guarantee that the site will or will not be rezoned, as that decision is up to the decision-
makers. This comment, and comments similar, will be noted and passed onto decision-makers.
However, expressions of opinion relating to the proposed project are not related to the adequacy of the
analysis and conclusions in the EIR.
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2.4  Master Response UTIL: Utility Availability

Commenters expressed concerns regarding water supply availability and available capacity of
wastewater treatment systems.

Please refer to Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, for a full analysis of available utilities in the
County and the expected impact of the proposed project on such services. As stated therein, it was
determined that all impacts related to utilities and service systems would be considered less than
significant.

The Draft EIR addressed water supply availability and available capacity of wastewater treatment
systems. As described in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, development facilitated by the
project on Rezoning Sites would create additional demand for water supply and wastewater capacity in
the unincorporated county. Each water service provider was contacted and assessed in the Water and
Sewer Study (Appendix WSS) for its ability to provide water service to the Rezoning Sites. In addition,
California American Water — Larkfield prepared a Water Supply Assessment (Appendix WSA) detailing its
ability to provide water service to the Rezoning Sites within its service area. With the implementation of
proposed capital improvement projects, development facilitated by the project on the Agua Caliente,
Glen Ellen, Larkfield, Sonoma, Santa Rosa, Forestville, Graton, Guerneville, Penngrove, and Petaluma
Sites would have access to adequate water service. Information was not provided by California
American Water — Geyserville. Furthermore, the Rezoning Sites that are not currently directly adjacent
to water supply infrastructure (GUE-1, GUE-2, FOR-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, SAN-
8, and SON-1 through SON-4) were not fully evaluated in Appendix WSS for adequate water supply
capacity Because development facilitated by the project would occur within designated Urban Service
Areas, existing water infrastructure exists at most of the Rezoning Sites. As described above, some sites
are not adjacent to existing water pipelines, and could require the construction of expanded water
supply facilities, including upgraded pipeline and potentially new pumps, to develop at the densities
contemplated by this project. This impact would be potentially significant and Mitigation Measure UTIL-
1 would be required.

In addition, as described in Appendix WSS, each wastewater service provider was contacted and
assessed in the Water and Sewer Study for its ability to provide wastewater service to the Rezoning
Sites. However, the Rezoning Sites that are not currently directly adjacent to wastewater collection
infrastructure (pipelines) were not fully evaluated in Appendix WSS for adequate sewer capacity (GEY-1,
LAR-7, FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-6, GRA-4, SAN-10, PEN-2, PEN-4, PEN-9, PET-1, and SON-1 through SON-4).
Therefore, impacts of development on these sites would be significant and Mitigation Measure UTIL-1
would be required. Additionally, the wastewater capacity for sites GUE-1 through GUE-4, GRA-1 through
GRA-51, and PET-1 through PET-4 is either unknown or limited. These sites would require the
construction of expanded wastewater facilities, including upgraded pipelines and potentially new
pumps. Generally, the ground disturbance required to construct these upgrades would occur in
previously disturbed or developed areas, such as public rights-of-way, reducing the potential for
environmental impacts. Compliance with mitigation measures in EIR, including Mitigation Measures BIO-
1 through BIO-17, CUL-1 through CUL-9, and TCR-1 through TCR-5, would minimize impacts to sensitive
environmental resources where upgrades require off-site construction for the expansion of wastewater
services. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in construction or relocation of wastewater
facilities such that significant environmental impacts would result.

1
GRA-4 is located outside the Graton Community Services District (GCSD) service area and sphere of influence, and would require annexation to
GCSD, as described in Appendix WSS.
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As stated in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, several of the Rezoning Sites are not adjacent to
existing water or wastewater infrastructure and require further evaluation at the project level during
the plan review and permit approval phase. Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would be required to reduce
impacts related to water supply and wastewater system sufficiency to a less than significant level. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-1, development on Rezoning Sites GUE-1, GUE-2, FOR-1,
FOR-2, FOR-4, FOR-6, GRA-1 through GRA-5, LAR-1 through LAR-8, PEN-2, PEN-4, PEN-9, PET-1, SAN-1,
SAN-3, SAN-5 through SAN-8, SAN-10, and SON-1 through SON-4 would be adequately served by water
and wastewater service providers. However, there is not substantial evidence to determine that
development on Rezoning Sites GEY-1 through GEY-4 would be adequately served by California
American Water — Geyserville. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable

Additionally, after the Final EIR comment period, the County received correspondence from Forestville
Water District regarding the District’s capacity to serve new development. In a follow-up meeting on
May 24, 2023 with the General Manager and the District Engineer, Forestville Water District indicated
that the District’s current wastewater treatment capacity is unknown, and that unprogrammed
improvements to the system will be required to address the District’'s compliance with Water Board
standards for wastewater discharge. Based on this most recent communication, further details and
information regarding the District’s capacity is not available. Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would continue
to apply to sites as listed in the paragraph above.

Please note that the Draft EIR is not required to reduce all potential impacts to a less than significant
level, but is required to discuss available and feasible mitigation measures that could reduce potential
impacts. The commenter is correct that the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
to the environment. To that end, to certify the EIR and approve the project, the County Board of
Supervisors would need to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093. This statement must explain the County’s decision to approve the project that balances
the project’s economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits against its unavoidable
environmental risks.

2.5  Master Response FIRE: Wildfire

Commenters expressed concerns regarding wildfire impacts.

The County acknowledges that there is an existing wildfire risk in various locations throughout the
County. However, in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, 62 Cal.4th 369 (2015), the California Supreme Court held that CEQA generally does not require
analysis of how existing hazards or conditions might impact a project’s future users or residents, unless
the project might exacerbate existing environmental hazards. Therefore, Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the
Draft EIR analyzed whether development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites may have a
significant adverse impact if the Rezoning Sites are in or near (within 2 miles of) SRAs or Very High FHSZs
by resulting in any of the following:

1. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan

2. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire

3. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment
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4. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes

The following text provided on page 4.19-28 of the Draft EIR describes the reasoning behind the
significant and unavoidable wildfire impact:

With implementation of Mitigation Measures WFR-1, WFR-2, and WFR-3, the risk of loss of
structures and the risk of injury or death due to wildfires would be reduced. These measures would
make structures more fire resistant and less vulnerable to loss in the event of a wildfire. These
measures would also reduce the potential for construction to inadvertently ignite a wildfire.
However, it is not possible to prevent a significant risk of wildfires or fully protect people and
structures from the risks of wildfires, despite implementation of mitigation. Thus, this impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

The Draft EIR is not required to reduce all potential impacts to a less than significant level, but is
required to discuss available and feasible mitigation measures that could reduce potential impacts. As
referenced in the above excerpt from the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure WFR-1 requires the
implementation of wildfire risk reduction measures, Mitigation Measure WFR-2 requires the use of fire-
resistant vegetation native to Sonoma County in project landscape plans, and Mitigation Measure WFR-
3 implements structure location criteria to reduce the risk of structure damage.

Please note that the Draft EIR is not required to reduce all potential impacts to a less than significant
level, but is required to discuss available and feasible mitigation measures that could reduce potential
impacts. The commenter is correct that the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
to the environment. To that end, to certify the EIR and approve the project, the County Board of
Supervisors would need to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093. This statement must explain the County’s decision to approve the project that balances
the project’s economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits against its unavoidable
environmental risks.

2.6  Master Response EMG: Emergency Access

Commenters expressed concerns regarding emergency access to the Rezoning Sites.

As outlined in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (page 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR), there are no
proposed physical changes such as roadway construction that would interfere with or impair emergency
response or evacuation. The project would not result in changes to emergency evacuation routes, nor
would it substantially increase traffic or roadway congestion such that use of an evacuation route would
be hindered.

Development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would accommodate future population growth
and would increase VMT in the county. This could lead to incrementally increased congestion in some
locations during emergency evacuations. However, as described in Impact HAZ-4 (page 4.9-13 of the
Draft EIR), the County reviews and approves projects to ensure that emergency access would meet
County standards. Future projects facilitated by the project, as well as all development in the County,
must comply with road standards and are reviewed by the Permit Sonoma Fire Prevention Division to
ensure compliance with state and local Fire Safe Standards, including that development would not
interfere with evacuation routes ©8iand that roads and driveways provide unobstructed traffic
circulation during a wildfire emergency and would not impede the effectiveness of evacuation plans.
GBirequirements for the selection and identification of evacuation routes, including criteria based on
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relative safety of the roadway infrastructure and existing traffic conditions.©: The plan covers
evacuations due to wildfires, floods, landslide, debris flows, dam failure, tsunamis, chemical spills, and

Fo=ar--a

In addition, as noted in Section 4.19, Wildfire (pages 4.19-26 of the Draft EIR), access to Rezoning Sites
FOR-2, FOR-4, GRA-2, AGU-1, and AGU-2 currently does not meet County road standards of 20 feet in
width or greater. Laughlin Road near GUE-1 through GUE-3 does not appear to meet this requirement,
and these sites have been added to the list of sites on page 4.19-26. Prior to approval of development
on those Rezoning Sites, on- and off-site improvements to County and/or private roadways would be
required. Those improvements would require a County encroachment permit if on a public right-of-way.
Given that specific road widening locations have not been identified, it would be speculative to analyze
potential impacts at this time. However, if it is determined that road widening is needed to access
Rezoning Sites for future development, road widening would require site-specific CEQA compliance that
could include additional mitigation measures for aesthetics, and biological resources, cultural and tribal
cultural resources, among other issues.

Please refer to Impact WFR-1 on page 4.19-24 of the Draft EIR, which describes the project’s potential
impacts related to impairment of adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. As
stated therein, the County’s Emergency Operations Plan (2014) identifies main transportation routes,
including Highway 101, State Route 12, State Route 116, State Route 37, State Route 128, and State
Route 1. State Route 116 provides north-south connectivity between Forestville, Graton, and
Sebastopol. Impact WFR-1 states:

While the increase in population that would result from project implementation is beyond County
General Plan growth projections, the county is experiencing an overall housing shortage and has
identified a need for new housing in areas already designated for urban growth. The project would
be consistent with this identified housing need and the newly adopted RHNA allocation, as
described in Section 4.14, Population and Housing. The project would help to meet the County’s
housing need and would be consistent with its RHNA allocation for the 6th Housing Element cycle.
The Rezoning Sites are located in existing service areas and are adequately served by emergency
services, and the population growth in these areas would not put unanticipated strain on emergency
evacuations plans or routes. Therefore, the population increase encouraged by the project would
not impair adopted emergency response and emergency evacuation plans. Additionally, as
described in Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, the project would not result in the need
for new or expanded emergency services, including police and fire protection. Therefore, the
implementation of emergency response procedures would not be affected. The County’s Emergency
Operations Plan establishes the emergency management organization for emergency response,
establishes operational concepts associated with emergency management, and provides a flexible
platform for planning emergency response in the county. Development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites would be constructed in accordance with federal, state, regional, and local
requirements, which are intended to ensure the safety of county residents and structures to the
extent feasible. Compliance with these standard regulations would be consistent with the County’s
Emergency Operations Plan. The project would not impair an emergency response or emergency
evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.

While not required to mitigate a CEQA impact, the County is adopting a standard condition of approval
for development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites that for projects in a high or very high fire
hazard severity zone, there must be at least two points of ingress/egress.
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2.7  Master Response TRA: Traffic Congestion

Commenters expressed concerns regarding traffic congestion and level of service (LOS).

On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 into law. SB 743 changed the
way transportation impact analysis is conducted as part of CEQA compliance. These changes eliminated
automobile delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts under CEQA.

Prior to SB 743, CEQA analysis typically treated automobile delay and congestion as an environmental
impact. Instead, SB 743 requires the CEQA Guidelines to prescribe an analysis that better accounts for
transit and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In November 2017, the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) released the final update to CEQA Guidelines consistent with SB 743, which
recommend using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most appropriate metric of transportation impact
to align local environmental review under CEQA with California’s long-term greenhouse gas emissions
reduction goals. The Guidelines required all jurisdictions in California to use VMT-based thresholds of
significance by July 2020. Because LOS impacts are no longer considered significant impacts under CEQA,
therefore, traffic congestion-related mitigation measures are not required. Therefore, traffic congestion
was not analyzed in the Draft EIR based on this state law. Refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the
EIR for more transportation analysis.

However, Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR includes an LOS-based congestion analysis for informational
purposes. Please refer to Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR for congestion effects at specific intersections
near the Rezoning Sites. As described therein, no near-term congestion improvements would be
necessary as a result of the project; however, fair share funding of cumulative scenario traffic
congestion improvements would be necessary.
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3 Written Comments and Responses

This chapter includes written comments received during the circulation of the Draft EIR prepared for the
Sonoma County Housing Element Update Project, and responses to those comments.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review for a 55-day comment period that began on
December 28, 2022 and ended on February 23, 2023. Sonoma County received 275 comment letters on
the Draft EIR. The commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appear are
listed in the table below.

0-2 Trish Tatarian, Conservation Co-Chair, Milo Baker Chapter of the California Native Plant Society
0-3 Lucy Hardcastle, President, Forestville Planning Association Board of Directors
0-4 Gary Harris, Forestville Chamber of Commerce
1 Rebecca Mateja

2 Greg Tatarian

3 Brian Bollman

4 Josette Brose-Eichar

5 Jim Bell

6 Matt O’Donnell

7 Rick Maifeld

8 Stacie Gradney

9 Colin Baptie

10 Elissa Rubin-Mahon

11 Becky Boyle

12 Jim Severdia

13 Kim Thatcher

14 Jonathan Teel

15 Jamie S.

16 Sean Maley

17 Sue Zaharoff

18 Arelene Warner

19 Neil Shevlin

20 Becky Boyle

21 Janice Stenger

22 Dan O’Leary

23 Karyn Pulley

24 Chris Bross

25 Cindy Romero
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26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Daneene Bell
Denise Mobley

Leila Anderson

No Name — Letter with Signature Sheet

Meagan Nolan
Neil Shevlin

Oscar Ayala

Rio Olesky
Sally Percich
Sean Maley
Janice Stenger
Kelly Joyce
Louis Hughes
Lucy Hardcastle
Mary Mount

Nick Pulley

Tim Pariarca and James W.

Adele Westling
Andrea Oreck

Becky Boyle

Durs Koenig
Geary Do

Mary Helt
Roberta Schepps
Stacie Gradney
Sydne Acks
Linda Hunter
Lynn Woolley
Lynn Woolley
Micahel Gomez
Olga Gishizky
Patricl Reesnik
Robin Bens
Sandra Reilly

Patricia Kremer
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Letter No. and Commenter

Written Comments and Responses

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
9%
97
98
99

Patti Sinclair

Robert Grandmaison
Susan Ament

Janice Stenger

John Ryan

Kenneth Billheimer
Maggie Mayo
Patricia Kremer
Stacie Gradney

Vicki A. Hill

William Helt

Anne Marie and Eugene Calhoun
Becky Boyle

Betty Brachman

Dan O’Leary

G.W. Duvall

Karyn Pulley

Kon Zaharoff

Larry Martin

Marilyn and David Kinghorn
Scott Lietzke
Stephanie Blumenthal
Alicia Chazen
Amanda Shone
Angelica Jochim
Arleen Zuniga

Cailin Marigold
Christopher DeWolf
Frank Zanca

Herman J. Hernandez
Jonathan Teel

Laurel Anderson
Leigh Hall

Michael Cuoio

Rick Sanfilipo

Robert Grandmaison
Ashley Nolan

Doug Thorogood

Jeanne Reggio
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Letter No. and Commenter

100 Kenneth Koutz

101 Leo Chyi

102 Mark Ballard

103 Mary Mount

104 Michael Korreng

105 Paige MacDonnel

106 Patrick Waters

107 Paul Paddock

108 Rick Harrington

109 Sandy Strassberg

110 Sharon Smith and David Watson
111 Suan and Ron Reed

112 Brad Wallace

113 Cassandra Shafer

114 David Kristof

115 Melody Clark

116 Kris Nevius

117 No Name — Letter with Signature Sheet
118 Lorin and Rebecca McClendon
119 Mark Dutina

120 Kathy Rodriguez

121 Mike Bojanowsk

122 Mona Behan and Alan Crisp
123 Nancy Dempster

124 Robert Davis

125 Vikki Miller

126 Adele Turk

127 Alice Horowitz

128 Anna Narbutovkih

129 Becky Boyle

130 Becky Boyle

131 Becky Boyle

132 C.L. Tree

133 C.L.Tree

134 C.L.Tree

135 Cheryl A. Franzini

136 Francisco Saiz Norma Saiz, Richard Halgren, Julie Clark, Gino Franceschi, and Karen Franceschi,
137 Joseph and Deborah Votek
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Letter No. and Commenter

Written Comments and Responses

138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175

Kate Farrell

Larry Loebig
Larry Boebig
Larry Loebig
Larry Loebig
Larry Loebig
Larry Loebig
Nina Rosen
Richard Evangelisti
Rodney E. O’Neal
Rory Pool

Stacie Gradney
Tammy Melton
Greg Carr
Alanna Spencer
Ann Dexheimer
Arlene Irizary
Arlene Irizary
Brice Dunwoodie
Celeste Johansson
Grace Knight
Jeanne Reggio
Joshua Peterson
Kenneth Smith
Laura Hanson

Louis Hughes

Mart Anne Gustafson

Omar Percchich and Kelly Joyce-Perchich

Renee Tchirkine
Robert Grandmaison
Roger Peters

Ron Redmon
Sachiko Williams
Sally Olson

Soichiro Takahashi
Tara Underly

Vesta Copestakes

Vikki Miller
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Letter No. and Commenter

Written Comments and Responses

176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213

William McAfee
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Dornstreich
Aaron Mason
Amber and Todd Grey
Anna Hayman
Anne Kuschner
Aram Sarkissian
Aram Sarkissian
Aram Sarkissian

Aram Sarkissian

Arch Zellick and Mary Neuberger

Audrey Kung

Barbara Delonno

Bill Avellar

Bob and Lucy Hardcastle
Bonnie Smith

Brenda Stivers

Burt Cohen

Charles and Anne Watson
Chris Romano

Christine Johansson
Cynthis Berman

Dan and Sunoma Northern
Dane Riley

Daniel Bontecou

Dave Doty

Dave Gebow

Davin Goldstein

Dennis O’Rourke

Dennis Sharp

Diana Hindley

Don Jackson
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214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251

Eliszabeth Westerfield

Erin Jones

Gillian Hayes
Greg Guerrazzi
Harriet Katz
Janice Stenger
Janice Stenger
Jared McConnell
Jaye Griffiths

Jim Smith

John Kiriakopolos
Joshua Beniston
Judith Farina

K. Brooks

Kat Deaner

Kon Zaharoff
Leslie Markham
Lindsey Sullivan
Lisa Nahmanson
Lois Pearlman
Larna Catford
Madeline Solomon
Marci Mascorro
Marilyn Cannon
Mark Berry

Mark Molofsky
Mary Clare Cawley
Megan Cohen
Melissa Kemp
Micahel Kane
Michael Nichols
Mike and Susan Ryan
Michell S. Genser
No Name

Patricia Brunelle
Roberta Schepps
Robin Shopbell

Sabrina Zola
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252 Scott Ruthrauff
253 Soichiro Takahashi
254 Steve and Andrea Perry
255 Susan Mulcahy
256 Susan Zielger
257 Suzi Molofsky
258 Tamara Sarkissian
259 Tamara Sarkissian
260 Tamara Sarkissian
261 Tamara Sarkissian
262 Tim and Kathy Dellinger
263 Toby Barber
264 Vikki Miller
265 Wayne Weeks
266 Andy and Renee Tchirkine
267 Anita Das
268 Caitlin Marigold
269 Janice Stenger
270 Tre Gibbs
271 Rick Savel

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters have been numbered sequentially and
each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned a number. The
responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the number
assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the first issue raised
in comment Letter 1). Comments received from agencies are labeled with an “A” preceding the first
number of the comment letter and the number assigned to each issue (e.g. A-1.1), and comments
received from organizations are labeled with an “O” preceding the first number of the comment letter
and the number assigned to each issue (e.g., 0-1.1).
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EIR Agency Comment A-1

COMMENTER: Erin Chappell, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Bay
Delta Region

DATE: February 8, 2023

Response A-1.1

The commenter states that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is considered as both a
Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency.

The comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no
response is required.

Response A-1.2

The commenter states that the project has the potential to result in take of plants and/or animals listed
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The commenter opines that a CESA Incidental Take
Permit (ITP) must be obtained and encourages early consultation due to the possibility of significant
modification to the project and mitigation measures in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

The comment is noted. Please see Responses A-1.7 and A-1.8 regarding special-status plant species.

Response A-1.3

The commenter states that the project would impact streams and therefore a Lake and Streambed
Alteration (LSA) Notification(s) may be required and obtained from the CDFW.

The comment is noted. Please refer to Response A-1.14 regarding potential impacts to streams.

Response A-1.4

The commenter states that the CDFW has jurisdiction over actions that may result in the disturbance or
destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds, and that migratory birds are also
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The comment provides potential applicants with information on protections for nesting and migratory
birds and does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The EIR notes the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act in the section covering federal regulations in Section 4.2.2 of Section 4.2, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted, and no response is required.

Response A-1.5

The commenter provides a summary of the project, the project’s location, and the project’s timeframe.
The comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no
response is required.

Response A-1.6

The commenter states that an EIR is appropriate for the project based on the project’s avoidance of
significant impacts on biological resources with implementation of mitigation measures.
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The comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no
response is required.

Response A-1.7

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 of the Draft EIR may not reduce impacts to CESA
listed and other special-status plant species to less-than-significant. The commenter opines that the
appropriate survey methodology, specific protocols, and adequate review and approval by COFW are not
included in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 and recommends altering the measure to incorporate the CODFW
edits to ensure impacts are less than significant.

While Mitigation Measure BIO-2 of the Draft EIR would be sufficient to ensure special-status plant
species surveys are conducted such that impacts to federally or state-listed plants or species with a
CRPR of 1B or 2B are reduced, revisions have been made to incorporate the commenter’s
recommendations into Mitigation Measure BIO-2. Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-2 do not rise to
the level of “new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-30 of the Final EIR has been revised with the
following (changes shown in strikeout/underline):

BIO-2 Special Status Plant Species Surveys.

If the project-specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment (Mitigation Measure BIO-1)
determines that there is potential for signifieant impacts to federally or state-listed plants or
regional-populationleveHmpacetste-species with a CRPR of 1B or 2B from project development, a
qualified biologist shall complete surveys for special status plants prior to any vegetation removal,
grubbing, or other construction activity (including staging and mobilization). Surveys shall be
conducted following CDFW’s 2018 Protocol for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status
Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols#377281280-plants) and, as applicable, the
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting
Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed Plants on the Santa Rosa Plain, including, but not limited
to, conducting surveys during appropriate conditions, utilizing appropriate reference sites, and
evaluating all direct and indirect impacts, such as altering off-site hydrological conditions where
these species may be present, or any formal updates of these protocols. The surveys shall be floristic
in nature and shall be seasonally timed to coincide with the target species identified in the project-
specific biological analysis. All plant surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during the
blooming season prior to initial ground disturbance. More than one year of surveys may be required
to establish that plants are absent, and the above Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Appendix
D requires a minimum of two years of surveys, which shall be implemented unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. All special status plant species identified on site shall be mapped onto
a site-specific aerial photograph or topographic map with the use of Global Positioning System unit.
Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the most current protocols established by the CDFW,
USFWS, and the local jurisdictions if said protocols exist. A report of the survey results shall be
submitted to the County, and the CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate, for review and/or approval.
The project shall obtain written approval of the survey reports from CDFW prior to the start of
construction, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. If any special-status plants are
observed, the Project shall: 1) avoid all direct and indirect impacts to the special-status plants, and
2) prepare and implement an avoidance plan that is approved in writing by CDFW prior to Project
start. If CESA listed plants are observed and impacts cannot be avoided, the Project shall obtain a
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CESA ITP from CDFW. For impacts to federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed plants, the Project
shall obtain authorization from USFWS.

Response A-1.8

The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 under Section 4.4, pages 4.4-30 and -31 of the
Draft EIR, may not reduce impacts to CESA listed and other special-status plant species to less-than-
significant levels because mitigation ratios for impacts to CESA listed plants are not included. The
commenter acknowledges that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 includes a restoration ratio of 1:1 for impacts
to these species but opines that this may result in significant net loss of the impacted plant species and
that higher ratios are often applied.

As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, mitigation would be required at a ratio no less than 1:1 for
impacts to special-status plant species. The commentor is correct in stating that this compensatory
mitigation is often required at a higher ratio, but this is determined on a project-specific basis in
coordination with CDFW and USFWS, as applicable. Applying a 3:1 ratio for all projects under the
Housing Element Update would limit the project proponent the flexibility to determine mitigation ratios
with respect to quality of existing habitat at a given site. With this flexibility in mind, revisions have been
made to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 for added clarity and to incorporate recommended language
provided by CDFW. However, the minimum mitigation ratio for impacts to special-status plants remains
at 1:1. Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 do not rise to the level of “new information” as defined in
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. Pages
4.4-30 and -31 of the Final EIR has been revised with the following (changes shown in
strikeout/underline):

BlIO-4 Restoration and Monitoring, and Habitat Compensation.

Development and/or restoration activities shall be conducted in accordance with a site-specific
Habitat Restoration Plan. If federally or state-listed plants or non-listed special status CRPR 1B and 2
plant populations cannot be avoided, and will be impacted by development, all impacts shall be
mitigated by the applicant at a ratio not lower than 1:1 and to be determined by the County (in
coordination with CDFW and USFWS as and-if applicable) for each species as a component of habitat
restoration, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. For impacts to state-listed plants,
habitat compensation at a minimum 1:1 mitigation to impact ratio shall be provided, which may
include either the purchase of credits at a COFW-approved mitigation or conservation bank or
purchasing appropriate habitat and conserving it in perpetuity through a conservation easement
and management plan, which shall be prepared, funded, and implemented by the Project in
perpetuity, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. A qualified biologist shall prepare and
submit a restoration plan to the County and CDFW for review and approval. (Note: if a federally
and/or state-listed plant species will be impacted, the restoration plan shall be submitted to the
USFWS and/or CDFW for review, and federal and/or state take authorization say will be obtained
from reguired-by these agencies.) The restoration plan shall include, at a minimum, the following
components [...]
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Response A-1.9

The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-5 under Section 4.4, page 4.4-31 of the Draft EIR,
may not reduce impacts to CTS to less-than-significant levels because adequate survey and habitat
compensation requirements for impacts to CTS are not included.

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires that for projects located within the Santa Rosa Plain Area, surveys
must be conducted in accordance with CDFW, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and/or USFWS
protocols prior to issuance of any construction permits. While Mitigation Measure BIO-5 of the Draft EIR
would be sufficient to ensure CTS surveys are conducted in accordance with agency protocols, revisions
have been made to incorporate the commenter’s recommendations into Mitigation Measure BIO-5 for
clarity and to ensure habitat compensation requirements are specified. Changes to Mitigation Measure
BIO-5 do not rise to the level of “new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines,
and thus recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-31 of the Final EIR has been revised with
the following (changes shown in strikeout/underline):

BIO-5 Endangered/Threatened Species Habitat Assessments and Protocol Surveys, CDFW
and USFWS Authorization and Habitat Compensation

Specific habitat assessments and survey protocols are established for several federally-
and state-listed endangered or threatened species. If the results of the project-specific
biological analysis determine that suitable habitat may be present for any such species,
protocol habitat assessments/surveys shall be completed in accordance with CDFW,
NMFS, and/or USFWS protocols prior to issuance of any construction permits. If projects
are located within the Santa Rosa Plain Area, surveys shall be conducted for CTS in
accordance with the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy (2005) with prior written
approval from CDFW and USFWS. Due to numerous documented occurrences of CTS in
the Santa Rosa Plain in conjunction with the documented dispersal distances for the
species of up to 1.3 miles, it has been established that CTS are present within many
grassland and vernal pool habitats within the Santa Rosa Plain rendering surveys
unnecessary, and therefore any protocol CTS surveys shall be approved in writing by
CDFW and USFWS prior to conducting the survey and habitat compensation for impacts
to CTS habitat shall be provided by the Project pursuant to the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy even if survey results are negative, unless otherwise approved in
writing by CDFW and USFWS. If impacts to grassland or vernal pool habitat will occur,
the Project shall consult with CDFW to determine if a CESA ITP for CTS is warranted. If
CESA listed animal species such as CTS cannot be avoided, the Project shall obtain a
CESA ITP from CDFW prior to Project construction. For impacts to ESA listed wildlife
species such as CTS, the Project shall obtain authorization from USFWS. While often
consistent with the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy, the CESA ITP habitat
compensation requirements may differ from it based on a site-specific analysis. If
through consultation with the CDFW, NMFS, and/or USFWS it is determined that
protocol habitat assessments/surveys are not required, the applicant shall complete and
document this consultation and submit it to the County prior to issuance of any
construction permits. Each protocol has different survey and timing requirements. The
applicant shall be responsible for ensuring they understand the protocol requirements
and shall hire a qualified biologist to conduct protocol surveys.
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Response A-1.10

The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-6 under Section 4.4, pages 4.4-31 through -33 of the
Draft EIR, may not reduce impacts to endangered or threatened animal species such as Coho salmon and
steelhead and their habitats to less-than-significant levels because adequate mitigation measures to
avoid seasonally timed migration of salmonids are not included.

As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-6, projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats shall
be restricted to completion between April 1 and October 31 to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic
species. This seasonal work window is intended to coincide with the dry season while also allowing for
an adequate and realistic window for construction activities to occur. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is also
intended to be applied to projects evaluated in the Project-specific Biological Resources Screening and
Assessment required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1. This initial project specific assessment would
identify sensitive aquatic habitat features versus those that do not support wildlife that may potentially
benefit from limiting the work window. As such, reducing the work window to June 15 to October 15, as
recommended by the measure proposed by CDFW, would be determined as appropriate during the
project specific evaluation and through coordination with permitting agencies. As such, no revisions to
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-1.11

The commenter recommends adding further species-specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
CESA listed species to less-than-significant levels. These measures address “no-disturbance” to California
Freshwater Shrimp Habitat, Swainson’s hawk protocol surveys and avoidance, northern spotted owl
surveys and avoidance, and tricolored blackbird surveys and avoidance.

As the Draft EIR is a programmatic-level evaluation of biological impacts, Mitigation Measure BIO-1
requiring biological resources screening and assessments for projects that involve ground disturbance
would determine whether specific projects have potential to impact special status biological resources
including CESA listed species. Following this project-specific assessment, several measures included in
the Draft EIR would be incorporated as applicable to address potential impacts to these species. For
instance, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires that where the project-specific biological analysis has
identified suitable habitat for federally- and/or state-listed species, protocol habitat assessment/surveys
shall be completed in accordance with CDFW, NMFS, and/or USFWS protocols prior to issuance of
construction permits. Additionally, several avoidance and minimization measures are listed in Mitigation
Measure BIO-6 to ensure impacts to listed species are reduced to less-than-significant levels. Finally,
Mitigation Measure BIO-10 requires projects that involve construction, grading, vegetation removal, or
other project-related improvements to conduct nesting bird surveys during the nesting season (between
February 1 to September 15). Therefore, impacts to these CESA listed species would be appropriately
mitigated for under the Draft EIR, and surveys beyond the preconstruction nesting bird surveys required
by Mitigation Measure BIO-10 (refer to Response A-1.13 for revisions to this measure) are not
warranted. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-1.12

The commenter provides comments on Section 4.4, page 4.4-33 and page 4.4--34, of the Draft EIR. The
commenter states that the project is within the wintering distribution of burrowing owl in Sonoma
County. The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-7 of the Draft EIR may not reduce impacts
to wintering burrowing owl to less-than-significant levels because adequate avoidance and mitigation
measures are not included. The commenter states that burrowing owl is a California Species of Special
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Concern, therefore, if wintering burrowing owls are present on or adjacent the project site, project
impacts to burrowing owl would be potentially significant. The commenter recommends adding the
mitigation measure proposed by the CDFW to the Draft EIR to ensure impacts are less than significant.

As described above under Response A-1.11, the Draft EIR is a programmatic-level evaluation of
biological impacts and Mitigation Measure BIO-1 of the Draft EIR requires biological resources screening
and assessments for projects that involve ground disturbance. This initial assessment would determine
whether specific projects have potential to impact special status biological resources including
burrowing owl and other California Species of Special Concern. Following this project-specific
assessment, several measures included in the Draft EIR would be incorporated as applicable to address
potential impacts to these species. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires that where the project-specific
biological analysis has identified suitable habitat for special-status species, protocol habitat
assessment/surveys shall be completed in accordance with CDFW, NMFS, and/or USFWS protocols prior
to issuance of construction permits. This would include implementation of surveys for burrowing owl
following the 2012 Department of Fish and Game Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation survey
methodology.

Finally, Mitigation Measure BIO-10 requires projects that involve construction, grading, vegetation
removal, or other project-related improvements to conduct nesting bird surveys during the nesting
season (between February 1 to September 15). Therefore, impacts to wintering burrowing owls would
be appropriately mitigated for under the Draft EIR, and surveys beyond the protocol level surveys
required by Mitigation Measure BIO-5 and preconstruction nesting bird surveys required by Mitigation
Measure BIO-10 (refer to Response A-1.13 for revisions to this measure) are not warranted. As such, no
revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A-1.13

The commenter comments on Section 4.4, page 4.4-35, of the Draft EIR. The commenter opines that
Mitigation Measure BIO-10 may not be adequate to avoid impacts to special-status and common nesting
raptors such as the white-tailed kite as adequate survey areas and avoidance buffers are not included.
The commenter recommends revising Mitigation Measure BIO-10 in the Draft EIR with the mitigation
measure proposed by the CDFW to ensure impacts are less than significant.

While Mitigation Measure BIO-10 of the Draft EIR would be sufficient to preclude impacts to nesting
birds that nest in vegetation such as trees and shrubs, revisions have been made to incorporate the
commenter’s recommendations into Mitigation Measure BIO-10 for clarity and to ensure survey buffers
are appropriate. However, the survey window prior to construction has been retained at 14 days to
allow project proponents enough time to coordinate with qualified biologists to conduct appropriate
surveys at individual project sites. Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-10 do not rise to the level of
“new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus recirculation of the
Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-35 of the Final EIR has been revised with the following (changes
shown in strikesut/underline):

BIO-10 Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Birds for Construction Occurring within Nesting
Season.

For projects that require construction, grading, the removal of trees or vegetation, or
other project-related improvements, construction activities shall occur outside of the
nesting season (September 16 to January 31), and no mitigation activity is required. If
construction activities must occur during the nesting season (February 1 to September

15), a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting birds cevered-by-the-CGFCre
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more-than within 14 days prior to project activities vegetationremeoval and shall
conduct additional surveys if there is a lapse of 14 days or more in construction
activities. The surveys shall include the entire disturbance area plus at least a 260 500-
foot buffer around the project site. If active nests are located, all construction work shall
be conducted outside a buffer zone from the nest to be determined by the qualified
biologist. The buffer shall be a minimum of 58 250 feet for non-raptor bird species and
at least 450 500 feet for raptor species, unless determined otherwise by the qualified
biologist. Buffer distances for bird nests shall be site-specific and an appropriate
distance, as determined by a qualified biologist. The buffer distances shall be specified
to protect the bird’s normal behavior thereby preventing nesting failure or
abandonment. The buffer distance recommendation shall be developed after field
investigations that evaluate the bird(s) apparent distress in the presence of people or
equipment at various distances. Abnormal nesting behaviors which may cause
reproductive harm include, but are not limited to, defensive flights/vocalizations
directed towards project personnel, standing up from a brooding position, and flying
away from the nest. The qualified biologist shall have authority to order the cessation of
all nearby project activities if the nesting birds exhibit abnormal behavior which may
cause reproductive failure (nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or young) until an
appropriate buffer is established. Larger buffers may be required depending upon the
status of the nest and the construction activities occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The
buffer area(s) shall be closed to all construction personnel and equipment until the
adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site. A qualified biologist shall confirm
that breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the nest prior to removal of
the buffer. The biologist shall submit a report of these preconstruction nesting bird
surveys to the County to document compliance within 30 days of its completion.

Response A-1.14

The commenter comments on Section 4.4, page 4.4-37, of the Draft EIR. The commenter states and
opinion that Mitigation Measure BIO-14 included in the Draft EIR may not reduce impacts to riparian
habitat to less-than-significant levels. The commenter also states that the project may result in a
violation of Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. as the Draft EIR does not require projects to submit
an LSA Notification to CDFW and comply with the related LSA Agreement, if issued. The commenter also
opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-14 does not require an adequate mitigation to impact ratio based
on acreage and linear feet of impacts to riparian habitat to off-set potential losses or adequate
revegetation ratios for riparian tree removal. The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR incorporate
the revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-14 proposed by the CDFW to the Draft EIR to ensure impacts are
less than significant.

As described under Mitigation Measure BIO-15 of the Draft EIR, if potentially jurisdictional features are
identified by the project specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment under Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, a qualified biologist will prepare a jurisdictional delineation. Following the delineation, a
preliminary delineation report will be submitted to the County, USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW, as
appropriate, for review and approval. Under Mitigation Measure BIO-15, if CDFW asserts its
jurisdictional authority, then a LSA Agreement pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC would also
be required prior to construction within the areas of CDFW jurisdiction and implementation of the
measures set forth by CDFW during the permitting process would be required.
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As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-14, habitat mitigation would be required at a ratio no less than
1:1 for impacts to sensitive natural communities including riparian areas and waters of the state or
waters of the U.S. While a 3:1 mitigation ratio may be desirable for permitting agencies, this is
determined on a project-specific basis in coordination with CDFW, USFWS, RWQCB, and USACE, as
applicable. Applying a 3:1 ratio for all projects under the Housing Element Update would limit the
project proponent the flexibility to determine mitigation ratios with respect to quality of existing habitat
at a given site. With this flexibility in mind, revisions have been made to Mitigation Measure BIO-14 for
added clarity and to incorporate recommended language provided by CDFW. However, the minimum
mitigation ratio for impacts to sensitive natural communities including riparian areas and waters of the
state or waters of the U.S remains at 1:1. Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-14 do not rise to the level
of “new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus recirculation of the
Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-37 of the Final EIR has been revised with the following (changes
shown in strikeout/underline):

BIO-14 Permitting and Restoration for Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities, Waters, and
Wetlands

Impacts to sensitive natural communities (including riparian areas and waters of the
state or waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, USFWS, e RWQCB, or
USACE) shall require that the Project: 1) submit an LSA Notification to CDFW (for
impacts to streams or lakes and associated riparian habitat) and comply with the Final
LSA Agreement, and 2) obtain authorization from RWQCB and the USACE (for impacts to
Waters of the U.S. or State including wetlands pursuant to the Clean Water Act).
Impacts shall be mitigated as required by agency permits and at a minimum 1:1
mitigation impact ratio through the funding of the acquisition and in-perpetuity
management of similar habitat, in-kind credits purchased from a conservation or
mitigation bank, or on-site or off-site habitat restoration based on area and linear
distance for permanent impacts, unless otherwise approved in writing by the agencies.
Temporary impacts shall be restored on-site. The applicant shall provide funding and
management of off-site mitigation lands through purchase of credits from an existing,
approved mitigation bank or land purchased by the County and placed into a
conservation easement or other covenant restricting development (e.g., deed
restriction). Internal mitigation lands (internal to the Rezoning Sites), or in lieu funding
sufficient to acquire lands, shall provide habitat at a minimum 1:1 ratio for impacted
lands, comparable to habitat to be impacted by individual project activity. The applicant
shall submit documentation of mitigation funds to the County. Please be advised that
CDFW may not accept in-lieu fees as an appropriate method to mitigate impacts to
streams or lakes and associated riparian habitat.

1. Restoration and Monitoring. If sensitive natural communities cannot be avoided and
will be impacted by future projects, a compensatory mitigation program shall be
implemented by the applicant in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-4 and the
measures set forth by the regulatory agencies during the permitting process. All
temporary impacts to sensitive natural communities shall be fully restored to natural
condition.

2. Sudden Oak Death. The applicant shall inspect all nursery plants used in restoration
for sudden oak death. Vegetation debris shall be disposed of properly and vehicles and
equipment shall be free of soil and vegetation debris before entering natural habitats.
Pruning tools shall be sanitized.
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Habitat restoration shall occur in the same calendar year as the impact onsite or as close
to the site as possible within the same stream or watershed and may consist of
restoration or enhancement of riparian habitat. If mitigation is not possible within the
same stream or watershed, mitigation ratios may increase at the discretion of CDFW.

To mitigate for the removal of trees, replacement trees shall be planted at the below
minimum replacement to removal ratios:

= 1:1 for removal of non-native trees;

= 1:1 for removal of native trees other than oak (Quercus sp.) up to 3 inches diameter
at breast height (DBH);

= 3.1 for removal of native trees other than oak 4 to 6 inches DBH;

= 6:1 for removal of native trees other than oak greater than 6 inches DBH;

=  4:1 for removal of oak trees up to 6 inches DBH;

= 5:1 for removal of oak trees greater than 6 inches to 15 inches DBH; and

= 10:1 for removal of oak trees greater than 15 inches in diameter

Replacement tree plantings shall consist of five-gallon or greater saplings and locally-
collected seeds, stakes, or other suitable nursery stock as appropriate, and shall be
native species to the area adapted to the lighting, soil, and hydrological conditions at
the replanting site. If acorns are used for oak tree replanting, each planting will include a
minimum of three acorns planted at an approximately two-inch depth to minimize
predation risk. Large acorns shall be selected for plantings. Replacement oaks shall
come from nursery stock grown from locally-sourced acorns, or from acorns gathered
locally, preferably from the same watershed in which they are planted.

The Project shall monitor and maintain, as necessary, all plants for five years to ensure
successful revegetation. Planted trees and other vegetation shall each have a minimum
of 85 percent survival at the end of five years. If revegetation survival and/or cover
requirements do not meet established goals as determined by CDFW, the Project is
responsible for replacement planting, additional watering, weeding, invasive exotic
eradication, or any other practice, to achieve these requirements. Replacement plants
shall be monitored with the same survival and growth requirements for five years after

planting.

Response A-1.15

The commenter states that an LSA Agreement obtained for the project would likely require the
recommended mitigation measures provided by CDFW, as applicable.

The comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no
response is required.
Response A-1.16

The commenter asks that any special-status species and natural communities detected during project
surveys be reported to California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).
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The comment is noted. Any special-status species and natural communities detected during project
surveys will be sent to the CNDDB for reporting. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the
Draft EIR, and no response is required.

Response A-1.17

The commenter states that the project would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife and an assessment
of environmental document filing fees is necessary. The commenter also states that the payment of
environmental document filing fee is required for the project approval to be operative, vested, and final.

The comment is noted. The applicant will submit applicable environmental document filing fees upon
filing of the Notice of Determination. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR,
and no response is required.
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EIR Organization Comment O-1

COMMENTER: Trish Tatarian, Conservation Co-Chair, Milo Baker Chapter of the California Native
Plant Society

DATE: January 25, 2023

Response O-1.1

The commenter offers thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. The commenter states
that the Milo Baker Chapter of the California Native Plant Society is dedicated to protecting native plants
and habitats in Sonoma County and is interested in protective measures for these resources. The
commenter therefore requests that several issues with the Draft EIR are addressed. The commenter
states an understanding that the Draft EIR is intended to allow for rezoning to allow new housing. The
commenter states an opinion that not enough examination of the Rezoning Sites occurred as a part of
the biological analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter opines that special-status species may be
overlooked on sites included in the Draft EIR. The commenter requests that this is addressed in the Draft
EIR.

As described under Section 1.2 of the Draft EIR, on page 1-1, this Draft EIR is a programmatic document,
presenting a regionwide assessment of the impacts of the proposed project. As such, analysis of site-
specific impacts of individual projects is not required at this time in the programmatic EIR, unless
components of the program are known in sufficient detail. Due to the high-level planning effort for the
project, this programmatic Draft EIR serves as a first tier CEQA environmental document which will
support second-tier environmental documents, if required, for development facilitated by the project on
any of the 59 Rezoning Sites. To that end, individual specific environmental analysis of each project will
be performed as necessary by the County prior to each project being considered for approval. This
would include adherence to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 of the Draft EIR, requiring a qualified biologist to
perform a biological resources screening and assessment for projects that would result in ground
disturbance through clearing/grading or vegetation trimming or removal (e.g., demolition of existing
buildings and redevelopment construction, etc.). Following this initial project-specific assessment,
additional measures would be required as needed. Therefore, site-specific biological assessments would
be required under the Draft EIR. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this
comment.

Response O-1.2

The commenter opines that several Rezoning Sites identified in the Draft EIR require further analysis. The
commenter states a concern that these Rezoning Sites will not receive further analysis because of
previous evaluation as a part of the Draft EIR. The commenter provides an example of Rezoning Site
GUE-4, stating that this site is in the riparian zone of Fife Creek. The commenter opines that with climate
change, Fife Creek likely will flood and recommends that appropriate setbacks be applied to riparian
areas to account for climate change effects. The commenter states an opinion that the current setbacks
applied by the County for streams would be inadequate, and that this should be addressed in the Draft
EIR.

Regarding concerns about further environmental analysis for the Rezoning Sites, the commenter is
asked to please refer to Response O-1.1 above for a detailed description of the site-specific biological
assessment required for all projects involving ground disturbance.
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In response to concerns about project placement near riparian zones and stream habitat, pursuant to
Mitigation Measure BIO-15 in the Draft EIR, areas identified by the project-specific biological assessment
(Mitigation Measure BIO-1) as containing potentially jurisdictional features must contract a qualified
biologist to complete a jurisdictional delineation. This delineation would determine the extent of
jurisdiction for CDFW, USACE, and/or RWQCB, and result in avoidance of these areas to the maximum
extent possible. Due to the programmatic nature of the project, a precise, project-level analysis of all
specific impacts associated with individual projects on potentially jurisdiction features is not possible at
this time, and the site-specific analysis is required to verify features present. Additionally, under
Mitigation Measure BIO-15, if after reviewing the site-specific delineation report a permitting agency
asserts its jurisdictional authority, then the project proponent would be required to seek regulatory
permitting and implement the measures set forth by the agency asserting jurisdiction during the
permitting process. Further, Mitigation Measure BIO-16 requires that projects are designed to avoid
potential jurisdictional features and that all construction activities be buffered from these features by at
least 50 feet. Therefore, jurisdictional features and associated habitats would be identified on a site-
specific basis as required under the Draft EIR. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in
response to this comment.

Response O-1.4

The commenter opines that Rezoning Sites SAN-9 and SAN-10 are in areas that support California tiger
salamander (CTS) and further that these areas contain wetlands and vernal pools that have not been
delineated. The commenter recommends that this be addressed in the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 included in the Draft EIR requires that for projects containing potentially
suitable habitat present for state- and/or federally-listed species, including CTS, surveys conducted in
accordance with relevant protocols be completed in accordance with agency standards. Additionally, the
commenter is asked to please refer to Response X.9 below for the fully revised text of Mitigation
Measure BIO-5 to include specific protocols to survey for CTS within the Santa Rosa Plain as requested
by CDFW. Therefore, impacts to CTS and their habitats would be appropriately mitigated for under the
Draft EIR, and surveys beyond the protocol level surveys required by Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (refer to
Response A-1.9 for revisions to this measure) are not warranted. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR
are required in response to this comment.

Response O-1.3

The commenter states that Rezoning Site GRA-2 identified in the Draft EIR is in riparian habitat adjacent
to Atascadero Creek. The commenter opines that there are likely several special-status plant species that
occur at this Rezoning Site. The commenter states an opinion that there is a potential for the range of
Pitkin marsh lily to expand to this Rezoning Site under climate change conditions. The commenter opines
that the largest threat to the survival of this species is loss and habitat disturbance resulting from
residential development. The commenter expresses concern that development along Atascadero Creek
may remove habitat that the lily could move into. The commenter further references indirect effects to
habitat that rural residences, driveways, and agricultural operations may have including increased
runoff, nutrient loading, erosion, sedimentation, and changes in soil pH. The commenter recommends
that these items are addressed in the Draft EIR.

As described above, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a site-specific biological resources screening and
assessment to evaluate potential habitat including sensitive habitats such as riparian areas prior to
project approval. This initial assessment would identify potential habitat for special-status species such
as the Pitkin marsh lily and other special-status plants. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-2, if the
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project specific biological assessment determines there is potential for impacts to special-status plant
species due to project development, a qualified biologist shall complete surveys for special status plants
prior to any vegetation removal, grubbing, or other construction activity (including staging and
mobilization). Following this assessment, if special-status plants are found and would be directly
impacted, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would require projects to be re-designed to
avoid impacts to these plant species and their surrounding habitats. Therefore, sensitive communities,
special-status plant species, and associated habitats would be identified on a site-specific basis and
avoidance of these species would occur as required by the Draft EIR. As such, no revisions to the Draft
EIR are required in response to this comment.

In response to the comment regarding indirect effects from development including runoff, nutrient
loading, erosion, sedimentation, and changes in soil pH, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 requires best
management practices for sedimentation and erosion control as well as buffers from riparian habitat
and/or water bodies, which would reduce and/or avoid impacts to these habitats. Additionally, Section
4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, contains information regarding best management practices to
control runoff, as well as Sonoma County Code governing water quality discharges from project sites. As
such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response O-1.5

The commenter states that Rezoning Site AGU-2 is in Sonoma Creek. The commenter acknowledges that
housing already exists within the associated riparian zone but states an opinion that it would be
inappropriate to put more development along the creek and that this may compromise the Sonoma
Creek flood plain. The commenter recommends that this be addressed in the Draft EIR.

The commenter is asked to please refer above to Response 0-1.2 regarding concerns about project
placement near riparian zones and stream habitat. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-15
and BIO-16 impacts to stream habitat and riparian zones would be evaluated and mitigated for on a site-
specific basis. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.
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EIR Organization Comment O-2

COMMENTER: Lucy Hardcastle, President, Forestville Planning Association Board of Directors
DATE: February 12, 2023

Response O-2.1

The commenter introduces themselves and expresses concerns regarding additional population in
Forestville in regards traffic congestion. The commenter states their understanding of RHNA, and
requests recognition on their perspectives.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of
services and infrastructure.

Response O-2.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding lack of road infrastructure and emergency evacuation. The
commenter also expresses concern regarding future parking and traffic in Forestville.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of
services and infrastructure and Master Response EMG for additional information regarding emergency
evacuation. Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of potential
transportation impacts induced by the proposed project. Parking is not considered an environmental
impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.

Response O-2.3

The commenter states that Rezoning Site FOR-1 is acceptable, but that the site has a contamination
issue. The commenter states traffic will be a concern due to a nearby school.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR
for a detailed analysis pertaining to potential hazards and proposed mitigation measures. The EIR
identifies FOR-1 as containing the Electro Vector site in Table 4.9-2 of the EIR. Refer to Impact HAZ-2
regarding investigation, remediation, and cleanup before development. As discussed therein,
compliance with all applicable regulations relating to site remediation would minimize impacts to
development at Rezoning Site FOR-1 to a less than significant level.

Regarding the existing school and potential traffic, please refer Master Response EXST and Section 4.16,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of potential impacts to transportation.

Response O-2.4

The commenter expresses opposition to Rezoning Site FOR-2. The commenter states the roadways
surrounding this site are inadequate to support future development.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of services and infrastructure.
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Response O-2.5

The commenter states there is other affordable housing located near Rezoning Sites FOR-3, FOR-5, and
FOR-6. The commenter states that they approve of the existing density at those sites. The commenter
states that these sites would be appropriate for a skatepark.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE and Master Response HE for additional
detail on the Rezoning Site selection process and conditions of the proposed project. As stated in Master
Response HE, a site on the list of Rezoning sites does not guarantee that the site will or will not be
rezoned, as that decision is up to the decision-makers.

Response O-2.6

The commenter expresses opposition to Rezoning Site FOR-4 stating that the site would introduce health
and safety concerns about evacuation.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites, and Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.

Response O-2.7
The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic near Rezoning Site FOR-7.
This comment is noted. Please note that Site FOR-7 is not a Rezoning Site.

Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of potential impacts to
transportation. However, please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. please note
that on September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 into law. SB However,
Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR includes an LOS-based congestion analysis for informational purposes. As
shown in Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR, traffic volumes in Forestville were calculated for the Front
Street (Hwy 116)/Mirabel Road intersection. As shown in the informational analysis provided in
Appendix TRA, full buildout of the Forestville and Guerneville Rezoning Site could degrade roadway level
of service (LOS) operations to LOS E, and the intersection also meets the peak hour signal warrant for
signalization. The improvement measure provided for informational purposes is program-related
development to fund the construction of a traffic signal or roundabout at the intersection, either of
which would result in the intersection operating at LOS B conditions in both the AM and PM peak hours.

Response O-2.8

The commenter summarizes upcoming public participation and states they are grateful for the
opportunity to bring. the community together.

This comment is noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no
response is required.
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EIR Organization Comment O-3

COMMENTER: Gary Harris, Forestville Chamber of Commerce
DATE: February 13, 2023

Response O-3.1
The commenter introduces themselves and the Forestville Chamber of Commerce.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required.

Response O-3.2

The commenter asks how growth in Forestville will be mitigated, with specific questions regarding FOR-2,
which would require being annexed to the sewer district and connection to a sewer line. The commenter
states they have seen sewage spill out of a manhole cover.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding concerns about the
existing sewer system.

Response O-3.3

The commenter is concerned about flooding and drainage issues, and is worried development of FOR-2
will exacerbate that problem.

Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR for detail pertaining to
impacts of flooding induced by the proposed project. As stated in Impact HWQ-3 on page 4.10-26, the
proposed project would alter drainage patterns and increase runoff at the Rezoning Sites, but would not
result in increased flooding on or offsite, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems. Therefore, impacts regarding flooding would be less than significant.

Response O-3.4

The commenter expresses concerns with traffic including that the existing downtown crosswalks appear
inadequate and unsafe and increased traffic may exacerbate this problem. The commenter asks how this
would be mitigated.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.

Response O-3.5
The commenter opines a different property downtown would be more suitable for high-density housing.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE.

Response O-3.6

The commenter expresses approval of site FOR-1 but expresses concerns regarding existing
contamination and whether its owners will sell the property.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR
for a detailed analysis pertaining to potential hazards and proposed mitigation measures. The EIR
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identifies FOR-1 as containing the Electro Vector site in Table 4.9-2 of the EIR. Refer to Impact HAZ-2
regarding investigation, remediation, and cleanup before development. As discussed therein,
compliance with all applicable regulations relating to site remediation would minimize impacts to
development at Rezoning Site FOR-1 to a less than significant level.

Response O-3.7

The commenter states there are few job opportunities in the area, which would require new residents to
commute, which would result in more traffic and the need for improved roads, traffic lights, and
crosswalks. The commenter asks how that will be mitigated.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Please refer to Response 0-2.7, above, for information regarding impacts
to traffic and transportation for the Rezoning Sites located in Forestville.

Response O-3.8

The commenter attaches a letter written six years ago and opines on the nature of the Housing Element
process and states they do not feel represented and should have been consulted more.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. The
attached comment letter does not refer to and is not about the Housing Element Update or EIR. Refer to
Master Response HE regarding dissatisfaction with the Housing Element process.
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EIR Public Comment 1

COMMENTER: Rebecca Mateja
DATE: December 28, 2022

Response 1.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the current availability of water resources and asks why
more homes will be built when existing water sources are inadequate.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of
services and infrastructure. Refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 4.19,
Utilities and Service Systems, for impacts of the project relating to water.
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EIR Public Comment 2

COMMENTER: Greg Tatarian
DATE: January 3, 2023

Response 2.1

The commenter states their qualifications as a bat specialist consultant. The commenter opines that
sections 2 and 3 of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 included in the Draft EIR are not sufficient to prevent direct
mortality of roosting bats and may result in loss of large numbers of bats potentially roosting in
buildings, trees, or other features within Rezoning Sites. The commenter also opines that these measures
may result in costly delays to project schedules if roosting bats are found to be present during the
recommended seasonal period. Further, the commenter states that section 4 of Mitigation Measure BIO-
7, requiring pre-construction surveys for roosting bats, may be misconstrued as effective for roosting
bats.

This comment provides a summary of the commenters overall concerns and introduces the
commenter’s qualifications. The comment is noted and passed on to the County decision-makers. Please
refer to Responses 2.2 through 2.4 below for details on the changes made to MM BIO-7 as it relates to
bat avoidance and minimization measures.

Response 2.2

The commenter states that section 2 of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 assumes bats are active throughout
the year, and opines that this is not true, making the surveys included in the measure ineffective. The
commenter also states that only requiring surveys if a colony is present is insufficient and that section 2
of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 does not account for bat presence in buildings during maternity season and
does not address all habitat types/features used by bats. The commenter goes on to list what they see as
appropriate steps required in surveying where a project may impact bat roosting activity. To rectify these
insufficiencies and provide appropriate mitigation for roosting bats, the commenter recommends
altering Mitigation Measure BIO-7 such that surveys only occur when bats are active (from
approximately April 1 through mid-October). The commenter also notes that if a maternity colony of
special-status bat species is suspected, additional mitigation outside of preventing direct mortality is
required. The commenter recommends that this would require more accurate surveys to identify bats
species and quantify population size. The commenter notes that night emergence surveys are generally
the most accurate method, and that conducted properly these surveys are also the least negatively
impactful to the colony.

As MM BIO-7 is currently written in the Draft EIR, section 2 of the measure requires a qualified biologist
to conduct a survey of existing buildings prior to construction to determine if bat species are present.
The commenter is correct that this measure also only requires further surveys if a colony is observed in
any structure. The commenter is also correct that as the measure is currently written, surveys would be
required outside the maternity season (November through March). Revisions have been made to
incorporate the commenter’s recommendations into MM BIO-7 and to ensure that surveys are
adequately conducted for special-status bat species. Changes to MM BIO-7 do not rise to the level of
“new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and thus recirculation of the
Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-33 of the Final EIR has been revised with the following (changes
shown in strikeout/underline):
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BIO-7 Non-listed Special Status Animal Species Avoidance and Minimization

The project-specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment (Mitigation Measure
BIO-1) shall identify some or all the below measures that will be required and applicable
to the individual project: [...]

2. Prior to construction,a-gualified-biclogist shallconduct-asurvey-of existing buildin
to-determineifbatsarepresent removal or alteration of trees and structures that

may serve as roosting habitat for special-status bat species, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a focused survey of all trees and structures to be removed or impacted
by construction activities to determine whether active roosts of special-status bats

are present on site. The survey shall be conducted during-the-ron-breedingseasen

Nevemberthreugh-Mareh) during seasonal periods of bat activity (April 1 through
October 15). The biologist shall have access to all structures and interior attics, as

needed. If a colony of bats is found roosting in any structure, tree or other habitat,
further surveys, such as night emergent surveys, shall be conducted sufficient to
determine the species present and the type of roost (day, night, maternity, etc.).
Tree or structure removal shall be planned for either the spring or the fall and timed
to ensure both suitable conditions for the detection of bats and adequate time for
tree and/or structure removal to occur during seasonal periods of bat activity
exclusive of the breeding season, as described below. Trees and/or structures
containing suitable potential bat roost habitat features shall be clearly marked or
identified. If no bat roosts are found, the results of the survey will be documented
and submitted to the County within 30 days of the survey, after which no further
action will be required.

Response 2.3

The commenter states that section 3 of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 included in the Draft EIR does not
account for the likely presence of maternity colonies in buildings during maternity season and does not
address other habitat types and features used by bats. The commenter recommends that human eviction
of bats as detailed in section 3 of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would need to occur only during seasonal
periods of bat activity; before winter torpor and before maternity season (from about March 1 to April
15), and after young are self-sufficiently flying to and from the natal roost and no longer relying on milk
from their mothers (September 1 through about October 15). The commenter notes that these periods
are conservative to protect all bat species in the region and account for a range of dates in birth,
development, and volancy (ability to fly).

As Mitigation Measure BIO-7 is currently written in the Draft EIR, section 3 includes requirements for
exclusion measures if roosting bats are present in a building during the daytime but are not part of an
active maternity colony. This measure requires that maternal bat colonies are not disturbed. The
commenter is correct that this measure does not address other habitat types or features where bats
may roost. Revisions have been made to incorporate the commenter’s recommendations into
Mitigation Measure BIO-7 and to ensure that maternity colonies are appropriately avoided during
maternity season and that other habitat features are addressed. Changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-7
do not rise to the level of “new information” as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and
thus recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. Page 4.4-34 of the Final EIR has been revised with the
following (changes shown in strikeout/underline):
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BIO-7 Non-listed Special Status Animal Species Avoidance and Minimization

The project-specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment (Mitigation Measure
BIO-1) shall identify some or all the below measures that will be required and applicable
to the individual project: [...]

Maternal batcoloniesshallnot be disturbed: If day roosts are present, the biologist
shall prepare a site-specific roosting bat protection plan to be implemented by the
contractor following the City’s approval. The plan shall incorporate the following

guidance as appropriate:

=  When possible, removal of trees/structures identified as suitable roosting
habitat shall be conducted during non-seasonal periods of bat activity, including
the following:
a. A Between September 1 and about October 15, or before evening
temperatures fall below 45 degrees Fahrenheit and/or more than 0.5 inch
of rainfall within 24 hours occurs.

Between March 1 and April 15, or after evening temperatures rise above 45
degrees Fahrenheit and/or no more than 0.5 inch of rainfall within 24 hours
occurs.

= |fatree /structure must be removed during the maternity season and is
identified as potentially containing a colonial maternity roost, then a qualified
biologist shall conduct acoustic emergence surveys or implement other
appropriate methods to further evaluate if the roost is an active maternity
roost. Under the biologist’s guidance, the contractor shall implement measures
that consist of (or exceed) the following:

a. Between September 1 and about October 15, or before evening
temperatures fall below 45 degrees Fahrenheit and/or more than 0.5
inch of rainfall within 24 hours occurs.

b. Between March 1 and April 15, or after evening temperatures rise above
45 degrees Fahrenheit and/or no more than 0.5 inch of rainfall within 24
hours occurs.

= Tree removal procedures shall be implemented using a two-step tree removal
process. This method is conducted over two consecutive days and works by
creating noise and vibration by cutting non-habitat branches and limbs from
habitat trees using chainsaws only (no excavators or other heavy machinery) on
day one. The noise and vibration disturbance, together with the visible
alteration of the tree, is very effective in causing bats that emerge nightly to
feed to not return to the roost that night. The remainder of the tree is removed
on day two.

=  Prior to the demolition of vacant structures within the project site, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a focused habitat assessment of all structures to be
demolished. The habitat assessment shall be conducted enough in advance to
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ensure the commencement of building demolition can be scheduled during
seasonal periods of bat activity (see above), if required. If no signs of day
roosting activity are observed, no further actions will be required. If bats or
signs of day roosting by bats are observed, a qualified biologist will prepare
specific recommendations such as partial dismantling to cause bats to abandon
the roost, or humane eviction, both to be conducted during seasonal periods of
bat activity, if required.

Response 2.4

The commenter opines that pre-construction surveys for roosting bats should only be conducted as
confirmation that all previous efforts to assess potential bat habitat and project-specific measures to
prevent direct mortality have been effective. The commenter opines that if pre-construction surveys are
conducted during winter months, the presence of roosting bats may go undetected, and mortality of bats
may occur. Further, the commenter opines that if surveys are conducted during maternity season and
bats not previously found are present, construction delays would occur. The commenter states that
assessment of habitat for bats must be conducted by a qualified biologist early in the project, resulting in
recommendations to be implemented during the appropriate seasonal periods. Finally, the commenter
opines that it is inappropriate and in violation of laws and regulations to capture and relocate native
wildlife species without permits issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The
commenter recommends that for these such actions, approval must be issued by CDFW.

Please refer Response 2.2 and 2.3 above for the fully revised text of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 to include
specific survey requirements, avoidance measures, and tree/structure removal requirements.
Implementation of this measure as revised above would assess habitat for bat species during the
appropriate seasons and avoid impacts to special-status bat species if they are found to be present.
Additionally, section 8 of the Mitigation Measure BIO-7 includes requirements to consult with CDFW if
special-status bat species may be present and impacted by project activities. As such, no revisions to the
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.
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EIR Public Comment 3

COMMENTER: Brian Bollman
DATE: January 11, 2023

Response 3.1

The commenter states that while the Housing Element Update may be to comply with state law, the
Housing Element Update and Draft EIR should include several observations, presented in the comments
below.

This comment is noted, and the commenter is correct that purpose of the document as described in
Section 2.7, Project Objectives, includes complying with State housing law. Please refer to Master
Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element, and the specific responses below.

Response 3.2
The commenter states that Sonoma County’s population is in its sixth year of decline.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This comment has been
noted.

Response 3.3

The commenter states that until recently, the United States and California experienced an increase in the
size of housing units, resulting in much larger square footage per person.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This comment has been
noted.

Response 3.4

The commenter states that the number of persons per unit has decreased steadily in the United States
and has been decreasing in Sonoma County.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This comment has been
noted.

Response 3.5

The commenter states that vacancy rates drop during periods of prosperity, and during times that the
economy worsens, people move together in order to save money.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This comment has been
noted.
Response 3.6

The commenter claims that a recent audit by the state found that the methodology used for calculating
housing needs exaggerates actual housing needs.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment does
not pertain to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This comment has been noted.
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Response 3.7

The commenter states that the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) bases its housing allocation
on regional needs, and that this is not a functional or realistic practice because the Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) process used by ABAG shifts the burden of building new housing to outlying
communities, such as Sonoma County.

Please refer to Master Response SITE for information on Rezoning Site selection and Master Response
HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. The commenter’s dissatisfaction with RHNA calculation
methodology does not pertain to environmental analysis in the EIR, but has been noted.

Response 3.8

The commenter concludes that the Draft EIR does not address potentially catastrophic environmental
consequences of the RHNA process.

This comment relates to the comments above regarding the commenter’s concern with the RHNA
calculation methodology. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element. Please refer to the Draft EIR for the analysis of potential impacts resulting from the proposed
project. This comment has been noted.
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EIR Public Comment 4

COMMENTER: Josette Brose-Eichar
DATE: January 11, 2023

Response 4.1

The commenter asks if the 1,904 permitted vacation rentals are included in the 10,769 vacant housing
units recorded in Sonoma County. The commenter asks if they are, why, as vacation rentals are occupied
by short term renters.

Please note that the number of permitted vacation rentals was sourced from County documents, and
the total number of vacant housing units was sourced from the Department of Finance. According to the
Department of Finance (2023) “vacancy rates are based on 2020 Census benchmark data, adjusted to
incorporate the directional changes described by the latest available ACS data. Exact data on
foreclosures or other housing market indicators are not reliably available to adjust vacancy rates and are
not used.” Additionally, the commenter is citing the environmental setting in Section 4.14, Population
and Housing, which provides context for the analysis. The analysis under Impact PH-1 and Impact PH-2
do not rely specifically on the vacancy rate for their analysis and conclusions.

Response 4.2

The commenter refers to a comment they left previously, where they state that the census data used is
inaccurate and suggests that the County undertake a survey to determine the most accurate number of
vacant units.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

Response 4.3

The commenter includes a list of census definitions for the terms “For occasional use,” “Units Occupied
by Person with Usual Residence Elsewhere,” “Other vacant,” and “Seasonal Vacant Units.”

This comment does not pertain to the proposed project. This comment has been noted.

Response 4.4

The commenter asks why the real percentage of vacant units has not been shared. The commenter states
that they find it hard to believe that there are as many vacant units as shown in the Draft EIR. The
commenter states that census data may not be the most accurate source of information on vacant
housing.

Please refer to Response 4.1. This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.
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EIR Public Comment 5

COMMENTER: Jim Bell
DATE: January 14, 2023

Response 5.1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing issues such as, but not limited to, traffic and road
upkeep, water supply, power, sanitation, wildfire, schools, aesthetics, hazardous waste, law
enforcement, fire protection, and homelessness. The commenter states that many of the existing issues
have not been abated and asks how the County expects to abate future issues.

Please refer to Master Responses EXST, UTIL, FIRE, and EMG for information regarding existing
conditions of services and infrastructure, impacts to the sanitation system, wildfire concerns, and
emergency evacuation.

For additional information on each of the issue areas listed by the commenter, please refer to the Draft
EIR. Information regarding aesthetics may be found in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.
Information regarding power may be found in Section 4.6, Energy, of the Draft EIR. Information
regarding hazardous waste may be found in section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft
EIR. Information regarding schools, law enforcement, and fire protection may be found in Section 4.15,
Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. Information regarding transportation impacts may be
found in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Information regarding impacts to water supply
and waste management may be found in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR.
Information regarding wildfire may be found in Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR. Homelessness is
not a CEQA-required topic.
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EIR Public Comment 6

COMMENTER: Matt O’Donnell
DATE: January 26, 2023

Response 6.1

The commenter states that they incorrectly identified a site address in their original letter and corrects
the address to 3280 Hicks Road. The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezoning of 3280
Hicks Road. The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to the rural nature of the area, and
strain additional development will put on water supply.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure and
Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has been noted.

Response 6.2

The commenter expresses concerns regarding road width, pedestrian safety, high vehicle speeds,
inadequate sidewalks and pedestrian facilities, and increased traffic near the Rezoning Site.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure. This
comment has been noted.

Response 6.3

The commenter states that since there is no street parking and no walkable commercial stores, future
residents may be car-dependent. The commenter expresses concerns regarding the addition of
impervious surfaces used to create additional parking at the site.

Please refer to Master Response EXST.

As stated in Section 4.16, Transportation, the design of development facilitated by the proposed project
on any of the Rezoning Sites is not known at this time. Each development project would be reviewed by
the County and required to be consistent with appropriate regulations and design standards set forth by
applicable plans, programs, and policies. This would include compliance with regulations pertaining to
parking associated with the development of a site.

Response 6.4

The commenter states that the site is located at the top of a hill and expresses concern stating that
additional cemented or impervious surfaces may increase runoff, potentially flooding existing resident
backyards along Jannette Avenue.

Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein,
development facilitated by the project would alter the existing drainage patterns in the Rezoning Sites
through introduction of new impervious surfaces and infrastructure. However, the Sonoma County
General Plan includes goals and policies that are intended to reduce flood hazards through minimal
alterations to designated floodplains, which would reduce the potential for increased susceptibility to
flooding on or offsite. The Sonoma County Zoning Code implements this General Plan goal and policies
through Sonoma County Code Chapter 7B, Flood Damage Prevention, which regulates grading and
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building in FEMA-designated areas of special flood hazard (including floodways and floodplains), and by
the F1 and F2 combining districts under the Zoning Code (Chapter 26) , which provide land use
regulation for properties in floodways and provide for protection from hazards and damage that may
result from flood waters in floodplain areas.

Implementation of these goals, policies, and ordinances would ensure that the runoff from development
facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites does not exceed the capacity of existing and future storm
drain systems. The project would not alter the existing drainage patterns or contribute runoff water in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, nor would it exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Impacts would be less than significant.

Response 6.5

The commenter states that development of the site would create additional light pollution, and
construction noise at the project site would be disruptive to the peaceful nature of the area.

Please refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, Mitigation Measure AES-2
would be implemented in order to reduce potential impacts of light and glare. Mitigation Measure AES-2
includes, but is not limited to, requiring low-mounted and downward casted lighting, restrictions on
lighting at the periphery of sites, prohibition of flood lights, and requirement that all lighting plans shall
be designated to meet the appropriate Lighting Zone standards from Title 24 or successor regulations.
Section 4.13, Noise, of the EIR analyzes noise levels. Impact NOI-1 discusses that construction noise
would be subject to Mitigation NOI-1 through NOI-6, and that impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation.

Response 6.6

The commenter expresses concern regarding the Graton Fire Station on Hicks Road. The commenter
states that the Graton Fire Station has increased traffic in the area and thus increased noise from sirens.
In addition, the commenter states that the County may be adding sewer access for trucks to bring
wastewater from Occidental to the end of Hicks Road.

This comment does not pertain to the proposed project, but rather to existing conditions. Refer to
Master Response EXST.

Response 6.7

The commenter expresses concern that an increase in the local population due to future development
will make evacuation during an emergency difficult.

Please refer to Master Response EMG for information regarding emergency evacuations. This comment
has been noted.

Response 6.8

The commenter states that the site is currently zoned for eight additional accessory dwelling units
(ADUs). The commenter states that there are more preferable areas for development in Sebastopol.

Refer to Master Response SITE and Master Response HE. The EIR for the Sonoma County Housing
Element analyzes rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support
meeting the County’s RHNA. Incorporated areas such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and Windsor, have their
own ABAG-assigned RHNA and housing elements.
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Response 6.9
The commenter includes their original letter with the incorrect address.

This comment has been noted and the correct address has been noted above in Response 6.1.
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EIR Public Comment 7

COMMENTER: Rick Maifeld
DATE: January 27, 2023

Response 7.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the impacts of Rezoning Sites in Forestville. The commenter
expresses concern regarding strain on law enforcement, garbage collection, water, and traffic. The
commenter asks how property values of existing residents will be impacted by the project.

Please refer to Master Response SITE for information on the Rezoning Site selection process and Master
Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. Please refer to Master Response TRA
regarding traffic congestion.

For additional information on each of the issue areas listed by the commenter, please refer to the Draft
EIR. Information regarding impacts to law enforcement may be found in Section 4.15, Public Services
and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. Information regarding transportation impacts may be found in Section
4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Information regarding impacts to water supply and waste
management may be found in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 8

COMMENTER: Stacie Gradney
DATE: January 27, 2023

Response 8.1

The commenter asks why Sebastopol is not on the list of rezoned areas and whether areas further east
were considered. The commenter expresses opposition to Rezoning Sites in Forestville stating that
development will ruin the area, overcrowd classrooms, and attract crime.

Please refer to Master Response SITE for information on the Rezoning Site selection process and Master
Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. The EIR for the Sonoma County Housing
Element analyzes rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support
meeting the County’s RHNA. Incorporated areas such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sebastopol and Windsor,
have their own ABAG-assigned RHNA and housing elements. For additional information regarding
impacts to schools and law enforcement, please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of
the Draft EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 9

COMMENTER: Colin Baptie
DATE: January 28, 2023

Response 9.1

The commenter opines that Table 4.5-5 on page 4.4-21 of the Draft EIR is inaccurate because it does not
include federally designated critical habitat for northern spotted owl that the commenter claims is
located within five miles of the Guerneville BSA. The commenter further states that a pair of nesting
northern spotted owls were observed in August 2020 less than three miles from the Guerneville BSA as
part of a survey for the Silver Estates Timber Harvest Plan. The commenter expresses concern at this
omission.

As described in Appendix BIO of the Draft EIR, designated northern spotted owl critical habitat unit 11:
Interior California Coast, subunit ICC-6 is in the Mayacamas Mountain Range located approximately 3.42
miles east of the Agua Caliente BSA and 4.01 miles northeast of the Sonoma BSA. This critical habitat is
located approximately 21 miles east of the Guerneville BSA as shown by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s Critical Habitat Portal. The commenter is asked to please refer to Response A-1.9 for a full
description of the endangered/threatened species habitat assessments, protocol surveys, and avoidance
required for projects where state- and/or federally- listed species have potential to occur. No revisions
to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response 9.2

The commenter poses a question asking why six housing sites are listed in Guerneville, while only four of
these sites are included in the Guerneville BSA.

Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR describes the entire housing inventory site information which includes all 79
sites identified for the 6th cycle Housing Element to satisfy the RHNA allocation. Of these 79 sites, there
are 59 Rezoning Sites that are viable for rezoning to accommodate new housing. The remaining 20 sites
on the inventory are already zoned for residential units at an adequate density to meet the County’s
RHNA goals and do not require rezoning. GUE-5 and GUE-6 listed on Table 2-2 are not planned for
rezoning under the Housing Element Update, and therefore were not included in the BSA for biological
resources analysis as no changes to zoning are planned. Table 2-3 of the Draft EIR shows all Rezoning
Sites and their proposed land use designations and zoning districts under the Housing Element Update.
As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.
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EIR Public Comment 10

COMMENTER: Elissa Rubin-Mahon
DATE: January 28, 2023

Response 10.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the increase in potential housing in Forestville. The commenter
states that Forestville is unincorporated and lacks adequate services to support the influx of new
residents.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure and
Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has been noted.
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EIR Public Comment 11

COMMENTER: Becky Boyle
DATE: January 30, 2023

Response 11.1

The commenter points to page 4.15-11 of the Draft EIR and states that Forestville is taking on a burden
of the state’s housing quota in comparison to other unincorporated areas in Sonoma County. The
commenter states that a 25 percent increase in population is too much for Forestville and the area does
not have the infrastructure to support that growth.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure, and
Master Response SITE for information on the Rezoning Site selection process. This comment has been
noted.

The commenter uses a quote from the EIR of “could be dominant” to refer to the population increase,
but that language was used in regards to the visual assessment in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, not with
regard to the population increase itself.

Response 11.2

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is incorrect on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR. The commenter
asserts that there is no school located across from site FOR-2 on Mirabel Road.

The commenter is correct. Page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

On Mirabel Road, the Forestville Youth Park asehoel is directly across the street from FOR-2.

This change to the existing setting description does not affect the aesthetics analysis that follows.

Response 11.3

The commenter states that the roads around Rezoning Site FOR-2 are not adequate to support an
increase in population. The commenter states that the roads are small and have existing safety hazards,
and that increasing the population would pose a risk to bicyclists and pedestrians in the area. The
commenter claims there is no mention that the roads in Forestville are small country roads.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure. The
EIR acknowledges that access roads in the vicinity of FOR-2 may be narrow on page 4.19-26 of the EIR.
Impacts relating to bicycle and pedestrian safety are discussed in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the
EIR, under Impact TRA-1. As stated therein, no significant impacts would occur.

Response 11.4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include a discussion on displacement, loss of character,
threat to local businesses, community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, parking, and
sanitation needs.

Please refer to pages 4.14-9 and 4.14-10 of Section 4.10, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR for
information regarding displacement. As discussed therein, some of the Rezoning Sites contain existing
housing or other structures that could be removed during project implementation. However, the
proposed project would enable development in the Unincorporated County that could result in a net
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increase of 3,312 residential units on the Rezoning Sites. One of the fundamental goals of the project is
to provide more housing development opportunities throughout the County and meet countywide
housing inventory requirements. Thus, Mitigation Measure PH-1 requires that replacement housing be
made temporarily available for any displaced existing residents prior to the demolition of existing
housing on any of the Rezoning Sites.

Threats to local businesses, community conflicts, and parking are not required topics under CEQA.

The commenter does not specify the type of health impacts they are referring to. For information
regarding impacts to air quality, please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. For information
regarding impacts to hazards please refer to Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft
EIR. For information regarding impacts to noise, please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR.

Refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, regarding visual character.

In regards to sanitation needs, please refer to Master Response UTIL.

Response 11.5

The commenter asks where there is a discussion on how the County plans to widen roads, add left turn
lanes, round-a-bouts, and crosswalks for pedestrian safety. The commenter asks where a road safety
study may be found.

Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR for information regarding traffic safety. Currently,
no road widening, addition of turn lanes, roundabouts, or crosswalks is proposed. Need for
infrastructure improvements would be ascertained on a project-by-project basis when individual
developments are proposed.

Response 11.6

The commenter states that there is no inclusion of feasible mitigation measures in the Draft EIR
addressing the aesthetic impacts of Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-3, and FOR-5. The commenter states that
these sites would have significant and unavoidable impacts.

The commenter is correct in their assertion that aesthetic impacts to Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-3, and
FOR-5 would be significant and unavoidable.

As discussed in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Other CEQA, CEQA requires decision-makers to balance the
benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to
approve a project. The analysis contained in this EIR concludes that the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts. Although development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites would be required to implement mitigation measures, impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable because development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites cannot be made to
comply with subjective design guidelines.
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Response 11.7

The commenter notes that Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 in the Draft EIR show that Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-5,
and FOR-6 are listed as being on “Existing Hazardous Material Contamination.” The commenter states
that the Draft EIR does not include a study describing the potential health risks to future residents,
students near the Rezoning Sites, and impacts to the surrounding community. The commenter states that
they do not see a study on how these hazardous materials may impact water resources near the
Rezoning Sites.

Table 4.9-1 of the EIR shows Rezoning Sites near schools, not those specifically with contamination,
which are listed in Table 4.9-2. The commenter is correct that FOR-1, FOR-5, and FOR-6 are included on
this table.

As determined in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, development within
0.25 mile of the sites identified in Table 4.9-2 would be preceded by investigation, remediation, and
cleanup under the supervision of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Sonoma County Local
Oversight Program, or DTSC, before construction activities could begin. The agency responsible for
oversight would determine the types of remediation and cleanup required, and could include excavation
and off-haul of contaminated soils, installation of vapor barriers beneath habitable structures,
continuous monitoring wells onsite with annual reporting requirements, or other mechanisms to ensure
the site does not pose a health risk to workers or future occupants. Development facilitated by the
proposed project on Rezoning Sites would be required to be in compliance with applicable regulations
such as the California Health and Safety Code in order to reduce potential impacts to existing and future
residents to a less than significant level.

Refer to Impact HWQ-3 in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, regarding analysis of the potential
for polluted runoff. This impact was found to be less than significant due to implementation of goals and
policies in the County General Plan and adherence to Sonoma County Code regarding implementation of
BMPs to control runoff.

Response 11.8

The commenter states that in Section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection, EMT response times are shown as prior to
when departments were combined. The commenter states that they do not see a study regarding ratio of
emergency calls per capita.

As noted under Table 4.15-1 in Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, the Russian River FPD,
Rincon Valley FPD, and Forestville FPD were recently consolidated with the Bennett Valley, Bodega Bay,
Mountain Volunteer, and Windsor FPDs as the new Sonoma County Fire District; and the Valley of the
Moon FPD and Glen Ellen FPD were recently consolidated with the Mayacamas FPD as the new Sonoma
Valley FD. The purpose of the consolidations was to address service level deficiencies that existed in the
smaller respective agencies.

CEQA guidelines require an analysis of service ratios and response times, which are analyzed under
Impact PS-1 of Section 4.15. The ratio of emergency calls per capita is not required to be analyzed under
CEQA.
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Response 11.9

The commenter quotes from the EIR and asks if, considering there would be a significant and
unavoidable impact regarding greenhouse gas emissions, it would make more sense to build
development in a less car dependent area. The commenter asks if it would be advisable, particularly for
low-income residents, for future development to be centered near urbanized areas with additional
services.

Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding information on the Rezoning Site selection process. This
comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

Response 11.10

The commenter states that Forestville does not have enough existing commercial services to support
future population growth.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure. This
comment has been noted.

Response 11.11

The commenter expresses understanding of State housing requirements and why the County must
comply. The commenter states that Forestville is being pushed beyond what the area can realistically
support.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has
been noted.

Response 11.12

The commenter urges that the County choose the alternative where all six parcels in Forestville are not
rezoned. The commenter asks that the same consideration be given for any sites with hazardous
histories.

Please refer to Master Response SITE for information on Rezoning Site selection and Master Response
HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has been noted and passed onto
decision-makers.

Response 11.13

The commenter asks that the County avoid considering sites FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5, and
FOR-6 at minimum. The commenter asks that the County find other sites where future residents will have
adequate commercial services, better roads, and the least amount of impacts to the environment.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services, Master Response SITE
for information on Rezoning Site selection, and Master Response HE regarding opposition to the
Housing Element. This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.
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EIR Public Comment 12

COMMENTER: Jim Severdia
DATE: January 30, 2023

Response 12.1

The commenter states that prior to the release of the Draft EIR, they were not given notice of the
potential rezoning in Sonoma County. The commenter expresses concern particularly for site SAN-10 and
the lack of notice they were given.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has
been noted. The commenter’s concern regarding noticing has been forwarded to County staff.

Response 12.2

The commenter objects to the inclusion of site SAN-10. The commenter states that rezoning of the site
would negatively impact the enjoyment of their property. The commenter suggests that APN 044-141-
045 or APN 044-141-005 should be considered instead of site SAN-10.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element and master Response
SITE for information on Rezoning Site selection. This comment has been noted.

Response 12.3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is incorrect in stating that there is public sewer and water
service available in the area. The commenter notes that the nearest sewer line to SAN-10 is
approximately 2,000 feet away. The commenter states that APN 044-141-045 has sewer mains much
closer and should be considered.

The EIR correctly identifies that SAN-10 is not directly adjacent to existing wastewater collection systems
on page 4.18-2 of the EIR, and for that reason, includes it on the list of sites required to implement
Mitigation Measure UTIL-1. Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding Rezoning Site selection and
Master Response UTIL regarding sewer system infrastructure. This comment has been noted.

Response 12.4

The commenter suggests that SAN-10 should not be included and instead it should be passed over so
that consideration to the last extension of the Community Separator in the area may be provided. The
commenter suggests that the RR3 zoning designation of the eastern portion of the parcel should remain
in place so it may function to keep the separator in place. The commenter states the Community
Separator between the Santa Rosa Avenue commercial corridor, and the Mountain View Avenue rural
residential area will have much more continuity, be much more complete, and will follow logically.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.
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Response 12.5

The commenter notes that SAN-10 is one of the few parcels in the area with split zoning that should be
maintained. The commenter states that the issue pertaining to the split zoning should be resolved before
site SAN-10 is considered in the Housing Element Update.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

Response 12.6

The commenter states that they have additional objections to the substance of the Draft EIR and
inventory, noted in the following comments. The commenter states that they have only cursorily looked
over the Draft EIR. The commenter asks at what level of error causes lack of trust in the work presented
in the Draft EIR.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element, and responses to
specific comments in Letter 12. Please refer to Section 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR, which lists revisions
made to the document. This comment has been noted.

Response 12.7

The commenter states that Figure 4.1-36 is incorrect and that what is shown in that figure is the
eastward view, the same as Figure 4.1-35.

The commenter is correct. Page 4.1-34 of the EIR has been revised as follows:

Figure 4.1-1 SAN-10 Viewed from the Southern Boundary, Looking East\West

Response 12.8

The commenter states that the APNs presented in Table 2-2 for sites SAN-10, SAN-13, SAN-14, and SAN-
16 do not match the APNs located in the Sonoma County Parcel Viewer.

The APN for site SAN-10 in the EIR is correct. The following revisions to the addresses for sites SAN-13,
SAN-14, and SAN-16 were made on page 2.7 of the EIR: The following revisions to the addresses for sites
SAN-13, SAN-14, and SAN-16 were made on page 2.7 of the EIR:

Site ID Site Address Assessor’s Nearest Correspondi | Rezone
Parcel Number Community | ng Figure Site?
No.

SAN-13 3847 SantaResa-Avenue-3855 Santa Rosa 134-181-046 Santa Rosa 2-7 | No
Avenue

SAN-14 3847 Santa-Resa-Avenue-3845 Santa Rosa 134-181-047 Santa Rosa 2-7 | No
Avenue

SAN-16 3445 Brooks-Avenue-3452 Brooks Avenue 134-132-067 Santa Rosa 2-7 | No

Final Environmental Impact Report 57



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

Response 12.9

The commenter states that Table ES-1 and Table 4.1-6 reference Mitigation Measure AES-5; however,
under Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, does not contain a Mitigation
Measure AES-5.

Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the EIR only contains Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2.
However, the commenter is correct in stating that Mitigation Measure AES-5 was inadvertently included
in Table 4.1-6, but not included in the analysis presented in section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. Corrections have
been made to Table 4.1-6 in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Those changes are also reflected in Section 5,
Changes to the EIR. These changes don’t warrant recirculation or change any impacts or findings of the
EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 13

COMMENTER: Kim Thatcher
DATE: January 30, 2023

Response 13.1

The commenter states that they do not understand why such an increase in housing in Forestville can be
approved considering existing water supply inadequacies.

Please refer to Master Responses EXST regarding existing infrastructure Master Response and HE
regarding opposition to the Housing Element. Impacts related to water are analyzed in Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems.

Response 13.2

The commenter asks how the residents of Forestville are expected to be a part of the decision making
process when times chosen for meetings are during normal working hours. The commenter asks how
their voice may be heard in the future.

This comment has been noted and passed onto County staff and decision-makers. Additionally,
comments on the Draft EIR could be sent in via email or mail at any time during the 55-day public
comment period.
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EIR Public Comment 14

COMMENTER: Jonathan Teel
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 14.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element.

Response 14.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Construction-related traffic impacts are discussed on in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR, on page
4.16-16. As stated in Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the EIR, “[p]rior to approval of development on those
Rezoning Sites, on- and off-site improvements to County and/or private roadways could be required.
Those improvements would require a County encroachment permit if on a public right-of-way” and
Mitigation Measure TRA-2, which requires a construction traffic management plan, would be required,
and with incorporation of mitigation would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Response 14.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding water and wastewater systems, and Master Response
EXST regarding the current condition of the pump station. As stated in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service
Systems, on page 4.18-15 of the Draft EIR, “several of the Rezoning Sites are not adjacent to existing
water or wastewater infrastructure and require further evaluation at the project level during the plan
review and permit approval phase. Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 is required to reduce impacts related to
water supply and wastewater system sufficiency.” This mitigation measure would ensure future
development would be adequately served by providers, and would result in less than significant impacts
on the Rezoning Sites, with the exception of GEY-1 through GEY-4.

Response 14.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sites are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liqguefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST. Table 4.19-2 of the EIR identifies the
Guerneville sites as in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) as indicated in the adopted 2007
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CALFIRE FHSZ Viewer, but the Guerneville sites are now shown as in a High FHSZ in the more recent
2022 Draft CALFIRE FHSZ Viewer which has not yet been adopted.

A portion of GUE-3 and GUE-4 is within the FEMA-mapped floodway and an additional portion is within
the FEMA-mapped 100-year floodplain, while GUE-2 is outside of FEMA-designated floodplains; refer to
Figures 4.10-4 (as revised) and 4.10-5 of the EIR. As discussed under Impact HWQ-4 of Section 4.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, development in the 100-year floodplain would be required to
comply with General Plan policies that aim to achieve General Plan Goal PS-2. This includes the
prohibition of fill in County-identified special flood hazard areas (refer to Section 7B-12 of the Sonoma
County Code of Ordinances), and requiring review and approval of proposed drainage facilities by Permit
Sonoma. Rezoning Sites that are within the Floodway Combining District (F1) or Floodplain Combining
District (F2) would be required to comply with County requirements as stated in Articles 56 and 58,
respectively, of the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances. These requirements ensure that any
development on the Rezoning Sites would result in no net change in the 100-year floodplain. Therefore,
increased flooding on adjacent parcels to the Rezoning Sites would not occur because of the project.
Impacts related to flood flows would be less than significant.

As acknowledged in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, Sonoma County is subject to risks associated with
potentially destructive earthquakes, and as stated on page 4.7-3 of the EIR, GUE-3 and GUE-4 contain
soils with high or very high liquefaction levels. As addressed on page 4.7-26 of the EIR, compliance with
mandatory California Building Code requirements, implementation of General Plan goals and policies,
and compliance with applicable laws and regulations would reduce impacts related to liquefaction to a
less-than-significant level.

Response 14.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Aesthetic impacts are analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 4.1-5 of
the EIR, trees and woodlands are determined to be a distinctive part of the Sonoma County visual
landscape and form an important visual resource where they occur. Table 4.1-3 in the EIR shows
rezoning sites with Zoning and General Plan designations that protect visual resources, including
rezoning sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 which are zoned as Valley Oak Habitat Combining District. Trees
are discussed in the assessment of the visual quality of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 on pages 4.1-11
and 4.1-12 of the EIR. Impact AES-3 also mentions that “[t]he project would facilitate development
projects at some sites that could introduce incongruous styles and massing or could degrade visual
character through the necessary removal of existing, mature trees. New development that is
incompatible with the natural and built conditions as they exist could cause a significant impact to the
visual quality by changing the visual nature of the site from open space to densely developed residential
properties, or by introducing structures with unremarkable design into a neighborhood with a distinctive
character informed, in part, by the architecture. This would result in significant impacts on 25 Rezoning
Sites with high site sensitivity where development would be dominant or codominant, and sites with
moderate sensitivity where development would be dominant, including GUE-4. Even with incorporation
of Mitigation Measure AES-1 for screening vegetation, because development on the Rezoning Sites that
are facilitated by the project cannot be made to comply with discretionary, subjective design guidelines,
projects on these 25 sites, it may substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings. Thus, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Response 14.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Consistency with the Sonoma County General Plan and Plan Bay Area 2050 are analyzed in Section 4.11,
Land Use and Planning. As shown in Table 4.11-3, the project is consistent with the vast majority of
relevant policies in the County General Plan, and a project need not be in perfect conformity with each
and every policy nor does state law require precise conformity of a proposed project with every policy
or land use designation.

As stated in Section 4.11 regarding Plan Bay Area 2050, “The proposed project would result in an
increased availability of housing and affordable housing for all income levels in the Unincorporated
County, following buildout of the Rezoning Sites. Additionally, the Rezoning Sites are located in Urban
Service Areas near developed urban areas, which would result in the development of housing near
existing community resources in a manner that promotes more inclusive communities. As such, the
project would be consistent with the themes described above.”

It is unclear what the commenter is referring to as “Housing Element policy,” but the Housing Element
undergoes review and certification by the California State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) to ensure it meets requirements.

Response 14.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and
community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element.
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EIR Public Comment 15

COMMENTER: Janice Stenger
DATE: January 31, 2022

Response 15.1

The commenter asks that the County appoint a resource bureau where they may find data that is not
publicly available. The commenter suggests that a meeting for the owners of the rezone sites should
have been considered.

Information used to create the Draft EIR is publicly available. Please consult Section 7, References, of the
EIR. Suggestions for an in-person meeting regarding rezoning have been noted and passed onto
decision-makers, though may be infeasible due to the countywide scale of the project.

Response 15.2

The commenter suggests that representatives from RR Sanitation (Russian River County Sanitation
District) and information on the existing bus system should have been included in public meetings. The
commenter states that data on public transportation ridership, crime statistics, information on fires
started by arsonists, and emergency ambulance rides in Guerneville is difficult to find.

Available information from Sonoma County Transit is included in Section 4.16.1 of the EIR. Additionally
Russian River County Sanitation District was consulted and is included on Table 4.18-2 and analyzed
throughout Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, in the EIR. More information regarding the
Russian River County Sanitation District can be found in Appendix WSS.

Response 15.3

The commenter states a link to the Draft EIR is not provided on the County website, and that the existing
link leads to an error message. The commenter states that a print copy of the Draft EIR should have been
kept in local libraries. The commenter asks if the County needs a planning department, as they disagree
with the County delegating planning responsibilities to outside consultants.

The Draft EIR was and remains available on the County website at:
https://permitsonoma.org/longrangeplans/proposedlong-rangeplans/housingelement/. Copies of the
Draft EIR were available at the following public libraries:

=  Petaluma Regional Library

= Guerneville Regional Library

= Healdsburg Regional Library

= Sonoma Valley Regional Library
= Roseland Regional Library

=  Santa Rosa Central Library
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Response 15.4

The commenter asks if they can be assured that the sewer district now follows federal government
mandates. The commenter expresses concern regarding the number of sewer line hookups the sewer
district has added. The commenter notes that sewer charges have increased for existing residents. The
commenter expresses dissatisfaction with the existing sewer system infrastructure and summarizes
historical issues with the system. The commenter states generally that the Draft EIR utilizes incorrect and
out-of-date data.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding sewer system infrastructure and Master Response EXST
regarding existing conditions of the sewer system. This comment does not pertain to impacts of the
proposed project. The commenter’s assertion of errors in the EIR does not point to specific issues, but
revisions to correct typographical and other errors are listed in Section 5, Revisions to the EIR.

Response 15.5

The commenter states that the increase in future residents will create a difference in the environment,
and notes that there are rules, such as Fire Safety Ordinance 6184, that restrict building on dead-end
roads and cul-de-sacs. The commenter states that the photo of Guerneville used in the Draft EIR is
unflattering and expresses discontent that their parcel does not appear in the image.

Please refer to Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR for additional information regarding wildfire
impacts relevant to the proposed project. As stated therein, any development facilitated by the
proposed project on Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with all applicable local, State, and
federal regulations regarding wildfire and wildfire safety.

In regard to the images used in the Draft EIR, Figure 4.1-5 shows GUE-2 and GUE-3 from Cutten Avenue.

Response 15.6

The commenter states that the FEMA flood map is dated and does not accurately reflect what flood
patterns look like near site GUE-3. The commenter states that during floods, water can rise and stretch
past Watson Road.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing and historical issues
regarding flood risk. This comment does not pertain to impacts caused by the proposed project.
Additionally, the EIR uses the most updated flood information available from FEMA, which is from 2008,
rather than the 1950s as asserted by the commenter.

Response 15.7

The commenter asks if PG&E’s description of wildfire conditions or the County’s description should be
trusted. The commenter notes that their area is in a “High Hazard” area according to the Wildfire Risk
Index. The commenter includes an image. The commenter adds that other maps show their area being at
high risk of liquefaction.

Please refer to Figure 4.19-3 in Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the figure relies
on the current Fire Hazard Severity Zones from CAL FIRE. CAL FIRE determines fire hazard severity based
on factors including fuel loading, slope, fire weather, and other relevant factors including areas where
winds have been identified by the Office of the State Fire Marshal as a major cause of wildfire spread.
PG&E’s community wildfire safety program relies on a Fire-Threat Map of California created by the
California Public Utilities Commission to show places with a high risk of wildfires that could put people
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and property in danger. The Wildfire Risk Index was developed for a non-regulatory program, the
Community Wildfire Prevention Plan, and as noted on the website the Wildfire Risk Index has not yet
been formally reviewed or adopted by the resource agencies, and is subject to change prior to
codification. Therefore, the most appropriate resource to use for CEQA analysis regarding wildfire is CAL
FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone maps.

Regarding liquefaction, the commenter is correct that GUE-3 contains soils with high or very high
liguefaction levels, as acknowledged on page 4.7-3 of the EIR. However, as analyzed under Impact GEO-2
in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, compliance with requirements of the California Building Code and
implementation of the County General Plan goals and policies would reduce impacts related to
liguefaction to a less than significant level.

Response 15.8

The commenter asks how their property became a by-right “target” while the County allowed for other
development such as rental properties and hotels to be taken out of the housing marker in West County.
The commenter asks if an alternative would be to eliminate vacation rental properties, and states that
this is their preference.

This comment does not pertain to the contents of the Draft EIR, but it has been noted and passed onto
decision-makers.

Response 15.9

The commenter suggests that all public meetings should be held in person in order to increase public
participation. The commenter asks how many properties are being taken away from parcel owners.

This comment does not pertain to the contents of the Draft EIR, but it has been noted and passed onto
decision-makers.
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EIR Public Comment 16

COMMENTER: Sean Maley
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 16.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 16.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 16.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 16.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 16.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 16.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 16.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 17

COMMENTER: Sue Zaharoff
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 17.1

The commenter states that they oppose the rezoning of site FOR-2 in Forestville. The commenter
expresses concerns regarding the areas existing infrastructure, future traffic and truck routes, emergency
egress, water supply, pedestrian safety, limited fire and police services, parking, and runoff. The
commenter states that rezoning site FOR-2 would end Forestville.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing services and infrastructure. Refer to
Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. Refer to Master Response UTIL and Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, regarding water supply and infrastructures. Refer to Master Response EMG
regarding emergency egress. Pedestrian safety is analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR.
Refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, regarding fire and police services. Parking is not
considered an environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.
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EIR Public Comment 18

COMMENTER: Arelene Warner
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 18.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 18.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents. The commenter expresses concern regarding the deterioration of Laughlin Roads
due to an increased number of vehicles using the road.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 18.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.
The commenter states that existing residents are currently burdened by a sewer tax.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 18.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 18.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 18.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 18.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 19

COMMENTER: Neil Shevlin
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 19.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 19.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 19.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 11\4.3.

Response 19.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 19.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 19.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 19.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 20

COMMENTER: Becky Boyle
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 20.1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the increase in future population in Forestville. The states
that Forestville has inadequate infrastructure to support future development.

Refer to Response 11.1

Response 20.2

The commenter states that there is not a school directly across the street from Rezoning Site FOR-2.

Refer to Response 11.2.

Response 20.3

The commenter expresses concern regarding the road encircling Rezoning Site FOR-2. The commenter
states that the roads near all Rezoning Sites located in Forestville are small county roads.

Refer to Response 11.3.

Response 20.4

The commenter expresses concern regarding urban renewal effects, displacement, loss of character,
threat to local businesses, community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, parking, and
sanitation.

Refer to Response 11.4.

Response 20.5

The commenter asks where there is a discussion on how the County plans to widen roads, add left turn
lanes, round-a-bouts, and crosswalks for pedestrian safety. The commenter asks where a road safety
study may be found.

Refer to Response 11.5.

Response 20.6

The commenter states that there is no inclusion of feasible mitigation measures in the Draft EIR
addressing the aesthetic impacts of Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-3, and FOR-5. The commenter states that
these sites would have significant and unavoidable impacts.

Refer to Response 11.6.
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Response 20.7

The commenter notes that Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 in the Draft EIR show that Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-5,
and FOR-6 are listed as being on “Existing Hazardous Material Contamination.” The commenter states
that the Draft EIR does not include a study describing the potential health risks to future residents,
students near the Rezoning Sites, and impacts to the surrounding community. The commenter states that
they do not see a study on how these hazardous materials may impact water resources near the
Rezoning Sites.

Refer to Response 11.7.

Response 20.8

The commenter states that in Section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection, EMT response times are shown as prior to
when departments were combined. The commenter states that they do not see a study regarding ratio of
emergency calls per capita.

Refer to Response 11.8.

Response 20.9

The commenter asks if, considering there would be a significant and unavoidable impact regarding
greenhouse gas emissions, it would make more sense to build development in a less car dependent area.
The commenter asks if it would be advisable, particularly for low-income residents, for future
development to be centered near urbanized areas with additional services.

Refer to Response 11.9.

Response 20.10

The commenter states that Forestville does not have enough existing commercial services to support
future population growth.

Refer to Response 11.10.

Response 20.11

The commenter expresses understanding of State housing requirements and why the County must
comply. The commenter states that Forestville is being pushed beyond what the area can realistically
support.

Refer to Response 11.11.

Response 20.12

The commenter urges that the County choose the alternative where all six parcels in Forestville are not
rezoned. The commenter asks that the same consideration be given for any sites with hazardous
histories.

Refer to Response 11.12.
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Response 20.13

The commenter asks that the County avoid considering sites FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5, and
FOR-6 at minimum. The commenter asks that the County find other sites where future residents will have
adequate commercial services, better roads, and the least amount of impacts to the environment.

Refer to Response 11.13.
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EIR Public Comment 21

COMMENTER: Janice Stenger
DATE: December 31, 2022

Response 21.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. This
comment has been noted.

Response 21.2

The commenter expresses concerns regarding wildfire risk and wildfire mapping. The commenter states
that there are incongruencies between County maps and PG&E fire maps.

Please refer to Figure 4.19-3 in Section 4.19, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the graphic
relies on the most up-to-date data obtained from CAL FIRE. CAL FIRE determines fire hazard severity
based on factors including fuel loading, slope, fire weather, and other relevant factors including areas
where winds have been identified by the Office of the State Fire Marshal as a major cause of wildfire
spread. PG&E’s community wildfire safety program relies on a Fire-Threat Map of California created by
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) called the CPUC High Fire Threat District map to show
places with a high risk of wildfires that could put people and property in danger of utility-associated
wildfires. CEQA analysis regarding wildfire is based on CAL FIRE fire hazard severity zones in the
currently adopted fire hazard severity zone maps. Additionally, the CAL FIRE maps were last updated in
2007. While CALFIRE is currently working on updating them using 2022 data, and released draft maps in
2023, the new maps have not yet been adopted. As such, the currently adopted 2007 versions of
CALFIRE Wildfire maps were used in the wildfire analysis for this project.

Response 21.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic in Guerneville.

Rezoning Sites in Guerneville may be accessed by roadways at least 20 feet in width or greater;
however, future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would need to ensure that
adjacent roads meet County width requirements. Refer to Master Response EXST regarding the current
dead-end roadways and Master Response EMG.

While not required by CEQA, as discussed in Response 0-2.7, a congestion-based LOS analysis was done
for information purposes. As shown in Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR, traffic volumes in Guerneville
were calculated for two intersections: Armstrong Woods Road/River Road and State Route 116/River
Road, for informational purposes. Full buildout of all four Rezoning Sites in Guerneville would result in
an increase of no more than 133 peak hour trips, or approximately 1,330 daily trips at these
intersections. As shown in the informational analysis provided in Appendix TRA, full buildout of
Guerneville Rezoning Sites would not degrade roadway level of service (LOS) operations beyond LOS B,
where roadway operations occur with low delay, good progression, and/or short cycle lengths.
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Response 21.4

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Rezoning Sites in Guerneville. The commenter
expresses opposition to Proposition 19 and expresses concerns regarding the future of their property. The
commenter asks how the proposed project will impact the rental market and expresses discontent with
the number of short-term rentals in the area.

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. This
comment has been noted.

Response 21.5

The commenter expresses concern and frustration with short-term rentals. The commenter asks if the
removal of a local school is indicative of the town's decline.

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. This
comment has been noted.

Response 21.6

The commenter describes the purpose of the Workforce Housing (WH) Combining Zone. The commenter
asks a series of questions regarding whether or not their property and the property of another
community member were appropriately chosen to be included as Rezoning Sites. The commenter claims
that the General Plan was updated two years ago and asks why the proposed project was not included as
part of that update.

The commenter is incorrect that the General Plan was updated two years ago. The last comprehensive
update to the General Plan was in 2008. This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response
SITE regarding the Rezoning Site selection process and identification. Regarding updates to the General
Plan and Housing Element, the County Housing Element is a component of the County General Plan that
primarily addresses housing matters for the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County. Under State law,
the Housing Element must be updated on an eight-year cycle, which is overseen by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). The County Housing Element is currently
being updated for the sixth cycle, which encompasses the 2023-2031 planning period. The proposed
project provides evidence of the County’s ability to accommodate the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment through the year 2031, as established by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),
and identifies the rezone program needed to reach the required housing capacity.

Response 21.7

The commenter expresses discontent regarding the amount of notice they received about the Draft EIR.
The commenter states that their local library had not received a copy of the Draft EIR. The commenter
expresses dissatisfaction with public meetings being held virtually.

The County of Sonoma distributed a Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR and held a public scoping
meeting for input on preparation of the Draft EIR, as described in Section 1, Introduction, on page 1-4 of
the Draft EIR. Public participation efforts undertaken for the Housing Element Update itself are detailed
in the Draft Housing Element beginning on page 2 under Section 1.4, Public Participation. Refer also to
past noticing regarding the Rezoning Sites for Housing Process in Master Response SITE.
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Nonetheless, this comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed
project. The commenters opinion is noted and has been passed on to decision-makers. Section
150587(g) of the CEQA Guidelines says the lead agency should furnish copies of the EIR to the public
library systems, but not that it is required. However, the County made the document available at six
Sonoma County libraries. Refer to Response 15.3 regarding the EIR’s presence in area libraries, and
online at https://permitsonoma.org/longrangeplans/proposedlong-rangeplans/housingelement/.

Response 21.8

The commenter states that the residents on Laughlin Road, Valley Lane, and Cutten Drive did not receive
adequate notification of the Rezoning Sites located on Laughlin Road. The commenter expresses
concerns regarding increased traffic and wildfire risk in the area including on dead-end roads.

This comment has been noted. Refer to Response 21.7 above.

Please refer to Response 21.3 regarding traffic impacts resulting from development of the Rezoning
Sites in Guerneville. Please refer to Master Response FIRE regarding wildfire risk and evacuation. Refer
to Response 21.2 regarding the difference between PG&E and CAL FIRE fire designations. Refer to
Master Response EMG regarding evacuation access concerns.

Response 21.9

The commenter provides a summary of historical sewer issues and expresses concerns regarding the
existing sewer system in Guerneville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding concerns about the
existing sewer system. As stated therein, “the wastewater capacity for sites GUE-1 through GUE-4, GRA-
1 through GRA-5, and PET-1 through PET-4 is either unknown or limited. These sites would require the
construction of expanded wastewater facilities, including upgraded pipelines and potentially new
pumps.”

Response 21.10

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing flood conditions near the Rezoning Sites.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. . Refer to
Figure 4.10-5 for a FEMA floodplain map of the Guerneville site. GUE-2 is near but not within the 100-
year floodplain.

Response 21.11

The commenter includes a copy of a separate letter submitted to the County.

Please refer to EIR Public Comment 15 for a full summary of the attached letter and responses to each
concern raised therein.
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EIR Public Comment 22

COMMENTER: Dan O’Leary
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 22.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 22.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 22.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 22.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sites are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liguefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 22.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 22.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 22.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 23

COMMENTER: Karyn Pulley
DATE: January 31, 2023

Response 23.1

The commenter states that their comments are regarding site FOR-2. The commenter asks what changes
would be imposed on their land and if they would be forced into guidelines for future property changes.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding the purpose of the proposed project. This comment has
been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Rezoning would not force changes to the existing uses on-
site; however, if rezoning is approved, future land use changes on the site would be subject to the
applicable zoning code requirements for that zone.

Response 23.2

The commenter states that they have no intention of selling their land. The commenter states that they
will be submitting further comments.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element. This comment has
been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Rezoning, or consideration of a site for rezoning, does not
require intentions to sell land.
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EIR Public Comment 24

COMMENTER: Chriss Bross
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 24.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR. The commenter expresses particular concern regarding the health and safety of residents, and
expresses concerns about emergency evacuation in the event of a flood.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 24.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 24.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 24.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 24.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 24.5.

Response 24.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 24.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 25

COMMENTER: February 1, 2023
DATE: Cindy Romero

Response 25.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 25.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 25.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 25.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 25.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 25.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 25.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 26

COMMENTER: Daneene Bell
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 26.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR. The commenter expresses particular concern regarding the health and safety of residents, and
expresses concerns about emergency evacuation in the event of a flood.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 26.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 26.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 26.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 26.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 26.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 26.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.

Final Environmental Impact Report

87



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 27

COMMENTER: Denise Mobley
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 27.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1

Response 27.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 27.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 27.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 27.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 27.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14..6.
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Response 27.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 28

COMMENTER: Leila Anderson
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 28.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding egress from Forestville in the event of a wildfire, and how
an increase in future population may create additional evacuation challenges. The commenter states
that it is unlikely more water will become available in the future, and that it is unlikely that fires will stop.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response FIRE for information regarding wildfire
impacts and emergency evacuation.
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EIR Public Comment 29

COMMENTER: Neighbors of FOR-2
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 29.1

The commenter requests that FOR-2 be removed from the rezoning plan due to reasons stated in
Alternative 3 of the EIR, as they believe the cost of mitigation makes the project too expensive and there
is a risk that the property will never be developed.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Please refer to Master Response HE
regarding opposition to the Housing Element and selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 29.2

The commenter summarizes the Land Use Element of the County General Plan and states the project
slated for FOR-2 is inconsistent with the existing General Plan.

Consistency with the Sonoma County General Plan is analyzed in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning.
As shown in Table 4.11-3, the project is consistent with the vast majority of relevant policies in the
County General Plan, and a project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every policy nor
does state law require precise conformity of a proposed project with every policy or land use
designation.

Response 29.3

The commenter expresses concern with additional residents including potential multi-story buildings
blocking scenic vistas and overlooking backyards, noise levels, and nighttime light and glare. The
commenter states there are no sidewalks and narrow roadway shoulders, and that traffic increases
would make walking less safe and desirable. The commenter points out an error regarding identification
of a school near FOR-2.

Regarding impacts to scenic vistas please refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As discussed
under Impact AES-1 there are four Rezoning Sites that would have significant impacts to scenic vistas.
However, this does not include Rezoning Site FOR-2 or any other Rezoning Site located in Forestville. As
discussed under Impact AES-2, several Rezoning Sites in Forestville border a state scenic highway and
scenic resources could be affected if individual projects are visible from these roadways. However, there
is no feasible mitigation measures available, as development facilitated by the proposed project on
Rezoning Sites cannot be made to comply with subjective design guidelines, and thus projects on these
ten sites may remove or damage scenic resources within a State-designated highway, particularly by
changing the character of visual resources. As discussed under Impact AES-3, most of the Forestville
Rezoning Sites may be visually dominant in areas of high site sensitivity. Therefore, Mitigation Measure
AES-1 would be required in order to screen sites with additional vegetation. Even after implementation
of Mitigation Measure AES-1, because development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites cannot
be made to comply with subjective design guidelines, projects on these sites may substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.

Regarding impacts due to light and glare, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated. Mitigation Measure AES-2 would be implemented requiring that all project designs shall
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include specific exterior lighting plans that meet the minimum requirements. With implementation of
AES-2, impacts from light and glare would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of potential noise impacts induced
by the proposed project. As stated therein, impacts to noise could be significant. However, compliance
with all applicable noise regulations and implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would
reduce all noise impacts to a less than significant level.

Regarding the Forestville Youth Park, the commenter is correct, and the EIR has been revised to
correctly identify the Forestville Youth Park

Response 29.4

The commenter expresses concern regarding existing traffic levels on Mirabel Road relating to truck
trips, fast-moving traffic, no turn lanes, and limited sight lines. The commenter offers information
regarding the feasibility of exit points for the parcel and estimations of traffic levels.

Refer to 0-2.7 regarding traffic levels on Mirabel Road.

Response 29.5

The commenter claims that the community funded Forestville Youth Park would see a considerable
increase in use that would lead to physical deterioration of the facility, and pedestrian safety crossing
Mirabel Road to access the park would be a safety concern.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein,
development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered parks, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
objectives and would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

In addition, pursuant to Sonoma County Code Section 20-65, project applicant(s) for development
facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would be required to pay park fees in the amount
of $3,678 per residential unit in order to offset impacts related to increased demand at existing
recreation facilities.. Subdivision projects must dedicate parkland or pay an in-lieu fee pursuant to
Sonoma County Code Section 25-58. Therefore, impacts to parks would be less than significant.

Response 29.6

The commenter provides background information on sewer lines in the vicinity of FOR-2, and states the
EIR does not define if the existing line in Hwy 116 is capable of handling the increased output from the
FOR-2 project. The commenter notes that if it is insufficient, the line would have to be re-engineered and
replaced under Caltrans oversight, and that the if a development is approved on FOR-2, it should require
sewer connections.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services
and infrastructure. Please refer to Master Response UTIL for information regarding the existing sewer
system and planned improvements. Additionally, there are no known capacity issues in the collection
system, pursuant to discussions with the general manager, as discussed in Appendix WSS of the EIR.
However, further hydraulic analysis may be required by Forestville Water District prior to construction
approval for individual developments.
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Response 29.7

The commenter states FOR-2 is 33 yards from a moderately high fire zone and quotes the EIR regarding
emergency access during evacuations.

The commenter’s quotation is not a direct quote, but generally accurate. Page 4.19-26 of the EIR states
that “[a]ccess to Rezoning Sites FOR-2, FOR-4, GRA-2, AGU-1, and AGU-2 currently does not meet
County road standards of 20 feet in width or greater, and access to Rezoning Sites GUE-1 through GUE-3
also appear not to meet this requirement. Prior to approval of development on those Rezoning Sites,
on- and off-site improvements to County and/or private roadways would eeuld be required.” The
commenter does not bring up any concerns with the analysis presented in the EIR; no changes are
warranted.

Response 29.8
The commenter restates their position regarding the FOR-2 rezoning.

Refer to Response 29.1.
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EIR Public Comment 30

COMMENTER: Meagan Nolan
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 30.1

The commenter states that they are a co-inheritor of the property at 6934 Mirabel Road. The commenter
asserts that they have no intention of selling the property.

This comment has been noted. It does not pertain to the analysis or conclusions in the EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 31

COMMENTER: Neil Shevlin
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 31.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 31.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 31.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 31.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 31.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 31.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 31.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and
community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 32

COMMENTER: Oscar Ayala
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 32.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 32.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 32.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 32.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 32.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 32.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 32.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and
community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 33

COMMENTER: Rio Olesky
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 33.1

The commenter states that the roads surrounding site FOR-2 are not built to withstand future
development and population increases. The commenter expresses concern regarding pedestrian and
bicyclist safety on these roads.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 33.2

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include a discussion on displacement, loss of character,
threat to local businesses, community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, parking, and
sanitation needs.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 33.3

The commenter asks where there is a discussion on how the County plans to widen roads, add left turn
lanes, round-a-bouts, and crosswalks for pedestrian safety.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 33.4

The commenter asks where a road safety study may be found. The commenter expresses concern
regarding potential accidents and the safety of residents.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 33.5

The commenter states that there is no inclusion of feasible mitigation measures in the Draft EIR
addressing the aesthetic impacts of sites FOR-1, FOR-3, and FOR-5. The commenter states that these
sites would have significant and unavoidable impacts.

Refer to Response 14.6.

Response 33.6

The commenter notes that Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 in the Draft EIR show that sites FOR-1, FOR-5, and FOR-
6 are listed as being on “Existing Hazardous Material Contamination.” The commenter states that the
Draft EIR does not include a study describing the potential health risks to future residents, students near
the sites, and impacts to the surrounding community. The commenter states that they do not see a study
on how these hazardous materials may impact water resources near the sites.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 34

COMMENTER: Sally Percich
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 34.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the rezone site located at 6898 Nolan Road (FOR-2). The
commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic and inadequate availability of water resources.
The commenter notes that there is no sewer system in place in the neighborhood surrounding the site.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Master Response UTIL regarding sewer system infrastructure.

Response 34.2

The commenter states that 6555 Covey Road (FOR-1) and 6220 Highway 116 (FOR-3) are both
acceptable sites.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

Response 34.3

The commenter states that Forestville does not have the infrastructure for a 50 percent increase in
population.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing services and
infrastructure. The change in buildout potential for the five Forestville sites would be 1,172 people (refer
to Table 2-4 of the EIR). The current population of Forestville is approximately 3,788 people, which
would be a 30 percent increase rather than the 50 percent increase cited by the commenter.

Response 34.4

The commenter suggests that rezoning only one vineyard property in the Forestville area would solve the
housing shortage.

This comment has been noted. Refer to Master Response SITE.
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EIR Public Comment 35

COMMENTER: Sean Maley
DATE: February 1, 2023

Response 35.1

The commenter states that they are a resident on Laughlin Road and expresses opposition to rezoning
sites on Laughlin Road and Cutten Drive.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element.

Response 35.2

The commenter asks how the County will handle flooding on Armstrong Woods Road if evacuation is
necessary.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuations.
Refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR for additional information relating to
flooding analysis.

Response 35.3

The commenter states that risk of wildfire has increased and future development in the area may be
catastrophic.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response FIRE regarding wildfire risk.

Response 35.4

The commenter states that Laughlin Road and Cutten Drive are narrow, with some areas allowing only
one car to pass at a time. The commenter asks how the County plans on addressing this issue.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of
services and infrastructure.

Response 35.5

The commenter states that the area already experiences traffic congestion, especially during crush
season. The commenter expresses concern regarding how an increase in future vehicles will impact

traffic.

Refer to Comment 0-2.7 regarding analysis of congestion under CEQA. As shown in Appendix TRA of the
Draft EIR, traffic volumes in Guerneville were calculated for two intersections: Armstrong Woods
Road/River Road and State Route 116/River Road, for informational purposes. Full buildout of all four
Rezoning Sites in Guerneville would result in an increase of no more than 133 peak hour trips, or
approximately 1,330 daily trips at these intersections. As shown in the informational analysis provided in
Appendix TRA, full buildout of Guerneville Rezoning Sites would not degrade roadway level of service
(LOS) operations beyond LOS B, where roadway operations occur with low delay, good progression,
and/or short cycle lengths.
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Response 35.6

The commenter states that Laughlin Road dead-ends making ingress and egress challenging, especially
during an evacuation event.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.
Refer also to Master Response EXST regarding the existing dead-end.

Response 35.7
The commenter asks how the County plans to address the present condition on the sewer system.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL for information regarding concerns
about the existing sewer system. Refer also to Master Response EXST, as this comment relates to
existing problems with the sewer system.
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EIR Public Comment 36

COMMENTER: Janice Stenger
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 36.1

The commenter asks if it is true that if there are state or Federal funds use for future development, the
units can’t be provided to locals only or people who are returning to the area that were born there. The
commenter asks if this would be due to the cost of housing. The commenter asks if it would be true that
future development would be for people from any state in the country or other counties in the state.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. The cost of
housing and future residents who may reside in new developments is not determined through CEQA.
Restricting who may potentially reside in future developments based on past or existing connection to
the county would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act.

Response 36.2

The commenter asks if developers can get a “pass” and build higher cost housing. The commenter asks if
a trailer park could be developed there.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. The cost of
housing is not determined through CEQA. Regarding the question of whether or not a trailer park may
be developed, development would be based on site-specifical proposals or development applications
received after rezoning takes place.
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EIR Public Comment 37

COMMENTER: Kelly Joyce
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 37.1

The commenter states that they are a resident of Forestville. The commenter expresses concern
regarding pedestrian safety in the area. The commenter states that due to the unsafe road conditions,
they drive their child to school rather than having their child cross the street, which would take less time
if there were safer crossings.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing roadway problems. The situation the
commenter is describing currently exists and the comment is not caused by the project.

Response 37.2

The commenter states that floods happen several times a year near the Packing House Road
development, which cut off access in both directions on Highway 116.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing flooding problems. The situation the
commenter is describing currently exists and the issue is not caused by the project.

Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein,
development facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with
the SWRCB Construction General Permit, which requires preparation and implementation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for projects that disturb one acre or more of land.
Additionally, as discussed on page 4.10-26 of the Draft EIR, development facilitated by the proposed
project on Rezoning Sites would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. As stated therein, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would alter the
existing drainage patterns in the Rezoning Sites through introduction of new impervious surfaces and
infrastructure. However, the Sonoma County General Plan includes goals and policies that are intended
to reduce flood hazards through minimal alterations to designated floodplains, which would reduce the
potential for increased susceptibility to flooding on or off site.

Implementation of these goals and policies would ensure that the runoff from development facilitated
by the project on Rezoning Sites does not exceed the capacity of existing and future storm drain
systems. The project would not alter the existing drainage patterns or contribute runoff water in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, nor would it exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Impacts would be less than significant.

Response 37.3

The commenter understands the need for increased housing, but believes that a 37 percent increase in
the population of Forestville would be unfeasible. The commenter asks how the County plans to move
forward with future development without having a plan for potential infrastructure changes.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Master Response SITE for additional information regarding the Rezoning Site selection
process. Refer to Master Response UTIL regarding impacts to utility infrastructure.
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Response 37.4

The commenter expresses concerns regarding how future development will impact emergency
evacuation in the area.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.
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EIR Public Comment 38

COMMENTER: Louis Hughes
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 38.1

The commenter expresses opposition to rezoning sites in Forestville and states the area does not have
the infrastructure necessary to support the proposed growth. The commenter states that future plans for
development should be thoroughly thought out.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Master Response UTIL regarding existing services and infrastructure concerns.
Response 38.2

The commenter states that it feels that state housing laws are forced on communities.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis for the proposed project. This
comment has been noted.
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EIR Public Comment 39

COMMENTER: Lucy Hardcastle
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 39.1

The commenter states that increased traffic and difficulty finding parking in downtown Forestville will
negatively impact the quality of life for residents. The commenter states that existing plans to upgrade
sidewalks and crosswalks will eliminate parking.

As shown in Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR, traffic volumes in Forestville were calculated for one
intersection: State Route 116/Mirabel Road, for informational purposes. Full buildout of all six Rezoning
Sites in Forestville would result in any new deficiencies. However, as discussed in Appendix TRA, since all
of the development is not anticipated to be built in the near-term, the substantial effects noted may
take years to materialize. Thus, no near-term intersection improvements have been identified as
required. Parking is not considered an environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under
CEQA.

Response 39.2

The commenter states that adding over 600 housing units will result in gridlock and overcome
Forestville’s ability to handle the flow of traffic. The commenter expresses concern regarding stalling
quarry trucks and diesel particulate matter that could collect in the area, and how this particulate matter
will impact restaurant outdoor seating operations.

Please refer to Response 39.1 regarding anticipated traffic. In regard to air quality concerns, please refer
to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, vehicle trips for development facilitated by
the Housing Element on the Rezoning Sites were calculated using the daily VMT and are expected to
increase over existing zoning by 93,260 VMT, a number developed during the transportation
assessment. The proposed net percentage VMT increase associated with the proposed project
(approximately 836 percent) would be less than the net percentage population increase (approximately
896 percent). Therefore, the project’s VMT increase would not conflict with the BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines operational plan-level significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, and would
be consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. In addition, operation of development facilitated by the
proposed project on Rezoning Sites does not involve designated sources of toxic air contaminants;
therefore, the project is not considered a source of toxic air contaminants. Impacts to air quality would
be less than significant.

Response 39.3

The commenter states that affordable housing is welcomed but asks that the County plans all future
development thoughtfully and considers existing infrastructural inadequacies.

This comment has been noted and passed on to decision-makers for their consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 40

COMMENTER: Mary Mount
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 40.1
The commenter expresses opposition to the project

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element.

Response 40.2

The commenter states that there is no ability to widen Laughlin Road or Cutten Drive. The commenter
states that Laughlin Road is a dead-end road, as is Armstrong Woods Road which regularly floods. The
commenter expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Response 35.5 regarding road widths of Laughlin Road
and Cutten Drive. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.

Response 40.3

The commenter states that the sewer system is outdated and would need a complete overhaul. The
commenter asks what the County plans.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding concerns about the
existing sewer system.

Response 40.4

The commenter asks that development be considered for Santa Rosa, Windsor, and Healdsburg instead.
The commenter suggests that there is more open space in those areas.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding the Rezoning Site
selection process. The proposed project involves rezoning to facilitate implementation of the Sonoma
County Housing Element; Sonoma County does not have authority to rezone parcels within other cities
in the county as they are separate jurisdictions. The EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element
analyzes rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support meeting the
County’s RHNA. Incorporated areas such as Santa Rosa, Healdsburg and Windsor, have their own ABAG-
assigned RHNA and housing elements.
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EIR Public Comment 41

COMMENTER: Nick Pulley
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 41.1

The commenter states that they live at site FOR-2. The commenter shares about their family history at
this site and the importance of the site to them. The commenter states that they only recently became
aware of the rezoning of the site and expresses frustration with the lack of communication they have
received. The commenter states that they have no intention of selling their property.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element.
Response 41.2

The commenter states that they hope rezoning of the site will not impede their ability to use the land for
agriculture.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. This
comment has been noted. Continuation of existing uses would not be affected by the rezoning.
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EIR Public Comment 42

COMMENTER: Tim Patriarca and James Wong
DATE: February 2, 2023

Response 42.1
The commenter expresses opposition to Rezoning Site GRA-4.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Rezoning Site selection.

Response 42.2

The commenter states that the roads near Rezoning Site GRA-4 lack sidewalks, shoulders, and lighting.
The commenter expresses concern regarding road safety.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of services and infrastructure. This
comment has been noted.

Response 42.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding increased use of groundwater. The commenter states
there is no parking available in the area, and due to a lack of commercial services in the area, future
residents will be car-dependent.

Please refer to pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.
As stated therein, policies under General Plan Goal WR-4 encourage water conservation, which would
decrease the project’s demand on water throughout the County and therefore decrease the demand on
local groundwater supplies. Compliance with these existing requirements would ensure that impacts to
groundwater supplies would be less than significant.

Regarding the commenter’s concern on traffic, please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft
EIR. As stated under Impact TRA-1 starting on page 4.16-14, average total home-based vehicle miles
travelled (VMT) per resident would decrease minimally with implementation of the project. However,
VMT per resident would be 16.0, above the threshold value of 13.0. For this reason, Mitigation Measure
TRA-1 will be implemented aiming to reduce overall VMT through various trip reduction programs such
as, but not limited to, bicycle programs, bus service enhancements, and carpool programs.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns about existing parking and nearby commercial services, please
refer to Master Response EXST. This comment has been noted. Parking is not considered an
environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.

Response 42.4

The commenter states that the parcels surrounding Rezoning Site GRA-4 are open space, two of which
include historical apple orchards. The commenter states that this open space supports the local
ecosystem. The commenter states that the proposed site contains heritage oaks and apple trees. The
commenter asks how development is appropriate for this site.

Please refer to Figure 4.11-5 in Section 4.11, Land Use and Housing, of the Draft EIR. As depicted therein,
Rezoning Site GRA-4 is currently zoned as rural residential with low density residential (R1) and rural
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residential (RR) zoning to the south and east, and agriculture and residential (AR) to the north and west
of the site. As discussed on pages 4.2-16 and 4.2-17 of Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources,
Rezoning Site GRA-4 is not listed as having directly adjacent agricultural uses that would fall under the
Right to Farm ordinance and thus, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would not
have a significant impact on surrounding agricultural lands.

In regard to the commenters’ concerns about biological resources, please refer to Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR. Under Impact BIO-1 starting on page 4.4-28, it is stated that projects that
would result in ground disturbance through clearing/grading or vegetation trimming or removal, and a
project-specific biological assessment would be required through the implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1. Additional mitigation measures would then be required based on the result of the
project-specific biological analysis and may include one or more of the additional mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2 through Mitigation Measure BIO-12) to reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. In addition, as discussed on page 4.4-39, the Sonoma County Zoning Code Chapter 26D
and Sonoma County Zoning Code Article 88, Section 26-88-010(m), Tree Protection Ordinance, provides
for the protection of heritage and landmark trees. Article 67, Valley Oak Habitat Combining District, of
the Sonoma County Zoning Code provides protection for oak woodland habitats. Compliance with these
ordinances would reduce impacts to either oak species to a less than significant level.

In regard to the commenter’s concern about the appropriateness of Rezoning Site GRA-4, please refer to
Master Response SITE. This comment has been noted.
Response 42.5

The commenter states that it is their understanding that the site is already zoned for additional
development. The commenter requests that the parcel’s existing zoning remains.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element or selected Rezoning
Sites. This comment will be passed on to decision-makers.

Response 42.6
The commenter attaches a copy of an identical letter.

Please refer to Responses 42.1 through 42.5 above for a summary of the commenters’ concerns and
applicable responses.
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EIR Public Comment 43

COMMENTER: Adele Westling
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 43.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 43.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 43.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 43.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 43.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 43.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 43.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element. Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 44

COMMENTER: Andrea Oreck
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 44.1

The commenter states that a development sign was placed on a hillside overlooking the inland hamlet of
Bodega. The commenter asks where water will be coming from to be supplied to this development. The
commenter states there is no sewage treatment plant for additional residents in this sensitive watershed
area.

This comment refers to a development project not associated with the proposed project or analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. No response is warranted.

Response 44.2

The commenter states that two old homes and apple orchards were demolished for the development of a
164-unit housing complex on Bodega Highway. The commenter states that traffic on this road becomes
backed up for miles.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of
services and infrastructure. In addition, this comment refers to a development project not associated
with the proposed project or analysis provided in the Draft EIR. No response is warranted.

Response 44.3

The commenter expresses opposition to the imposition of state housing laws. The commenter asserts
that while more affordable housing is needed, it should not come at the expense of the quality of life for
existing residents. The commenter urges the County to push back.

This comment has been noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration. Please refer to
Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element.
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EIR Public Comment 45

COMMENTER: Becky Boyle
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 45.1

The commenter points to page 4.15-11 of the Draft EIR and states that Forestville is taking on a burden
of the state’s housing quota in comparison to other unincorporated areas in Sonoma County. The
commenter states that a 25 percent increase in population is too much for Forestville and the area does
not have the infrastructure to support that growth.

Please refer to Response 11.1.

Response 45.2

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is incorrect on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR. The commenter
asserts that there is no school located across from site FOR-2 on Mirabel Road.

Please refer to Response 11.2.

Response 45.3

The commenter states that the roads around Rezoning Site FOR-2 are not adequate to support an
increase in population. The commenter states that the roads are small and have existing safety hazards,
and that increasing the population would pose a risk to bicyclists and pedestrians in the area. The
commenter claims there is no mention that the roads in Forestville are small country roads.

Please refer to Response 11.3.

Response 45.4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include a discussion on displacement, loss of character,
threat to local businesses, community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, parking, and
sanitation needs.

Please refer to Response 11.4.

Response 45.5

The commenter asks where there is a discussion on how the County plans to widen roads, add left turn
lanes, round-a-bouts, and crosswalks for pedestrian safety. The commenter asks where a road safety
study may be found. The commenter expresses concerns regarding pedestrian safety.

Please refer to Response 11.5.

Response 45.6

The commenter states that there is no inclusion of feasible mitigation measures in the Draft EIR
addressing the aesthetic impacts of Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-3, and FOR-5. The commenter states that
these sites would have significant and unavoidable impacts.

Please refer to Response 11.6.
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The commenter notes that Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 in the Draft EIR show that Rezoning Sites FOR-1, FOR-5,
and FOR-6 are listed as being on “Existing Hazardous Material Contamination.” The commenter states
that the Draft EIR does not include a study describing the potential health risks to future residents,
students near the Rezoning Sites, and impacts to the surrounding community. The commenter states that
they do not see a study on how these hazardous materials may impact water resources near the
Rezoning Sites.

Please refer to Response 11.7.

Response 45.8

The commenter states that in Section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection, EMT response times are shown as prior to
when departments were combined. The commenter states that they do not see a study regarding ratio of
emergency calls per capita.

Please refer to Response 11.8.

Response 45.9

The commenter quotes from the EIR and asks if, considering there would be a significant and
unavoidable impact regarding greenhouse gas emissions, it would make more sense to build
development in a less car dependent area. The commenter asks if it would be advisable, particularly for
low-income residents, for future development to be centered near urbanized areas with additional
services.

Please refer to Response 11.9.

Response 45.10

The commenter states that Forestville does not have enough existing commercial services to support
future population growth.

Please refer to Response 11.10.

Response 45.11

The commenter expresses understanding of State housing requirements and why the County must
comply. The commenter states that Forestville is being pushed beyond what the area can realistically
support.

Please refer to Response 11.11.

Response 45.12

The commenter urges that the County choose the alternative where all six parcels in Forestville are not
rezoned. The commenter asks that the same consideration be given for any sites with hazardous
histories.

Please refer to Response 11.12.
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Response 45.13

The commenter asks that the County avoid considering sites FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5, and
FOR-6 at minimum. The commenter asks that the County find other sites where future residents will have
adequate commercial services, better roads, and the least amount of impacts to the environment.

Please refer to Response 11.13.
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EIR Public Comment 46

COMMENTER: Durs Koening
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 46.1

The commenter states they are a Forestville resident. The commenter states that increasing Forestville’s
population by 1,652, as shown on page 2-26 of the Draft EIR, is ill-advised.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and selected Rezoning Sites, and Master Response SITE for additional information on the
Rezoning Site selection process.

Response 46.2

The commenter states that while they support affordable housing, straining the roads and services by a
significant amount will diminish Forestville’s character.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST. Please refer to Section 4.16,
Transportation, for a full analysis of impacts to transportation induced by the proposed project. As
stated therein, while individual VMT would increase, the implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1
will reduce overall VMT through various trip reduction programs such as, but not limited to, bicycle
programs, bus service enhancements, and carpool programs. Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services
and Recreation, for more information on the impacts to existing services. While the proposed project
will introduce an increased demand for services, impacts to fire protection facilities, police protection
facilities, schools, parks, and other public facilities would be less than significant. In addition, please
refer to Master Response UTIL for information regarding impacts to the existing sewer system and
Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, for additional information on impacts to various utility
systems. As stated therein, impacts to stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas,
telecommunications, and solid waste would all be less than significant. Impacts to water supply would
be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Response 46.3

The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic and existing police service availability. The
commenter states that residents do not want more traffic, vibration, and that existing police services
that are provided by the County Sheriffs Department have very few patrols in the West County.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST for concerns regarding the existing
conditions of services and infrastructure.

Regarding the commenter’s concern on traffic, please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft
EIR. As stated under Impact TRA-1 starting on page 4.16-14, average total home-based vehicle miles
travelled (VMT) per resident would decrease minimally with implementation of the project. However,
VMT per resident would be 16.0, above the threshold value of 13.0. For this reason, Mitigation Measure
TRA-1 will be implemented aiming to reduce overall VMT through various trip reduction programs such
as, but not limited to, bicycle programs, bus service enhancements, and carpool programs.

Regarding vibration, please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact NOI-
1 beginning on page 4.13-14, vibration would be a concern during the construction phase of a
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development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites. Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-2
through NOI-4 would be implemented to reduce construction vibration impacts to a less than significant
level. As discussed on page 4.13-22, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would not
involve substantial vibration sources. Operational impacts to vibration would be less than significant.

In addition, please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As shown on
page 4.15-12 and 4.15-13, the need for new officers would be distributed throughout the County, with
no more than three new officers required at any one station. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the
construction of a new police station would be required to serve development on any of the sites.
However, General Plan Policy LU-4f requires the payment of fair share impact fees during the building
permit process, which fund the provision of public services, including police protection services, based
on projected growth. Impacts to police service would be less than significant.
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EIR Public Comment 47

COMMENTER: Geary Do
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 47.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 47.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 47.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 47.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 47.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 47.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 47.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 48

COMMENTER: Mary Helt
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 48.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 48.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 48.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 48.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 48.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 48.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 48.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 49

COMMENTER: Roberta Schepps
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 49.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 49.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 49.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 49.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 49.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 49.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 49.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 50

COMMENTER: Stacie Gradney
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 50.1

The commenter states that rezoning in Forestville is not realistic. The commenter asks how the County
plans to build at the Vector Unit considering the sites hazardous conditions.

As determined in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, development within
0.25 mile of the sites identified in Table 4.9-2, including FOR-1, FOR-5, and FOR-6, would be preceded by
investigation, remediation, and cleanup under the supervision of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the Sonoma County Local Oversight Program, or DTSC, before construction activities could begin.
The agency responsible for oversight would determine the types of remediation and cleanup required
and could include excavation and off-haul of contaminated soils, installation of vapor barriers beneath
habitable structures, continuous monitoring wells on site with annual reporting requirements, or other
mechanisms to ensure the site does not pose a health risk to workers or future occupants. Development
facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with applicable
regulations such as the California Health and Safety Code in order to reduce potential impacts to existing
and future residents to a less than significant level.

Response 50.2

The commenter asks how the school will accommodate an increase in the number of students. The
commenter states that the local high school was closed. The commenter asks if Analy can handle more
students, and notes that the school is struggling to accommodate Forestville High School students and
other students in the West County.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, for a full analysis of the proposed project’s
impact to schools. As stated under Impact PS-3 beginning on page 4.15-13, existing laws would require
future project applicant(s) of any development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites to pay school
impact fees at the time building permits are issued. These fees are used by Sonoma County School
Districts to mitigate impacts associated with long-term operation and maintenance of school facilities.
The applicant’s fees would be determined at the time of the building permit issuance and would reflect
the most current fee amount requested by the applicable district. The payment of school developer fees
is considered adequate mitigation of schools impacts under CEQA. Therefore, impacts to schools are
considered less than significant without mitigation.

Response 50.3

The commenter suggests that a skate park should be built on one of the proposed rezone parcels or
leaving the parcels as they are. The commenter expresses concern regarding decreased home values. The
commenter states that there are other places in the County to accommodate new development.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Please refer to Master Response HE

regarding opposition to the Housing Element or selected Rezoning Sites. In addition, please refer to the
No Project Alternative located in Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, buildout
of the Rezoning Sites under existing conditions would not accomplish the project’s objectives to update
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the General Plan’s Housing Element in compliance with State-mandated housing requirements,
including achieving the County’s RHNA.
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EIR Public Comment 51

COMMENTER: Synde Acks
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 51.1

The commenter states that an increase in density in Forestville and Guerneville will overwhelm the town
and cause hardships.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Rezoning Site selection.

Response 51.2

The commenter expresses concerns of the cumulative impacts of new residents on top of the influx of
tourists seen in the summer. The commenter states that the regional parks are overused and this causes
a threat to wildlife. The commenter states that the Russian River is experiencing high toxicity levels.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST concerning the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, Impact PS-2 beginning on page 4.15-12. As
discussed therein, the proposed project will not have an adverse impact on police facilities or impact
service ratio response times. Impacts would be less than significant.

Regarding the commenter’s concern about toxicity of the Russian River, please refer to Table 4.10-3 in
Section 4.10, Hydrology, which discusses the impairments to water bodies near the rezone sites,
including impairments to the Russian River.

Response 51.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing police and fire department services. The
commenter expresses concerns regarding emergency access and response times.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact
PS-1 starting on page 4.15-10, local fire districts are all meeting the National Fire Protection Association
response time goals for rural and suburban areas. The Rezoning Sites themselves are all within 1.5 miles
of the nearest fire station, and emergencies on these sites would be responded to within the response
time goals. In addition, if the County requires the expansion of fire department facilities, General Plan
Policy PS-3m requires the consideration of payment of impact fees to ensure fire departments are
adequately funded to serve new projects, and Sonoma Valley Fire District and Sonoma County Fire
District adopted impact fees in 2021 that are collected for the purpose of mitigating impacts caused by
new development on each district’s infrastructure. Fees are used to finance the acquisition, construction
and improvement of public facilities needed as a result of this new development. Therefore, impacts
regarding fire service response times and facilities were determined to be less than significant. Please
refer to the footnotes in Table 4.15-5 on page 4.15-11 of the Draft EIR, where the consolidation of
individual fire departments is described. These consolidations do not modify the analysis provided in the
Draft EIR.

As described under Impact PS-2 beginning on page 4.15-12, the need for new police officers would be
distributed throughout the County, with no more than three new officers required at any one station.
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Therefore, it is not anticipated that the construction of a new sheriff station would be required to serve
development on any of the sites. Therefore, impacts to police services were determined to be less than
significant.

Please also refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency access.

Response 51.4

The commenter expresses concerns regarding flooding in Forestville and emergency evacuation in the
event of a flood.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation
and Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions.

Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein,
development facilitated by the project would alter the existing drainage patterns in the Rezoning Sites
through introduction of new impervious surfaces and infrastructure. However, the Sonoma County
General Plan includes goals and policies that are intended to reduce flood hazards through minimal
alterations to designated floodplains, which would reduce the potential for increased susceptibility to
flooding on or off site.

Implementation of these goals and policies would ensure that the runoff from development facilitated
by the project on Rezoning Sites does not exceed the capacity of existing and future storm drain
systems. The project would not alter the existing drainage patterns or contribute runoff water in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, nor would it exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Impacts would be less than significant.

Response 51.5

The commenter describes the financial, emotional, and physical hardships faced by low-income people in
their community when floods occur. The commenter states that utilities and services are limited during
these events, creating additional difficulties particularly for low-income individuals.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Please refer to Master Response EMG
regarding emergency evacuation and Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions.

Response 51.6

The commenter asks if areas such as Petaluma or Rohnert Park would be good alternative locations for
Rezoning Sites to address the concerns raised by the commenter.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers for consideration. Please refer to
Master Response SITE for information regarding the Rezoning Site selection process.
Response 51.7

The commenter expresses care for their community and requests that the County not exacerbate the
issues the commenter raised in the letter. The commenter hopes to find a solution.

This comment has been noted and passed into decision-makers for consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 52

COMMENTER: Linda Hunter
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 52.1

The commenter states that the proposed number of units in Guerneville would require new roads,
infrastructure, dear lines, water sources, and introduce issues regarding floods and wildfire.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Impacts to new roads and infrastructure is addressed in the EIR in Section
4.16, Transportation. Water sources are discussed in Section 4.18, Utilities and service Systems. Flood
Hazards are discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Wildfire is addressed in Section
4.19, Wildfire.

Response 52.2

The commenter asks that other areas are considered for housing development. The commenter states
that future development would impact property values for existing homes.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE in regard to the Rezoning Site
selection process. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project
shall not be treated as a significant effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or
social impacts is not required, which includes property values.
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EIR Public Comment 53

COMMENTER: Lynn Wooley
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 53.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 53.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 53.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 53.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 53.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to response 14.5.

Response 53.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to response 14.6.
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Response 53.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to response 14.7.

Final Environmental Impact Report 132



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 54

COMMENTER: Lynn Woolley
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 54.1

The commenter asks that the County provide them with updates pertaining to the Sonoma County
Housing Element.

This comment has been noted. The County has added the commenter to the mailing list for notices
related to this project. Please refer to the Permit Sonoma website for updates on the Housing Element.
The site may be accessed at the following link:

https://permitsonoma.org/longrangeplans/proposedlong-rangeplans/housingelement
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EIR Public Comment 55

COMMENTER: Michael Gomez
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 55.1

The commenter expresses opposition to sites AGU-1 and AGU-2 given that both sites have existing
development constraints. The commenter states that Sonoma Sewer and Water installed a sewer
easement across their property. The commenter states that the change in zoning to the sites would
impact their single-family home use and sees this as the County’s first step to taking their property.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 55.2

The commenter states that sites AGU-1 and AGU-2 are bordered by Sonoma Creek to the west and Lily
Creek to the east which require riparian setbacks and reducing use of the properties.

The commenter is correct that the existing zoning for AGU-1 and AGU-2 includes the Riparian Corridor
(RC) Combining Zone, specifically RC50 which indicates a 50-foot setback from riparian areas. Site-
specific development proposals would be required to conform to this setback.

Response 55.3

The commenter states that AGU-1 and AGU-2 are not needed as Boyes Springs is already building new
housing. The commenter states that the proposed rezoning is not good for the land, surrounding
neighborhood, or environment. The commenter states that they are feeling pressure that they may have
to give up their property.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing Element and selected Rezoning
Sites and the need for the project to meet the County’s RHNA.

Final Environmental Impact Report 134



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 56

COMMENTER: Olga Gishizky
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 56.1
The commenter states that new development will lead to unsustainable use of groundwater.

Please refer to Impact HWQ-2 on pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 and Impact HWQ-6 on page 4.10-29 of
Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, policies under General
Plan Goal WR-4 encourage water conservation, which would decrease the project’s demand on water
throughout the County and therefore decrease the demand on local groundwater supplies. Additionally,
compliance with the LID Manual, implementation of permanent stormwater BMPs that encourage
groundwater recharge, compliance with General Plan Policy WR-2e, and compliance with all applicable
policies under General Plan Goal WR- 4 would ensure that development facilitated by implementation of
the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would not interfere with sustainable groundwater management
planning efforts. Compliance with these existing requirements would ensure that impacts to
groundwater supplies would be less than significant.

Response 56.2

The commenter states that creating urban sprawl in unincorporated West County, where traffic
accidents cause fatalities, is not “environmentally” friendly.

Please refer to Master Response EXST and Section 5, Other CEQA Required Discussions, on pages 5-1
through 5-5 in the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the proposed project does not involve expansion of
existing urban service areas and population growth related to the proposed project would not result in
significant long-term physical environmental effects.

Response 56.3

The commenter states that air pollution and noise from cars and radios will be exacerbated with
increased population density and believes that violence will occur.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. Please refer to Section 4.13, Noise,
of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of noise impacts induced by the project. As shown therein, the
proposed project will have some impacts to noise. However, compliance with applicable noise
regulations and implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce noise impacts to a less than
significant level. Please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of air quality
impacts. As stated therein, air quality impacts related to VMT would not conflict with BAAQMD’s 2017
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and would be consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, air quality
impacts related to increased vehicle trips are less than significant.

Regarding the suggestion that increased noise will lead to violence within the community, the
commenter has not substantiated this claim with evidence. Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.15,
Public Services and Recreation, in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not have significant
environmental impacts related to the construction of new police facilities as no new facilities would be
required. The project would require the addition of 12 officers to the Sonoma County Sheriff’s
Department to maintain current service ratios, however this addition would not necessitate the
construction of new police facilities. This comment has been noted.
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Response 56.4

The commenter states that the needed infrastructure to support future population growth will negatively
impact the quality of life and rural aesthetic of Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions and
Master Response UTIL regarding the availability of utilities. Please refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, in the
Draft EIR for a full analysis of aesthetic impacts. As stated therein, there would be significant impacts on
community aesthetic character with rezoning of sites FOR-1 through FOR-6. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as a significant
effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not required, which
includes quality of life.

Response 56.5

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing limited parking on River Drive and states that
increased populations needing to park on this road will lead to potential conflicts between residents.

This comment has been noted. Parking is not a required topic under CEQA and thus, was not included in
the transportation analysis of the Draft EIR. Parking will be evaluated at the project-specific level when
development proposals are received. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing
conditions.

Response 56.6

The commenter suggests that the County reopen Cooks Campground, assist Burkes Canoe to divert river
floaters from swimming upstream disturbing waterfront residents and wildlife, and have rangers patrol
the river between Forestville to Guerneville to keep the peace between river users.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This
comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

Response 56.7

The commenter states that urban sprawl is not healthy and the community would be pushed beyond
capacity.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and selected Rezoning Sites. Additionally, please refer to Section 5, Other CEQA Required
Discussions, on pages 5-1 through 5-5 in the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the proposed project does not
involve expansion of existing urban service areas and population growth related to the proposed project
would not result in significant long-term physical environmental effects.
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EIR Public Comment 57

COMMENTER: Patrick Reesink
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 57.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 57.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 57.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 57.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 57.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 57.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 57.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 58

COMMENTER: Robin Bens
DATE: February 4, 2023

Response 58.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the environmental impact on communities, particularly
impacts to wetland, creeks, run-off, and natural habitat.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR for a full
analysis of potential impacts to biological resources resulting from the proposed project including
impacts to species habitat found in Impact BIO-1 starting on page 4.4-28, impacts to riparian habitats
found in Impact BIO-2 starting on page 4.4-36, and impacts to wetlands found in Impact BIO-3 starting
on page 4.4-37, other riparian resources, and habitats.

Response 58.2
The commenter expresses concerns regarding public safety.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft
EIR for additional information regarding police and fire service response times.

Response 58.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding transportation and limited County bus services in
Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Additionally, please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, which includes
discussion of impacts to the transit system starting on page 4.16-14. As stated therein, the project would
not result in adverse impacts to fixed-route service. Furthermore, development facilitated by the project
on Rezoning Sites would not conflict with plans, policies, ordinances, or regulations pertaining to public
transit, and increased ridership is not expected to exceed available transit capacities.

Response 58.4
The commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic in Forestville.

As shown in Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR, traffic volumes in Forestville were calculated for one
intersection: State Route 116/Mirabel Road, for informational purposes. Regarding traffic congestion,
please refer to Master Response TRA for an explanation as to why traffic congestion is no longer
evaluated as part of CEQA. Instead, a VMT analysis is included starting on page 4.16-14 of the Draft EIR
which finds that VMT impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Response 58.5

The commenter states there is only one gas station in town.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of
services and infrastructure.
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Response 58.6
The commenter expresses concern regarding potential overcrowding of the local schools.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, for a full analysis of the proposed project’s
impact to schools. As noted in Table 4.15-2 on page 4.15-3 of the Draft EIR El Molino High School was
not included in the analysis and West Sonoma County Union High School is identified as serving the
Forestville sites. Additionally, as stated under Impact PS-3 beginning on page 4.15-13, existing laws
would require future project applicant(s) of any development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites
to pay school impact fees at the time building permits are issued. These fees are used by Sonoma
County School Districts to mitigate impacts associated with long-term operation and maintenance of
school facilities. The applicant’s fees would be determined at the time of the building permit issuance
and would reflect the most current fee amount requested by the applicable district. The payment of
school developer fees is considered adequate mitigation of schools impacts under CEQA. Therefore,
impacts to schools are considered less than significant without mitigation.

Response 58.7
The commenter expresses concern regarding parking in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Parking is not considered an environmental impact and is not required to
be analyzed under CEQA.

Response 58.8

The commenter expresses concern regarding the water and sewer systems. The commenter states
residents will become overtaxed.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL for information regarding the
existing sewer system. Additionally, please refer to Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, in the
Draft EIR. As stated therein, impacts related to water demand would be significant for sites GUE-1, GUE-
2, FOR-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, SAN-8, and SON-1 through SON-4 due to the lack
of existing water infrastructure directly adjacent to these sites. Wastewater impacts would be significant
for sites GEY-1, LAR-7, FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-6, GRA-4, SAN-10, PEN-2, PEN-4, PEN-9, PET-1, and SON-1
through SON-4 due to lack of existing wastewater infrastructure adjacent to these sites. Development
on these sites would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 as described on page 4.18-
16 of the Draft EIR, which requires documentation that the applicable water and/or sewer service
provider has sufficient capacity and that existing water and/or sewer services are available to serve
future development projects, or that the necessary improvements to serve a Rezoning Site will be made
prior to occupancy. Water and wastewater impacts could not be adequately determined for sites GEY-1
through GEY-4 and therefore impacts resulting from development on these sites would be significant
and unavoidable.

Response 58.9

The commenter states there are no proper grocery stores in the area and the single market in the area
will become overburdened.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.
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Response 58.10

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the lack of sidewalks and crosswalks in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Please refer to Section 4.18, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As stated on
page 4.16-18, the General Plan has several policies that require that design of future development
prioritizes pedestrian safety and traffic safety. Compliance with these policies would ensure the
proposed project has a less than significant impact.

Response 58.11

The commenter states that limits on upzoning for recreational vehicle parking and accessory dwelling
units will need to be addressed.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. This
comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.

For a full analysis of alternatives to the proposed project, please refer to Section 6, Alternatives, of the
Draft EIR. In addition, as noted on page 2-25, accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are exempt under CEQA
and are consistent with the General Plan and zoning as provided in state law, including density.

Response 58.12

The commenter expresses opposition to the potential volume of future development in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Master Response SITE for information regarding
how Rezoning Sites were selected.
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EIR Public Comment 59

COMMENTER: Sandra Reilly
DATE: February 3, 2023

Response 59.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 59.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 59.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 59.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 59.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 59.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 59.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 60

COMMENTER: Patricia Kremer
DATE: February 5, 2023

Response 60.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 60.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 60.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 60.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 60.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 60.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 60.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 61

COMMENTER: Patti Sinclair
DATE: February 5, 2023

Response 61.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 61.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 61.3

The commenter states that increased traffic on Laughlin Road would further deteriorate existing roads
and cause traffic congestion during the school year. The commenter states that the left and right from
Laughlin Road to Armstrong Woods Road will also cause traffic delays.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of
potential impacts to transportation. Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.

However, please refer to Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR. Three intersections were studied in relation to
the Rezoning Sites located in Guerneville: River Road (SR 116)/Armstrong Woods Road-First Street, River
Road/Gravenstein Highway (SR 116), and Front Street (SR 116)/Mirabel Road. Both the River Road (SR
116) Armstrong Woods Road-First Street and River Road/Gravenstein Highway (SR 116) intersections
maintain an acceptable level of service (LOS) A. Traffic at these intersections does increase to LOS B
under cumulative conditions. However, LOS B does not exceed the County requirements of LOS D.

Front Street (SR 116)/Mirabel Road is a case where development at Rezoning Sites GUE-1 through GUE-
4 results in a new deficiency. However, since all of the development is not anticipated to be built in the
near-term, no near-term intersection improvements have been identified as required.

Please also refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of infrastructure. Roadways in
the area would be subject to increased use through construction and residential traffic, which could
result in accelerated deterioration. The County collects countywide traffic development fees pursuant to
Article 98 of Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code. The payment of these fees by each individual
project would alleviate cumulative roadway deterioration impacts to the regional road network.

Response 61.4

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.
The commenter states that upgrades to the sewer system will increase the sewer taxes of the residents.
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Please refer to Response 14.3. Please refer to Master Response UTIL. In addition, please refer to Section
4.18, Utilities and Services Systems, of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.18-14, each wastewater service
provider was contacted and assessed in the Water and Sewer Study (Appendix WSS) for its ability to
provide wastewater service to the Rezoning Sites. With the implementation of proposed capital
improvement projects, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would have access to
adequate wastewater service. Water and sewer districts charge connection fees and monthly usage
fees, which are intended to cover the necessary improvements needed to serve a project site. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as a
significant effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not
required, which includes property taxes. Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 61.5

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liqguefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 61.6

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 61.7

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.

Response 61.8

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and
community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 62

COMMENTER: Robert Grandmaison
DATE: February 5, 2023

Response 62.1

The commenter states that they have lived near the site located at 14156 Sunset Avenue for over 30
years, and while they see the need for affordable housing, they are opposed to the proposed density at
this site.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and Rezoning Sites.

Response 62.2

The commenter states that the roadways in the area are narrow and lack sidewalks, driveway curb cuts,
accessibility cuts, and gutters.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.

Response 62.3

The commenter expresses concern regarding emergency vehicle access stating that emergency vehicles
are often blocked due to parked cars, and this this can lead to life endangering conditions.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation
site access and Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions.

Response 62.4

The commenter states that it is currently challenging to find parking in the area, especially when summer
visitors stay in rental properties surrounding the site.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Please also note that the availability of parking is not an issue area
evaluated by CEQA. As new development is proposed, each project will undergo individual evaluation to
determine the needs of the site, including provisions for parking.

Response 62.5

The commenter states that delivery trucks occasionally refuse to make deliveries on Sunset Avenue and
other nearby streets due to the narrowness and slopes of the roadways.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.
Response 62.6

The commenter states that there are no sidewalks or gutters in the vicinity of the site. The commenter
states that future residents will be forced to utilize uneven pavements.
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This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed
on page 4.16-15, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would propose no features
that would be hazardous to pedestrians, such as inadequate site distance from driveways or increased
vehicle speeds in high pedestrian use areas, nor is it forecast to generate pedestrian demand that would
exceed the capacity of the area’s pedestrian network. In addition, in compliance with the County of
Sonoma’s General Plan, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would be required to
provide safe, continuous, and convenient pedestrian access to local services and destinations.

Response 62.7

The commenter states that lighting in the area is bad and that the existing tree canopy in the area blocks
out light needed for safe pedestrian use.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure.

Response 62.8

The commenter asks that the project at this site not be allowed to move forward with development. The
commenter suggests that there are better areas to support an increase in density and offer more
opportunities for public participation.

This comment has been noted and passed onto decision-makers. Please refer to Master Response HE
regarding opposition to the Housing Element and selected Rezoning Sites.
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EIR Public Comment 63

COMMENTER: Susan Ament
DATE: February 5, 2023

Response 63.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 63.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 63.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 63.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 63.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 63.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 63.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 64

COMMENTER: Janice Stenger
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 64.1

The commenter asks if the community is expected to accommodate an additional 500 future residents
and shares concern regarding the quality of life impacted by a population increase. The commenter
expresses concern regarding the road safety. The commenter expresses concern regarding biological
resources and asks if redwood trees will be removed and whether animals in the surrounding apple
orchard continue to be able to rest in the orchard.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing
conditions of services and infrastructure.

Please note that quality of life is not an issue area evaluated under CEQA. In regard to road safety,
please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, page 4.16-18 of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein,
development facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would not substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. Additionally, General
Plan policies CT-2w, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic
safety, and future development would be required to comply with these policies, where applicable.

Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.

Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Under Impact BIO-1 starting on page
4.4-28, it is stated that projects that would result in ground disturbance through clearing/grading or
vegetation trimming or removal, a project-specific biological assessment would be required through the
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. Additional mitigation measures would then be required
based on the result of the project-specific biological analysis and may include one or more of the
additional mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure BIO-2 through Mitigation Measure BIO-12) to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. In addition, as discussed on page 4.4-39, the Sonoma
County Zoning Code Chapter 26D and Sonoma County Zoning Code Article 88, Section 26-88-010(m),
Tree Protection Ordinance, provide for the protection of heritage and landmark trees. Article 67, Valley
Oak Habitat Combining District, of the Sonoma County Zoning Code provides protection for oak
woodland habitats.

Response 64.2

The commenter asks if it’s true that if there are state or federal funds used for future development, the

units can’t be provided to locals only or people who are returning to the area that were born there. The
commenter asks if this would be due to the cost of housing. The commenter asks if it would be true that
future development would be for people from any state in the country or other counties in the state.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project. The cost of
housing and future residents who may reside in new developments is not determined through CEQA.
Restricting who may potentially reside in future developments based on past or existing connection to
the county would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act.
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Response 64.3

The commenter states that Fife Commons was not reserved for existing or local residents only and was
opened to the general public. The commenter asks if future development will be utilized for local
residents.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Response 64.2.

Response 64.4

The commenter notes that Guerneville has been the least expensive location in the County to live. The
commenter states there are no year-round jobs in the area. The commenter asks if it is California’s job to
provide homes for everyone who would like to live in the area. The commenter asks where this is
promised in the Constitution.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Response 64.2 regarding who may move into future
developments. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of services and
infrastructure.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns about the Constitution, this comment is not relevant to the
environmental impact analysis for the proposed project and no response is required.

Response 64.5

The commenter notes that there is ample discussion regarding food deserts. The commenter asks if West
County is considered a food desert since it only has one market from Hacienda to the coast. The
commenter asks if developers can get a “pass” and build higher cost housing or a trailer park. The
commenter states that the Draft EIR violates the objectives of the General Plan and asks if it is now
considered defunct. The commenter states that the Draft EIR assumes it knows better than Cal Fire,
LAFCO, and other state agencies. The commenter compares the proposed project to the history of the 13
colonies fighting against the British due to taxation without representation.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of
services and infrastructure.

The cost of housing is not determined through CEQA. Regarding the question of whether or not a trailer
park may be developed, development would be based on site-specifical proposals or development
applications received after rezoning takes place.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR violates the objectives of the General Plan and asks if it is now
considered defunct.

Please refer to Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis on project
consistency. Please refer to Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis on
project consistency with the County General Plan. As shown therein, the proposed project is consistent
with the majority of General Plan policies.
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EIR Public Comment 65

COMMENTER: John Ryan
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 65.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 65.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 65.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 65.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 65.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 65.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 65.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 66

COMMENTER: Kenneth Billheimer
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 66.1

The commenter states that they are a resident of Guerneville and are located near a rezone site located
on Sunset Drive. The commenter expresses opposition to future development uphill from Woodland
Drive. The commenter expresses concerns regarding road safety in the area, stating that the streets are
narrow, vehicles regularly exceeded posted speed limits, and developments would require cars to make
sharp turns that could result in an accident.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing
conditions of services and infrastructure. Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic
congestion from trip generation. It is speculative to presume that trips generated by the proposed
project would result in speed limit exceedances or unsafe driving.

Regarding road safety, please refer to Impact TRA-2 on page 4.16-18 of the Draft EIR. As discussed
therein, development facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would not substantially
increase hazards due to a design feature such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. Additionally,
General Plan policies CT-2w, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle, and
traffic safety, and future development would be required to comply with these policies, where
applicable. Roads would be required to comply with any road width standards and other road design
standards present within the County Code.

Response 66.2

The commenter notes recent evacuations due to wildfires. The commenter states that in an evacuation,
it is difficult to take Morningside Drive to Highway 116 as Morningside Drive is a narrow one-way road
where no two cars can pass. The commenter expresses concern that an increase in population could
exacerbate dangerous evacuation conditions.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response FIRE and Master Response EMG
regarding the risk of wildfire and concerns about emergency evacuation.

Response 66.3

The commenter suggests that housing should be built in other areas of Sonoma County where non-
seasonal jobs are available and there is existing infrastructure to support new development. The
commenter expresses concerns regarding the difficult to access necessary services in the area.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites, and Master Response SITE for information on the Rezoning Site
selection process. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of services
and infrastructure.
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EIR Public Comment 67

COMMENTER: Maggie Mayo
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 67.1

The commenter states that their comments are in regard to sites SON-1 and SON-4. The commenter asks
if there has been an analysis on the impact of future development on future land use and existing well
water.

Please refer to Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, Land Use and Planning, for an analysis on land use and
Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, for an analysis of the projects impacts on water supply
availability.

In addition, please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR for additional
information on existing groundwater supplies. As discussed on page 4.10-25, General Plan Policy WR-2e,
development in Class 3 water areas (i.e., marginal groundwater areas), which includes Larkfield and Glen
Ellen Rezoning Sites) would be required to establish adequate groundwater quality and quantity prior to
development. However, Policy WR-2e would only apply if development facilitated by the project on the
Rezoning Sites would be served by a private on-site well.

Response 67.2

The commenter asks how sites SON-1 and SON-4 qualify under Government Code Section 65913.5. The
commenter asks if these sites are considered to be in a “transit-rich area” or “urban infill site.” The
commenter asks how the Sonoma Rental Housing Opportunity Area Program may double parcel density
from 10 units, as defined in the Government Code.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding the Rezoning Site
selection process and criteria used to select sites.

As discussed under Section 2.6 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, the Housing Element includes a program for
rezoning under SB 10 which allows local governments to increase residential density up to 10 dwelling
units per parcel on eligible parcels on a transit-rich or urban infill site. However, the SB 10 rezoning
program under the Housing Element would constitute a future action and would not occur on any
Rezoning Sites that are rezoned by the Board of Supervisors to be included in the Housing Element
Inventory.

The proposed project falls under Government Code Section 65915, rather than Government Code
Section 65913.5 as the commenter suggests. Please refer to Section 2.6.5, beginning on page 2-23 of the
Draft EIR for a description of the potential buildout on the proposed Rezoning Sites. In addition, the
project aims to be consistent with General Plan Policy HE-3i. As described on page 4.11-39 of the Draft
EIR, to the extent feasible, the Rezoning Sites are located within Urban Service Areas, with adequate
water and sewer supplies (Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure UTIL-1), near transit (Section 4.16, Transportation), near neighborhood-serving commercial
uses (most Rezoning Sites are near commercial areas, with the exception of GUE-2, GUE-3, GUE-4, and
AGU-3), near schools (Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation), and at safe distances from major
roadways (Section 4.3, Air Quality). Thus, the proposed project fulfills the requirements established by
Government Code 65915.
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Response 67.3

The commenter asks if there are requirements to maintain a specific amount of open space and what
those requirements are.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, in the Draft EIR. Requirements pertaining to
park space may be found under Impact PS-4 beginning on page 4.15-15. As stated therein, the County
requires payment of development fees to fund park facilities (per Sonoma County Code Section 20-65)
and requires parkland dedication or payment of in lieu fees for residential subdivision projects per
Sonoma County Code Sec. 25-58 and 25-58.1, offsetting any impacts related to increased demand at
existing recreation facilities, and project applicant(s) of the Rezoning Sites would be required to pay this
during the permit approval process.

As noted in Section 2, Project Description, on pages 2-25 and 2-26 of the Draft EIR, the project proposes
to amend the General Plan land use for Rezoning Sites SON-1 and SON-4 to UR 10, and proposes to
rezone these sites to R3. Open space requirements for multi-family housing such as housing in the R3
zone are outlined in the Sonoma County Zoning Code Section 26-08-050 (l).

Response 67.4

The commenter asks if there will be limitations on building heights.

Restrictions on height, setbacks, and floor-area ratio, where appropriate, would follow the applicable R3
zoning requirements outlined in section 28-08-040 and -050 of the Sonoma County Zoning Code.
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EIR Public Comment 68

COMMENTER: Patricia Kremer
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 68.1

The commenter states that the community near Laughlin Road and Cutten Drive opposes the rezoning of
sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that the proposed project would negatively
impact roads, traffic conditions, water, sewer, redwood trees, and emergency egress for residents.

This comment is noted. Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process, Master
Response HE regarding opposition to the project, Master Response EMG regarding emergency access,
Master Response UTIL regarding water and sewer utilities, and Response 90.4 regarding roads and
traffic conditions.

Response 68.2

The commenter states that residents in the area purchased their properties to be in an R1 zoning area.
The commenter suggests there may be more suitable areas for future affordable housing development
with better access.

This comment is noted. Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process and Master
Response HE regarding opposition to the project.
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EIR Public Comment 69

COMMENTER: Stacie Gradney
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 69.1

The commenter states that Forestville is not a town fit for an increase in population due to potential
development resulting from zoning changes. The commenter suggests that the County increase public
participation. The commenter includes several pages of screenshots from the Next Door app that include
the opinions of other residents.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers. Refer to
Master Response HE regarding opposition to the project.
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EIR Public Comment 70

COMMENTER: Vicki A. Hill
DATE: February 6, 2023

Response 70.1

The commenter expresses an opinion that sites in Glen Ellen should not be rezoned, and suggests that
previous comments regarding properties in Glen Ellen were not considered in preparing the EIR. The
commenter opines that the proposed high-density zoning district is out of scale. The commenter requests
the Glen Ellen sites be removed from the project or an alternative zone be considered.

Please refer to Master Response SITE, Master Response EXST: Existing Conditions

Commenters expressed concern regarding existing environmental conditions, hazards, utilities, and
general infrastructure availability. Commenters highlighted many of the existing conditions of the County
and its ability to adequately support housing and population growth. Commenters state general conditions
regarding sites in the County.

The commenters refer to existing conditions within the County and perceived issues with the above
referenced areas, such as concerns regarding existing traffic congestion and natural hazards (e.g.,
existing wildfire and flood risks). The Draft EIR includes a discussion of existing conditions related to
individual impact areas and specific to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G questions. Individual impact areas
include a discussion of the existing conditions which are then compared to the anticipated change
induced by the project. While the concerns of the commenters regarding the issues listed above are
noted, they are deemed to be adequately discussed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are
necessary in response to this comment.

Master Response SITE: Site Selection, regarding the site selection process, and Master Response HE
regarding opposition to the project. The commenter’s opposition to rezoning sites in Glen Ellen is noted
and will be passed on to decision-makers. Please refer to Response 70.2 through 70.33 for response to
specific comments provided by the commenter.

Response 70.2

The commenter states there is no justification for including parcels in Glen Ellen and notes the Sonoma
Developmental Center will result in new residents.

Refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the project and Master Response SITE regarding
the site selection process. The project objectives, described in Section 2.7, Project Objectives, includes
identifying sites to meet the County’s State-required RHNA.

Response 70.3

The commenter claims the project would be inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen Policies
established in the General Plan and Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.

Please refer to Impact AES-3, beginning on page 4.1-56 of the Draft EIR regarding potential impacts of
rezoning and future development of the Rezoning Sites as it relates to visual character or quality. As
described therein, sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 have a high site sensitivity where development would be
dominant, and Mitigation Measure AES-1 for screening vegetation would be required. Even after
implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1, because development facilitated by the project on
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Rezoning Sites cannot be made to comply with subjective design guidelines, projects on the 25 sites
(including GLE-1 and GLE-2) may substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings. Thus, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
However, as described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, future development on Rezoning Sites GLE-1 and GLE-2
would be required to comply with the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines.

Response 70.4

The commenter claims the proposal involves out of scale high-density that would result in adverse
impacts to Glen Ellen.

The commenter does not specify the types of adverse impacts being referred to; however, impacts
resulting from the project were analyzed throughout the EIR. Refer to Response 70.3 regarding impacts
relating to visual character.

Response 70.5

The commenter claims development on Glen Ellen parcels would significantly impact community
aesthetic character or conflict with the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.

The EIR discloses significant and unavoidable impact under AES-3. Refer to Response 70.3. Additionally,
the WH zone minimum is 16 units per acre, not 16 units per site.

Response 70.6

The commenter claims the cumulative impact analysis is flawed because it does not consider the Sonoma
Developmental Center Specific Plan, the Hanna Center development, or the EInoka Housing project. The
commenter also says Arnold Drive cannot handle the level of traffic that will result, and there is no
evidence these projects were considered for cumulative analysis for transportation, land use policy
consistency, greenhouse gases, visual resources, public services, or wildfire evacuation and emergency
response.

Please note that there was no formal application for a Hanna Boys Center project on file with the County
at the time the NOP for this project was filed. A “Builder’s Remedy” application for a Hanna Boys Center
development was submitted on April 21, 2023. The baseline for analysis is typically set at the time the
NOP is published, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. The approach to the cumulative
analysis did not require that cumulative development projects be listed in the EIR; therefore, no
revisions to the EIR are necessary.

Please refer to the explanation provided under subheading Cumulative Development on page 4-2 of the
Draft EIR. As stated therein:

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides the following direction relative to cumulative impact
analysis and states that the following elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of
environmental impacts:

A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or related
planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.
Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or
certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such document shall be
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency.
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Therefore, the cumulative analysis approach in the Draft EIR is appropriate for the housing element
program, and individual cumulative development projects need not be identified.

The Program EIR’s approach to cumulative impact analysis is further described on page 4-2. As stated
therein:

..the transportation analysis considers the overall change in vehicle miles travelled (VMT) due to
implementing several reasonably foreseeable development projects that would add to the Housing
Element buildout. As such, the analysis in this EIR considers the cumulative impacts in the County
from implementation of the Housing Element in its transportation analysis at the same time it
considers the project level analysis because they are essentially one and the same. These cumulative
VMT calculations are accounted for in the air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise
analyses; therefore, these analyses would also be considered cumulative. Other impacts, such as
geology and soils and cultural resources, are site specific and would not result in an overall
cumulative impact from growth outside of the County.

Furthermore, the SDC Specific Plan EIR has been certified by the County Board of Supervisors; therefore,
significant impacts related to this development were taken into consideration and mitigated as part of
the approval process for that project. The SDC Specific Plan EIR included a description of the proposed
rezonings now under consideration for the Housing Element.2 Additionally, the Elnoka project is located
within the City of Santa Rosa, and not near any of the Rezoning Sites. The project has a project EIR that
analyzed impacts of the project.3 Significant impacts were site-specific and would not be cumulatively
considerable.

Response 70.7

The commenter states the EIR must consider consistency with adopted plans and policies, and claims
that the existing General Plan contains LOS policies and standards the project would violate.

Please refer to Impact LU-2 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.11-30. This impact discussion includes
an analysis of consistency with the County General Plan, including with Policy LU-20gg, which requires
an evaluation of traffic congestion (through metrics such as LOS), for new development in Glen Ellen. As
stated on page 4.11-37, “Traffic congestion is not analyzed because it may not be considered a
significant impact under CEQA.” Appendix TRA of the Draft EIR provides an intersection operations
analysis of study area intersections, which is provided for informational purposes, and is not required to
satisfy CEQA. As described therein, no near-term congestion improvements would be necessary as a
result of the project; however, fair share funding of cumulative scenario traffic congestion
improvements would be necessary.

Response 70.8
The commenter states that the EIR does not consider sites might qualify for the addition of ADUSs.

While the commenter is correct that the ADU ordinance allows the construction of ADUs, the maximum
buildout of every parcel in the vicinity of the Rezoning Sites is not considered reasonably foreseeable
development, unless project applications have been submitted to the County or other approving agency.

2
Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. SCH # 2022020222. August 2022.
https://www.sdcspecificplan.com/documents.

3 Elnoka Continuing CareRetirement Community (CCRC) Project Draft Environmental Impact Report. SCH # 2017072021. April 30, 2021.
https://www.srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/32194/EInoka-CCRC-Draft-Environmental-Impact-DEIR.
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Furthermore, as stated on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR, “accessory dwelling units are exempt under CEQA
and are consistent with the General Plan and zoning as provided in state law, including density.”

Response 70.9

The commenter quotes from the EIR and claims the Workforce Housing designation is incompatible with
the Glen Ellen parcels.

Potential impacts from land use incompatibility are discussed in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning.

Response 70.10

The commenter claims the proposed rezoning of Glen Ellen parcels are in conflict with project objectives
that call for new housing in urban areas.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers.

Response 70.11
The commenter states the Glen Ellen parcels should be removed from consideration in Alternative 3.

Alternative 3: Fewer Rezoning Sites, was analyzed beginning on page 6-12 of the Draft EIR. This
alternative would not rezone six Potential Sites determined to have greater than average environmental
constraints (FOR-1, FOR-2, SON-1, SON-2, SON-3, and SON-4) as compared to the other 53 Rezoning
Sites. In particular, these sites would require off-site infrastructure water and sewer improvements to
serve future development (as identified in Mitigation Measure UTIL-1). GLE-1 and GLE-2 would not
require these improvements, and is therefore not included in Alternative 3.

Response 70.12

The commenter asserts that the sites in Glen Ellen are not near an incorporated area or within an Urban
Growth Boundary.

As shown in Figure 2-9 on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR, Sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 are within a designated
Urban Service Area. Additionally, page 2-6 the Draft EIR has been revised for clarity, as there was a
typographical error:

All 59 Rezoning Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas,! and, if near
incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.?

Response 70.13
The commenter asks questions regarding the proposed zoning designations in the project description.

These comments do not relate to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather are comments on the project
chosen for analysis. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the project and Master
Response SITE regarding the site selection process.

Response 70.14

The commenter states that the existing allowable units on the Glen Ellen sites is incorrect in Table 2-4, as
there are 4 or 5 existing units.

Table 2-4 on page 2-23 of the Draft EIR provides the total allowable dwelling units under the current
designation and not the actual built units on the Rezoning Sites.
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Response 70.15
The commenter asks what the X values are on page 4-1.
This sentence has been deleted from the Draft EIR, and replaced with the following language:

...As detailed in Section 2.6, Project Characteristics, these sites would be located within census-
designated urbanized areas and urban service areas that are zoned R1 and located outside of both
the high and very high fire hazard severity zones. The updated Housing Element also includes a
program for rezoning under Senate Bill (SB) 10. Senate Bill 10 provides a streamlined process for
local governments to increase residential density up to 10 dwelling units per parcel on eligible
parcels, provided the parcel is qualifies under SB 10 as a transit-rich or urban infill site. The Housing
Element proposes to allow sites within census-designated urbanized areas or urban clusters and
urban service areas that are zoned R1 (Low-Density Residential) and located outside of both the
High and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones to allow additional units based on parcel size. Under

over 2,000 sites in unincorporated Sonoma County between 10,000 and 20,000 square feet in size
that fit these criteria and 1,000 sites in unincorporated Sonoma County above 20,000 square feet in
size that fit these criteria....

Response 70.16

The commenter states that the SDC Specific Plan, which has been approved, and Hanna Center
development, which has been in the works since 2004, are reasonably foreseeable projects that should
be analyzed as part of the cumulative impacts analysis.

Please refer to the explanation provided under subheading Cumulative Development on page 4-2 of the
Draft EIR. As stated therein:

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides the following direction relative to cumulative impact
analysis and states that the following elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of
environmental impacts:

A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or related
planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.
Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or
certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such document shall be
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency.

Therefore, the cumulative analysis approach in the Draft EIR is appropriate for the housing element
program, and individual cumulative development projects need not be identified.

Furthermore, the SDC Specific Plan EIR has been certified by the County Board of Supervisors; therefore,
significant impacts related to this development were taken into consideration and mitigated as part of
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the approval process for that project. The SDC Specific Plan EIR included a description of the proposed
rezonings now under consideration for the Housing Element.4

Response 70.17
The commenter points out that Table 4.1-6 lists incorrect mitigation measures.

The commenter is correct. Table 4.1-6 has been revised as follows:

4
Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. SCH # 2022020222. August 2022.
https://www.sdcspecificplan.com/documents.
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Table 4.1-6

Rezoning Site

GEY-1
GEY-2
GEY-3
GEY-4
GUE-1
GUE-2
GUE-3
GUE-4
LAR-1
LAR-2
LAR-3
LAR-4
LAR-5
LAR-6
LAR-7
LAR-8
FOR-1
FOR-2
FOR-3
FOR-4
FOR-5
FOR-6
GRA-1
GRA-2
GRA-3
GRA-4

Site Impacts and Recommended Mitigation Summary

Site Sensitivity

High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Low
High
Moderate
High
Moderate
High
High
Low
Low
High

Moderate

Project Potential Dominance

Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant

Co-Dominant

Potential Impact*
Significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant

Less than significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant

Less than significant

Written Comments and Responses

Required Mitigation Measure Number(s)

AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,AES-4,AES-S

AES-1; AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4
AES-25

AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-25
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3, AES-4,AES-5
AES-25
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3, AES-4,AES-5

AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-25

AES-25
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,-AES-5
AES-5
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Rezoning Site

GRA-5
SAN-1
SAN-2
SAN-3
SAN-4
SAN-5
SAN-6
SAN-7
SAN-8
SAN-9
SAN-10
GLE-1
GLE-2
AGU-1
AGU-2
AGU-3
PEN-1
PEN-2
PEN-3
PEN-4
PEN-5
PEN-6
PEN-7
PEN-8
PEN-9
PET-1
PET-2

Site Sensitivity
High

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

High

High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
High
Moderate
High
Moderate
High
Moderate
Moderate
High

High

High

High

Project Potential Dominance

Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant
Co-Dominant
Co-Dominant
Dominant

Dominant

Potential Impact*

Significant
Significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant
Significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Less than significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant

Written Comments and Responses

Required Mitigation Measure Number(s)

AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1 AES-2, AES-3, AES-4, AES-5
AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-25

AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3, AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-S

AES-1 AES-2;-AESS

AES-25

AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,AES-4,AES-S
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3, AES-4,AES-5
AES-25

AES-1, AES-2,AES-3, AES-4,-AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3,AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,AES-3, AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,AES-5
AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3, AES-4,AES-5
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Rezoning Site Site Sensitivity Project Potential Dominance Potential Impact* Required Mitigation Measure Number(s)
PET-3 High Dominant Significant AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4,-AES-5

PET-4 High Dominant Significant AES-1, AES-2,-AES-3,-AES-4-AES-5

SON-1 Moderate Co-Dominant Less than significant AES-25

SON-2 Moderate Co-Dominant Less than significant AES-25

SON-3 Moderate Co-Dominant Less than significant AES-25

SON-4 Moderate Co-Dominant Less than significant AES-25

*The potential impact statement listed in this table coincides with the impact evaluation decision matrix in the County’s Visual Assessment Guidelines (2019) and does not apply to every CEQA
issue for every site. Potentially significant impacts are indicated for specific sites and mitigation measures reiterated by CEQA issue area.
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Response 70.18

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measures AES-1 is infeasible for Glen Ellen sites, and suggests
measures that limit building massing, staggered heights, building materials, and other design features.

As stated under the Significance After Mitigation subheading on page 4.1-57, development cannot be
made to comply with subjective design guidelines, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
The commenter’s suggested mitigation measures are not objective design standards, but subjective
design elements, which would not be feasible as mitigation. The Zoning Code includes restrictions on
height, setbacks, and floor-area ratio, where appropriate.

Response 70.19
The commenter requests clarification related to compliance with subjective design guidelines.

Objective design standards include measurable limitations, such as height, setbacks, and floor-area
ratio. Subjective design guidelines are not measurable, and cannot be guaranteed, as compliance with a
subjective guideline may fluctuate depending on the reviewer. Objective design standards “involve no
personal or subjective judgment by a public official and are uniformly verifiable by reference to an
external and uniform benchmark or criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant
or proponent and the public official before submittal” (California Government Code Section
65852.21[i][2]). Therefore, the Draft EIR correctly states that compliance with subjective guidelines
cannot be guaranteed.

Response 70.20
The commenter states that it is unclear if architectural review for the WH zone would occur.

Applicable design reviews would still be required for sites within the WH zone. Administrative design
review will continue to be required in Glen Ellen, but it will be limited to review for compliance with
applicable objective standards. For all Housing Element inventory sites, housing development that is
consistent with zoning would be a use by right.® Zoning-consistent projects would be required to comply
with applicable objective design standards (including any objective design-related standards in the
General Plan and Chapter 26 of the County Code), but will not be subject to discretionary design review.

Response 70.21

The commenter asserts that the EIR’s dismissal of traffic congestion impacts is in error, and that the EIR
is required to address compliance with adopted land use policies.

Please refer to Response 70.7 regarding traffic congestion and consistency with County General Plan
policies.

Response 70.22

The commenter asserts there is no analysis of consistency with the Glen Ellen Development and Design
Guidelines. The commenter asserts that future development on Glen Ellen sites would be subject to these
guidelines, and the EIR incorrectly states otherwise. The commenter states that the missing analysis
constitutes deferral. The commenter asks about the difference between objective and subjective

5
As discussed in Section 2.6.4 of the DEIR, “by right” use means that no discretionary land use approvals and no CEQA review would be
required for an application for zoning-consistent multi-family development.
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guidelines. The commenter asserts that the densification of the Glen Ellen sites is a significant and
unavoidable impact.

As described on page 4.1-55: “Specific design guidelines exist for the communities of Glen Ellen and
Penngrove, and development in those areas would be subject to the relevant and applicable design
guidelines (County of Sonoma 1990; County of Sonoma 2010).” Future development on Potential Sites
GLE-1 and GLE-2 would be required to comply with the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines.

Table 4.11-3 has been revised as follows, for clarification and consistency with the analysis in Section 4.1
of the Draft EIR:

General Plan Policy Discussion

Policy LU-20gg: Land use for the Glen Ellen
area, including residential densities, shall
correspond with the General Plan Land Use
Element for Sonoma Valley. New development
in Glen Ellen shall be evaluated in the context
of the following:

(1) the relationship between growth and traffic
congestion,

(2) the boundaries and extent of Urban Service
Areas,

(3) the amount and location of recreation and
visitor-serving commercial uses,

(4) the need to upgrade existing structures and
public infrastructure, and

(5) the compatibility of rural development with
protection of agriculture, scenic landscapes,
and resources.

Policy LU-20hh: All new development in the
Glen Ellen area (as designated in the Glen Ellen
Development and Design Guidelines) shall
comply with the Glen Ellen Development and
Design Guidelines, which are part of the
County Development Code.

Partially Consistent. This Program EIR analyzes potential
transportation impacts of GLE-1 and GLE-2 in Section 4.16,
Transportation. Traffic congestion is not analyzed because it may not
be considered a significant impact under CEQA. Those sites are both
within the Urban Service Area for Glen Ellen and would not require
expansion of or influence the boundaries of the existing Urban
Service Area.

Error! Reference source not found. shows the existing zoning of GLE-1
, GLE-2, and surrounding areas. As shown therein, the recreation and
visitor-serving commercial areas would not be modified by the
rezoning of these sites.

Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, and Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, analyze whether the project would
require upgrades to public facilities and infrastructure. As stated
therein, no upgrades to existing facilities are anticipated for GLE-1
and GLE-2.

Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and Section 4.1,
Aesthetics, analyze the potential impacts on agricultural lands and
scenic resources. Sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 do not contain prime
farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest
land, or timberland, and are not zoned or adjacent to agricultural
lands.

The project does not propose development on these sites at this time
but rezoning to allow for high-density residential development, and

future projects would continue to be-alewed-by-rightand-would-rot

be subject to review under the Glen Ellen Development and Design
Guidelines as discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. In addition, as-enly
objective design standards would apply.

Please refer to Response 70.19 regarding subjective versus objective standards.

Response 70.23

The commenter asserts that Impact BIO-5 does not state what the impact is, but cites county policies.
The commenter asserts that heritage trees on the Glen Ellen sites would be removed, and the Draft EIR
defers analysis of heritage tree removal to individual projects exempt from CEQA.

The impact statement for Impact BIO-5 on page 4.4-39 of the Draft EIR reads as follows: “Development
facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would be subject to the County’s ordinances and
requirements protecting biological resources, such as trees. Impacts would be less than significant.” This
includes a statement of impacts (less than significant).
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The potential for tree removal is acknowledged on page 4.4-40 of the Draft EIR; however, compliance
with County-required policies related to heritage trees and tree removal (which apply to all projects in
the County, regardless of CEQA requirements) is determined to be adequate to reduce impacts to less
than significant.

Response 70.24

The commenter asserts that site GLE-1 contains a well-documented historical structure, which should be
addressed in more detail.

Site GLE-1 is listed in Table 4.5-1 as containing a historic-age building. As stated on page 4.5-5 of the
Draft EIR: “A review of available listings of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California
Office of Historic Preservation, and Sonoma County Historic Landmarks failed to identify any known
historical resources or historic districts in the Rezoning Sites that are designated at the federal, state, or
local levels.” The structure referred to by the commenter has not been officially designated as a
historical resource. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would reduce potential impacts to historical
resources, and implementation of these measures would be required by the County for future
development on site GLE-1, as appropriate.

Response 70.25

The commenter states that the EIR does not evaluate the appropriateness of applying the WH zone to
the Glen Ellen sites. The commenter expresses support for housing, and opposition to sprawl. The
commenter states that Glen Ellen is not within an Urban Growth Boundary, there is no transit, and there
is no job center. The commenter asserts that applying the WH zone would be inconsistent with the zone
district’s stated intent and with other land use policies.

Potential Sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 are currently zoned Limited Commercial (LC). Per Sonoma County Code
Section 26-75-010, the WH Combining District may be applied to properties within designated urban
service areas with LC base zoning. Therefore, sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 can have the WH Combining District
applied without violating the County Code.

The commenter’s expressed opinions are noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

As stated in Response 70.12, Sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 are within a designated Urban Service Area. Section
4.16 of the Draft EIR states that none of the Rezoning Sites are within 0.5 mile of an existing major
transit stop or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor, which includes the Glen Ellen sites.
Page 4.6-10 of the Draft EIR states that Rezoning Sites located in existing Urban Service Areas ensures
that new residences are proximate to commercial, retail, and employment destinations. Commercial
businesses, which require employees to function, do exist in the community of Glen Ellen.

Response 70.26

The commenter asserts that the EIR does not address the WH ordinance policy d, related to consistency
with Area and Specific Plans. The commenter asserts that the WH zone district is not consistent with
General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen, including Policy 20i, specifically bullets 1 and 3.

The commenter is referring to Section 26-75-020 (d) of the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances.
Consistency with goals, objectives, policies, and programs is provided under Impact LU-2, beginning on
page 4.11-30 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the project would not result in a significant
environmental impact from a conflict with any land use plan or policy, and impacts are less than
significant.
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The commenter refers to General Plan Policy LU-20i, which is related to development on Limited
Commercial and Limited Commercial — Traffic Sensitive uses in the County, including in Glen Ellen. While
the Glen Ellen sites are currently designated Limited Commercial, the proposed project would not
change this designation, and would therefore not introduce a conflict with this policy. The addition of
the WH zone would not remove or otherwise modify the requirement for future development on the
Glen Ellen sites to comply with this policy.

Response 70.27

The commenter references page 4.11-43 and Table 3-1, and asserts that the cumulative land use analysis
is inadequate.

The Draft EIR does not contain page 4.11-43 or Table 3-1; therefore, it appears that this comment was
made in error.

Response 70.28

The commenter asserts that the density increase would result in buildings that are out of scale with
existing surrounding development, with no feasible mitigation. The commenter states that a previous
proposal for 15 units on the Glen Ellen sites was rejected due to mass and scale. The commenter asserts
that the WH zone would require 16 units to be developed on the Glen Ellen sites, and there is no existing
development in Glen Ellen that has a similar density; therefore, the commenter asserts this would be a
substantial increase in density. The commenter states that a nearby property was recently redeveloped
with 8 units and 2 ADUs, which exacerbates this impact.

County Code Section 26-75-050(1) state that workforce housing projects shall have a minimum density
of 16 units per acre and a maximum density of 24 units per acre. As shown in Table 2-4, this corresponds
to a maximum development of the Glen Ellen sites of 20 total units (18 units on GLE-1 and 2 units on
GLE-2). GLE-1is 0.73 acres in size, and GLE-2 is 0.12 acres in size, for a total of 0.85 acres. This
corresponds to a combined minimum unit requirement of 13.6 (0.85 acres multiplied by 16 units per
acre) with application of the WH overlay.

Aesthetic impacts associated with the increase in allowed density on all Rezoning Sites are identified and
mitigated to the extent feasible in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.

The cumulative development analysis is described beginning on page 4-2 of the Draft EIR. As stated
therein, cumulative impacts were evaluated at a programmatic level, and specific individual projects
were not identified as part of this analysis.

Response 70.29

The commenter asserts that design review does not consider density and intensity of development. The
commenter asserts that compliance with General Plan policies and guidelines in order to protect Glen
Ellen’s rural character need to be addressed.

Impact LU-2, beginning on page 4.11-30 of the Draft EIR, discusses the project’s potential environmental
impacts related to conflicts with applicable plans, policies, or regulations. This impact discussion
includes an assessment of potential conflicts related to rezoning of the Glen Ellen sites, and determined
impacts would be less than significant. Please refer to Response 70.22 regarding adherence of future
projects to the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.

Final Environmental Impact Report 173



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

Response 70.30

The commenter asserts that the Glen Ellen sites were included because the property owner had already
applied for the WH zone, and asserts that no independent analysis of the appropriateness of this zone
was done.

This comment is noted and will be passed on to County decision-makers. Please refer to Master
Response SITE for a discussion of the site selection criterion and process.

Response 70.31

The commenter states that previous requests to look at different zone districts for the Glen Ellen sites
were not considered. The commenter asserts that such an alternative could reduce impacts to trdffic,
aesthetics, land use inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk.

Please refer to Section 6.4, beginning on page 6-16 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein:

The County considered a lower density alternative, but this would not achieve project objectives
because lower densities would not meet the County’s 6th cycle RHNA requirements due to the
limitations of finding additional sites that could support residential uses. Therefore, this alternative
was rejected.

Additionally, there are no impacts specific to the Glen Ellen sites alone that the commenter’s suggested
alternative would result in the substantial decrease of an environmental impact or the avoidance of a
significant and unavoidable impact. It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 explains
that an EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but must consider a
reasonable range of alternatives. Discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives is provided in Section
6 of the Draft EIR.

Response 70.32

The commenter asserts that placing the WH zone outside of an Urban Growth Boundary would result in a
growth-inducing precedent in Glen Ellen, and that this impact was not addressed in the EIR.

Growth-inducing impacts were addressed in Section 5.1 (beginning on page 5-1) of the Draft EIR. In
particular, the removal of obstacles to growth is addressed in Section 5.1.3 of the Draft EIR. This analysis
covers the potential growth-inducing impacts of the Housing Element Update, including the addition of
the WH Combining District to certain sites within the county.

Response 70.33

The commenter states that it is important not to overtax rural infrastructure and resources, and
expresses opposition to rezoning the Glen Ellen sites.

The commenter’s expressed opinion and preference is noted, and is passed on to decision-makers for
consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 71

COMMENTER: William Helt
DATE: February 5, 2023

Response 71.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 71.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 71.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 71.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 71.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 71.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 71.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 72

COMMENTER: Anne Marie and Eugene Calhoun
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 72.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding future density increases in Forestville. The commenter
states that while they support affordable housing, the amount being proposed by the project will double
the current population and is too much for the area.

Please refer to Master Response HE.

Response 72.2
The commenter asks if existing water supplies will be able to support future growth.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL. As stated therein, water supply is analyzed in Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR. Each water service provider was contacted and assessed in the
Water and Sewer Study (Appendix WSS) for its ability to provide water service to the Rezoning Sites. In
addition, California American Water — Larkfield prepared a Water Supply Assessment (Appendix WSA)
detailing its ability to provide water service to the Rezoning Sites within its service area. With the
implementation of proposed capital improvement projects, development facilitated by the project on
the Agua Caliente, Glen Ellen, Larkfield, Sonoma, Santa Rosa, Forestville, Graton, Guerneville,
Penngrove, and Petaluma Sites would have access to adequate water service. Information was not
provided by California American Water — Geyserville. Furthermore, the Rezoning Sites that are not
currently directly adjacent to water supply infrastructure (GUE-1, GUE-2, FOR-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5,
SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, SAN-8, and SON-1 through SON-4) were not fully evaluated in Appendix WSS for
adequate water supply capacity. As such, impacts of development on these sites would be significant
and Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would be required.

Response 72.3
The commenter asks if the existing sewer system will be able to support future growth.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL. Wastewater systems are analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and
Service Systems, of the EIR. R. As stated therein, “[d]evelopment facilitated by the proposed project
would create additional demand for wastewater treatment in the Unincorporated County.” Wastewater
service providers for the Rezoning sites were contacted and assessed in Appendix WSS for their ability to
provide wastewater service to the Rezoning Sites.” With the implementation of proposed capital
improvement projects, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would have access to
adequate wastewater service. However, the Rezoning Sites that are not currently directly adjacent to
wastewater collection infrastructure (pipelines) were not fully evaluated in Appendix WSS for adequate
sewer capacity (GEY-1, LAR-7, FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-6, GRA-4, SAN-10, PEN-2, PEN-4, PEN-9, PET-1, and
SON-1 through SON-4). As such, impacts of development on these sites would be significant and
Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would be required.

The following revisions have been made to the Draft EIR for clarification. On page 4.18-14:

...Additionally, the wastewater capacity for sites GUE-1 through GUE-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5, and
PET-1 through PET-4 is either unknown or limited. It should also be noted that Site GRA-4 would
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need to be annexed into the Graton Community Services District in order to receive wastewater
collection treatment services.

On page 4.18-16, Mitigation Measure UITL-1 has been revised as follows:

Future development proposed on the following sites shall be required to demonstrate that the
applicable water and/or sewer service provider has sufficient capacity and that existing water
and/or sewer services are available to serve future development projects, or that the necessary
improvements to serve a Rezoning Site will be made prior to occupancy:

1. Rezoning Sites that need to demonstrate capacity from the applicable water service provider:
GUE-1, GUE-2, FOR-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, SAN-8, and SON-1 through
SON-4.

2. Rezoning Sites that need to demonstrate capacity from the applicable wastewater service
provider: GEY-1, GUE-2, GUE-3, LAR-1 through LAR-8, FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-6, GRA-4, SAN-6, SAN-
7, SAN-10, PEN-2, PEN-4, PEN-9, PET-1, and SON-1 through SON-4.

3. Rezoning Site GRA-4 shall be annexed into the Graton Community Services District prior to
development of the site.

The required documentation shall be provided to the County during the plan review and permit
approval process for projects on the above-listed Rezoning Sites.

Response 72.4

The commenter states that there are no handicap accessible sidewalks. The commenter expresses
concerns regarding road safety, poor road visibility, and unsafe turns during high traffic periods.

Please refer to Master Response EXST.

Response 72.5

The commenter states that they would like to build a granny unit on their property, but the permitting
process has made it challenging as they are on septic.

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project. It has been forwarded on to County staff.

Response 72.6

The commenter asks if the County can make the permitting process easier to understand for residents
using septic systems.

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project. It has been forwarded on to County staff.
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EIR Public Comment 73

COMMENTER: Becky Boyle
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 73.1

The commenter states that they do not understand why the Draft EIR letter the commenter previously
submitted was not included in Item 2 of a Sonoma County Planning Commission meeting. The
commenter asks if only three letters have been received so far.

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been forwarded to County staff
for their review.
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EIR Public Comment 74

COMMENTER: Betty Brachman
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 74.1

The commenter states that they are a resident of Glen Ellen. The commenter expresses discontent with
Marty Winters and states that Winters has pushed to develop the area while neglecting his own
properties. The commenter requests that the County remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from
consideration for rezoning.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE.
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EIR Public Comment 75

COMMENTER: Dan O’Leary
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 75.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter
expresses concern regarding increased risk of wildfire, flooding, emergency evacuation, the narrowness
of existing roads, issues pertaining to ingress and egress, and inadequacy of existing sewer system
infrastructure.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response FIRE regarding fire risk. Please refer to Master
Response EMG regarding concerns about emergency evacuation, including the narrowness and dead
end at Laughlin Road and road closures due to flooding. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding
the existing sewer system, and Master Response UTIL regarding sewer capacity. As stated therein, “the
wastewater capacity for sites GUE-1 through GUE-4, GRA-1 through GRA-5, and PET-1 through PET-4 is
either unknown or limited. These sites would require the construction of expanded wastewater
facilities, including upgraded pipelines and potentially new pumps.”
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EIR Public Comment 76

COMMENTER: G.W. Duvall
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 76.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Please refer to Response 14.1.

Response 76.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Please refer to Response 14.2.

Response 76.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Please refer to Response 14.3.

Response 76.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Please refer to Response 14.4.

Response 76.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Please refer to Response 14.5.

Response 76.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Please refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 76.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Please refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 77

COMMENTER: Karyn Pulley
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 77.1

The commenter summarizes their thoughts and involvement in the process so far, and states that it is
their belief that site FOR-2 is not favorable for rezoning. The commenter states that they are the owner
of FOR-2 and have no desire to sell their property.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE.

Response 77.2

The commenter states that FOR-2 serves as a watershed for the areas directly surrounding the property.
The commenter expresses concerns regarding impacts to biological resources.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST. Furthermore, biological resources are
analyzed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, of the EIR.

Response 77.3

The commenter states that they have reason to believe that tribal cultural resources may be present on
the site.

Potential impacts to tribal cultural resources are analyzed in Section 4.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, of
the EIR, which acknowledges tribal cultural resources are known to exist across the County. The EIR
contains mitigation measures in both Section 4.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Section 4.5, Cultural
Resources, which would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. This mitigation measures include
TCR-1 through TCR-5, which require coordination and consultant with tribes, avoidance of resources,
preparation of a tribal cultural resources plan, Native American monitoring, and mitigation regarding
human remains when they are expected to be present.

Response 77.4

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR requires mitigation to be implemented if site FOR-2 is rezoned.
The commenter asks if this is a wise use of the land and good land management. The commenter asks
how the Commission measures greenhouse gas emission, emission hazards, impacts to aesthetics, and
impact to cultural resources. The commenter asks that if FOR-2 is developed, how is that managed and
who that would be managed by.

The commenter is correct that mitigation would apply to the project. The commenter’s opinions and
guestions are noted. Please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality of the EIR regarding emissions, and Section
4.8, Greenhouse Gases, regarding impacts related to greenhouse gases. Aesthetic impacts are analyzed
in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, addresses impacts to cultural resources.
Individual development proposals would be reviewed by the County when submitted by developers.

Final Environmental Impact Report 184



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

Response 77.5

The commenter states there is limited transit near site FOR-2. The commenter expresses concerns
regarding increased pollutants, changes in air quality, future water and sewer infrastructure
improvements, service system needs, road enhancements, and increased trdffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST. Air quality and pollution levels are
analyzed in Section 4.3, Air Quality of the EIR. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding water and
sewer infrastructure and service systems, which are analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service
Systems, of the EIR. Transportation impacts are analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR, and
road enhancements are also discussed in Section 4.19, Wildfire.

Response 77.6

The commenter states that they have not been able to determine if there is any value in rezoning their
land. The commenter states that FOR-2 is not a viable parcel for rezoning. The commenter asks that the
County reconsider rezoning site FOR-2.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE.

Final Environmental Impact Report 185



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 78

COMMENTER: Kon Zaharoff
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 78.1

The commenter asks if the County has responded to an email from another community member. The
commenter asks if the County will remove site FOR-2 from further consideration.

Please refer to Master Response HE and Response to Comment 41, which is the letter the commenter is
referring to.
Response 78.2

The commenter attached the email from the other community members, Nick Pulley, Kristen Krup, and
Karyn Pulley. The attachment describes the commenters opposition to the rezoning of site FOR-2. The
commenters state that they will not be selling their property.

Please refer to Response to Comment 41.
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EIR Public Comment 79

COMMENTER: Larry Martin
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 79.1

The commenter asks that the County consider existing traffic, water, and sewage concerns in Forestville.
The commenter states that the proposed density is beyond what Forestville is able to accommodate. The
commenter requests that new development occur closer to major transportation corridors and in areas
with existing sewage treatment plants.

Please refer to Master Response HE and Master Response SITE. Traffic impacts are analyzed in Section
4.16, Transportation, and impacts relating to water and sewer capacity are analyzed in Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR. Refer also to Master Response UTIL.

Final Environmental Impact Report 187



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 80

COMMENTER: Marilyn and David Kinghorn
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 80.1

The commenter states that they were not made aware of the site being rezoned near their home. The
commenter disagrees with how rezone sites were chosen and shares the belief that the actions of County
Supervisors is irresponsible.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding dissatisfaction with the housing
element and Master Response SITE regarding site selection.

Response 80.2

The commenter states that site FOR-1 is a hazardous waste site and developing near the site is
irresponsible. The commenter states that cleanup of the site should be addressed prior to proposals for
development.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST. The commenter is correct, and the EIR
identifies FOR-1 as containing the Electro Vector site in Table 4.9-2 of the EIR. Refer to Impact HAZ-2
regarding investigation, remediation, and cleanup before development. Refer also to Response 0-2.3
regarding the Electro Vector site.

Response 80.3

The commenter states that there are several environmental concerns regarding site FOR-4 including risks
to a nearby creek, potential flood hazards, narrow roads, and steep slopes. The commenter expresses
concern about increased traffic and increased risk to other vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Please refer to Impact HAZ-2 in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR regarding sites
within 0.25 miles of sites listed in Table 4.9-2. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the
existing creek in the area. Impacts related to transportation are analyzed in Section 4.16,
Transportation. As stated in Master Response FIRE, some roads would require infrastructure
improvements before development.

Response 80.4

The commenter states that several issues should be addressed prior to rezoning including, but not limited
to, undergrounding utility lines, increasing water storage, addressing sewer system capacity deficiencies,
and improving roadways.

Please refer to Master Response EXST. Impacts relating to roads are analyzed in Section 4.16,
Transportation, and Section 4.19, Wildfire, and impacts relating to water and sewer capacity and other
utilities are analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR.
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Response 80.5

The commenter notes that there was previously discussion about developing a bypass around Forestville.
The commenter asks if this being discussed along with the proposed rezone.

This comment does not pertain to the current project and is not related to environmental impacts of the
proposed project. Additionally, the bypass has no current schedule for completion by Sonoma Public
Infrastructure.

Response 80.6

The commenter asks why Forestville is set to increase population by up to 25 percent rather than 10
percent, similar to other areas.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE and Master Response SITE regarding site
selection.

Response 80.7

The commenter expresses concern regarding the availability of open space in the area. The commenter
asks that the Board of Supervisors put more thought into the proposed rezone prior to construction of
future development.

This comment is noted. Impacts to parks are discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation.
This comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 81

COMMENTER: Scott Lietzke
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 81.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding existing transit, policing and public safety, existing
infrastructure inadequacies, and emergency egress in Forestville. The commenter states that the Draft
EIR does not adequately address these topics.

Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding evacuation and Master Response EXST regarding
existing transit levels. Transportation, including public transit, is analyzed in Section 4.16,
Transportation, and includes a mitigation for a construction traffic management plan as Mitigation
Measure TRA-2. Impacts to police services are discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation.

Response 81.2

The commenter expresses discontent with the level of communication and community engagement
during the planning process.

This comment is noted and has been passed on to the decision-makers.
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EIR Public Comment 82

COMMENTER: Stephanie Blumenthal
DATE: February 7, 2023

Response 82.1

The commenter states that the rezoning of site GRA-2 is unjustified. The commenter states that the site
currently serves its intended purpose to leave sensitive lands intact. The commenter quotes from the M1
zoning designation

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers. Please refer to Master Response HE
regarding dissatisfaction with the proposed project.

Response 82.2

The commenter states that site GRA-2 is zoned as F2 and lies within a floodway. The commenter quotes
the County Code’s restrictions for F2 zoning. The commenter states that changing this zoning would be
detrimental for reasons listed below.

The commenter is correct that Figure 4.10-6 identified GRA-2 as being located partially within a
floodplain. Please refer to responses to specific concerns in Response 82.3 through 82.8 below.

Response 82.3

The commenter states that Rezoning Site GRA-2 identified in the Draft EIR is situated in a riparian
corridor, the Atascadero watershed/marsh, which is home to a wide variety of waterfowl, fish, reptiles,
and amphibians. The commenter states an opinion that there are threatened or endangered species
(coho salmon, steelhead trout, California red legged frog, California freshwater shrimp, and Pitkin marsh
lily, among other special-status plants) which could be further endangered through development of this
highly sensitive area and invasive plants. The commenter opines that light, glare, paving, loss of trees
and shrubs, and increased flooding from loss of soil will have an adverse effect on biotic habitat and bird
life, and increased flooding, and when we are facing climate change, this just doesn’t seem in their best
interests. The commenter further notes that the northmost end of the GRA-2 is a major point of drainage
from Ross Road to the Atascadero watershed.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, includes a requirement that “for those projects that would result in
ground disturbance through clearing/grading or vegetation trimming or removal (e.g., demolition of
existing buildings and redevelopment construction, etc.), a project-specific biological assessment
(Mitigation Measure BIO-1) would be required. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a site-specific
biological resources screening and assessment to evaluate potential habitat including sensitive habitats
such as riparian areas and special status species prior to project approval, which would include GRA-2's
riparian habitat, which is noted on page 4.4-13 of the EIR. This initial assessment would identify
potential habitat for special-status species such as the Pitkin marsh lily and other special-status plants.
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-2, if the project specific biological assessment determines there is
potential for impacts to special-status plant species due to project development at GRA-2, a qualified
biologist shall complete surveys for special status plants prior to any vegetation removal, grubbing, or
other construction activity (including staging and mobilization). Following this assessment, if special-
status plants are found and would be directly impacted at GRA-2, implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-3 would require projects to be re-designed to avoid impacts to these plant species and
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their surrounding habitats. Therefore, sensitive communities, special-status plant species, and
associated habitats would be identified on a site-specific basis and avoidance of these species would
occur as required by the Draft EIR. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this
comment.

In response to the comment regarding indirect effects from light, glare, paving, and increased flooding
from loss of soils, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in the Draft EIR requires best management practices for
sedimentation and erosion control as well as buffers from riparian habitat and/or water bodies, which
would reduce and/or avoid impacts to these habitats. Additionally, Impact AES-4 concludes that, with
Mitigation Measure AES-2 that would require project designs to incorporate exterior lighting plans to
minimize light spillover, impacts relating to light and glare would be less than significant. As such, no
revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Please refer above to Response 0-1.2 regarding concerns about project placement near riparian zones
and stream habitat. With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-15 and BIO-16, impacts to stream
habitat and riparian zones would be evaluated and mitigated on a site-specific basis. As such, no
revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

In reference to aquatic species, please refer to Response A-1.10. As described therein, Mitigation
Measure BIO-6 requires projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats to be restricted to
completion between April 1 and October 31 to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species.

Refer also to Response A-1.14, where it is noted that Mitigation Measure BIO-14 requires habitat
mitigation at a ratio no less than 1:1 for impacts to sensitive natural communities including riparian
areas and waters of the state or waters of the U.S.

Response 82.4
The commenter expresses concerns regarding pedestrian and bicyclist safety near GRA-2.

Impact TRA-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation, acknowledges that development may include addition of
new driveways or other modifications that may affect transportation safety. As noted therein, “any
modifications to public rights-of-way would be required to be consistent with appropriate regulations
and design standards set forth by the County’s applicable plans, programs, and policies.” In addition,
General Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle,
and traffic safety; therefore, consistency with County policies on traffic safety would ensure the project
would not substantially increase hazards due to design features.

Response 82.5

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing sewer system deficiencies and states that the
existing treatment plant does not have capacity to support future development.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing sewer capabilities. As stated in Section
4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, in the EIR, “the wastewater capacity for sites GUE-1 through GUE-4,
GRA-1 through GRA-5, and PET-1 through PET-4 is either unknown or limited. These sites would require
the construction of expanded wastewater facilities, including upgraded pipeline and potentially new
pumps.” Generally, the ground disturbance required to construct these upgrades would occur in
previously disturbed or developed areas, such as public rights-of-way, reducing the potential for
environmental impacts. Compliance with mitigation measures in this Program EIR, including Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-17, CUL-1 through CUL-9, and TCR-1 through TCR-5, would minimize
impacts to sensitive environmental resources where upgrades require off-site construction for the
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expansion of wastewater services. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in construction or
relocation of wastewater facilities such that significant environmental impacts would result.

Response 82.6

The commenter states there is no grocery store in Graton and the nearest market is located three miles
away.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to CEQA analysis in the EIR.

Response 82.7

The commenter states that the area currently experiences water issues and expresses concerns regarding
the availability of well water.

Please refer to Master Response EXST. The EIR analyzes impacts resulting from the project related to
traffic in Section 4.16, Transportation, and impacts relating to water supply in Section 4.18, Utilities and
Service Systems, of the EIR, as well as in Appendix WS. As stated on page 4.18-13 of the EIR, “Rezoning
Sites not currently directly adjacent to water supply infrastructure (GUE-1, GUE-2, FOR-4, GRA-1 through
GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-3, SAN-5, SAN-8, and SON-1 through SON-4) were not fully evaluated in Appendix
WSS for adequate water supply capacity. As such, impacts of development on these sites would be
significant and Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would be required.” Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 would require
demonstration that water service providers have capacity to serve individual development proposals.

Response 82.8

The commenter offers opinions about housing policy related to affordable units and apartment leasing
protocols.

This comment is noted, but does not relate to CEQA or the findings of the EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 83

COMMENTER: Alicia Chazen
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 83.1

The commenter states that they are a resident of Forestville. The commenter expresses concern
regarding emergency evacuation and how an increase in the future population may complicate
emergency procedures. The commenter states that the existing roads are potentially dangerous.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE and Master Response EMG relating to
emergency evacuation.

Response 83.2

The commenter states that it is not clear that existing water and sewer infrastructures are adequate to
support future development. The commenter requests to see any Water and Sewer District reports on
this matter.

Water and sewer infrastructure is analyzed in Appendix WSS based on outreach and coordination with
sewer providers, and analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems.

Response 83.3

The commenter states that it is their understanding that there have been requests to expand the
boundaries of Forestville which were rejected due to inadequate infrastructure. The commenter states
that this conflicts with the proposed project.

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but will be
forwarded to decision-makers for their review.

Response 83.4

The commenter asks why there are no rezone sites proposed for Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Windsor, and
other larger communities in Sonoma County.

The proposed project involves rezoning to facilitate implementation of the Sonoma County Housing
Element; Sonoma County does not have authority to rezone parcels within cities in the county as they
are separate and independent jurisdictions. The EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element analyzes
rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support meeting the County’s
RHNA. Incorporated areas such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and Windsor, have their own ABAG-assigned
RHNA and housing elements.
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EIR Public Comment 84

COMMENTER: Amanda Shone
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 84.1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 located in
Glen Ellen. The commenter expresses concern regarding the ownership of these sites. The commenter
states that Glen Ellen does not have the infrastructure to support future development of these sites.

Please refer to Master Response HE regarding expressions of opinion relating to the rezoning sites. This
comment is noted and will be passed on to the decision-makers for their review. Infrastructure such as
water and wastewater systems are analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems in the EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 85

COMMENTER: Angelica Jochim
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 85.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed project and the increase in potential units in
Forestville. The commenter states that Forestville lacks the infrastructure to support future development.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE. Infrastructure such as water and
wastewater systems are analyzed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems in the EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 86

COMMENTER: Arleen Zuniga
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 86.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1

Response 86.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 86.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 86.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 86.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 86.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 86.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 87

COMMENTER: Caitlin Marigold
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 87.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 87.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 87.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 87.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 87.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 11.5.

Response 87.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 87.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 88

COMMENTER: Christopher DeWolf
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 88.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 88.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 88.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 88.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 88.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 11.5.

Response 88.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 88.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 89

COMMENTER: Frank Zanca
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 89.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 89.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 89.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 89.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 89.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 89.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 89.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 90

COMMENTER: Herman J. Hernandez
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 90.1
The commenter expresses opposition to rezoning sites GUE-1, GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE.

Response 90.2

The commenter states that site GUE-1 is located in an area with single car access roads. The commenter
states that it is their belief that the infrastructure, water, and sewer are all issues at this site. The
commenter expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation at this site.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing road and site
location. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opinions about which sites should be rezoned,
and Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation. The Draft EIR analyzes infrastructure,
including water and sewer, throughout the document, especially in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Appendix WSS.

Response 90.3

The commenter states that access to and from GUE-3 is challenging, and streets in this area are narrow.
The commenter states that they do not think this site should be rezoned.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding comments about the existing road, viewshed, and
access. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opinions about the rezoning of specific properties.
Refer to Response 90.2 regarding infrastructure and evacuation analysis.

Response 90.4

The commenter expresses concerns regarding potential traffic increases near site GUE-4. The commenter
states that rezoning this site does not seem feasible. The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic,
infrastructure needs, and potential flooding near site GUE-4.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding comments about the existing road, traffic, and access.
Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opinions about the rezoning of specific properties.
Potential flooding impacts are addressed Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR. The
commenter is correct regarding the 100-year floodplain, and the EIR discloses that GUE-4 is listed as
partially within the 100-year floodplain on page 4.10-9, and shows this in Figure 4.10-5. As discussed
under Impact HWQ-4 of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR, development in the 100-
year floodplain would be required to comply with General Plan policies that aim to achieve General Plan
Goal PS-2. Rezoning Sites that are within the Floodway Combining District (F1) or Floodplain Combining
District (F2) would be required to comply with County Zoning Code requirements as stated in Articles 56
and 58, respectively, in Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code. This includes the prohibition of fill in
County-identified special flood hazard areas (refer to Section7B-12 of the Sonoma County Code), and
requiring review and approval of proposed drainage facilities by Permit Sonoma. Under Sonoma County
Code Sec. 7B-12, encroachment within adopted floodways, including fill, new construction, substantial

Final Environmental Impact Report 205



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

improvements, and other development, is not permitted un4.10-2less it has been demonstrated
through hydrologic and hydraulic analysis performed in accordance with standard engineering practice
and certified by a registered professional engineer or architect licensed in the state of California that the
proposed encroachments shall not result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the
base flood discharge. These requirements ensure that any development on the Rezoning Sites would
result in no net change in the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, increased flooding on adjacent parcels to
the Rezoning Sites would not occur because of the project. Impacts related to flood flows would be less
than significant. Refer to Response 90.2 regarding infrastructure and evacuation analysis.

Regarding traffic congestion, on September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743
into law. SB 743 changed the way transportation impact analysis is conducted as part of CEQA
compliance. These changes eliminated automobile delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts under
CEQA.

Prior to SB 743, CEQA analysis typically treated automobile delay and congestion as an environmental
impact. Instead, SB 743 requires the CEQA Guidelines to prescribe an analysis that better accounts for
transit and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In November 2017, the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) released the final update to CEQA Guidelines consistent with SB 743, which
recommend using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most appropriate metric of transportation impact
to align local environmental review under CEQA with California’s long-term greenhouse gas emissions
reduction goals. The Guidelines required all jurisdictions in California to use VMT-based thresholds of
significance by July 2020. Therefore, traffic congestion was not analyzed in the Draft EIR based on this
state law. Refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR for more transportation analysis.

Response 90.5

The commenter expresses concern regarding road conditions near site GUE-2 and states that increases in
population and road use could prevent roadway hazards. The commenter expresses concerns about
infrastructure, traffic, and increasing the population of the Armstrong Valley.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding comments about the existing road and access. Please
refer to Master Response HE regarding opinions about the rezoning of specific properties. Please refer
to Response 90.2 regarding infrastructure concerns.
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EIR Public Comment 21

COMMENTER: Jonathan Teel
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 91.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter
expresses concern regarding increased risk of wildfire, flooding, emergency evacuation, the narrowness
of existing roads, issues pertaining to ingress and egress, and inadequacy of existing sewer system
infrastructure.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response FIRE regarding fire risk. Please refer to Master
Response EMG regarding concerns about emergency evacuation, including the narrowness and dead
end at Laughlin Road and road closures due to flooding. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding
the existing sewer system, and Master Response UTIL regarding sewer capacity.
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EIR Public Comment 92

COMMENTER: Laurel Anderson
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 92.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezoning of parcels located in Forestville. The
commenter states that the proposed project would negatively impact the community with regards to
traffic, public water, and sewage. The commenter urges the County to consider alternatives.

This comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for this review. Please also refer to Master
Response HE regarding expressions of opinions related to the rezoning. Refer to Master Response UTIL
regarding infrastructure. Impacts related to transportation are analyzed in Section 4.16, Transportation,
of the EIR; refer also to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.
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EIR Public Comment 93

COMMENTER: Leigh Hall
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 93.1

The commenter requests that rezone sites GLE-1 and GLE-2 be removed from consideration. The
commenter states that these parcels are located in a small town, and not in or near an urbanized area.

While Glen Ellen is not an urban area, Glen Ellen is within an urban services area, where public services
are available and development is anticipated to occur. Please refer to Master Response SITE and Master
Response HE.

Response 93.2
The commenter states that public transportation is very limited.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing public transportation. The current public
transportation levels are an existing condition, not one caused by the proposed project.

Response 93.3

The commenter states that the Board of Supervisors recently approved an EIR for the Sonoma
Developmental Center. The commenter expresses concern regarding cumulative impacts to traffic and
necessary resources.

Refer to Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR regarding cumulative development. As
noted therein, “[bly its definition, a housing element identifies the overall housing conditions and needs
of a community without necessarily identifying specific projects or future development. CEQA analysis of
cumulative impacts for a housing element is general in nature.”

Specifically, the Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) Specific Plan was adopted in January 2023, after
publication of the Draft EIR for the Housing Element Update project. The SDC Specific Plan had its own
EIR, which can be viewed here and addresses transportation and cumulative impacts of the project:
https://www.sdcspecificplan.com/documents. As mentioned by the comment, the SDC Specific Plan EIR
has been certified by the County Board of Supervisors. As designed and adopted by the Board, the SDC
Specific Plan included all feasible mitigation as policies, conditions of approval and actions in the SDC
Specific Plan. The SDC EIR and the Board of Supervisors recognized unavoidable significant impacts to
cultural, historic, and tribal cultural resources and to transportation. The SDC Specific Plan EIR included a
description of the proposed Housing Element rezonings now under consideration in relation to the
Housing Element.®

6
Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. State Clearinghouse No. 2022020222. August 2022.
https://www.sdcspecificplan.com/documents.
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EIR Public Comment 94

COMMENTER: Michael Cuoio
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 94.1

The commenter states that they do not endorse moving forward with the proposed project until there is
concurrent commitment, finding, and improved plans to update all infrastructure needed to support
existing and future residents of Forestville. The commenter requests that the County and State
implement the existing and approve plans to install a bypass system on Highway 116, the associated
roundabout at the intersection of Highway 116/Mirabel Road, and other commitments to transportation
and public works in downtown Forestville including crosswalk systems and sidewalks.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers. The potential bypass is not
part of the proposed project and does not relate to the project’s EIR. The bypass is not currently
scheduled for completion by Sonoma Public Infrastructure.

Response 94.2
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed project’s impacts to local schools.

Impacts to schools are analyzed in Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation under Impact PS-3. As
stated therein, “development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would generate approximately
1,145 school-aged children across 11 school districts in the County.” Based on the projected decline in
enrollment across school districts serving the Rezoning Sites and the estimated 1,145 new school-aged
children that would result from development associated with rezoning under implementation of the
project, most of the school districts would be able to absorb new and incoming students because the
increases in the student population are not greater than the anticipated decreases in enrollment (with
the exception of Forestville Elementary and Geyserville Unified School Districts). Based on Table 4.15-6,
Forestville Elementary may see an increase of 54 students, and Geyserville Unified School District an
increase of five students. Applicants would pay school impact fees to applicable school districts at the
time building permits are issued, to be used by Sonoma County school districts to mitigate impacts with
long-term maintenance and operation of school facilities. This impact would be less than significant, as
stated in the EIR.

Response 94.3

The commenter emphasizes the need for the County to fully address, fund, and plan upgrades to
Forestville’s infrastructure.

This comment does not directly pertain to the analysis in the EIR but will be forwarded to decision-
makers for their review.
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EIR Public Comment 95

COMMENTER: Rick Sanfilippo
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 95.1

The commenter asks if anyone had driven to view the site located on Sunset Avenue (GUE-1). The
commenter urges County staff so see the site in person. The commenter expresses concern regarding the
narrowness of local streets and potential future congestion in the area, and the impacts of construction

traffic.

The commenter’s questions and opinions will be forwarded to the County decision-makers for review.
Please refer to Master Response TRAregarding congestion. Roadways in the area would be subject to
increased use through construction and residential traffic, which could result in accelerated
deterioration. The County collects countywide traffic development fees pursuant to Article 98 of
Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code. The payment of these fees by each individual project would
alleviate cumulative roadway deterioration impacts to the regional road network. Refer also to
Response 21.3 regarding traffic congestion in Guerneville.

Response 95.2
The commenter expresses concern regarding local weather, moisture, and ground stability.

The commenter is expressing a statement not related to analysis in the Draft EIR. However, Section 4.7,
Geology and Soils, of the EIR includes analysis of soil stability.

Response 95.3

The commenter asks about the reason to invest in a structure on a severely sloped hillside. The
commenter states that landslides are common in this area.

Refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing landslide-prone hillsides, which are a current
condition and not caused by the project.

Response 95.4
The commenter asks if the area will lose long-standing trees.

As stated in the EIR, such as under Impact AES-3, the project may result in the removal of existing,
mature trees. This impact is analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and under Impact BIO-5 in Section 4.4,
Biological Resources. As stated therein, “[d]evelopment facilitated by the project would be subject to
the County's ordinances and requirements protecting biological resources, such as trees... Trees to be
removed have not yet been identified because individual projects have not been developed yet;
however, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would potentially require some tree
removal, which would be determined during the project’s application process.” However, development
would be required to comply with goals, policies, and measures in the General Plan, including those for
applications for tree removal permits and compliance with associated requirements (e.g., tree
replacement), where applicable. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Response 95.5

The commenter expresses discontent with the amount of notice they received on the proposed project.
The commenter expresses dissatisfaction with their Guerneville’s Supervisor.

The commenter’s opinions are noted.

Response 95.6

The commenter suggests that there are other sites in Guerneville that should be considered instead of
the proposed sites.

The commenter’s opinion is noted. Please refer to Master Responses SITE and HE.
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EIR Public Comment 926

COMMENTER: Robert Grandmaison
DATE: February 8, 2023

Response 96.1

The commenter states that site GUE-1 is unsuitable for future development. The commenter states that
the site is currently used by the Sweetwater Springs Water District. The commenter states that worker
vehicles create traffic congestion issues in this area. The commenter states that increased road use
would serve as an obstacle to site access.

Refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing use of the site and roadway conditions. Refer to
Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion .

Response 96.2
The commenter expresses concern regarding the narrowness of the roads on the nearby hillsides.

Refer to Master Response EXST about the current road width. This situation is an existing condition of
the area and is not caused by the proposed project.

Response 96.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding pedestrian safety stating that the roads in the area lack
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, or ADA-compliant curb cuts and approaches.

The lack of existing sidewalks, curbs, and curb-cuts are an existing condition of the project area; refer to
Master Response EXST. These current conditions are acknowledged on page 4.16-8 of the EIR. Refer to
Section 16, Transportation, of the EIR regarding pedestrian safety. As stated under Impact TRA-1, “in
compliance with the County of Sonoma’s General Plan, development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites would be required to provide safe, continuous, and convenient pedestrian access to local
services and destinations. Pedestrians, therefore, would not be introduced to areas without safe,
continuous sidewalks.”

Response 96.4

The commenter states that the elevation of the site makes it difficult for those walking to or from town.
The commenter states that the roads near the site are narrow and introduce pedestrian safety issues.

Refer to Master Response EXST about the elevation along Woodland Drive. This situation is an existing
condition of the area and is not caused by the proposed project.

Response 96.5

The commenter expresses concern regarding vehicle navigability of the roads near the site. The
commenter states that large vehicles are unable to access the neighborhood. The commenter expresses
concerns regarding parking and overflow parking in the surrounding neighborhood.

Refer to Master Response EXST about the roadway grades and narrow roads. This situation is an existing
condition of the area and is not caused by the proposed project. Refer to Section 4.16, Transportation,
of the EIR regarding construction traffic, which includes a requirement to implement Mitigation
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Measure TRA-2 by submitting a construction traffic management plan to mitigate impacts regarding
construction traffic. With this mitigation, construction traffic impacts would be less than significant.
Response 96.6

The commenter objects to the proposed rezoning of site GUE-1 on Sunset Avenue in Guerneville and
suggests other locations may be preferable.

Refer to Master Response SITE and HE regarding opinions on the housing sites and site selection. The
commenter’s opinion is noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 97

COMMENTER: Ashley Nolan
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 97.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 71.1.

Response 97.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 97.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 97.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 97.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 97.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 97.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 98

COMMENTER: Doug Thorogood
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 98.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezone site located at 14156 Sunset Avenue (GUE-
1) in Guerneville. The commenter states that the hill where this site is located has narrow and quiet
streets that would be adversely impacted by an increase in population. The commenter suggests there
are other locations in Sonoma County that may accommodate an increase in traffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response SITES, HE, and EXST regarding opinions about
the rezoning of sites, and existing conditions related to narrow streets.
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EIR Public Comment 99

COMMENTER: Jeanne Reggio
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 99.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezone site located at 14156 Sunset Avenue (GUE-
1) in Guerneville. The commenter states this is an inappropriate location for additional housing due to
existing road conditions.

Refer to Response EXST regarding the existing condition of GUE-1 and Response HE regarding opinions
related to the rezoning. Refer to Response 95.1 regarding impacts to the road.
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EIR Public Comment 100

COMMENTER: Kenneth Koutz
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 100.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezone of sites located on Laughlin Road and
Cutten Court in Guerneville. The commenter expresses concern regarding road narrowness, lack of
pedestrian facilities, existing potholes, lack of bike lanes and sidewalks, and road navigability.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the street widths and road blockages. This is an existing
condition of the area and not caused by the proposed project. Future development facilitated by the
project on Rezoning Sites would need to confirm that adjacent roads meet County width requirements.

Response 100.2

The commenter states that all nearby roads originate as or are used as exit roads for Guerneville School.
The commenter expresses concern regarding congestion and emergency evacuation issues due to
increased traffic.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing street infrastructure, Master Response TRA
regarding congestion, and Master Response EMG regarding emergency access and evacuation.

Response 100.3

The commenter states that these roads empty onto Armstrong Woods Road which dead ends. The
commenter states that these roads only allow a single car to pass at a time and some are closed
throughout the year due to mudslides.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing street infrastructure. This is an existing
condition of the area and not caused by the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response EMG
regarding emergency access and evacuation.

Response 100.4

The commenter states that Guerneville has inadequate infrastructure to support future development at
the proposed site. The commenter suggests several alternative locations for future housing to be built in
Guerneville such as along River Road.

Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process. If the sites suggested by the
commenter were suggested during the site selection process, they were eliminated based on the
provided eligibility requirements.

Response 100.5

The commenter expresses an opinion on the Draft EIR.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 101

COMMENTER: Rick Savel
DATE: February 22, 2023

Response 101.1

The commenter provides information regarding the 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis and the latest PSZ and
equivalent single family dwelling (ESD) counts. The commenter would like to know how many people the
2016 SCWA SSMP analysis assumed were within the PSZ in 2016.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL and Appendix WSS for further discussions on the water and sewer
system capacities. The Draft EIR assumed a conservative additional population based on the California
Department of Finance’s persons per household estimates for the County of Sonoma in 2019 and
individual cities within Sonoma County. We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used to
produce population estimates.

Response 101.2

The commenter would like to know how many persons per ESD were assumed in the 2016 SSMP
modeling analysis and whether the SCWA 2016 SSMP update includes a new population baseline over
the prior Plan land use element estimated population of 1,300 to 1,450 people under full build-out
conditions.

Please refer to Response 101.1 regarding use of population estimate methodology conducted by SCWA.

Response 101.3

The commenter requests that specific capital improvement projects are listed in the EIR and suggests
that specific revisions are needed to the agreement with Petaluma for treatment be listed.

Appendix WSS to the EIR acknowledges that a revised agreement with the City of Petaluma may be
necessary, and mentions capital improvement projects, such as one that will allow the lift station to
continue operating during a flood.

Response 101.4

The commenter questions the following sentence included in the EIR: “28 of the sites appear to have
existing sewer infrastructure capacity in order to accommodate additional residential density due to the
proposed re-zoning”.

This sentence is correct based on the Water and Sewer Study included as Appendix WSS of the Draft EIR.

Response 101.5

The commenter opines that there should be a count of existing hookups needed for the land use plan at
full buildout and a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future. The
commenter further opines that this baseline information should be required before consideration of
additional housing projects. The commenter requests information regarding who would be financially
responsible if there are damages to the sewer system.

Although this comment does not pertain to the analysis or conclusions of the EIR, the comment is noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Response 101.6

The commenter suggests that County staff should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF- 1b
and consider a moratorium on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to protect services to
existing residents and entitlements to residents in zones that have not been connected yet.

This comment is on the project rather than the Draft EIR so requires no further response but will be
considered by the County’s decision-makers as part of the adoption process. Please refer to Master
Response UTIL and Appendix WSS for a discussion of the existing capacities of water and sewer systems
within the County.
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EIR Public Comment 102

COMMENTER: Mark Ballard
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 102.1

The commenter states they are a resident of Forestville. The commenter states that West County is in
need of housing, but expresses concern regarding the existing road network and needed improvements.
The commenter suggests a signal light be added at Covey Road and Front Street.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and the suggestion has been forwarded to the decision-makers.
Regarding the existing roadway network, see Master Response TRA regarding congestion.
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EIR Public Comment 103

COMMENTER: Mary Mount
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 103.1

The commenter expresses opposition to high-density housing Forestville. The commenter expresses
concern regarding the narrowness of existing roads and potential ingress and egress issues. The
commenter states there is no viable sewer in the area.

The commenter’s opinion will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to
Master Response HE regarding opposition to the project. Please refer to Master Response UTIL
regarding wastewater treatment capacity concerns. Rezoning Sites in Forestville may be accessed by
roadways at least 20 feet in width or greater; however, future development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites would need to confirm that adjacent roads meet County width requirements.

Response 103.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding safety and emergency evacuation difficulties that may
occur due to potential population increases.

Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation concerns.

Response 103.3

The commenter states that low-income housing should be placed in incorporated areas in the County
near services such as stores, hospitals, culturally diverse schools, and public transit.

The proposed project involves rezoning to facilitate implementation of the Sonoma County Housing
Element; Sonoma County does not have authority to rezone parcels within cities in the county as they
are separate and independent jurisdictions. The EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element analyzes
rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support meeting the County’s
RHNA. Incorporated areas such as Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and Windsor, have their own ABAG-assigned
RHNA and housing elements. Sonoma County must zone sites in the unincorporated areas for housing,
so by necessity the project looks at unincorporated communities. Refer to Master Response SITE for
more information on site selection.

Response 103.4

The commenter suggests that sites should be centered near Healdsburg, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, and
Windsor.

Please refer to Master Response SITE for more information on site selection. Please refer to Master
Response UTIL regarding wastewater treatment. Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR addresses potential water
quality and flooding impacts.
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EIR Public Comment 104

COMMENTER: Michael Korreng
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 104.1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing traffic conditions and pedestrian safety in
Forestville. The commenter suggests that Highway 116 and Mirabel Road crossing should be improved.
The commenter suggests installation of a traffic light.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing traffic safety conditions and Response 119.2.
This comment is noted and has been passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Response 104.2

The commenter suggests that sidewalks should be added from proposed developments into the
Downtown area of Forestville and all public transportation locations.

Page 4.16-15 of the Draft EIR states:

...in compliance with the County of Sonoma’s General Plan, development facilitated by the project
on Rezoning Sites would be required to provide safe, continuous, and convenient pedestrian access
to local services and destinations. Pedestrians, therefore, would not be introduced to areas without
safe, continuous sidewalks.

Response 104.3

The commenter suggests that designated parking should be added near bus stops. The commenter states
that people that use the bus will need more parking.

The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Parking is not
considered an environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA. The County Code
sets parking standards for new development, and future project plans would be reviewed by County
staff for the provision of parking per the code.
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EIR Public Comment 105

COMMENTER: Paige MacDonell
DATE: February 9, 2022

Response 105.1

The commenter states that they live adjacent to site GUE-4 in Guerneville. The commenter expresses
concern about how rezoning the parcel may impact future flooding in the neighborhood. The commenter
asks why rezoning a property in an active flood zone is being considered without studies or flood
mitigation for the surrounding neighborhood. The commenter states the Draft EIR does not reference
such studies. The commenter expresses concerns regarding flood hazards that could occur at site GUE-4.
The commenter includes images of previous floods near 16050 Laughlin Road.

As noted on page 4.10-9, GUE-4 is located partially within the 100-year floodplain. Refer to Response
90.4. Photos provided by the commenter are of existing conditions present on the project site; refer to
Master Response EXST. As noted in Impact HWQ-4, individual development projects would be required
to comply with General Plan policies that aim to achieve General Plan Goal PS-2. This includes achieving
zero net fill within these sites following development, avoiding fill in areas that retain flood waters, and
requiring review and approval of proposed drainage facilities by Permit Sonoma. These requirements
ensure that any development on the Rezoning Sites would result in no net change in the 100-year
floodplain. The EIR does not include site-specific flooding studies, which would be required when
individual projects come forward, because details of projects are not known at this point, and would
vary by individual development proposal.

Final Environmental Impact Report 225



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 106

COMMENTER: Patrick Waters
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 106.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed rezone site at 14156 Sunset Avenue in Guerneville
because of narrow and quiet streets and that other locations may be better.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
Refer to Master Response SITE related to the site selection process and Master Response HE related to
expressions of opposition.
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EIR Public Comment 107

COMMENTER: Paul Paddock
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 107.1

The commenter states that they are the owner of site FOR-4. The commenter expresses opposition to the
proposed density at the site. The commenter expresses concerns regarding site access, street
narrowness, and underlying soil conditions. The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed
density increase and type of housing proposed at the site. The commenter states that they would be in
support of a density increase if the increase would be more compatible with the immediate
neighborhood, community, and site conditions.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process, Master Response HE regarding
project opposition, and Master Response EMG regarding site access. Information and analysis on soil
conditions is available in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, of the EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 108

COMMENTER: Rick Harrington
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 108.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the rezone site located at 14156 Sunset Avenue (GUE-1). The
commenter states that the site is providing water storage and treatment for central Guerneville and
states the opinion that the existing use is the best use for the site. The commenter states the hilltop is
unsuitable and notes access concerns, as well as concerns about neighborhood character and quality.
The commenter expresses opposition to the site due to potential tree removal, existing road conditions
and potential increase in traffic.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process and Master Response HE regarding
opposition to the project. The EIR acknowledges that tree removal may be required for some projects,
as described in Response 95.4. Refer to Master Response EMG regarding access concerns. Regarding
community character, please refer to Impact AES-3, beginning on page 4.1-56 of the Draft EIR in Section
4.1, Aesthetics, regarding potential impacts of rezoning and future development of the rezoning as it
relates to visual character or quality. As described therein, site GUE-1 has a moderate sensitivity where
development would be co-dominant.

Refer to Master Response EXST regarding the street widths and existing traffic safety conditions. This is
an existing condition of the area and not caused by the proposed project. Future development
facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would need to confirm that adjacent roads meet County
width requirements. Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR regarding traffic
pertaining to the proposed project.
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EIR Public Comment 109

COMMENTER: Sandy Strassberg
DATE: February 9, 2023

Response 109.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the rezone sites located at APN 054-290-057 and 054-290-084
(GLE-1 and GLE-2). The commenter states that Glen Ellen is a small town, and their preference is to keep
the town small. The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing road conditions and parking.

Please refer to Master Response HE and EXST. The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to decision-
makers for their consideration. Parking is not considered an environmental impact and is not required to
be analyzed under CEQA. The County Code sets parking standards for new development, and future
project plans would be reviewed by County staff for the provision of parking per the code.
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EIR Public Comment 110

COMMENTER: Sharon Smith and David Wakely
DATE: February 9, 2022

Response 110.1
The commenter expresses opposition to the amount of rezoning being proposed in Forestville.

Please refer to Master Response HE and EXST. The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response 110.2

The commenter summarizes concerns of another resident, stating that the Draft EIR does not discuss
displacement, loss of character, threats to local businesses, community conflicts, pollution-related health
conditions, sanitation needs, traffic, and road conditions citing a need for wider roads, left-hand turn
lanes, roundabouts, traffic lights, street lights, and crosswalks.

Please refer to pages 4.14-9 and 4.14-10 of Section 4.10, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR for
information regarding displacement. As discussed therein, some of the Rezoning Sites contain existing
housing or other structures that could be removed during project implementation. However, the
proposed project would enable development in the unincorporated county that could result in a net
increase of 3,312 residential units on the Rezoning Sites. One of the fundamental goals of the project is
to provide more housing development opportunities throughout the County and meet countywide
housing inventory requirements. Thus, Mitigation Measure PH-1 requires that replacement housing be
made temporarily available for any displaced existing residents prior to the demolition of existing
housing on any of the Rezoning Sites.

Threats to local businesses, community conflicts, and parking are not required topics under CEQA.

The commenter does not specify the type of health impacts they are referring to. For information
regarding impacts to air quality, please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. For information
regarding impacts to hazards please refer to Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft
EIR. For information regarding impacts to noise, please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding sanitation needs.

Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR for information regarding traffic safety. Currently,
no road widening, addition of turn lanes, roundabouts, or crosswalks is proposed. The need for
infrastructure improvements would be ascertained on a project-by-project basis when individual
developments are proposed.

Response 110.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding fires, evacuation routes, and water supply.

Please refer to Master Response FIRE regarding wildfire, Master Response EMG regarding evacuation
routes, and Master Response UTIL regarding water supply.
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Response 110.4
The commenter requests that a narrower approach to development is considered in the area.

The comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
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EIR Public Comment 111

COMMENTER: Suan and Ron Reed
DATE: February 9, 2022

Response 111.1

The commenter states that the community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville are opposed to sites
GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4. The commenter states that there are many adverse effects noted in the Draft
EIR.

Refer to Response 14.1.

Response 111.2

The commenter states that GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible by a one lane road which would need utility
upgrades. The commenter states that road closures as a result of these upgrades will impact emergency
egress for residents.

Refer to Response 14.2.

Response 111.3

The commenter states that the existing potable water and sewer systems are inadequate to
accommodate growth. The commenter states that the sewer line nearest to GUE-2 and GUE-3 is
connected to a pump station that regularly malfunctions, especially during floods and power outages.

Refer to Response 14.3.

Response 111.4

The commenter states that GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are located in an area prone to wildfire, floods,
and earthquakes. The commenter notes that these sights are zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D.

Refer to Response 14.4.

Response 111.5

The commenter states that scenic resources will be adversely impacted by future development. The
commenter states that old growth redwoods and valley oaks will be destroyed to allow for additional
infrastructure.

Refer to Response 14.5.

Response 111.6

The commenter states that the rezoning of sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 is inconsistent with the goals
of the County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element policy.

Refer to Response 14.6.
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Response 111.7

The commenter expresses concern for the community and discontent for the lack of notification and

community involvement. The commenter reasserts that they are opposed to sites GUE-2, GUE-3, and
GUE-4.

Refer to Response 14.7.
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EIR Public Comment 112

COMMENTER: Brad Wallace
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 112.1

The commenter opposes the rezoning of GUE-2, GUE-3, GUE-4. The commenter expresses concern about
noise and existing road conditions including narrow roads and lack of sidewalks.

Please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR for information regarding noise. Refer to Master
Response EXST regarding the street widths and existing traffic safety conditions. This is an existing
condition of the area and not caused by the proposed project. Future development facilitated by the
project on Rezoning Sites would be required to confirm that adjacent roads meet County width
requirements.

Response 112.2

The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic on Laughlin Road related to garbage trucks and
additional residents.

Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR for information regarding traffic. Please refer to Master
Response TRA regarding traffic congestion concerns. Please refer to Impact UTIL-2, beginning on page
4.18-16 of the Draft EIR, regarding solid waste impacts. As noted therein adequate infrastructure
existing to serve development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites.

Response 112.3
The commenter expresses concern about wastewater capacity and fees, water supply, and power lines.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding water and wastewater service availability. In addition,
please refer to Section 4.18, Utilities and Services Systems, of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.18-14,
each wastewater service provider was contacted and assessed in the Water and Sewer Study (Appendix
WSS) for its ability to provide wastewater service to the Rezoning Sites. With the implementation of
proposed capital improvement projects, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would
have access to adequate wastewater service. Water and sewer districts charge connection fees and
monthly usage fees, which are intended to cover the necessary improvements needed to serve a project
site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as a significant effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts
is not required, which includes sewer usage fees.

Please refer to page 4.18-15 of the Draft EIR, where it is noted that existing electrical infrastructure
exists near the Rezoning Sites, and it is not anticipated that the construction of new electrical
transmission and distribution lines would be required.

Response 112.4

The commenter states that site GUE-4 is in a floodplain and expresses concern about flooding,
groundwater recharge, and evacuation routes.
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As shown in Figure 4.10-5, GUE-4 is partially within the 100-year floodplain. As acknowledged under
Impact HWQ-4 on page 4.10-28, for sites partially within the 100-year floodplain, development would be
required to comply with General Plan policies that aim to achieve General Plan Goal PS-2. This includes
achieving zero net fill within these sites following development, avoiding fill in areas that retain flood
waters, and requiring review and approval of proposed drainage facilities by Permit Sonoma. These
requirements ensure that any development on the Rezoning Sites would result in no net change in the
100-year floodplain. Therefore, increased flooding on adjacent parcels to the Rezoning Sites would not
occur because of the project.

Refer to Impact HWQ-2, on pages 4.10-25 and 4.10-26 of the Draft EIR regarding potential impacts
related to groundwater recharge and the construction of impervious surfaces. As stated therein, future
development would be required to comply with relevant state and local standards, which would ensure
that future development does not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge.

Refer to Master Response EMG regarding access and evacuation routes.

Response 112.5

The commenter expresses concern about narrow roads, access to public services and public
transportation for proposed rezoning sites.

Please refer to pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-5 of the Draft EIR regarding access to public services and
pages 4.16-5 and 4.16-6 of the Draft EIR for information regarding public transportation. Refer to Master
Response EXST regarding existing narrow roads and transit availability. This situation is an existing
condition of the area and is not caused by the proposed project.

Response 112.6

The commenter states that it is unclear if fewer units could be built on the Rezoning Sites and that they
have had difficulty having questions answered during the planning process. The commenter asserts that
the rezoning should not be rushed because of the state, and states an intent to litigate.

The commenter’s opinion will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to
Master Response HE.

New development would be required to comply with zoning requirements. County Code Section 26-08-
040 states that R3 projects shall have a minimum density of 12 units per acre. Therefore, fewer units
than the maximum density may be proposed, and additional approvals would not be required as long as
a project meets the minimum density requirement. To provide a conservative analysis in the EIR, it was
assumed that the full site acreage of each Rezoning Site would be developed at the required density.
However, net density would reflect any site-specific constraints such as riparian or floodway setback,
which would reduce the total amount of units that could be developed.

Please refer to Section 6.4, beginning on page 6-16 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein:

The County considered a lower density alternative, but this would not achieve project objectives
because lower densities would not meet the County’s 6th cycle RHNA requirements due to the
limitations of finding additional sites that could support residential uses. Therefore, this alternative
was rejected.
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It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 explains that an EIR is not required to consider
every conceivable alternative to a project, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives.
Discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives is provided in Section 6 of the Draft EIR.
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EIR Public Comment 113

COMMENTER: Cassandra Shafer
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 113.1

The commenter notes that they agree that affordable housing is an urgent need, but that they have
some concerns.

The comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Response 113.2

The commenter expresses concern about drought conditions and water and wastewater capacity. The
commenter asks how the construction of new sewer lines to FOR-4 and how wastewater capacity
improvements would be funded. The commenter asks if water rates will increase as a result of the new
development.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL. In addition, please refer to Section 4.18, Utilities and Services
Systems, of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.18-14, each wastewater service provider was contacted
and assessed in the Water and Sewer Study (Appendix WSS) for its ability to provide wastewater service
to the Rezoning Sites. With the implementation of proposed capital improvement projects,
development facilitated by the project would have access to adequate wastewater service. Water and
sewer districts charge connection fees and monthly usage fees, which are intended to cover the
necessary improvements needed to serve a project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131,
economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as a significant effect on the environment. As
such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not required, which includes property taxes.

Response 113.3

The commenter expresses concern about emergency service access, emergency vehicle access and
emergency evacuation routes. The commenter asks if it would make more sense to increase housing near
US 101.

Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency vehicle access and emergency evacuation
routes and Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process.

Response 113.4

The commenter expresses concern about existing road conditions including narrow roads, and the costs
and responsibility associated with road improvements.

Refer to Master Response EXST regarding the street widths and existing traffic safety conditions. This is
an existing condition of the area and not caused by the proposed project. Road improvements have not
been identified at this time as they relate to potential development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites. Future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would need to confirm
that adjacent roads meet County width requirements.

Revenue from the Sonoma County’s Development Fees (codified in the Sonoma County Code, Section
26, Article 98) pays for selected road improvements that are required to serve new development and
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maintain a safe and efficient level of service. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or
social effects of a project shall not be treated as a significant effect on the environment. As such, formal
analysis of economic or social impacts is not required, including costs associated with future road
improvements.

Response 113.5

The commenter expresses concern about public transportation including bus access and potential
greenhouse gas emissions.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing transportation conditions. Refer to pages 4.16-
5 and 4.16-6 of the Draft EIR for information regarding public transportation, and Section 4.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR for information regarding greenhouse gas emissions.

The Draft EIR determined there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce GHG emissions from fuel
consumption associated with light-duty vehicles to a less than significant level. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would ensure that any residential development facilitated by the proposed
project on Rezoning Sites would comply with current BAAQMD GHG thresholds for individual land use
projects to the extent feasible, and Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would require a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program to reduce vehicle trips, and therefore GHG emissions associated with
vehicle trips, consistent with the BAAQMD GHG thresholds.

Response 113.6

The commenter supports affordable housing within walking distance of elementary and high schools. The
commenter asks if families with children will receive priority access to new housing.

This comment has been noted and has been passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

The comment regarding priority access to housing does not pertain to the analysis presented in the
Draft EIR. Future residents who may reside in new developments are not determined through CEQA.
Restricting who may potentially reside in future developments based on past or existing connection to
the county would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act.

Response 113.7

The commenter expresses concern regarding property taxes and expresses support for more affordable
housing. The commenter states that enrollment has dropped at Santa Rosa Junior College and many
faculty have had their workloads and incomes reduced. The commenter questions if construction is the
right decision and questions the ability to balance between sustainability, increased population, and
economic equity.

This comment regarding property taxes and workload for staff at Santa Rosa Junior College does not
pertain to the proposed project, but rather to existing conditions. Refer to Master Response EXST.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated
as a significant effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not
required, which includes economic equity.
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Response 113.8

The commenter suggests that the County delay re-zoning due to concerns about water capacity, fire,
transportation, air quality, and population uncertainty and states that affordable housing should focus
on the 101 corridor due to these concerns.

The commenter’s preference to delay the project is noted and has been passed on to decision-makers
for consideration. Please refer to Response 113.2 through Response 113.7 regarding the commenter’s
specific concerns.

Response 113.9

The commenter suggests that sites with sewer infrastructure and road access on more than one side
would be preferable to site FOR-4.

The comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for consideration. Please refer to
Master Response SITE regarding site selection.

Final Environmental Impact Report 239



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 114

COMMENTER: David Kristof
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 114.1

The commenter states that there is insufficient information in the DEIR regarding site ELD-1 and requests
feedback regarding the decision to include site ELD-1.

Site ELD-1 is included in Table 2-2 on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the site is not part of
the 59 proposed rezone sites; rather ELD-1 is included in the housing inventory and is currently zoned
for a residential density that would allow the county to meet their RHNA requirement without rezoning
the site. The proposed project would not involve any development on any of the sites, including ELD-1,
and the Draft EIR impact analysis focuses on impacts related to the rezoning of sites. Because ELD-1
would not be rezoned, there are no proposed changes or development on this site as part of the
proposed project, and the proposed project would not change the buildout capacity of ELD-1, it is not
discussed or analyzed in depth throughout the impact analysis sections in the Draft EIR.

Response 114.2

The commenter claims that site ELD-1 was included solely for the purpose of meeting State minimum
buildout requirements.

This comment is noted. The commenter is correct that site ELD-1 would help the County meet their
RHNA requirements. However, ELD-1 is currently zoned for residential density sufficient to meet this
requirement, and therefore rezoning would not be required.

Response 114.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding minimum setbacks.
Restrictions on height, setbacks, and floor-area ratio, where appropriate, would follow the applicable

zoning requirements outlined in the Sonoma County Zoning Code.

Response 114.4

The commenter expresses concerns about environmental impacts.

The proposed project does not itself include development on any of the rezone or housing inventory
sites, including ELD-1. Environmental impacts related to the rezoning of 59 of the inventory sites (noted
with a “yes” in the last column of Table 2-2 in the Draft EIR) are discussed in depth throughout each
section of the Draft EIR as required by CEQA.

Response 114.5

The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to Sonoma Creek.

Impacts to biological resources, including creeks, is included in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in the
Draft EIR. As stated therein, impacts to creeks and wetlands would be significant and would require
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mitigation measures BIO-15 and BIO-16 to reduce impacts to be less than significant. Please note that
these impacts are only related to rezone sites. Sites that are not to be rezoned were not included in this
analysis as the proposed project would not change what could be currently developed on other housing
inventory sites.

Response 114.6
The commenter expresses concerns about impacts caused by storm drainage outflows.

Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR for a full discussion of
stormwater and drainage. As discussed therein, development facilitated by the proposed project on
Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with the SWRCB Construction General Permit, which
requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for
projects that disturb one acre or more of land. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.10-26 of the Draft
EIR, development facilitated by the proposed project on Rezoning Sites would not exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Sites that are not to be rezoned were not included in
this analysis as the proposed project would not change what could be currently developed on other
housing inventory sites.

Response 114.7
The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to creek corridors and waterborne plants and animals.

Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, impacts to
biological resources including special-status plants and animals could be significant and would require
mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-17. Sites that are not to be rezoned were not included in this
analysis as the proposed project would not change what could be currently developed on other housing
inventory sites.

Response 114.8
The commenter expresses concerns about parking.

Parking is not considered an environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.

Response 114.9

The commenter expresses concerns about increased traffic, especially in the cul-de-sac where 15577
Brookview Drive (ELD-1) is located.

Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic impacts related to the rezone sites. The proposed

project would not change the buildout capacity of ELD-1.

Response 114.10
The commenter expresses concerns regarding building height limitations.

Please refer to response 114.3, above.
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Response 114.11

The commenter expresses concerns about the neighborhood’s capacity to meet demands including an
added sewer connection at the proposed site.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding infrastructure impacts related to the rezone sites. Sites
that are not to be rezoned were not included in this analysis as the proposed project would not change
what could be currently developed on other housing inventory sites, including ELD-1.

Response 114.12

The commenter expresses concerns about the neighborhood’s capacity to meet demands at the
proposed site including degenerative asphalt street pavement. The commenter has concerns about
increased traffic on the existing street.

Please refer to Master Response EXST and TRA regarding impacts related to the rezone sites. Sites that
are not to be rezoned were not included in this analysis as the proposed project would not change what
could be currently developed on other housing inventory sites, including ELD-1.

Final Environmental Impact Report 242



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

EIR Public Comment 115

COMMENTER: Melody Clark
DATE: February 14, 2023

Response 115.1

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the over-development near site FOR-2. The commenter
asserts that the neighborhoods surrounding the Inventory Sites are not considered.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for
consideration. Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process and Master Response
HE regarding opposition to the project.

Response 115.2

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the number of homes that would be facilitated by the
project.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process and Master Response HE regarding
opposition to the project.

Response 115.3
The commenter expresses concern regarding sewer system capacity.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding utility availability. Development facilitated by the
project on Rezoning Sites would not rely on septic systems. FOR-2, the site the commenter is inquiring
about, is included in Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 as it is not adjacent to existing wastewater or sewer
service, as described in detail in Appendix WSS and Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems. This
mitigation measure would require the future developer of the site to demonstrate capacity from the
applicable wastewater service provider before development. This would likely entail an extension of the
wastewater system to serve proposed development.

Response 115.4

The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing traffic on Mirabel Road and evacuation routes.

Refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. These conditions are not caused by the
project or a result of the project. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency
evacuation.

Final Environmental Impact Report 243



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses
Response 115.5

The commenter states that there is no school on Mirabel Road near site FOR-2, but a park maintained by
the community is in that area. The commenter expresses concerns regarding safety features at site FOR-
2 including crosswalks. The commenter asks who will install crosswalks from FOR-2 to cross the street.

The commenter is correct, and the EIR has been revised as follows to correctly identify the Forestville
Youth Park (page 4.1-18):

On Mirabel Road, the Forestville Youth Park a-seheel is directly across the street from FOR-2.

General Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle,
and traffic safety; therefore, consistency with County policies on traffic safety would ensure the project
would not substantially increase hazards due to design features.

At this time, no new crosswalks are proposed near FOR-2, as the project would implement the rezoning
of FOR-2 only.

Response 115.6

The commenter expresses concerns regarding services, such as grocery stores, and notes public
transportation is unreliable.

This comment pertains to existing conditions in the County. Please refer to Master Response EXST.

Response 115.7
The commenter expresses their opinion that the proposed project feels rushed.

The commenter’s perspective on the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for
consideration.

Response 115.8

The commenter states the opinion that a better place for higher density housing would be closer to
community services, shopping, transportation, employment areas. The commenter questions
employment opportunities that will be available to new residents.

This comment does not pertain to the contents of the EIR. Please refer to Master Response SITE
regarding site selection and Master Response HE regarding opposition to the project. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as a significant
effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not required, which
includes employment opportunities for new residents.

Response 115.9

The commenter expresses concerns regarding insufficient cellular reception.

Please refer to Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, regarding telecommunications impacts, and
Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. Impact UTIL-1 states that “[p]roject
implementation requires connections to existing adjacent utility infrastructure to meet the needs of site
residents and tenants... The project would be required to adhere to applicable laws and regulations
related to the connection to existing telecommunication infrastructure.”
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Response 115.10

The commenter asserts that additional services are needed. The commenter states the opinion that it
would be better to reduce the density in the AR and RR zones or allow lot splits for new homes to
gradually accommodate additional units than building high density urban style homes in this area.

The commenter’s opinion on the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for
consideration. Please refer to Section 6.4, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, in the Draft EIR for a
discussion of rezoning to a lower density district and why that alternative was ultimately rejected.
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EIR Public Comment 116

COMMENTER: Kris Nevius
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 116.1

The commenter states that more affordable housing is needed. The commenter expresses concerns
regarding strain on the roads and sewer system.

Refer to Master Response UTIL regarding the sewer system. Development facilitated by the project on
Rezoning Sites would connect to public wastewater services. Roadways in the area would be subject to
increased use through construction and residential traffic, which could result in accelerated
deterioration. The County collects countywide traffic development fees pursuant to Article 98 of
Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code. The payment of these fees by each individual project would
alleviate cumulative roadway deterioration impacts to the regional road network.

Response 116.2

The commenter asks the County to consider reducing the number of homes proposed for Graton and for
the other communities in Sonoma County.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for review.
Refer to Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process and Master Response HE regarding
opposition to the project.
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EIR Public Comment 117

COMMENTER: No Name — Letter with Signature Sheet
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 117.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the inclusion of FOR-2, and insinuates that insufficient analysis
was completed.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration. Please refer to
Master Response SITE regarding the site selection process. Please refer to Response 117.2 through
117.54 for responses to specific concerns.

Response 117.2

The commenter provides background on the community of Forestville and states the increase in
population and housing units as a result of the project.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.3

The commenter states that most businesses in Forestville are located on SR-116. The commenter
describes existing parking in the area. The commenter states that sidewalks are nonexistent, non-
contiguous, or in poor condition. The commenter states there are no bike lanes. The commenter states
that road crossings are not safe for pedestrians. The commenter states that there is one bus stop.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. This comment does not pertain to
the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.4

The commenter states that downtown Forestville is built out. The commenter describes FOR-1, including
existing groundwater contamination associated with the site.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. This comment does not pertain to
the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.5

The commenter states that street lighting is only present in downtown Forestville, and notes there are
minimal light emissions.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. This comment does not pertain to
the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.6

The commenter states that new jobs in Forestville are rare, and most are minimum wage service industry
jobs.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. This comment does not pertain to
the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.
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Response 117.7

The commenter provides a list of government services, business types, and human services in Forestville.
The commenter states there are no social services or medical facilities, cell service is limited, and the
closest grocery store is 1.25 miles away.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. This comment does not pertain to
the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.8

The commenter provides excerpts from the Sonoma County General Plan that they assert are relevant to
Forestville.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.

Response 117.9

The commenter describes the street network and surrounding development near FOR-2. The commenter
provides the existing and proposed maximum allowable density on FOR-2. The commenter states that
people travel to the neighborhood around FOR-2 to walk, despite there being no sidewalks or street
lights. The commenter describes existing ingress/egress to FOR-2. The commenter notes that the owner
of FOR-2 has no intention of selling the property, and provides Letter 77 as an attachment. The
commenter asks what is stopping the landowner from selling the ingress/egress points to FOR-2.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis provided in the EIR, and no response is required.
Responses to Letter 77 are provided as Response 77.1 through Response 77.6. The County cannot
prohibit the sale of property. Future development projects on FOR-2 would be required to demonstrate
adequate ingress/egress, similar to development elsewhere in the county.

Response 117.10

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR identifies FOR-2 as having more environmental constraints than
other Rezoning Sites. The commenter lists significant impacts associated with FOR-2 that are not listed in
the Draft EIR. The commenter asks if it would be appropriate to remove FOR-2 from the list of Rezoning
Sites. The commenter asks how the county will assume legal responsibility for traffic accidents,
stormwater pollution, biological resource impacts, flooding, and sewer backups.

If County decision-makers approve Alternative 3 instead of the proposed project, then FOR-2 would not
be rezoned.

Please refer to Impact TRA-2, on page 4.16-18 of the Draft EIR, regarding traffic safety impacts. As noted
therein, the project would not substantially increase traffic hazards or result in incompatible uses and
impacts were determined to be less than significant.

Please refer to Impact HWQ-3, beginning on page 4.10-26 of the Draft EIR, regarding impacts related to
stormwater pollution. As described therein, future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning
Sites would be required to comply with state and local laws related to stormwater pollution controls
during construction and operation, and impacts would be less than significant.

Please refer to Section 4.4.3, beginning on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR, related to biological resource
impacts. Where necessary, appropriate mitigation measures are required to reduce potential impacts to
less than significant.
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Please refer to Impact HWQ-4, on page 4.10-28 of the Draft EIR, regarding flood impacts. As stated
therein, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with
applicable General Plan policies and County code requirements, ensuring that impacts would be less
than significant.

Please refer to Impact UTIL-1, beginning on page 4.18-22 of the Draft EIR, regarding sewer impacts. As
stated therein, mitigation measures are required to ensure adequate wastewater treatment capacity is
available to serve future development projects.

Response 117.11

The commenter cites HCD requirements on parcel size for affordable housing as not exceeding 10 acres.
The commenter notes that FOR-2 is 13.5 acres in size, and asks if the County has prepared sufficient
documentation for HCD.

The buildout calculations for FOR-2 assumed no more than 10 acres would be set aside as affordable
housing, in line with HCD requirements, as discussed in Appendix D of the Housing Element.

Response 117.12

The commenter notes that the Urban Service Area boundary is misleading, and suggests a footnote be
added to the map for clarity.

The Urban Service Area boundaries are designated in the General Plan, and are not directly indicative of
the exact location of water and sewer infrastructure. The actual location of nearby water and sewer
infrastructure for each Rezoning Site is identified in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, and
Appendix WSS of the Draft EIR.

Response 117.13

The commenter asserts that any multi-story medium-density development would be inconsistent with
the neighborhood surrounding FOR-2, and suggests a correction to the Draft EIR.

The commenter’s opinion is noted. The quoted sentence does not provide inaccurate information, and
the Draft EIR need not be revised.

Response 117.14

The commenter asserts that the EIR incorrectly states there are no ridgelines or open spaces visible from
the neighborhood. The commenter notes that Mount St. Helena, the Santa Rosa foothills, and portions of
Trenton hill are visible from Nolan Road and Giusti Road. The commenter requests this be corrected.

The following photograph was taken on April 21, 2023, of FOR-2 facing west from Mirabel Road:
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As shown therein, distant views of ridgelines and open spaces are not generally visible across FOR-2. The
vegetation located within and surrounding Site FOR-2 prevent distant views of such features.

Response 117.15

The commenter notes that FOR-2 is not flat, but has 2 to 9 percent slopes as stated elsewhere in the
report, and requests this statement be corrected.

The following revision has been made on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR:

...Views of the ridgelines and open spaces are not visible from the streets looking across the lot due
to existing residential development, relatively flat topography, and mature vegetation on all sides
(Figure 4.1-14)....

Response 117.16

The commenter notes mature redwood trees on the property do not block views of surrounding hillsides,
and requests this statement be corrected.

Please refer to Response 117.14.

Response 117.17

The commenter notes that FOR-2 is not located across the street from a school and asks for this to be
corrected.

The following revision has been made on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR:
On Mirabel Road, the Forestville Youth Park aseheel is directly across the street from FOR-2.
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Response 117.18

The commenter asserts that the density of FOR-2 is 200% greater than the surrounding neighborhood.
The commenter suggests that the site sensitivity for FOR-2 be changed from Moderate to Significant.

Please refer to Table 4.1-1 on page 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR. The County’s site sensitivity criteria are
provided therein. Please note that proposed density is not a factor in site sensitivity. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.

Response 117.19

The commenter asserts that the light and glare analysis does not adequately analyze the existing night
sky conditions, as the neighborhood surrounding FOR-2 does not contain streetlights. The commenter
asserts that visitors come to the area for night sky viewing. The commenter asserts that the second or
third story of new buildings would emit light, and the project would increase the instance of vehicle
headlights.

Please refer to Section 4.1.6, Light and Glare, on page 4.1-44 of the Draft EIR. This section acknowledges
the existing light and glare conditions of the Rezoning Sites, including the prevalence of night sky
viewing.

Impact AES-4, beginning on page 4.1-37 of the Draft EIR, addresses potential impacts associated with
new sources of light and glare. The potential impact related to light spillage from exterior lighting,
interior lighting, and vehicle headlights is discussed. Mitigation Measure AES-2 would require exterior
lighting to meet certain requirements, which would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Response 117.20

The commenter asserts that the EIR should acknowledge the existence of night sky viewing and assess
the impact. The commenter asks what additional mitigation is necessary.

Please refer to Response 117.19 regarding the discussion in the EIR of night sky viewing, and light and
glare impacts. Additional mitigation is not warranted, as Mitigation Measure AES-2 would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.

Response 117.21

The commenter references the description in the Draft EIR related to the presence of Important Farmland
on the Rezoning Sites. The commenter includes the text of County General Plan Goal AR-3, Objective AR-
3.1, Goal LU-9, and Objective LU-9.1. The commenter disagrees with the EIR’s statement that FOR-2 does
not contain productive, prime agricultural lands, as the current landowners assert the parcel is
agriculturally important. The commenter asserts that FOR-2 is mapped as Farmland of Local Importance.

CEQA defines Important Farmland as that which is characterized as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland of Local Importance is not considered Important
Farmland for the purposes of CEQA analysis. The information provided in the Draft EIR remains accurate
and no revisions are required.
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Response 117.22

The commenter requests that mitigation for rezoning FOR-2 related to Farmland of Local Importance be
identified.

Please refer to Response 117.21. While the site may contain farmland of local importance, CEQA does
not consider the conversion of Farmland of Local Importance to non-agricultural use to be a significant
impact; thus, no mitigation is required.

Response 117.23

The commenter asserts that the Forestville boundary is not accurate relative to FOR-2 in Figure 4.4-4.
The commenter asserts that stormwater runoff affecting biological resources flows north from FOR-2 via
drainage ditches, seasonal creeks, and riparian corridors to the Russian River. The commenter asserts
that these water ways must be investigated as Critical Habitat and Sensitive Communities. The
commenter asks for the Biological Study Area for FOR-2 to be expanded to include downstream
waterways.

The Biological Study Areas (BSAs) include the minimum bounding rectangle for all Rezoning Sites in each
of the 11 Urban Service Areas, along with a 500-foot buffer to encompass potential impacts to biological
resources, as described on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR. The commenters request to expand the BSA for
Forestville to include features outside this boundary would not be consistent with this methodology.

Impacts related to riparian habitat and wetlands are discussed under Impact BIO-2, beginning on page
4.4-36 and BIO-3, beginning on page 4.4-37.

Critical Habitat and Sensitive Communities are defined by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and/or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). These are described in the Draft EIR
beginning on page 4.4-19. Forestville sites are not located within 5 miles of sensitive natural
communities. As shown in Table 4.4-5 on page 4.4-21 of the Draft EIR, Forestville sites are located 2.55
miles from Critical Habitat for California tiger salamander, within Critical Habitat for Coho salmon, and
0.16 mile from Critical Habitat for steelhead. Impacts to special-status species and sensitive natural
communities are addressed under Impact BIO-1 and Impact BIO-2, respectively.

Response 117.24

The commenter asserts that page 4.4-13 of the Draft EIR does not mention FOR-2’s connectivity with the
Russian River via stormwater runoff, and asks for this to be corrected.

Page 4.4-13 of the Draft EIR provides a description of the BSA for Forestville. This explanation is not
intended to include an exhaustive list of all connective features. Impacts related to riparian habitat and
wetlands are discussed under Impact BIO-2, beginning on page 4.4-36 and BIO-3, beginning on page 4.4-
37.

Response 117.25

The commenter notes that FOR-2 is located within 0.5 mile of a known Native American cultural site, and
asserts that Native American artifacts have been found on FOR-2 and the surrounding area. The
commenter requests that the EIR state FOR-2’s proximity to the cultural site and disclose the possibility
of artifacts and human remains being present on site.

Page 4.5-4 of the Draft EIR explains:
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Due to the programmatic and high-level nature of the Housing Element Update, a records search at
the Northwest Information Center has not been conducted. However, archaeological sites are
present throughout Sonoma County. Areas most likely to be sensitive for archaeological sites include
landforms near fresh water sources.

Therefore, no specific cultural sites were disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the location of sensitive
archaeological resources must be kept confidential for their protection. Impact CUL-2, beginning on
page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR, requires future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites to
conduct Phase | Archaeological Resources Surveys pursuant to Mitigation Measure CUL-3. Additional
mitigation is included as needed, for projects in proximity to known sites or sensitive areas, including
additional required studies, as appropriate.

Potential impacts related to the discovery of human remains are addressed by Impact CUL-3, on page
4.5-16 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, existing state requirements would ensure the protection of
unanticipated discovery of human remains.

Response 117.26

The commenter describes the slope of FOR-2 and mentions flooding in downhill residences from FOR-2.
The commenter states that stormwater runoff is not collected in storm drains and describes the path of
stormwater downstream of FOR-2. The commenter asserts that the areas collecting stormwater flows to
the Russian River should be considered as Critical Habitat and Sensitive Communities. The commenter
states that increased impervious surfaces on FOR-2 would increase flooding, and mitigation should be
identified. The commenter asserts that stormwater was not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Please refer to Response 117.23 regarding Critical Habitat and Sensitive Communities. Please refer to
Section 4.4.3, beginning on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR, related to biological resource impacts. Where
necessary, appropriate mitigation measures are required to reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.

Please refer to Impact HWQ-3, beginning on page 4.10-26 of the Draft EIR, regarding impacts related to
stormwater runoff. As described therein, future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning
Sites would be required to comply with state and local laws related to stormwater pollution controls
during construction and operation, and impacts would be less than significant.

Please refer to Impact HWQ-4, on page 4.10-28 of the Draft EIR, regarding flood impacts. As stated
therein, development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would be required to comply with
applicable General Plan policies and County code requirements, ensuring that impacts would be less
than significant.

Additionally, page 4.18-3 of the Draft EIR notes: “Most of the Rezoning Sites are not adjacent to curb
and gutter storm drains, or stormwater drains following site topography or drainage ditches.”

Response 117.27

The commenter provides excerpts from the Draft EIR related to parks. The commenter notes that there
are no publicly-funded parks in Forestville, and asks that the EIR clarify the addition of new park space to
serve future residents.

Please refer to Impact PS-4, beginning on page 4.15-19 of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, the County
requires payment of development fees to fund park facilities (per Sonoma County Code Section 20-65)
and requires parkland dedication or payment of in lieu fees for residential subdivision projects per
Sonoma County Code Sec. 25-58 and 25-58.1, offsetting impacts related to increased demand at existing
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recreation facilities, and project applicant(s) of the Rezoning Sites would be required to pay this fee in
connection with permitting. The County has not identified a location for new parkland that would serve
future Forestville residents, as no development projects on the Forestville sites has been proposed at
this time. A condition of a grant from the Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District required the
Forestville Downtown Park be dedicated as permanently protected and publicly accessible.

Response 117.28

The commenter notes that Forestville Youth Park and Forestville Downtown Park are owned by non-
profits and available for public use. The commenter asks what population boundaries would be used to
calculate population and if in-lieu fees would fund the existing privately-owned parks.

The Forestville Downtown Park is operated by a non-profit entity and the land was acquired with
substantial contribution of public funds (Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space
grant). Sonoma County Regional Parks has and will continue to invest in connecting the Downtown Park
to the West County Trail. As a condition of the Agricultural and Open Space grant, the Forestville
Downtown Park was dedicated as permanently protected and permanently publicly accessible.

Response 117.29

The commenter expresses concerns related to increased use of Forestville Youth Park. The commenter
asks what mitigation is in place for parkland degradation. The commenter asks for an analysis of
privately-owned parks be added to the EIR.

Please refer to Impact PS-4, beginning on page 4.15-19 of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, new
residents facilitated by the project would increase the demand for park services. The County requires
the payment of development fees to fund park facilities (per Sonoma County Code Section 20-65) and
requires parkland dedication or payment of in lieu fees for residential subdivision projects per Sonoma
County Code Sec. 25-58 and 25-58.1. With implementation of this requirement, impacts were
determined to be less than significant, and mitigation is not required. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines do
not require an analysis of impacts to private facilities, including privately-owned parks.

Response 117.30

The commenter provides information regarding existing traffic on Mirabel Road. The commenter
categorizes Mirabel Road as a Major Collector. The commenter asks that the Draft EIR list Mirabel Road
in the Existing Street Network.

Due to the programmatic nature of the project, not all roadways adjacent to each Rezoning Site are
listed in subsection a. Existing Street Network, beginning on page 4.16-1 of the Draft EIR. Roadways in
the vicinity of all Forestville sites that are listed in this section include: State Route 116, Laguna Road,
Vine Hill Road, Trenton Road, and Wohler Road. As included in Section 5 of this document, and as
discussed below, Mirabel Road has been added to the discussion of the existing street network on page
4.16-5:

Mirabel Road, located north of Forestville, is a north to south collector with one lane in each direction.
The road begins at the intersection with Highway 116 and ends at the intersection with River Road.

This addition to the existing setting does not change the impact conclusions in the Draft EIR.
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Response 117.31

The commenter calculates daily trips at the Mirabel Road and SR 116 intersection that would be added
by the project. The commenter asks the County to address existing congestion issues at this intersection.

Please refer to Appendix TRA to the Draft EIR for the traffic congestion LOS analysis, which is provided
for informational purposes only. This study includes the intersection of Front Street (SR 116) and
Mirabel Road as one of the study intersections for the LOS analysis. Please refer to Master Response
TRA for a discussion of CEQA-required analysis of traffic congestion. Please refer to Master Response
EXST regarding existing conditions.

Response 117.32

The commenter states that the EIR does not clearly include traffic mitigations for Mirabel Road and SR
116, including a roundabout.

Please refer to Response 117.31 and Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. Please refer to
Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for the CEQA-required traffic analysis, and Appendix TRA
for the informational-only LOS analysis.

Response 117.33

The commenter asserts that a traffic study should be required as mitigation for development on FOR-2.

Please refer to Response 117.31 and 117.32.

Response 117.34

The commenter describes existing access to FOR-2, as well as nearby intersections. The commenter notes
there are no turn lanes, and sight distances are limited.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions.

Response 117.35

The commenter asserts that the existing conditions of roadways and intersections surrounding FOR-2 are
dangerous.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions.

Response 117.36

The commenter references and provides excerpts from the Sonoma County Traffic Impact Study
Thresholds.

This comment is noted and does not require a response.

Response 117.37

The commenter asserts that the EIR does not sufficiently analyze traffic mitigation measures and the
County’s plan to extend the Joe Rodota Trail Bike Path. The commenter asks how traffic mitigation will
affect the construction of this trail near FOR-2.

The Draft EIR includes two mitigation measures related to transportation impacts, TRA-1 and TRA-2,
provided on pages 4.16-16 and 4.16-17 of the Draft EIR. These measures would reduce vehicle miles
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traveled during operation of future development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites and would
minimize construction disruptions to existing traffic flows, respectively. The commenter does not clearly
describe how these mitigation measures would result in secondary effects to planned construction in
the area. Secondary effects of mitigation measures are discussed in Section 5.3, beginning on page 5-3
of the Draft EIR.

Response 117.38

The commenter asks if the EIR requires traffic signals, turn lanes, or intersection improvements on
Mirabel Road and other streets near FOR-2.

The commenter is referring to traffic congestion; please refer to Master Response TRA.

Response 117.39
The commenter asks if there is any mitigation for traffic increases on Giusti Road or Nolan Road.

The commenter is referring to traffic congestion; please refer to Master Response TRA.

Response 117.40

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR insufficiently analyzes the need for crosswalks near FOR-2. The
commenter provides excerpts from the California MUTCD, and Permit Sonoma Pedestrian Policies. The
commenter asks what mitigations should be added to the EIR to address road crossing safety.

Please refer to Impacts TRA-1 and TRA-2 regarding impacts to pedestrian facilities and traffic safety. As
noted therein, the County of Sonoma’s General Plan requires future development to provide safe,
continuous, and convenient pedestrian access to local services and destinations. Furthermore, General
Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle, and
traffic safety. Impacts to pedestrian facilities or traffic safety were determined to be less than
significant.

Response 117.41

The commenter states that the County has been reducing the parking space requirement to increase
density and reduce VMT. The commenter asserts that this strategy only works in urbanized areas with
robust public transportation. The commenter notes that Forestville is rural with few jobs in walking
distance of FOR-2. The commenter quotes page 4.19-26 of the Draft EIR, related to site access.

This comment does not pertain to the analysis provided in the Draft EIR, and the quoted section of the
Draft EIR is provided without a comment. No response is required.

Response 117.42

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently analyze the lack of street parking near
FOR-2. The commenter asks how the EIR will mitigation the issue of sufficient parking and lack of robust
public transportation.

Please note that parking is not an issue area required to be evaluated under CEQA. Please refer to
Master Response EXST regarding existing infrastructure, including public transportation. The Draft EIR is
not required to mitigate existing conditions; therefore, no new mitigation is required.
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Response 117.43

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently analyze the condition and size of the
sewer pipeline serving FOR-2. The commenter describes the location and size of existing pipelines near
FOR-2. The commenter notes existing issues with clogs in the pipeline. The commenter cites Sonoma
County Water Agency pipeline sizing requirements.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. Project impacts related to utilities
infrastructure are discussed in Appendix WSS and in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the
Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.18-14 of the Draft EIR, some “sites would require the construction of
expanded wastewater facilities, including upgraded pipeline and potentially new pumps.” When future
development projects are proposed, necessary facility upgrades would be identified and constructed in
compliance with relevant and applicable standards.

Response 117.44

The commenter suggests that the project provide sewer access to the parcels surrounding FOR-2, and
asks if the EIR considers this.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions at the FOR-2 neighborhood. No
wastewater facility upgrades are proposed as a part of this project at this time.

Response 117.45

The commenter asserts that FOR-2 should be added to the flow calculation related to the 6” sewer
pipeline on Front Street/SR 116. The commenter asks if the County contacted the Forestville Water
District regarding capacity calculations.

Project impacts related to utilities infrastructure are discussed in Appendix WSS and in Section 4.18,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR. As described in Appendix WSS, Forestville Water District
staff were contacted during preparation of the Water and Sewer Study. As no development projects on
FOR-2 are proposed at this time, specific necessary capacity upgrades have not yet been identified.

This comment is noted and has been passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Response 117.46

The commenter suggests that mitigation related to capacity issues related to the reduced size of the
sewer line on Mirabel Road and First Street be added.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. Mitigation is only required for
impacts associated with a proposed project, and are not required to address existing conditions. When
future development projects are proposed, necessary facility upgrades would be identified and
constructed in compliance with relevant and applicable standards.

Response 117.47

The commenter asks who is responsible for replacing 1000 feet of sewer line under SR 116.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions. The segment of sewer line
referenced by the commenter is associated with the Forestville Water District.
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Response 117.48

The commenter notes that traffic backed up on Mirabel Road during recent wildfire evacuations. The
commenter asserts that the use of existing egress routes from FOR-2 would hamper future residents
ability to evacuate.

Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency access.

Response 117.49
The commenter asserts that the EIR does not provide adequate mitigation for evacuation from FOR-2.
Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency access. As described therein:

Development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would be constructed in accordance with
federal, state, regional, and local requirements, which are intended to ensure the safety of county
residents and structures to the extent feasible. Compliance with these standard regulations would
be consistent with the County’s Emergency Operations Plan. The project would not impair an
emergency response or emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.

Therefore, mitigation is not warranted.

Response 117.50

The commenter asserts that a significant and unavoidable impact to public safety is unacceptable. The
commenter asserts that the project should not continue. The commenter asserts that the EIR should
evaluate wildfire risk based on recent wildfire knowledge. The commenter asserts that Moderate and
High FHSZs are identical in the vicinity of FOR-2.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and has been passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Please refer to Section 4.19 of the Draft EIR. Recent wildfire activity in Sonoma County is described on
page 4.19-1, and was considered as part of the existing setting for the impact analysis. Please refer to
Impact WFR-2 regarding potential wildfire impacts associated with future development of the Rezoning
Sites, including those that are within or near Moderate, High, or Very High FHSZs.

Response 117.51

The commenter asks that FOR-2 be removed from the Housing Element Update List based on identified
significant and unavoidable wildfire impacts.

The commenter’s opinion is noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Response 117.52

The commenter identifies the nearest FHSZs to FOR-2 and provides a short excerpt from the EIR. The
commenter asks how road improvements and traffic mitigation measures are funded to meet road width
requirements.

Please also refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of infrastructure. Future
development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites would need to confirm that adjacent roads
meet County width requirements. The County collects countywide traffic development fees pursuant to
Article 98 of Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code. The payment of these fees by each individual
project would contribute to alleviating cumulative roadway deterioration impacts to the regional road
network.
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Response 117.53

The commenter references and summarizes an attached letter from Karyn Pulley. The commenter asks if
it is the County’s best interest to rezone a property against the landowner’s wishes.

The letter from Karyn Pulley is included as EIR Public Comment 77 and Response 77.1 through Response
77.6 address the comments provided therein.

The commenter’s question is noted and passed on to decision-makers for consideration.

Response 117.54
The commenter asks if there is a process to remove a property from the Housing Element Update.

Decision-makers will ascertain if certain properties should be removed from the Housing Element
Update. This comment has been passed on to decision-makers for consideration.
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EIR Public Comment 118

COMMENTER: Lorin and Rebecca McClendon
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 118.1

The commenter expresses opposition for proposed development in Forestville and expresses concerns
regarding transportation and increased population in the area. The commenter states that they agree
with Lynda Hopkins reasons for opposing the project. The commenter states that they support affordable
housing in cities with adequate infrastructure.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, and
Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of infrastructure in the
project area and the proposed project impacts.
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EIR Public Comment 119

COMMENTER: Mark Dutina
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 119.1
The commenter states that their property backs up to site FOR-2.

This comment has been noted.

Response 119.2
The commenter asks if crossing lights will be placed to cross Mirabel Road and Giusti Road.

Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. The County conducts signal warrant
analyses and updated traffic counts when identified by engineering staff as being in need of
improvements. The County uses Caltrans and California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA
MUTCD) signal warrant criteria.

Response 119.3

The commenter asks what precautions will be made for properties adjacent to FOR-2 and expresses
concerns regarding dust and noise pollution.

Regarding dust exposure, please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein,
under Impact AQ-2 on page 4.3-16, impacts related to fugitive dust would be less than significant with
the implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 and AQ-2. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 on page 4.3-
22, impacts related to toxic air contaminants (TACs) would be less than significant.

Regarding noise pollution, please refer to Section 4.13, Noise, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of
potential noise impacts and mitigation measures. Development facilitated by the proposed project on
Rezoning Sites would be required to implement Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-7 in order to
ensure that all construction and operational noise will comply applicable County standards and reduce
all noise impacts to a less than significant level.

Response 119.4
The commenter expresses concerns regarding adequate police protection for the rezoning sites.

Please refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, under
Impact PS-2 on page 4.15-12, the proposed project will not require the development of additional police
facilities and police service ratios and response times will remain adequate. Thus, impacts to police
service and facilities was determined to be less than significant.
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Response 119.5

The commenter asks if traffic lights will be added at River Road and Highway 116.

Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. Please refer to Master Response EXST
regarding existing conditions. Please refer to Impact TRA-2, beginning on page 4.16-18 of the Draft EIR,
regarding traffic safety impacts associated with development facilitated by the proposed project on
Rezoning Sites.

Response 119.6

The commenter asks about which public services including stores, medical services and employment
opportunities will be available for new residents facilitated by the rezoning sites.

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
services listed by the commenter do not require evaluation under CEQA.

Response 119.7

The commenter asks about parking availability for new residents facilitated by the rezoning sites and
expresses concerns about safety.

Please note that parking is not an issue area that is required to be evaluated under CEQA. Regarding
safety, please refer to Impact TRA-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed
therein, General Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian,
bicycle, and traffic safety. Consistency with County policies would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.

Response 119.8
The commenter expresses concerns about biological resources including birds and mammals.

Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, for a full analysis of potential impacts to biological
resources induced by the proposed project. The species listed by the commenter are not listed as
special-status species. Nesting birds are addressed under Impact BIO-1, beginning on page 4.4-28 of the
Draft EIR.

Response 119.9

The commenter states that the current owners intend for the rezoning site to remain an agricultural
property.

This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 119.10

The commenter asks if environmental tasks described in the DEIR have been considered before the
rezoning site is developed.

The commenter does not specify the environmental tasks they are referring to. Mitigation Measures
presented within the Draft EIR would be implemented.
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Response 119.11

The commenter expresses concerns regarding water and sewer and asks if the use of septic is planned for
the project.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding utility availability. Septic
is not proposed for any of the Rezoning Sites.

Response 119.12

The commenter asks if the County will reimburse the commenter if they sell their property at a loss and
requests that site FOR-2 be removed from the project.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated
as a significant effect on the environment. As such, formal analysis of economic or social impacts is not
required, which includes property values. Please refer to Master Response HE in regard to opposition of
the Housing Element or selected Rezoning Sites.
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EIR Public Comment 120

COMMENTER: Kathy Rodrigues
DATE: February 14, 2023

Response 120.1

The commenter asks if the Forestville rezoning sites will be visible from Highway 116. The commenter
expresses concern regarding adequate improvements to Highway 116 and Mirabel Road. The
commenter notes existing issues with sidewalks and curbs in Forestville.

As discussed under Impact AES-2, several Rezoning Sites in Forestville border a state scenic highway and
scenic resources could be affected if individual projects are visible from these roadways. However, there
is no feasible mitigation measures available, as development facilitated by the proposed project on
Rezoning Sites cannot be made to comply with subjective design guidelines, and thus projects on these
ten sites may remove or damage scenic resources within a State-designated highway, particularly by
changing the character of visual resources. As discussed under Impact AES-3, most of the Forestville
Rezoning Sites may be visually dominant in areas of high site sensitivity. Therefore, Mitigation Measure
AES-1 would be required in order to screen sites with additional vegetation. Even after implementation
of Mitigation Measure AES-1, because development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites cannot
be made to comply with subjective design guidelines, projects on these sites may substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.

Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing conditions of roadways, sidewalks, and curbs.
Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.

Response 120.2

The commenter requests additional time for public review. The commenter states that there is no school
on Mirabel Road near site FOR-2, but Forestville Youth Park is in that area.

The Draft EIR was made available for public review for a 55-day comment period that began on
December 28, 2022 and ended on February 23, 2023. CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) require EIRs to
be circulated for at least 30 days and no longer than 60 days, except under unusual circumstances.
Therefore, the Draft EIR was circulated for an appropriate amount of time, and no circumstances
warrant a longer public review period.

The commenter is correct. Page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

On Mirabel Road, the Forestville Youth Park a-seheel is directly across the street from FOR-2.

This change to the existing setting description does not affect the aesthetics analysis that follows.
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EIR Public Comment 121

COMMENTER: Mike Bojanowsk
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 121.1

The commenter states that site LAR-9 is in a flood zone and states that the parcel flooded in 1995 and
2005.

The commenter is correct, and Figure 4.10-9, which shows that LAR-9 is partially within both a 100-year
and 500-year flood zone has been added to the Draft EIR. These revised figures are included in Section 5
of this document. Additionally, the following revisions have been made throughout Section 4.10 of the
Draft EIR to reflect inclusion of LAR-9 in the flood analysis:

On page 4.10-9:
As shown therein, the following sites are partially within the 100-year floodplain: GUE-4, GRA-2, AGU-
1, AGU-2, PEN-8, ard PEN-9, and LAR-9.

On page 4.10-29:

As stated in Section 4.10.1, Environmental Setting, the following Rezoning Sites are partially within a
100-year flood hazard area: GUE-4, GRA-2, AGU-1, AGU-2, PEN-8, and PEN-9, and LAR-9.

Even with the revisions made to the Draft EIR regarding LAR-9, as discussed in Impact HWQ-3 and HWQ-
4, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant.

Response 121.2

The commenter expresses concerns about the Mark West Creek setback and states that the setback
would restrict development on nearly the entire property.

LAR-9 is currently zoned with a required setback of 50 feet from Mark West Creek for development. The
entire parcel is 3.04 acres and Mark West Creek crosses the southern portion of the parcel. Even with
the required 50-foot setback, there still would be adequate space for development on the site.

Response 121.3

The commenter expresses concerns about parking, emergency vehicle access, and traffic near Fulton
Road.

Parking is not considered an environmental impact and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.
Please refer to Master Response EMG for a discussion of emergency vehicle access. Please refer to
Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.
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EIR Public Comment 122

COMMENTER: Mona Behan and Alan Crisp
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 122.1

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential for development facilitated by the project to
increase the population in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 122.2

The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to traffic, schools, water resources, parks, wildlife,
and wildfire.

Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion. Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of impacts to biological resources. Please refer to Section
4.15, Public Resources and Recreation, of the Draft EIR for an analysis of impacts regarding schools and
parks. Please refer to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 4.18, Utilities and Service
Systems, for additional information on impacts to water resources. Please refer to Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR for a full analysis of impacts to biological resources. Please refer to Section
4.19, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR and Master Response FIRE for additional information regarding wildfire
risk.

Response 122.3

The commenter expresses concerns about infrastructure costs pertaining to sewer lines, sidewalks, roads,
and traffic features.

Costs of the improvements the commenter listed are not required to be discussed in the Draft EIR.
Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding impacts to current infrastructure including sewer
infrastructure. Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion and congestion-related
roadways improvements.

Please refer to Impact TRA-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein,
General Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of pedestrian, bicycle,
and traffic safety. Consistency with County policies would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Response 122.4

The commenter expresses concerns about access to public transportation, grocery stores, and
employment opportunities.

This comment has been noted. Access to grocery stores and employment are not issue areas required to
be analyzed under CEQA. Please refer to Section 4.16, Transportation, in the Draft EIR for a discussion of
public transit. As stated therein under Impact TRA-1 on page 4.16-15 impacts to public transit facilities
would be less than significant. Additionally, please refer to Master Response EXST regarding existing
conditions on and near the rezone sites.
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Response 122.5

The commenter acknowledges the need for more affordable housing in the area and requests that sites
be chosen with regard for local character and equity. The commenter questions the site selection process
and how the number of sites was determined.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding Rezoning Site selection.

Response 122.6

The commenter states that the owners of FOR-2 do not want to sell the land or have it rezoned; they’d
like to keep it in their family and used for agricultural purposes.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.
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EIR Public Comment 123

COMMENTER: Nancy Dempster
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 123.1

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential for development facilitated by the project to
increase the population in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing
conditions in Forestuville.

Response 123.2

The commenter states that they would like to see a balance of low-income housing while preserving
many of the existing qualities in the area.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response SITE for information regarding Rezoning
Site selection. Please note that the Draft EIR did consider an alternative where fewer sites would be
rezoned (refer to Alternative 3 on page 6-12), and considered but rejected an alternative that would
apply a lower density to the Rezoning Sites (refer to page 6-18).

Response 123.3
The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic, safety, and pollution from cars.
Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion.

Regarding safety, please refer to Impact TRA-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As
discussed therein, General Plan Policies CT-2w, CT-3c, CT-3d, CT-3xx, CT-4e, and CT-4f are protective of
pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic safety. Consistency with County policies would reduce impacts to a less
than significant level.

Regarding vehicle pollution, please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein
on page 4.3-16, the project’s VMT increase would not conflict with the BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines operational plan-level significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, and would be
consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, air quality impacts related to additional vehicle miles
travelled would be less than significant.

As discussed therein, California has implemented various measures to improve air quality and reduce
exposure to traffic emissions. These include the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, which aims to reduce
particulate matter emissions from diesel vehicles. The continued electrification of California’s vehicle
fleet would also reduce PM; s levels, and ongoing efforts to reduce emissions from cars and trucks and
to move vehicles towards “zero emission” alternatives will continue to drive down traffic pollution
(CARB 2017).

Final Environmental Impact Report 268



Sonoma County
Housing Element Update Written Comments and Responses

Response 123.4
The commenter expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation routes.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.

Response 123.5

The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic on Highway 116 resulting from development
facilitated by sites FOR-5 and FOR-6 and sewer line capacity to site FOR-2.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response TRA regarding traffic congestion, and
Master Response UTIL regarding sewer system capacity.

Response 123.6

The commenter expresses concern regarding sewer line capacity to site FOR-2.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding utility availability.
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EIR Public Comment 124

COMMENTER: Robert Davis
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 124.1

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential for development facilitated by the project to
increase the population in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 124.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding water and sewer capacity and infrastructure including
roads and services.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding utility availability. Please
refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions of services and infrastructure.

Response 124.3

The commenter states that there is no school on Mirabel Road near site FOR-2, but a park maintained by
the community is in that area. The commenter states that the unpaved road off Van Keppel described in
the Draft EIR is actually a private driveway.

Regarding the comment on there not being a school located on Mirabel Road, commenter is correct.
Page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

On Mirabel Road, the Forestville Youth Park a-seheel is directly across the street from FOR-2.

Page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR has also been revised to reflect the private driveway as follows:

FOR-4 is situated east of FOR-1 in an area accessible only by unpaved+readsa private driveway off Van
Keppel Road.

This change to the existing setting description does not affect the aesthetics analysis that follows.
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EIR Public Comment 125

COMMENTER: Vikki Miller
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 125.1

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential for development facilitated by the project to
increase the population in Forestville.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.

Response 125.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding water and sewer capacity and infrastructure including
roads and services.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response UTIL regarding utility availability.

Response 125.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the road conditions of Mirabel Road.
This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing condition of

services and infrastructure.

Response 125.4
The commenter expresses concerns regarding drug and alcohol abuse.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to CEQA analysis in the EIR.

Response 125.5

The commenter expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation routes.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EMG regarding emergency evacuation.

Response 125.6

The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure capacity.

This comment has been noted. The commenter does not specify the type of infrastructure they are
referring to. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing condition of services and
infrastructure.

Please refer to Master Response UTIL and Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, for information
regarding wastewater, storm drainage, electricity, gas, water supply, and solid waste facilities. Please
refer to Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation, for additional information on impacts to fire
protection facilities, police protection facilities, schools, parks, and other public service facilities.
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Response 125.7

The commenter expresses concern regarding infrastructure capacity and availability of services, and
opines that a housing project would be better in a more urban setting rather than in Forestville on
Mirabel Road and Hwy 116 (FOR-7).

Please refer to Responses 125.3 and 125.6, above. Additionally, the Rezoning sites are currently under
consideration for rezoning, and FOR-7 is not a Rezoning Site. Individual development proposals may, but
are not guaranteed, to follow after rezoning. Also, note that the EIR for the Sonoma County Housing
Element analyzes rezoning sites proposed in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County to support
meeting the County’s RHNA. More urban areas in the County, such as the incorporated cities and town
of Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and Windsor, have their own ABAG-assigned RHNA and housing elements.
Sonoma County must zone sites in the unincorporated areas for housing, so by necessity the project
looks at unincorporated communities. Refer to Master Response SITE for more information on site
selection.
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EIR Public Comment 126

COMMENTER: Adele Turk
DATE: February 10, 2023

Response 126.1

The commenter states that Forestville on Guisti Road (near FOR-2) lacks road access, sidewalks, sewer
connections, and streetlights. The commenter states that grocery stores and the hospital are not easily
accessible. The commenter states that heavy equipment trucks from the rock quarry and cars utilize
Highway 116.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response EXST regarding the existing conditions
of services and infrastructure. Please refer to Response 123.3 for additional information regarding
traffic, traffic safety, and pedestrian safety.

Response 126.2

The commenter opposes the project. The commenter suggests moving Rezoning Sites closer to a bugger
town.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element and selected Rezoning Sites. Please refer to Master Response SITE regarding Rezoning Site
selection.
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EIR Public Comment 127

COMMENTER: Alice Horowitz
DATE: February 11, 2023

Response 127.1

The commenter expresses opposition to the Rezoning Sites located in Glen Ellen stating that the project is
inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the General Plan and Glen Ellen
Development and Design Guidelines.

This comment is noted. Please refer to master response HE.

Response 127.2

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider the SDC Specific Plan or Hanna Center
housing, hotel, and commercial development on Arnold Road. The commenter states these projects were
not included in the cumulative impacts for transportation, land use, greenhouse gas emissions, visual
resources, public services (specifically water and wastewater), wildfire evacuation, or emergency
response.

Please refer to page 4.2 of the Draft EIR for a full discussion of how cumulative impacts were analyzed
for this project as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15130. Refer also to Response 70.6 regarding
cumulative analysis.

Response 127.3

The commenter asks how Arnold Drive is supposed to accommodate increased traffic and emergency
evacuation.

Please refer to Master Response EMG for a discussion of evacuation impacts. Please refer to Section
4.16: Transportation of the Draft EIR for a full discussion of transportation impacts. Please refer to
comment 123.3 for an explanation as to why traffic impacts are no longer analyzed under CEQA.

Response 127.4

The commenter asks the County to consider removing the two Glen Ellen Rezoning Sites and assign an
alternative zone district that does not require a minimum number of units, as required by the WH zone.

This comment is noted. Please refer to master response HE.
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EIR Public Comment 128

COMMENTER: Anna Narbutovkih
DATE: February 11, 2023

Response 128.1

The commenter opposes the proposed multi-family housing development in Guerneville located at 14156
Sunset Avenue (GUE-1). The commenter expresses concern about a narrow one-lane road and safety
concerns regarding road conditions.

This comment has been noted. Please refer to Master Response HE regarding opposition to the Housing
Element or selected Rezoning Sites.

Regarding safety, please refer to Impact TRA-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Impact
TRA-2 discusses whether the project would substantially increase hazards, and as stated therein, “[t]he
design of development facilitated by the project on Rezoning Sites is not known at this time. Each
development project would be reviewed by the County and required to be consistent with appropriate
regulations and design standards set forth by applicable plans, programs, and policies.” This impact
would be less than significant.

Response 128.2
The commenter opposes short term vacation rental permits.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to CEQA analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response 128.3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding environmental impacts, carbon emissions, pollution,
forestry resources, and biological resources. The commenter recommends inventorying existing buildings
that can be repurposed and refurbished.

Please refer to the Draft EIR for a full analysis of environmental impacts induced by the proposed
project. Please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft
EIR for an analysis of impacts to air quality and emissions. Please refer to Section 4.2, Agriculture and
Forestry, for additional information regarding impacts to forest resources. Please refer to Section 4.4,
Biological Resources, for an analysis of the project’s impacts to biological resources.

The recommendation made by the commenter has been noted and passed onto decision-makers.
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EIR Public Comment 129

COMMENTER: Becky Boyle
DATE: February 11, 2023

R