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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I ntroduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requiresthat al state and local
government agencies consider the environmental consequences of programs and projects
over which they have discretionary authority before taking action on them. The primary
purpose of this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) is to inform agencies and
the public of any significant environmental effects associated with the City of Cloverdae
Genera Plan Update (Proposed Project). The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and the
responses to comments on the Draft. The Draft document was distributed on October 24,
2008.

The City of Cloverdale will be the CEQA lead agency for the Proposed Project and will
consider the information presented in this Final EIR before taking discretionary action on
the Proposed Project. Other agencies may use some or al of the analysis presented in
this document for purposes of permit review and approval.

Project Description

The proposed project is the update and adoption of the City of Cloverdale General Plan
and the associated Program Environmental Impact Report prepared pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. The City last updated the
General Plan 1993, and since that time, the City has experienced population growth,
residential and economic development, and changes in community interests and attitudes
that are addressed in the updated General Plan. Additionally, the General Plan update
addresses the pertinent planning, development, and environmental statutes that may have
changed since the General Plan was last adopted. The overal purpose of the project isto
adopt a Plan that will not only preserve, but enhance the quality of life for Cloverdale’s
residents. Ideally, the General Plan should serve as the community’s overall
implementation tool to achieveitsvision for the future.

State law requires each county and city to prepare and adopt a comprehensive and long-
range genera plan for its physical development (Government Code Section 65300). The
law specifically requires that the General Plan address seven topics or “elements.” These
are land use, circulation (transportation), housing, conservation, open space, noise, and
safety. In addition, the City of Cloverdale’s General Plan includes three optional
elements -- Parkland and Recreation, Community Design, and Urban Lighting Elements.



Project Objectives
The General Plan Citizen's Advisory Committee identified the following 14 major
objectives for the General Plan.

Community Setting

1.

2.

3.

oA

Maintain and encourage undevel oped hillsides, river and creek frontages, and
forest setting that complement the natural visua setting of Cloverdale.

Maintain the urban forest by expanding the tree canopy within the City.
Recommend preparation of a Tree Preservation Ordinance.

Maintain and improve the design of the built environment, including entrances
and approaches to the community and downtown, site planning and devel opment,
highway frontages, and street and sidewalk design.

Minimize impacts of urban lighting.

Conserve or preserve historic buildings and the character of the older parts of
town using conservation and form based zoning ordinances.

Maintain a balance of land uses

1.

4.

The General Plan should provide for a balance of land uses for housing, jobs,
economic development, destination commercial sites, and a jobs/housing balance.

2. Residentia land use should have a target population of 12,000 people.
3.

Downtown economic devel opment continues to be important in the updated
General Plan.

Industrial lands should be reserved for industrial purposes, and not for typical
household retail items.

Geographical Growth

1.

3.

The City should grow to the north or south if needed. There should be no
expansion east of the Russian River, and expansion, if any, into hillside areas
should be very low intensity, with controlled visibility and impacts.

The City may consider use of areas outside the urban service boundary and
General Plan study areafor recreation sites, even though they would not be
considered for residential, commercial, or industrial use.

The City should adopt an Urban Growth Boundary.

Community Recreation

1.

2.

Recreation assets should match population growth, including an evauation of
various groups who would like recreation assets such as youth, sports, walkers,
elderly citizens, and land area and facilities targeted to those groups, including
residential, commercial, and industrial areas.

Consider water-based recreation.



TABLE: ES-1
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
4.1 Land Use
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 1-1 (LU 1-1.a.): promotes land use density and intensity ranges to
serve the community’s needs ;
LU 1-5 (LU1-5.a.): provides for the development of guidelines to
protect the hillsides within the County to the west of the City;
LU 2-1 (LU 2-1.a and b): supports the downtown as the core of the
Impact 4.1.1 Implementation of the City;
proposed General Plan Update LU 3-1 and 3-2 (LU 3-1a, LU 3-2a, b and c.): provide for development
may conflict with relevant land of an Urban Growth Boundary to protect important farmlands and
use  planning  documents PS hillsides from urban development; LS
within and adjacent to the City LU 5-1 (LU 5-1.a, c and d.): provides for future school needs;
of Cloverdale. LU 8-1 (LU 8-1.a.): provides for airport compatible land uses near the
airport:
NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.a, b, ¢ and d.): provide for a quiet community by
reducing existing noise problems and assuring that new development
meets noise standards;
PS 7-1; PS 7-2; PS 7-3; PS 7-5; PS 7-6; PS 7-7; PS 7-12 Requires future
development and use of the City Airport to be consistent with the
Cloverdale Municipal Airport Master Plan. Sets policies for ensuring
safety at the Airport and within the referral area.
Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proposed General Plan may substantially reduce this impact:
create  conflicts  between LU 1-1 (LU 1-1.a.): Allowable land uses are shown the General Plan
existing and future land uses PS Land Use Map with allowable population density and building LS

within or adjacent to the City
of Cloverdale General Plan
Study Area.

intensity in the Land Use Table. Requires the Zoning Ordinance and
other Ordinances to be amended to bring City Ordinances into
conformity with the General Plan Map and Table;

LU 1-4 (LU 1-4.a; LU 1-4.c.) Provides for a balance of commercial and




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

industrial lands and ensures buffers between industrial and residential
uses;

LU 1-5 (LU 1-5.a; LU 1-5.b.) The General Plan contains guidelines as a
basis for comments to the County on projects within the Study Area.
Requires development of a statement of preferred land use practices
that would be sent to the county annually for county areas adjoining
the City. Ensures adequate room for children play areas and resident
needs;

LU 2-1 (LU 2-1.a.) Provides for economic development resources to the
downtown in order to maintain a focal point for the community.
Requires maintenance of an up-to-date downtown plan,
implementation of downtown plan policies and encouragement of
cultural facilities and events in the downtown;

LU 2-2 (LU 2-2.a.) Retains and encourages residential uses near the
downtown to preserve a close-in customer and pedestrian base.

LU 2-4 Discourages the creation of retail areas outside the downtown;
LU 3-1 (LU 3-1.a.) Requires development of an Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) that allows urban development only within the
boundaries with the areas outside the boundary to be retained as
Conservation Features, except for the Industrial and Asti Exception
areas;

LU 6-2 (LU 6-2.a.) Requires provision of adequate public facilities and
services to meet the needs of the community;

LU 6-3, LU 6-3.a. Discourages development beyond areas with
planned expansions of public services;

LU 8-1 Requires future development and use of the City Airport to be
consistent with the Cloverdale Municipal Airport Master Plan;

Impact 4.1.3

Future development associated
with  build-out within the
General Plan Update Study
Area will place additional
demands upon the amount of
space required for use as open
space, parks, and active and

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

PR 1-1 (PR 1-1.a.) Establishes an ad hoc parks and recreation
committee to review existing and proposed park facilities;

PR 1-2 (PR 1-2.a.) Provides for five acres of City-owned park and
recreation land per 1,000 residents;

PR 1-3 (PR 1-3.a.) Provides for potential acquisition of parklands

LS




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

passive recreation areas.

through purchase, dedication or transfer from other agencies;

PR 1-4 (PR 1-4.a.) Provides for hillside open areas and trails on sites
shown in General Plan Exhibit 5.1.;

PR 1-5 (PR 1-5.a, b.) Provision of pedestrian and bicycle trails with a
gold of providing looped trail systems;

PR 1-6 (PR 1-6.a.) Provides assistance to the Cloverdale Citrus Fair;

PR 1-7 (PR 1-7.a, b.) Encourages participation with Sonoma County,
the Cloverdale School District, other government agencies and private
property owners to establish recreational facilities and uses;

4.2 Agriculture

Impact 4.2.1

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan would
result in the loss of farmlands
as designated under the
Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program, due to
conversion to urban uses.

PS

Plan policies and implementation which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

LU 3-1(LU 3-1.a, b and c) Develops an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
outside of which no urban development would be permitted except in
two existing developed areas (Industrial and Asti Exception areas).
Retains land outside the UGB as conservation Features, except for the
Industrial and Asti Exception Areas;

LU 3-3 (LU 3-3. a, b) Provides for protection of hillsides, land outside
the UGB and prime, unique and of statewide importance farmland
from urban development,
CDO 1-1 (CDO 1-1. a, b)
floor.

CDO 1-2 (CDO 1-2.a) Reserves the conservation areas north and south
of the City for agricultural uses unless a Specific Plan is prepared and
the General Plan is amended.

CDO 1-5 (CDO 1-5.a) Encourages the County to retain surrounding
lands in very low density residential, agricultural, open space and
natural resource uses. Promotes the creation of a community separator.

measures

Limits urban development to the valley

LS

Impact 4.2.2

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan could
result in the placement of
urban uses adjacent to existing

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

LU 3-1, (LU 3-1a, b and c.) Provides for an Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) outside of which no urban development would be permitted
except in two existing developed areas (Industrial and Asti Exception
areas). Retains land outside the UGB as conservation Features, except

LS




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
agricultural uses. for the Industrial and Asti Exception Areas
LU 3-3 (LU 3-3. a, b.) Provides for protection of hillsides, land outside
the UGB and prime, unique and of statewide importance farmland
from urban development
CDO 1-5 (CDO 1-5.a.) Encourages the County to retain surrounding
lands in very low density residential, agricultural, open space and
natural resource uses. Promotes the creation of a community separator
LU 3-1(LU 3-1.a, b and c.) Provides for an Urban Growth Boundary
Impact 4.2.3 Implementation of the (UGB) outside of which no urban development would be permitted
proposed General Plan could except in two existing developed areas (Industrial and Asti Exception
result in a conflict with PS areas). Retains land outside the UGB as conservation Features, except LS
existing  Williamson Act for the Industrial and Asti Exception Areas
contracts. CDO 1-5 (CDO 1-5.a.) Encourages the County to retain surrounding
lands in very low density residential, agricultural, open space and
natural resource uses. Promotes the creation of a community separator.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 3-1 (LU 3-1.a, b and c.) Provides for an Urban Growth Boundary
Impact 4.2.4 Implementation of the (UGB) outside of which no urban development would be permitted
proposed General Plan, along except in two existing developed areas (Industrial and Asti Exception
with other proposed areas). Retains land outside the UGB as conservation Features, except
development in  Sonoma for the Industrial and Asti Exception Areas
County, would contribute to PCC LU 3-3 (LU 3-3. a, b.) Provides for protection of hillsides, land outside
the additional conversion of the UGB and prime, unique and of statewide importance farmland LTCC
Important Farmland to other from urban development
uses. CDO 1-1 (CDO 1-1. a, b.) Limits urban development to the valley
floor.
CDO 1-5 (CDO 1-5.a.) Encourages the County to retain surrounding
lands in very low density residential, agricultural, open space and
natural resource uses. Promotes the creation of a community separator.
4.3 Population and Housing
Impact 4.3.1 Implementation of the PS Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or LS

proposed General Plan Update

substantially reduce this impact:




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

would include land uses that
would promote an increase in
population,  housing, and
employment to the area.

LU 1-2 (LU 1-2.a.) Infrastructure and land use policies are based on a
maximum anticipated population of 12,000 residents and 4,700
housing units in 2025. Calls for a Growth Management program to
allow an average of 75 units per year, with flexibility so that growth
does not exceed 375 units in any five year period.

LU 1-5 (LU 1-5.a.) Requires development of a statement of preferred
land use practices that would be sent to the county annually for county
areas adjoining the City.

LU 2-2 (LU 2-2.a.) Retains and encourages residential uses near the
downtown to preserve a close-in customer and pedestrian base.
Encourages mixed-use development downtown.

LU 3-1 (LU 3-1.a.) Provides for an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
outside of which no urban development would be permitted except in
two existing developed areas (Industrial and Asti Exception areas).

LU 3-2 (LU 3-2.a, b and c.) Any expansion into hillside areas must be
consistent with the Conservation, Design and Open Space element.
Requires development of a hillside ordinance and coordination with
the County to assure that City hillside view policies are implemented in
county approvals.

LU 4-4 (LU 4-4.b.) Encourages elimination of blighted and visually
undesirable conditions and provides for abatement.

LU 6-1 (LU 6-1.a.) Ensures adequate water and wastewater capacities
prior to granting entitlements for future development.

LU 6-3 Discourages development beyond areas with planned
expansions of sewer, water and road systems.

CDO 1-1(CDO 1-1. a.) Limits urban development to the valley floor.
CDO 1-2 (CDO 1-2.a.) Reserves the conservation areas north and
south of the City for agricultural uses.

CDO 1-3 (CDO 1-3.a.) Provides for land use designations outside of
the Sphere of Influence to be used as guidelines for County review of
projects.

CDO 2-2 (CDO 2-2.a.) Provides for transfer of development rights
where a parcel has land both below and above the base of hill to
preserve the hillside areas as visual open space.

CDO 2-3 (CDO 2-3.a.) Allows residential development above the base




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
of hill in certain circumstances if a property currently in the City limits
does not have lands below the base of hill.
CDO 2-4 (CDO 2-4.a.) Discourages annexation of lands above the
base of hill, except for lands described in Policy CDO 2-2 or where
open space use is provided.
Impact 4.3.2 Implementation of the General None required
Plan may result in the
displacement  of  housing
and/or persons due to the
. . . LS LS
construction associated with
new development or
revitalization efforts.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 1-2 (LU 1-2.a.) Infrastructure and land use policies are based on a
maximum anticipated population of 12,000 residents and 4,700
housing units in 2025. Calls for a Growth Management program to
Impact 4.3.3 Development as guided by the allow an average of 75 units per year, with flexibility so that growth
proposed project may result in does not exceed 375 units in any five year period.
. N PS . . . . LS
a jobs-housing imbalance. LU 1-3 (LU 1-3.a.) Provides a jobs/housing balance by encouraging
new business in the City, by encouraging housing production for local
employees and by targeting a portion of City housing funds to provide
housing for essential employees who live and work in the City.
LU 7-1 (LU 7-1.a and b.) Requires amending the Housing Element to
provide programs encouraging housing for farmworkers and local
employees.
Impact 4.3.4 Buildout under. the p'rop0§ed Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
ngeral Plan, in conjunction substantially reduce this impact:
with developm.ent n Sono-ma PCC See Impacts 4.3.1 and 4.3.3 LTCC
and Mendocino  Counties,
would include  substantial

population, housing unit and

10




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ Mitigation Measure Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation & Significance
employment increases.
4.4 Hazards and Human Health
Impact 4.4.1 Implementation of the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
o proposed General Plan Update substantially reduce this impact:
may result in the potential to PS 4-1 Where allowed by law, regulate the transportation of hazardous
expose persons to known and materials to minimize the potential for damage
unknown hazardous materials Policy PS 6-1 (PS 6-1.a.) Provides for the regular update of the City’s
contamination in areas Multi-Hazard Emergency Plan.
identified for development Policy PS 6-2 (PS 6-2.a.) Supports the County’s Hazardous Waste
Additionally, the development Mapagement Plan. - _—
S L . Policy PS 6-3 (PS 6-3.a.) Utilizing State and County sources, maintains
and activities anticipated in the PS : ) . L L LS
General Plan Update may an inventory of.5|tes with storage or use of significant quantities of
involve the routine transport, haz_ardous materials. . .
use, or disposal of hazardous Policy PS 6-4 (PS 6-4.a.) Requires a use permit and management plan
mat,erials s well as the for any commercial or industrial use involving significant quantities of
potential for accidents haz-ardous materials. . .
involving  the release  of Policy PS 6-5 (PS 6-5.a.) Tests the effectiveness of City emergency
hazard terials. response procedures. . o
azardous materiais Policy PS 6-6 (PS 6-6.a.) Requires periodic emergency response
exercises.
Impact 4.4.2 Future development within the None required
Study Area could impair
implementation of the existing LS LS
emergency response plan.
Impact 4.4.3 The City is located in Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proximity to wildlands, so the substantially reduce this impact:
risk of wildland fires is high, PS 3-1 Continue to utilize available information of wildland and
especially in the residential PS structural fire hazards. LS

hillside neighborhoods.
Additionally, emergency
vehicle access is constrained

PS 3-2 Consider the severity of natural fire hazards, potential damage
from wildland and structural fires, adequacy of fire protection and
mitigation measures consistent with this element in the review of

11




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

by steep, winding, and narrow
roads.

projects.

PS 3-3 Require on-site detection and suppression, including automatic
sprinkler systems, where available services do not provide acceptable
levels of protection.

Policy PS 5-3 (PS 1-5) The City will require improvements to ensure
emergency vehicle access as a condition of approval of proposed
development.

Policy PS 5-4 Develop and implement City programs for fuel breaks,
brush management, controlled burning, revegetation, and construction
and maintenance of fire roads.

Policy PS 5-5 (PS 1-5) Incorporate and expand upon the fire safety
standards recommended in CDF’s “Fire Safety Guidelines” into City
development standards and the Uniform Fire Code.

Policy PS 5-6 (PS 1-5) Require that fire/police facilities and equipment
are adequate for proposed development before granting approval.
Policy PS 5-7 Require all new development in areas of potential fire
hazards to provide for clearance around structures, the use of fire
resistant ground cover materials, and require installation of automatic
fire sprinklers.

Policy PS 5-8 (PS 1-5) Prepare and implement a Policy/Fire Department
Master Needs Assessment.

Policy PS 5-11 Require development adjacent to hillside areas to
minimize geologic and fire hazards. Require all new development,
including single-family residential, to provide built-in fire protection
(i.e. automatic fire sprinklers).

Impact 4.4.5

Land use and infill
development under the
proposed General Plan would
not result in  cumulative
hazardous  materials  and
human health risks impacts.

LTCC

None Required

LTCC

4.5 Transportation and Circulation

12




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ Mitigation Measure Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation 8 Significance
Impact 4.5.1 It i projected that Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
h implementation of the substantially reduce this impact:
proposed General Plan Update CE 1-1 (CE 1-1.a, b.) Requires that the City develop and maintain the
would necessitate Circulation Plan network of freeway/highways, arterials, collectors and
improvements/modifications to local streets to serve the functions they are intended to serve with
the intersections of Cloverdale adeguate capacity and safety. . .
Boulevard/ South Interchange Policy CE 1-2 (CE 1-2.a, b and c.) Directs that the City plan and reserve
US 101 S f in advance of development, the street alignments and building setbacks
outhbound PS . . ; LS
Ramps/South Interchange, US necessary to handle anticipated future growth and traffic requirements.
101 Northbound Ra,mps/ Policy CE 2-1 (CE 2-1.a, b and c.) States that the City shall strive to
South Interchange and Asti maintain mid-level of Service (LOS, D operation during the weekday
Road/South  Interchange  in morning and evening peak periods at intersections of an arterial street
order to ensure adequate with either another arterial or a collector street and intersections of the
circulation movements two collector streets. Requires that the City evaluate traffic impacts of
’ major development and provide signalization and reconfigurations as
needed to achieve the LOS D.
4.6 Air Quality
Impact 4.6.1 Pr((;jec(ti-rele?ted constructiﬁn Adherence to the NSCAPCD regulations
an evelopment over the
planning horizon of the GPU
associated with  vegetation
removal, excavation, grading,
paving, operation of vehicles,
L PS LS
painting, and other
construction  activities may
increase the potential for air
pollutants, thereby affecting air
quality.
Impact 4.6.2 Negat.ive air quality impacts Adherence to the NSCAPCD regulations
aSS(.)C|.ated with Iong-term PS LS
emissions  from  projected
growth over the planning

13




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

horizon of the GPU may result
in violations of ambient air
quality standards or create
significant nuisance impacts
(e.g., wood smoke).

Impact 4.6.3

Negative air quality impacts
associated  with  long-term
emissions  from  projected
growth over the planning
horizon of the GPU may result
in violations of ambient air
quality standards or create
significant nuisance impacts
(e.g., wood smoke).

PCC

Adherence to the NSCAPCD regulations

LTCC

4.7 Noise

Impact 4.7.1

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan
would  result  in  the
adoption of the new goals,
policies and
implementation measures
designed fo address noise.
This would be considered a
less than significant
impact.

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.7.2

Future development of
noise-sensitive  land uses
within areas which are

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.a, b, and c.) All new development are required to be
constructed to meet the adopted interior noise levels after a review of

LS

14




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
either currently impacted existing and potential future noise generation by allowable land uses
by noise or are in areas and transportation corridors.
which may be impacted NE 1-2 (NE 1-2.a.) Establishes acceptable exterior noise levels to be
by noise in the future met by new development, except school playgrounds during daytime
would result in potentially use.
significant noise impacts NE 1-4 (NE 1-4.a, NE 1-1.d,) Requires that noise from stationary
under the proposed sources such as music, machinery and pumps, shall be contained on
General Plan. the generating and receiving site at the property line. Required that
multi-family, townhouse, mixed use and condominium projects shall
use unit separation partitions and assemblies that guarantee interior
noise levels
NE 1-6 (NE 1-6.b, c) Requires the City to mitigate potential
transportation noise, including high traffic streets and truck routes
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.q, b, and c.) All new development are required to be
constructed to meet the adopted interior noise levels after a review of
existing and potential future noise generation by allowable land uses
Impact 4.7.3 Future development of noise- and transportation corridors.
producing land uses near NE 1-2 (NE 1-2.a.) Establishes acceptable exterior noise levels to be
noise-sensitive  land  uses met by new development, except school playgrounds during daytime
would result in potentially PS use. LS
significant noise impacts under NE 1-4 (NE 1-4.a, NE 1-1.d.) Requires that noise from stationary
the proposed General Plan. sources such as music, machinery and pumps, shall be contained on
the generating and receiving site at the property line. Required that
multi-family, townhouse, mixed use and condominium projects shall
use unit separation partitions and assemblies that guarantee interior
noise levels.
NE 1-6 (NE 1-6.b, c) Requires the City to mitigate potential
transportation noise, including high traffic streets and truck routes.
Impact 4.7.4 Implementation  of the None Required
proposed General Plan LS LS

would not result in

significant  increases  in

15




e é'egn'::;cla[:;ﬁ ‘[’,V:)tll:c(::z y Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and I:;s‘:llt ':;fg
Actions and/or Mitigation Mitigation Measure Significance

fraffic  noise levels af
existing noise-sensitive
areas within  Cloverdale.
This is considered a less
than significant impact.

Impact 4.7.5 Implementation  of the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proposed General Plan substantially reduce this impact:
may result in an increased NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.q, b, and c.) All new development are required to be
number of individuals constructed to meet the adopted interior noise levels after a review of
being exposed to aircraft existing and potential future noise generation by allowable land uses
noise at individual site and transportation corridors.
locations. As the specific NE 1-2 (NE 1-2.a.) Establishes acceptable exterior noise levels to be
site designs and locations met by new development, except school playgrounds during daytime
of future development are use€.
not currently known, it is NE 1-4.a. Requires adoption of noise standards.
conceivable  that  an PS PS 7-6 Discourages noise-sensitive development near the airstrip or LS
increased number  of under an overfly route.
receptors could be PS 7-6.i. Discourages residential development beneath aircraft traffic
exposed to aircraft noise pattern. . , o
levels. As a result, this PS 7-6.j. Work with County and Airport Land Use Commission to
impact is considered to be ensure consistency in application of land use regulations within referral
potentially significant. area.

Impact 4.7.6 Implementation  of The None Required
proposed General Plan in
combination with regional
growth and fraffic LTCC LTCC

conditions would increase
traffic-related noise along
area roadways. However,

16




SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
because this increase
would be less than the
threshold of significance
for the project, this impact
is considered tfo be less
than cumulatively
considerable.
Impact 4.7.7 Future operations on the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
NWP in the City of substantially reduce this impact:
Cloverdale would NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.a, b, and c.) All new development are required to be
introduce new noise constructed to meet the adopted interior noise levels after a review of
exposure info the exi;ting and pgtential f(;xture noise generation by allowable land uses
- and transportation corridors.
g?srgg?:gg/' Di)?ﬁlODmfhn; NE 1-2 (NE 1-2.a.) Establishes acceptable exterior noise I.evels to' be
proposed  General  Plan met by new development, except school playgrounds during daytime
could infroduce noise- PCC use. . . . LTec
sensifive  land  uses  info NE 1-4 (NE 1-4.3, .NE 1-1.9!.) Requires that noise from stgltxonary
sources such as music, machinery and pumps, shall be contained on
areas Offec?fed bY future the generating and receiving site at the property line. Required that
rairoad noise.  This C?Uld multi-family, townhouse, mixed use and condominium projects shall
produce. a pqtenhally use unit separation partitions and assemblies that guarantee interior
f:umulatlvely considerable noise levels.
impact. NE 1-6 (NE 1-6.b, ¢) Requires the City to mitigate potential
transportation noise, including high traffic streets and truck routes.
Impact 4.7.8 Future, cumulative noise None Required
exposure at Cloverdale
Municipal Airport is LTCC
expected to less than LTCC
cumulatively significant.
Impact 4.7.9  Implementation of the proposed Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Generdl Plan would PCC substantially reduce this impact: LTCC

increase the number of

NE 1-1 (NE 1-1.q, b, and c.) All new development are required to be
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Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

stationary noise sources in
the Planning Area and the
number of noise-sensitive
uses in the vicinity of
existing stafionary noise
sources. This is considered
fo be a potentially
cumulatively considerable
impact.

constructed to meet the adopted interior noise levels after a review of
existing and potential future noise generation by allowable land uses
and transportation corridors.

NE 1-2 (NE 1-2.a.) Establishes acceptable exterior noise levels to be
met by new development, except school playgrounds during daytime
use.

NE 1-4 (NE 1-4.a, NE 1-1.d.) Requires that noise from stationary
sources such as music, machinery and pumps, shall be contained on
the generating and receiving site at the property line. Required that
multi-family, townhouse, mixed use and condominium projects shall
use unit separation partitions and assemblies that guarantee interior
noise levels.

NE 1-6 (NE 1-6.b, c) Requires the City to mitigate potential
transportation noise, including high traffic streets and truck routes.

4.8 Geology and Soils

Impact 4.8.1.

Construction  of  proposed
improvements  within  areas
delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist or in areas
know to be directly above
active faults could expose
people or structures to
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of
loss, injury or death due to
fault surface rupture.
However, as no Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones are
mapped within the project site,
and our literature review did
not suggest the presence of
active faults, we consider this

NI

None Required

NI
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SR wutl.m.ut Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and i
Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
issue to have no impact on the
GPU Study Area.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
PS 1-1 (PS 1-5) Geologic reports shall be required for all new
development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
geologic hazards.
PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the
development review process.
PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.
Impact 4.8.2 Construction  of  proposed PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
improvements within the GPU approval.
Study Area could expose PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
people or structures to which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.
potential substantial adverse PS PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to LS
effects, including the risk of earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.
loss, injury or death due to PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
strong seismic ground shaking. requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.
PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.
PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.
PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.
PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liquefaction.
Impact 4.8.3 Construction  of  proposed Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
improvements within the GPU PS substantially reduce this impact: LS

Study Area could
people  or

expose
structures to

PS 1-1 (PS 1-5 )Geologic reports shall be required for all new
development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
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Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
potential substantial adverse geologic hazards.
effects, including the risk of PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the
loss, injury or death due to development review process.
Seismic-related ground failure, PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
including liquefaction. conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.
PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
approval.
PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.
PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to
earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.
PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.
PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.
PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.
PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.
PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liguefaction.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
. substantially reduce this impact:
Impact 4.8.4 Constructlon qf . proposed PS 1-1 (PS 1-5 )Geologic reports shall be required for all new
improvements within the GPU . . o e
Study Area could expose development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
people or structures to geologic hazards. s . . .
potential substantial adverse PS PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the LS

effects, including the risk of
loss, injury or death due to
landslides.

development review process.

PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.

PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
approval.

PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
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Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.

PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to
earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.

PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.

PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.

PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.

PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.

PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liquefaction.

Impact 4.8.5

Development within the GPU
Study Area could result in
substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil.

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

PS 1-1 (PS 1-5 )Geologic reports shall be required for all new
development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
geologic hazards.

PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the
development review process.

PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.

PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
approval.

PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.

PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to
earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.

PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.

PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.

LS

21




Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure
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Significance

PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.

PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.

PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liquefaction.

Impact 4.8.6

Future development within
some portions of the GPU
Study Area could be located
on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially
result in on- or offsite
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse.

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

PS 1-1 (PS 1-5 )Geologic reports shall be required for all new
development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
geologic hazards.

PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the
development review process.

PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.

PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
approval.

PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.

PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to
earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.

PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.

PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.

PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.

PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.

PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liguefaction.

LS

Impact 4.8.7

Certain development within
the GPU Study Area could be

PS

Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:

LS
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Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
located on expansive soil, as PS 1-1 (PS 1-5 )Geologic reports shall be required for all new
defined by 2007 CBC, creating development and redevelopment projects in areas with identified
substantial risks to life or geologic hazards.
property. PS 1-2 (PS 1-5) Utilize studies of geologic hazards prepared during the
development review process.
PS 1-3 (PS 1-5) New development is required to incorporate sound soil
conservation practices and keep land grading to a minimum.
PS 1-4 (PS 1-5) Requires review of geologic reports prior to project
approval.
PS 1-5 (PS 1-5) Requires adoption of revisions to the building code
which increase resistance of structures to geologic hazards.
PS 1-6 (PS 1-5) Requires dynamic analysis of structural response to
earthquake forces prior to approval of building permits.
PS 1-7 (PS 1-5) Encourages strong enforcement of state seismic safety
requirements for dams, power plants, hospitals and schools.
PS 1-8 (PS 1-5) Measures to mitigate identified geologic hazards shall
be incorporated into roads, public facilities and other public agency
projects.
PS 5-1 (PS 1-5) Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into
City policy.
PS 5-9 (PS 1-5) Ensures that seismically unsafe buildings do not cause a
serious threat to human safety.
PS 5-10 (PS 1-5) Requires study of the risk of seismically-induced
liquefaction.
Impact 4.8.8 Some portions within the GPU None Required
Study Area may have soils
incapable  of  adequately
supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater NI NI

disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the
disposal of wastewater.
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. e e Mitigation Measure -
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.8.9 Development within the GPU None Required
Study Area will not result in
the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that
would be of value to the NI NI
region and the residents of the
state.
Impact 4.8.10 Certain developments within None Required
the GPU Study Area could
result in the loss of availability
of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site LS LS
delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other
land use plan.
4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.9.1 Project-related vegetation Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
removal, excavation, grading, substantially reduce this impact:
and other construction LU 3.2 (LU 3-2. a. and b) Requires adoption of a Hillside Ordinance.
activities involving soil All  development must conform to Urban Growth Boundary
disturbance may increase the PS requirements. LS
potential for erosion and CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.a, b and c.) Ensures drainage and runoff is not
sedimentation, thereby impairing the water quality of the Russian River. Requires buffers on
affecting water quality. each side from creeks and rivers.
Impact 4.9.2 New development within the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proposed Study Area would substantially reduce this impact:
introduce  sediments  and PS CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.a, b and c.) Ensures drainage and runoff is not LS

constituent pollutants typically
associated with urban
development into storm water

impairing the water quality of the Russian River. Requires buffers on
each side from creeks and rivers.
PS 2-3. Requires preparation of an analysis of potential flood hazards
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Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
runoff,  thereby  degrading and drainage impacts associated with adopted land use plans for each
downstream  storm  water major watershed in the City.
quality. PS 2-4. Requires project applicants to analyze and mitigate drainage
impacts.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 6-1, (LU 6-T.a and b) Ensures adequate water and wastewater
Impact 4.9.3 Implementation of the capacities or improvements are in place prior to granting approvals for
proposed General Plan Update new development.
. . PS 6-2 (PS 6-2.a) The County’s Hazardous Waste Management Plan is
could result in the degradation ) . . -
of groundwater quality PS to be incorporated into City pollc_les. _ LS
. PS 6-3 (PS 6-3.a) Inventory of sites with storage or use of hazardous
resulting from future land uses. .
materials.
PS 6-4 (PS 6-4a and 1-5) Use permits will be required for uses
involving significant amounts of hazardous materials. Studies from
project developers will be required to ensure that major new
development does not adversely affect groundwater quality.
Impact 4.9.4 Implementation of the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proposed General Plan would substantially reduce this impact:
increase demand for water, LU 1-2, (LU 1-2a) Development of Growth Management Plan.
potentially requiring localized LU 6-1 (LU 6-1.a, b, c and d) Ensures adequate water and wastewater
increases in  groundwater PS capacities or improvements prior to granting approval for new LS
production. development.
LU 6-4 (LU 6-4.a) Requires new development to fund processing costs
and necessary infrastructure and service improvements.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Impact 4.9.5 Implementation of the General substantially reduce this impact:
Plan Update could expose PS 2-1. Requires coordination with the Army Corps of Engineers, FEMA
development to  potential PS and other responsible agencies for flood hazard analysis and LS

flooding.

management activities.
PS 2-3. Requires comprehensive analysis of the potential flood hazards
and drainage impacts associated with adopted land use plans for each
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major watershed in the City.

PS 2-4. Project sponsors must analyze and mitigate drainage impacts
and flood hazards for individual projects.

PS 2-5. Provides ways to deal with cumulative impacts to downstream
flooding.

PS 2-6. Provides for use of 100 year flood event as the City measure of
acceptable level of risk.

PS 2-7. Onsite and offsite flood related hazards are to be reviewed for
all projects located within areas of known flood hazards.

PS 2-8. Minimizes increase in flooding and related damage.

PS 2-9. Development shall pay the costs for drainage facilities to
handle the surface runoff from new development.

PS 2-10. Design and construction of drainage facilities are subject to
review and approval of the Sonoma County Water Agency.

PS 2-11. Tentative and final subdivision maps are required to show
areas subject to flooding.

PS 2-12. Priority is given to floodplain management over flood control
structures.

PS 2-13. Project review includes risk of damage from flooding.

PS 2-14. Enforce City code requirements on construction in flood
hazard areas.

PS 2-15. Avoid variances to building setbacks along streams and in 100
year flood plains without the review and approval of the Sonoma
County Water Agency.

PS 2-16. Limits filling in areas which could retain significant amount of
floodwater.

PS 2-17. Encourages timely completion and filing of inundation maps
for all dams within Sonoma County.

PS 5-1. Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into City

policy.

4.10 Biological Resources
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Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
Impact 4.10.1: Land uses and development CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
consistent  with the  Draft adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
General Plan Update could raptors.
result in the loss  of PS CDO 6-2. Provides for preservation of natural vegetation. LS
populatlops or essential habitat CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.a.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
for special-status plant and vegetation.
animal species. CDO 7-2 (CDO 7-2.b, ¢ and d.) Conserves and protects the area’s
natural wildlife.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
Impact 4.10.2: Land uses and development raptors.
consistent with  the  Draft CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a.) Maintains and expands the tree canopy.
General Plan Update could Requires tree protection measures and an urban forest plan.
resu.lt in the loss of rparian PS CDO 6-2 Provides for preservation of natural vegetation. LS
habitat  or othgr sensitive CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of large or otherwise significant trees in
natural communities. residential, non-residential and open space areas.
CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.d.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
vegetation.
CDO 7-2 Conserves and protects the area’s natural wildlife.
Impact 4.10.3: Land uses and development Plan ppllcxes and .m.1p|ementat|on measures which avoid or
consistent  with the Draft substantially reduce this impact:
CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
General Plan Update could . . . . .
. adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
result in  the loss of PS LS

jurisdictional waters of the
U.S, including wetlands.

raptors.

CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a) Maintains and expands the tree canopy.
Requires tree protection measures and an urban forest plan.

CDO 6-2 Provides for preservation of natural vegetation.
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CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of large or otherwise significant trees in
residential, non-residential and open space areas.
CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.d.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
vegetation.
CDO 7-2 Conserves and protects the area’s natural wildlife.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
Impact 4.10-4: Land uses and development adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
consistent with the Draft raptors.
General Plan Update could CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a) Maintains and expands the tree canopy.
restrict aquatic or terrestrial Requires tree protection measures and an urban forest plan.
wildlife movement through PS CDO 6-2 Provides for preservation of natural vegetation. LS
travel corridors.  This would CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of large or otherwise significant trees in
be considered a  significant residential, non-residential and open space areas.
impact. CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.d.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
vegetation.
CDO 7-2 Conserves and protects the area’s natural wildlife.
Impact 4.10.5: Proposed policies in the Draft Plan ppllcxes and .m'1p|ementat|on measures which avoid or
General Plan Update that substantially reduce this impact:
. . CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
affect biological resources may . . . . .
. L adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
differ from local policies and
ordinances currently in effect. raptors. -
. . CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a) Maintains and expands the tree canopy.
However, potential conflicts . .
LS Requires tree protection measures and an urban forest plan. LS

would be addressed by the
revisions of the implementing
ordinances to ensure that they
conform to the proposed
policies.

CDO 6-2 Provides for preservation of natural vegetation.

CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of large or otherwise significant trees in
residential, non-residential and open space areas.

CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.d.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
vegetation.

CDO 7-2 Conserves and protects the area’s natural wildlife.
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Impact 4.10-6: Land uses and development None Required
consistent  with the Draft
General Plan Update would
not conflict with any adopted LS LS
Habitat or Natural Community
Conservation Plans.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
) ) CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Considers dedicating a portion of lands
Impact 4.10.7 The proposed  project, in adjacent to the Russian River to restore native grassland habitat for
combination with other raptors.
reasonably foreseeable CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a.) Maintains and expands the tree canopy.
projects, would result in.direct Requires tree protection measures and an urban forest plan.
mortghty and loss of habxtat for PCC CDO 6-2 Provides for preservation of natural vegetation. LTCC
special-status Species, a'nd CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of large or otherwise significant trees in
waters of the U.S., including residential, non-residential and open space areas.
wetlands. CDO 7-1 (CDO 7-1.d.) Conserves and protects the area’s natural
vegetation.
CDO 7-2 Conserves and protects the area’s natural wildlife.
4.11 Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact 4.11.1 Adoption of the City of Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Cloverdale General Plan substantially reduce this impact:
Update could result in the LU 3-4 (LU 3-4.b.) Conserves/preserves historic buildings and the
potential disturbance  of character of the older parts of town using conservation and form based
cultural  resources  (i.e., PS zoning ordinances. LS
prehistoric  sites,  historic CDO 3-5 (CDO 3-5.a.) Preserves the traditional appearance of the

sites, and isolated artifacts)
and human remains.  This
impact is considered

downtown by identifying and allowing flexibility in planning standards
for structures built prior to 1939.
CDO 4-1 (CDO 4-1.a and b.) Measures for conserving/preserving
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potentially significant. historic buildings and the character of the older parts of town.
CDO 4-2 (CDO 4-2.a and b.) Discusses preservation of remaining
prehistoric camps, villages and use sites.
CDO 4-3 (CDO 4-3.a, b and c.) Identification of historically significant
structures or groups of structures for educational purposes. Requires
the development of standard conditions of approval for CEQA and
project review for preservation of paleontological resources.
CDO 4-4. Preserves paleontological resources.
Impact 4.11.2 Adoption of the City of Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Cloverdale  General  Plan substantially reduce this impact:
Update, including the “no CDO 4-3.a. Requires the development of standard conditions of
project alternative, or approval for CEQA and project review for preservation of
Alternative 1 or 2, could result PS paleontological resources. LS
in the potential disturbance of CDO 4-4. Preserves paleontological resources.
paleontological resources (i.e.,
fossils and fossil formations).
Impact 4.11.3 Adoption of the City of Plan pplicies and .implementation measures which avoid or
Cloverdale  General  Plan substantially reduce this impact:
Update, including the “no LU 3-4 (LU 3-4.b.) Conserves/preserves historic buildings and the
L . character of the older parts of town using conservation and form based
project alternative, or . .
Alternative 1 or 2, in addition zoning ordinances. .
to existing, approved, CDO 3-5 (CDQ 375..a.) Preserves .the tra.dltlpna'l appearance of the
downtown by identifying and allowing flexibility in planning standards
proposed and foreseeable A
development in the City of PCC for structures built prior to 1939. LTCC

Cloverdale  and  Sonoma
County could result in
cumulative impacts to
prehistoric and historic

resources, and human remains
in the region.

CDO 4-1 (CDO 4-1.a and b.) Measures for conserving/preserving
historic buildings and the character of the older parts of town.

CDO 4-2 (CDO 4-2.a and b.) Discusses preservation of remaining
prehistoric camps, villages and use sites.

CDO 4-3 (CDO 4-3.a, b and c.) Identification of historically significant
structures or groups of structures for educational purposes. Requires
the development of standard conditions of approval for CEQA and
project review for preservation of paleontological resources.
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CDO 4-4. Preserves paleontological resources.
Impact 4.11.4 Adoption of the City of Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Cloverdale  General  Plan substantially reduce this impact:
Update, including the “no CDO 4-4. Preserves paleontological resources.
project” alternative, or
Alternative 1 or 2, in addition
to existing, approved,
proposed and foreseeable PCC LTCC
development in the City of
Cloverdale  and Sonoma
County could result in
cumulative impacts to
paleontological resources in
the region.
4.12 Public Services and Utilities
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
PS 3-1 (PS 1-5) Utilize available information on wildland and structural
fire hazards.
PS 3-2 Consider fire hazards and adequacy of fire protection in the
. review of projects.
Impact 4.12.1 Implementation of the PS 3-3 Requires on-site detection and suppression where available
proposed General Plan could X . .
increase the demand for fire PS services do not provide acceptable levels of protection. LS

protection.

PS 4-1 Regulate the transport of hazards materials to minimize the
potential for damage.

PS 5-1 Supports the adoption of the County Safety Element into City
policy.

PS 5-2 (PS 1-5) Adopt revisions to the Fire and Building Codes.

PS 5-3 (PS 1-5) Ensure adequacy of roadways for emergency vehicle
access.

PS 5-4 Develop City programs for fire roads.
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PS 5-5 (PS 1-5) Incorporate CDF’s Fire Safety Guidelines into City
standards.
PS 5-6 (PS 1-5) Addresses adequacy of fire/police facilities and
equipment.
PS 5-7 Requires a police/fire department master needs assessment.
PS 5-9 Addresses seismically unsafe buildings.
PS 5-11 Minimize geologic and fire hazards; new development
required to provide built-in fire protection.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Impact 4.12.2 Implementation of the substantially reduce this impact:
proposed General Plan Update LU 6-2 (LU 6-2.a) Requires infrastructure audits if development
could result in an increased PS exceeds 200 units per year. LS
dem.and for law enforcement LU 6-4 (LU 6-4.a.) New development will fund processing costs and
services. necessary infrastructure or services.
Impact 4.12.3 Land uses and development None Required
under the proposed City of
Cloverdale  General  Plan
Update would increase
population and subsequent
student enrollment in the LS LS
district’s schools and may
require new or expanded
school facilities to serve the
increased demand.
Impact 4.12.4 Land uses and development None Required
under the proposed City of
Cloverdale  General  Plan
Update would increase the LS LS

demand for emergency
services in the Study Area.
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Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
Impact 4.12.5 Implementation of the Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
proposed General Plan Update substantially reduce this impact:
could increase population and LU 9-1 (LU 9-1.a, b.) Maintains waste management contracts and
increase the demand for solid participation in countywide waste disposal facilities.
. s - PS LS
waste disposal facilities. This is
a potentially significant
impact.
Impact 4.12.6 Implementation of the None Required
proposed General Plan Update
could increase population and
subsequently increase the LS LS
demand  for park and
recreation related services.
Impact 4.12.7 Implementation of the None Required
proposed General Plan Update
would increase the demand for
. LS LS
electric, telephone, and natural
gas services.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
) LU 6-1 (LU 6-1.a) Ensures adequate water and wastewater capacities
Impact 4.12.8 Implementation of the prior to project approvals.
proposgd General Plan Update LU 6-2 (LU 6.2.a) Provides for adequate public facilities and service for
would increase the d(_emand for PS community needs. LS
wastewater  collection  and LU 6-3 (LU 6-2.a.) Discourages development beyond areas with
treatment. planned expansion of services.
LU 6-4 (LU 6-4.a.) Requires new development to fund infrastructure
improvements required by new development.
Impact 4.12.9.a Implementation of the LTCC None Required LTCC
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Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

proposed General Plan Update
along with potential
development in the
surrounding area could
contribute to the cumulative
demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services.

Impact 4.12.9.b

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update
along with potential
development in the
surrounding area could result
in the increase of the demand
for cumulative law
enforcement services.

LTCC

None Required

LTCC

Impact 4.12.9.c

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update
as well as potential
development in the
surrounding area could result
in cumulative public school
impacts.

LTCC

None Required

LTCC

Impact 4.12.9.d

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update
along with potential
development in the
surrounding  region  would
result in cumulative electric,
telephone, and natural gas
service impacts.

LTCC

None Required

LTCC




Significance without

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and

Resulting

Impact General Plan Policies/ Mitigation Measure Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation 8 Significance
Impact 4.12.9.e Implementation of the None Required
proposed General Plan Update
would result in cumulative LTCC LTCC
wastewater impacts.
Impact 4.12.9.f Implementation of the None Required
proposed General Plan Update
along with potential
development in surrounding
communltles wou!d result in LTCC LTCC
cumulative solid waste
impacts.  This  impact s
considered less than
cumulatively considerable
4.13 Visual Resources and Aesthetics
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 1-5 (LU 1-5.a and b.) Provides for comments to the County on lands
adjacent to the City limits.
LU 3-1 (LU 3-1.a.) Provides for development of an Urban Growth
Boundary.
Impact 4.13.1 Implementation of the LU 3-2, (LU 3-2.a, b and c.) Requires expansion into hillside areas to
proposed General Plan Update eliminate or minimize visual, access or lighting impacts.
could result in the alteration of PS LU 3-3 (LU 3-3.a.) Provides for expansion of tree canopy within and LS

scenic resources.

outside the developed areas of the City.

LU 4-3 (LU 4-3.a.) Strives to improve the appearance of formula or
chain businesses.

CDO 1-1 (CDO 1-1.a.) Limits development to the valley floor.

CDO 2-1 (CDO 2-1.a.) Adoption of a hillside ordinance.

CDO 2-2 (CDO 2-2.a.) Allows for transfer of development rights to
below the base of hill.

CDO 2-3 (CDO 2-3.a.) Allows development above base of hill in
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Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

certain circumstances.

CDO 2-5 (CDO 2-5.a.) Requires roads serving hillside development to
follow natural contours.

CDO 3-2 (CDO 3-2.a.) Addresses pedestrian oriented downtown.

CDO 3-4 (CDO 3-4.a.) Preservation of traditional appearance of
existing houses along Cloverdale Boulevard north of downtown.

CDO 3-5 (CDO 3-5.a.) Preservation of residential areas around the
downtown.

CDO 3-6 (CDO 3-6.a.) Requires new single family development to
resemble past representative development.

CDO 3-7 (CDO 3-7.a.) Provides for upgrading the appearance of
Cloverdale Boulevard.

CDO 3-8 (CDO 3-8.a.) Provides for transit oriented development
around the rail station.

CDO 3-10 (CDO 3-10.a.) Provides for street trees and landscaping
along major streets.

CDO 3-11 (CDO 3-11.a.) Provides for elimination of sign blight.

CDO 3-12 (CDO 3-12.a.) Allows drive-through restaurants only in the
South Interchange area.

CDO 3-13 (CDO 3-13.a.) Provides for elimination of overhead utility
lines.

CDO 5-1 (CDO 5-1.a.) Consideration of dedication of lands adjacent to
the Russian River for native grassland habitat for raptors.

CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a.) Expansion of tree canopy; preparation of tree
preservation ordinance.

CDO 6-3 (CDO 6-1.a.) Addresses preservation of trees.

CDO 6-4 (CDO 6-1.a. and 6-4.b.) Provision of trees for shade in new
development.

CDO 6-5 (CDO 6-5.a.) Provides for street trees.

CDO 6-6 (CDO 6-5.a.) Requires preparation of a street tree plan.

Impact 4.13.2

Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update
could result in the alteration of

LS

None Required

LS
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Impact General Plan Policies/ i e R a i Level of
Actions and/or Mitigation Significance
visual character.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
Impact 4.13.3 Implementation of the substantially reduce this impact:
proposed General Plan could LU 3-5 (LU 3-5.a.) Strives to minimize the impacts of urban lighting.
result in an increase of UL 1-1 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Requires new development to provide
daytime glare and/or nighttime minimum lighting levels necessary for safety.
lighting. The  potential UL 1-2 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Limits light spillage off site.
increases in daytime glare UL 1-3 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Reduces light glare from businesses at the
. . Lo PS . LS
sources and nighttime lighting south interchange.
levels could have an adverse UL 1-4 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Eliminates excess lighting from signs.
affect on adjacent areas and UL 1-5 (UL 1-1.b.) Revises street lighting with down lights.
land uses relative to scenic UL 1-6 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Allows for amortization program for high
resources and visual character. intensity lighting and signs.
UL 1-7 (UL 1-1.a, b and c.) Disallows use of reflective building
materials.
Impact 4.13.4 Implementation of the None Required
proposed General Plan would
not result in the significant
conversion of the Study Area’s
undeveloped lands, visual LTCC LTCC
resources, visual character,
and/or Urban lighting
characteristics.
5.0 Cumulative Impacts - Green House Gas & Climate Change
Impact 5.22 Buildout of the proposed Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
General Plan Update may substantially reduce this impact:
result in a cumulative LU 1-1 c. Allow limited numbers of small lots or cluster housing within
increase of greenhouse s/CC single-family areas in order to provide variety and affordable housing. SU
gas  emissions,  including LU 1-6. (LU 1-6.a and b.) Provides recreation to match the population.
CO?2. Because technical LU 2-2 (LU 2-2.a.) Retain existing and encourage new residential uses
and regulatory around the downtown to preserve a close-in customer and pedestrian
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Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

related fo
national

uncertainties
State and
programs make it
impossible to determine
the precise extent and
effect of any locadl
increase in emissions from
General Plan Buildout, the
proposed project is
considered fo make a
cumulatively considerable
incremental confribution to
this significant cumulative
impact.

base.

LU 3-4 (LU 3-2.b.) Requires adoption of a Hillside Ordinance. All
development must conform to Urban Growth Boundary requirements.
LU 7-1 (LU 7-1-.b.) Requires amending the Housing Element to provide
programs encouraging housing for farmworkers and local employees.
CE 1-3 (CE 1-3.b.) Design street systems in residential areas to
minimize through traffic and encourage bicycling and walking.

CE 2-2 (CE 2-2.a.) Creates a country road appearance for specific streets
with narrow pavement, shade trees and protected bicycle and
pedestrian ways.

CE 3-1 (CE 3-1.a, b and ¢) Provides an extensive network of pedestrian
and bicycle pathways.

CE 3-2 (CE 3-2.a, b and c.) Provides for sidewalks.

3-3 (CE 3-3.a.) Provides for shade trees along pedestrian routes.

CE 4-1 (CE 4-1.a —d) Supports Passenger rail service.

CE 4-2 (CE 4-2.a.) Provides for plan to coordinate access to rail station
CE 4-3 (CE 4-3.a.) Supports local bus service.

CE 4-4. (CE 4-3.a.) Encourages ride sharing.

PR 1-2 (PR 1-2.a.) Addresses parkland needs.

PR 1-3 (PR 1-3.a.) Acquisition of parklands.

PR 1-4 (PR 1-4.a.) Provides for open space and trails on hillside areas
above base of hill.

PR 1-5, PR 1-5.a and b.) Provides for looped trail systems.

CDO 3-8 (CDO 3.8.a.) Provides for transit oriented development
around passenger rail station.

CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a.) Expands the tree canopy.

CDO 6-2 Protects natural vegetation

CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of significant trees.

CDO 6-4 (CDO 6-4.b.) Provides for mix of trees for shade and cooling.
CDO 6-5 (CDO 6-5.a.) Provides for street trees.

CDO 6-6 Preparation of a street tree plan.

DO 6-7 Requires native landscaping.

CDO 8-1 (CDO 8-1.a.) Provides for energy efficiency in City
operations.

CDO 8-2 (CDO 8-2.a and b.) encourages energy can resource

38




e c?'egn'::;cla[:;ﬁ ‘Il’v;tll:c(:zz y Proposed General Plan. l"oli.ciesllmplementation Actions and ':_:svlj:lt ':fg
Actions and/or Mitigation Mitigation Measure Significance
efficiency in private construction.
CDO 8-3 (CDO 8-3.a.) Preparation of Climate Action Plan.
Plan policies and implementation measures which avoid or
substantially reduce this impact:
LU 1-1 c. Allow limited numbers of small lots or cluster housing within
Impact 5.23 Long-term cumulative single-family areas in order to provide variety and affordable housing.
impacts of global climate LU 1-6. (LU 1-6.a., b.) Provides recreation to match the population.
change may result in LU 2-2 (LU 2-2.a.) Retain existing and encourage new residential uses
potential  decrease  in around the downtown to preserve a close-in customer and pedestrian
water supply, increase in base. ) ) . ,
air pollutants and increase LU 3-4 (LU 3-2.b.) Requires adoption of a Hillside Ordinance. All
in health hazards. Because development must conform to Urban Growth Boundary requirements.
technical and regulatory LU 7-1 (LU 7-1-.b.) Requires amending the Housing Element to provide
uncerfainties  related  to programs encouraging housing for farmv.vorke.rs anq local employges:
State and national CE 1-3 (CE 1.-3.b) Design street -syste.ms in resxder?tlal areas to minimize
programs make it through traffic and encourage bicycling and walking. 3
impossible to determine CE 2-2 (CE 2-2.a) Creates a country road appearance for spegﬂc streets
the precise extent and s/cC with narrow pavement, shade trees and protected bicycle and sU

effect of any locadl
increase in  greenhouse
gas emissions from General
Plan  Buildout on  this
impact, the proposed
project is considered to

make a cumulatively
considerable incremental
contribution to this
significant cumulative
impact.

pedestrian ways.

CE 3-1 (CE 3-1.a, b and ¢) Provides an extensive network of pedestrian
and bicycle pathways.

CE 3-2 (CE 3-2.a, b and c.) Provides for sidewalks.

3-3 (CE 3-3.a.) Provides for shade trees along pedestrian routes.

CE 4-1 (CE 4-1.a —d) Supports Passenger rail service.

CE 4-2 (CE 4-2.a.) Provides for plan to coordinate access to rail station
CE 4-3 (CE 4-3.a.) Supports local bus service.

CE 4-4. (CE 4-3.a.) Encourages ride sharing.

PR 1-2 (PR 1-2.a.) Addresses parkland needs.

PR 1-3 (PR 1-3.a.) Acquisition of parklands.

PR 1-4 (PR 1-4.a.) Provides for open space and trails on hillside areas
above base of hill.

PR 1-5, PR 1-5.a and b.) Provides for looped trail systems.

CDO 3-8 (CDO 3.8.a.) Provides for transit oriented development
around passenger rail station.
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Impact

Significance without
General Plan Policies/
Actions and/or Mitigation

Proposed General Plan Policies/Implementation Actions and
Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

CDO 6-1 (CDO 6-1.a.) Expands the tree canopy.

CDO 6-2 Protects natural vegetation

CDO 6-3 Encourages retention of significant trees.

CDO 6-4 (CDO 6-4.b.) Provides for mix of trees for shade and cooling.
CDO 6-5 (CDO 6-5.a.) Provides for street trees.

CDO 6-6 Preparation of a street tree plan.

DO 6-7 Requires native landscaping.

CDO 8-1 (CDO 8-1.a.) Provides for energy efficiency in City
operations.

CDO 8-2 (CDO 8-2.a and b.) encourages energy can resource
efficiency in private construction.

CDO 8-3 (CDO 8-3.a.) Preparation of Climate Action Plan.
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CHAPTER 1

I ntroduction

During the public review process for the City of Cloverdale Genera Plan Update Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), the City received anumber of written and oral
comments from public agencies, organizations, and individuals related to this document.
During the public review period for this document, the City held a public workshop on
the Draft EIR and the updated General Plan document.

ThisFinal EIR includes all comments made on the Draft EIR during public review of the
Draft EIR and provides written responses to these comments. The required contents of a
Final EIR and the certification process are described below. The information in this
document will be presented to the City of Cloverdae Planning Commission and City
Council for certification and will be used as part of their review, consideration, and
approval of the General Plan Update project.

California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

The Final EIR for the Proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with the Title
14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, ("CEQA Guidelines" or "Guidelines") for
implementation of CEQA. Specifically, Section 15132 of the Guidelines requires that a
Final EIR consist of the following:

* The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;

» Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR,;

* A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

* The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the
review and consultation process; and

 Any other information added by the lead agency.

The Draft EIR for the Proposed Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines. Asdescribed in the Guidelines, Section 15121(a), an EIR isapublic
information document that assesses the potential environmental effects of a proposed
project, aswell as identifies mitigation measures and aternatives to the project that could
reduce or avoid adverse environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines require that state and
local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over
which they have discretionary authority.

Consequently, the EIR is an information document used in the planning and decision-
making process. It isnot the purpose of an EIR to recommend either approval or denia
of a project. The procedures required by CEQA “... areintended to assist public
agenciesin systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects
and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or
substantially lessen such significant effects.” (Public Resources Code Section 21002.)
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As a general rule, “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen the significant environmenta effects of such projects.” (Ibid.) However, in the
event specific economic, socid, or other conditions make infeasible such project
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individua projects may be approved in spite of
one or more significant effects thereof. > (1bid.)

The lead agency must “certify” the Final EIR. According to the CEQA Guidelines,
“certification” consists of three separate steps. Prior to approving a project, the lead
agency (in this case the City of Cloverdale) shall certify that: (1) the Final EIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the Final EIR was presented to the decision-
making body of the lead agency and the body has reviewed and considered the
information contained in the Fina EIR prior to approving the project; and (3) that the
Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. (Guidelines,
Section 15090(a); see, also, Public Resources Code Section 21082.1(c)(3).)

Under CEQA, alead agency must make certain determinations before it can approve or
carry out aproject if the EIR reveas that the project will result in one or more significant
environmenta impacts. First, before approving a project for which a certified Fina EIR
has identified significant environmental effects, the lead agency must make one or more
of the following written findings for each of the identified significant impacts,
accompanied by abrief explanation of the rationale for each finding: include

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final
EIR.

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternativesidentified in the Final EIR.

(Guidelines Section 15091(a).)

Second, if there remain significant environmental effects even with the adoption of all
feasible mitigation measures or project alternatives, the agency must adopt a ““statement
of overriding considerations” before it can proceed with the project. The statement of
overriding considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in the record
(Guidelines Sections 15092(b)(2)(B) and 15093). These overriding considerations
include the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the proposed
project. The lead agency must balance these potential benefits against the project’s
unavoidable environmental effects when determining whether to approve the project. If
the specific economic, legal, socia, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project
outwei gh the unavoidable adverse environmenta effects, the lead agency may consider
the adverse environmental impacts to be “acceptable.” (Guidelines Section 15093(a).)
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These benefits should be set forth in the statement of overriding considerations, and may
be based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record of proceedings.
(Guidelines Section 15093(b).)

CEQA Final EIR Process

The Draft EIR for the Proposed Project was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#
2007082143) and released for public and agency review pursuant to CEQA regulations.
The public review and comment period for the Draft EIR closed on December 8, 2008. A
notice of availability was circulated consistent with CEQA.

Upon additional review of the Proposed Project and the Fina EIR, the City of Cloverdae
Planning Commission, at a public hearing, will recommend to the City Council whether
to certify the EIR and whether to approve or deny the project. The City Council will then
review the Proposed Project, Final EIR, recommendations of the Planning Commission
and Community Development Department staff, and public testimony to decide whether
to certify the Final EIR and whether to approve or deny the project.

Organization of the Document

ThisFinal EIR comprises five chapters that meet the requirements of the CEQA
Guidelines, as outlined above. The five chapters that make up thisFinal EIR are as
follows:

* “Executive Summary” - provides a brief project description and presents a summary
table of the Proposed Project’s environmental effects.

» Chapter 1 - “Introduction” provides abrief overview of the Proposed Project,
environmental compliance activities conducted to date, and outlines the contents and
organization of the Final EIR.

» Chapter 2 - “Comments on the Draft EIR” provides alist of commenting agencies,
organizations, and individuals and copies of their oral and written comments (coded for
reference).

» Chapter 3 - “Response to Comments on the Draft EIR” provides the lead agency
responses to the comments identified in Chapter 2.

» Chapter 4 - “Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR” includes corrections
and/or additions to the Draft EIR text made since publication of the Draft EIR. These
changes to the Draft EIR are indicated by revision marks (underline for new text and
strikeout for deleted text).

» Chapter 5 - “Report Preparation” providesalist of theindividuasinvolved in the
preparation of the Final EIR. As noted in Guidelines Section 15132(a), , the Draft EIR
for the Proposed Project makes up part of thisFina EIR. A copy of the Draft EIR ison
file at the City of Cloverdale Community Development Department located at 126 N.
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Cloverdale Boulevard, Cloverdale, CA. A copy can also be viewed by visiting the City’s
web site at http://www.cloverdal e.net/resources.asp.



CHAPTER 2

Commentson the Draft EIR

Introduction - This chapter provides alist of al oral and written comments received
during the public review period.

List of Comments Received

The public agencies, organizations, and individual s that submitted comments on the Draft
EIR arelisted below in Table 2-1. Asshown in the table, each comment has been
designated by a specific letter and number that will be used to refer to particular
comments and responses.

Comment L etters

Each of the comments identified above are provided on the following pages, with
individual responses to each of the comments provided in Chapter 3 “Responses to
Comments on the Draft EIR”. The content of each comment has been divided into
individual comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, each comment
has been assigned a number and each individual topic within acomment has been
assigned a corresponding number. The responses to each comment are formatted in a
similar fashion.

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from these responses to comments, those
changes are presented in Chapter 4 “Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR” of this
document, with changes shown by underlining new text (e.g., new text) and striking out
text to be deleted (e.g., deleted text). Comments which present opinions about the project
unrelated to environmental issues or which raise issues not directly related either to the
substance of the Draft EIR or to environmental issues are noted without a detailed
response.

The comments on the Draft EIR, the responses thereto and the text changes to the Draft
EIR do not raise any “significant new information” within the meaning of Public
Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5; therefore, the
City of Cloverdale, asthe CEQA Lead Agency, directed that a Final EIR be prepared
rather than recirculating the Draft EIR.
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NOTE. ALL MNSRW COMMENTS ACCEPTED FOR CHAPTER 2

TABLE 2-1

COMMENTSRECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR

Commenter

Date Received

Comment Code

Public Agencies

Department of Fish and Game November 12, 2008 Al
Department of Transportation December 8, 2008 A2
Sonoma LAFCO November 20, 2008 A3
Sonoma Co. PRMD January 9, 2009 A4
State RWQCB December 8, 2008 A5
Organizations

Citizensfor aUGB December 22, 2008 o1
Greenbelt Alliance December 9, 2008 02
Individuals

Roz Katz November 3, 2008 11
James Wagele December 8, 2008 12
John Mackie, Esg., on behalf December 9, 2008 13
of Redwood Empire Sawmills

Raobert Sexton, on behalf of December 5, 2008 14
Tyris/Alexander Valley Resort

John Doble November 5, 2008 I5
Diane Bartleson November 5, 2008 16
Dick Schwartz November 5, 2008 17
Melanie Baghby November 5, 2008 18
Russ Peihl November 5, 2008 19
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o -:.;-_1::1;5_-, wnmm State of California — The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
LSRRI DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
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¥ POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94595 NaOY T 2 G
(707) 944 -5500 o = &

November 10, 2008

Mr. Bruce Kibby

City of Cloverdale

126 N. Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 96425

Dear Mr. Kibby:

Subject: City of Cloverdale General Plan Update, SCH #2007082143, City of Cloverdale,
Sonoma County

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Iimpact
Report (EIR} for the City of Cloverdale (City) General Plan Update. The draft EIR is a
comprehensive, long-term planning document, detailing proposals from the physical
development of the City, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning
agency's judgment bears relation to its planning. The Cloverdale General Plan has a time
horizon to the year 2025, The draft EIR represents a picture of what t‘he Clty will look like in
2025 based on the draft EIR’s guals and pollces :

DFG is providing the following commients on the draft EIR as a trustee agency. As trustee
for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, DFG has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of the fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for

biologically sustainable populations of such species for the benefit and use of the public of
California.

Section 4.10. Biclogical Resources

The City should review future development projects to ensure that rare or sensitive species
are not impacted. This should include a scoping phase to determine: 1) whether there are
known occurrences of rare or sensitive species on or near project areas, and 2) whether the
project will disturb habitats that may be occupied by unknown occurrences of rare or
sensitive species.

Project scoping should include consuitation of DFG's California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) to identify known occurrences of rare or sensitive species on or near the project
area. However, the City should recognize that a report from the CNDDB which lists no
findings for the project site does not indicate these species do not exist there, only that no
information is in the file. Consequently, a negative result from a CNDDB search must not
be used to obviate the need for requisite surveys or appropriate mitigation. Therefore, DFG
recommends that biological surveys for rare and sensitive species be conducted prior to
approving projects in areas designated as Conservation Features or when project areas are
in habitats that may be occupied by rare or sensitive species.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
=
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_ Mr. Bruce Kibby
" November 10, 2008
Page 2

Page 4. 10-30. Policy CDO-6-2

DFG supports the City in protecting distinctive natural vegetation such as oak woodlands,
riparian corridors, and mixed evergreen forests by maintaining the natural features as a
whole, as opposed to protecting individual features (i.e., individual trees). DFG believes
that managing habitat communities on a landscape and watershed scale rather than
managing individual features can be more beneficial for fish and wildlife. However, the draft
EIR does not appear to have any mitigation measures that would implement this policy.
DFG recommends the City propose mitigation measures that when implemented would
effectively carry out this policy.

Page 4.10-10. Implementation C -

This mitigation measure would amend the zoning ordinance to provide a 100-foot buffer
(i.e., 50 feet on each side) from creeks and rivers shown on the Conservation Element Map.
DFG recommends the zoning ordinance be revised such that creeks and rivers outside the
Conservation Element receive adequate buffers. In addition, DFG recommends the City
consider extending the proposed setback to 100 feet on each side as measured from the
top of bank.

DFG appreciates the opportunify to comment on the draft EIR. We remain available to be
of further assistance with the City in finalizing their EIR. If there are any comments or
questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Dan Wilson, Environmental Scientist, at
(707) 944-5534: or Mr. Richard Fitzgerald, Coastal Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at
(707) 944-5568.

Charles Armor
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cec State Clearinghouse



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIC PLANNING; 510 2886 55860; Dec-8-08 4:05PM; Page 1/2

TATE OF ¢

ARNOLD SCHWARZENIXGGER, Govetnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 73660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0560

PHONE (510) 286.3305

b Flex your power!
FAX g 110) 286-5559 Be energy efficient!

December §, 2008

SONQ00153
SON-Gen
SCH # 2007082143
Bruce Kibby
City of Cloverdale

126 N. Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 95425

Pear Mr. Kibby:
City of Cloverdale General Plan Update — Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department)
in the environmenta! review process for the proposed Generat Plan Update. Our comments below
are based on the review of the DEIR. As lead agency, the City of Cloverdale is responsible for all
project mitigation, including any needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair
share contribution, financing, scheduling, and implementation responsibilitics as well as lead
agency monitoring should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures and the
project’s traffic mitigation fees should be specifically identified in the DEIR. Any required
roadway inprovements should be completed prior o build out of the proposed plan. An
encroachment permit is required when the project involves work in the State’s right of way
(ROW). The Department will not issue an encroachment permit until our concerns are adequately
addressed. Further information regarding the encroachment permit process is provided at the end
of this letter.

Traffic Analysis

1. The Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians is proposing a Casino, Hotel, Convention and
Entertainment Center on a site within City boundaries and the City’s sphere of influence. -
Regional access to the site would be provided by South Cloverdale Boulevard via Us 101.

This project should be included in the cumulative traffic analysis for this General Plan
Update and in the evaluation of the feasibility and adequacy of the proposed transportation
improvements.

2. Roundabouts are proposed at the Cloverdale Boulevard/South Interchange and US 101
Southbound Ramps/South Interchange as well as the US 101 Northbound Ramps/South
Interchange and Asti Road/South Interchange to mitigate expected traffic congestion under
Buildout Conditions. Please be sure to consult with the Department as carly as possible to
coordinate the preparation of a Concept Approval Report (CAR) required for roundabouts on
the State Highway System, Provide ns with initial 1ayouts of the roundabouts {(preliminary or
schematic) so that we can start with our dssessment of the performance of the proposed
alternatives.

“Caltrans impraves mobility aeross California”
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M. Bruce Kibby/ City of Cloverdale
December 8, 2008
Page 2

3. If the alternative improvement of signalizing intersections # 14, 13, 16, and 17 will be
pursued instead of roundabouts, close and early coordination with the Department will be
required.

4. Sonoma and Marin County voters recently approved rail transit (SMART) from Cloverdale
Larkspur. Of the 944 new development units listed in the General Plan, only 52 are transii-
oriented units. Local and regional traffic-impacts projected by the General Plan may be
reduced by increasing the amount of development designed around the bus feeder lines and

]

bike trails that will be serving the new passenger rail station. This could also alleviate traffic

congestion at freeway interchanges and potentially reduce the need for mitigation. To
maximize the benefits of SMART the City should, in conjunction with SMART and transit
agencies, minimize auto trips generated by the future rail service. This is one way a smaller
community, such a3 Cloverdale, can help the State meet its goal to reduce green house gas
emissions as mandated by Assembly Bill 32.

5. Please provide us with output sheets showing the results of the SIDRA and HCM analyses for

intersections for our review.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches on State ROW requires an

encroachment permit issued by the Departmént. Further information is available on the following

website: httpi//www.dot.ca.goviha/traffops/developservi/permits/. To apply, a completed

encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly

indicating State ROW raust be submitted to the following address:

Julie Hsu, Branch, Office of Permits
California DOT, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call Ina

Gerhard of my staff at (510) 286-3737.

Sincerely

(
e
"’7/445{ CARBONI

District Branch
Chief

Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c: State Clearinghouse

"Calirans ttnproves mability across Califoraia”
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LOC AL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
575 ADMIMISTRATION DRIVE, ROOM 1044, SANTA ROSA, CA 75403
(707} 565-2577 FAX (707} 565-3778
www, sonoma-county.orglafco

November 14, 2008 ;_3,

=
Bruce Kibby ':'-
Community Development Director ?o
City of Cloverdale
P.O. Box 217

Cloverdale, CA 95425
Dear Mr. Kibby:
Re: Draft General Plan Environmental Impact Report

We have reviewed the proposed General Plan and the draft General Plan
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and have several comments, First, it is apparent
that the City has spent considerable time, resources, and thought in preparing a well-
organized, thorough drafi General Plan and DEIR. Because you thoose to have the
General Plan self-mitigating, the EIR does not have as much information as one would
normally expect. As we will use the General Plan EIR as the environmental document
for any sphere of influence amendments, it is important that it contain some basic
information.

General

We would like some clarification on a couple of comments in the EIR and policies of the
General Plan. First, we do not fully understand the proposed revised Sphere of
Influence and its relationship to the proposed Urban Growth Boundary. On page 7 of the
draft General Plan, it is stated, “in addition to the above, the General Plan identifies an
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and two exception areas within which the City may
approve urban uses. The UGB includes the existing City Limits and portions, but not all,
of the Existing Sphere and Proposed Sphere expansion.” The DEIR further states that
the city wants to (1) “extend the sphere of influence to the north of the existing City
limits”, (2) to “add Asti to the sphere of influence and General Plan Study Area”, and (3)
“include Raines Creek Water District in the sphere of influence and General Plan Study
area.” _ .

Paut Kelley, Chair Steve Allen, Commissioner Ray Brunton, Commissioner Jean Kapolchok, Commissicner
County Member City Member Special Disfrict Member Public Member
Mike Kerns, Lisa Schaffner, Vice Chair Mark Bramfitt, Commissioner  Mark lhde, Altemate
Commissioner City Member Special District Mamber Commissioner
County Member Teresa Barreit, Alternate Albert Glordano, Alternate Fublic Member
Valerie Brown. Alternate Commissioner Commissioner

City Member Special District Member
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We understand the two exception areas are south of the existing City limits, the County
Urban Service Area, and the Sphere of Influence. The proposed City UGB appears to
include both the Industrial and Asti exception areas, neither of which is centiguous to
the remainder of the City. With the exception of City owned property, such as the
airport, territories must be contiguous to City boundaries for annexation consideration.
Therefore, LAFCO cannot approve an annexation of these exception areas without a
legally adequate connection to the rest of the city. Neither the draft General Plan or the
EEIR addresses how the City will establish this connection or the impacts of annexation
the area between the existing City limits and the Asti exception areas.

Agricultural Lands

Sonoma LAFCO staff has concerns about converting prime agricultural lands to urban
uses and the impact of urban uses on agriculture. The staff believes the DEIR needs
additional analysis of the impacts of extending urban uses both north and south of the
existing City limits. The DEIR states:

“Cumulative Important Farmland Conversion Impact 4.2.4 Implementation
of the proposed General Plan, along with other proposed development in
Sonoma County, would contribute to the additional conversion of Important
Farmland to other uses. This is a potentially cumulatively considerable

impact.

As previously discussed, implementation of the City of Cloverdale General Plan
would result in the conversion of Important Farmland in the Study Area.
Implementation of the proposed GPU would affect 484.4 acres of Farmland in
the Study Area. However, all but 29 acres would be designated Conservation
Feature by the proposed General Plan. One of the intents of the Conservation
Feature designation is to preserve agricultural lands and would allow the
preservation of Farmland. Important Farmland conversion associated with
implementation of the General Plan planned land uses would be in addition fo
farmland conversions associated with development anticipated under the
applicable land use plans of Sonoma County and severai cities within the
county, particularly those cities located along US 101. As noted in DEIR
Section 4.2, Table 4.2-5, Sonoma County experienced a four percent loss of
Important Farmiand between 1994 and 2004. If grazing land is included, the
total agricultural land loss in that period was 28,641 acres. Some of that loss
occurred due to conversion to urban uses, as Urban and Built-Up Land
increased by 9,685 acres in that time.

The EIR needs more analysis of the impacts of placing 455.4 acres of agricultural lands
in the Conservation Feature classification and, possibly, in the Sphere of Influence. The
agricultural area between the industrial exception area and the Asti exception area
needs more detail and analysis. Sonoma LAFCO has adopted policies to protect
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agricultural lands from premature conversion to urban uses that are not reflected in the

EIR.

The policy of Sonoma LAFCO is as follows:

Agricultural Lands In addition to considering the policies and priorities set forth in
Government Code Section 56377, this Commission shall conform to the following
policies in reviewing and approving or disapproving propesals, which may result
in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses:

A.

The Commission shall consider whether the proposal would
adversely affect the County’s agricultural resources based on the
following factors:

M

(2)
@)

(4)

()

(6)

Agricultural significance of the subject territory and adjacent
areas relative to other agricultural lands in the region.

Use of the subject territory and adjacent areas.

Whether public facilities for proposed development would be
a) sized or situated so as to facilitate conversion of adjacent
or nearby agricultural land, or b) extended through
agricultural lands which lie between the project site and
existing facilities.

Whether uses incompatible with adjacent agricultural uses
are expected to result from the proposal and whether natural
or man-made barriers would buffer adjacent or nearby
agricultural lands from the effects of proposed development
or other incompatible uses.

Whether the subject tertitory is located within the sphere of
influence of a city or district providing sewer and/or water
service or within an “Urban Service Boundary” designation of
the Sonoma County General Plan.

Provisions of applicable general plan open space and land
use elements, growth management policies, or other
statutory provisions designed to protect agriculture.

The Commission shall discourage proposals which would likely
convert to urban uses those lands identified by the County General
Plan as suitable for long-term agricultural or open space use or
identified by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and
Open Space District Acquisition Plan as a priority for acquisition or
protection in cooperation with willing landowners.
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Based on the Sonoma LAFCO polices, the above criteria should be evaluated in the
EIR to determine what potential impacts there will be of adding the territory to the
Sphere of Influence.

Williamson Act Contracts
The Draft Environmental Impact Report states:

“There are a few properties in the Study Area that are under a Williamson Act

contract. Most of these properties are located in the northern portion of the
Study Area and southeast of the existing Cloverdale city limits. Many of these
properties have been designated for development under the proposed Land
Use Diagram.”

The draft EIR does not identify these properties, thus they are not analyzed in sufficient
detail. The EIR should include maps, acreage, existing uses and, if necessary,
mitigations. The Sonoma LAFCO policy is very clear in not favoring inclusion of
properties with Williamson Act contracts in the sphere of influence. The policy does
provide for some exceptions, but these are very specific. Because the status of the

contract is critical to the LAFCO decision, that information should be included in the final
EIR.

The policy of Sonoma LAFCO is as follows:

Territory Subject to Williamson Act Agricultural Preserve Contracts

A Proposals establishing or amending spheres of influence and/or
annexations for territory with an existing Agricultural Preserve
Contract shall be prohibited, unless the annexing agency protested
the establishment of the contract and it was upheld by LAFCO.

B. Notwithstanding the provision of subsection "a", the Commission may
approve the inclusion of territory subject to the Agricultural Preserve
Contract within the sphere of influence of a city or special district able
to provide urban services if it complies with all of the following
criteria:

(1) The landowner has filed a notice of non-renewal with the
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors.

(2) The contracted territory is being phased out of Agricultural
Preserve and there are no more than five (5) years
remaining in the term of the contract.

A3-4



If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact me by e-mail at
rbottarini@sonoma-county.org or by telephone at 707-565-3765.

Sincerely,

7

Richard Bottarini
Executive Officer
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SONOMA COUNTY

PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829
(707) 565-1900 Fax (707) 565-3767

January 9, 2009

City of Cloverdale

Community Development Department
ATTN: Bruce Kibby

126 North Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 95425

Fax 884-1793

Re:  Comments on the Cloverdale Draft General Plan and DEIR

Att:  Bruce Kibby, Community Development Director

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the City’s Draft General APIan, and DEIR. The
comments which follow focus on potential impacts and policy issues with regard to the proposed
urban growth boundary, agriculture, and transportation.

General Comments

+ The DEIR references the “Draft Sonoma County General Plan”. This reference should be

changed to GP2020, which was adopted by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on Ad-1
September 23 2008. '
+  Section 4.1.1. Existing Setting: Sonoma County has nine, net eight incorporated cities, and A4-2

the Town of Windsor should be included in the list of Sonoma County cities.

Urban Growth Boundary

The City is to be commended for establishment of an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). However,
the proposed location of the UGB raises several concerns and potential impacts to agriculture
that need to be discussed and analyzed in the EIR:

»  The Asti and Industrial Exception Areas are not contiguous with the remainder of the
proposed UGB, and appears to conflict with the provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg A4-3
Local Government Reorganization Act. The EIR needs to demonstrate that the Sonoma
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will be able to make the required
findings under Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg allowing creation of these islands.

«  The western portion of the proposed UGB appears to follow a topographic contour rather than
parcel boundaries, allowing for partial annexation of parcels, which may increase
development potential. Additionally, many parcels within the proposed UGB currently lack A4-4
additional development potential under GP2020 land use policies. As proposed, future
annexations under the proposed UGB have potential to create increased development that is
inconsistent with GP 2020 land use policies. The EIR should analyze the impacts of any
additionatl development potential created by the proposed UGB, identify measures to mitigate
these impacts, and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.

Page 1of 3
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To help mitigate growth inducing impacts associated with the proposed UGB, we recommend the
City consider an alternative UGB that excludes agricultural lands as much as possible and follows
the boundaries of unincorporated parcels nearest to the current City limits.

Agriculture
Impact 4.2.3 in the DEIR states:

“There are a few properties in the Study Area that are under a Williamson Act contract. Most
of these properties are located in the northern portion of the Study Area and southeast of the
existing Cloverdale city limits. Many of these properties have been designated for
development under the proposed Land Use Diagram.”

The DEIR needs to discuss this impact in greater detail by inciuding the number and type of
Williamson Act contracts affected, existing agricultural uses, and the potential to displace or
impact agricultural operations. An analysis of consistency with County and LAFCQ policies
regarding annexation of lands under Williamson Act contracts need to be provided.

Cumulative important Farmland Conversion Impact 4.2.4 assumes the Conservation Feature
designation will adequately protect farmlands from conversion to non-farming uses. This
assumption appears inadequate in that it does not consider the effect of extending public facilities
through farmlands in order io serve the Industrial and Asti Exception Areas. The EIR should
describe the details of how pubic facilities will be extended through farmlands to these areas, and
identify both potential impacts to farmlands, and growth inducing impacts associated with
extension of services.

To help mitigate this impact, we suggest adding policy language to the General Plan allowing
extension of water and sewer services only when necessary to resolve a public health hazard
resulting from existing development, or where necessary to allow an affordable housing project
providing at least 20% of the units for lower income housing on properties adjoining urban service
boundaries. Such policies should be consistent with similar limitations in GP2020.

Finally, the EIR needs to consider if development in the Industrial and Asti Exception Areas is
compatible with the surrounding agricultural uses. In order to prevent conflicts between
agriculture and urban uses, the City's proposed policy LU-3.3 should incorporate buffers and
landowner agreements consistent with the County's Right to Farm Ordinance referenced by
GP2020 Policy AR-4d.

Transporiation

Sonoma County General Plan Policies CT-1m through CT-1p recognize the need for
development of regional agreements to ensure that local development pays its fair share toward
mitigating regional traffic impacts. The cities of Petaluma and Rohnert Park have developed
similar policies supporting development of a regional “fair share” traffic mitigation fee, and
identifying the Sonama County Transportation Authority as the agency with the overall
responsibility for regional circulation and transit coordination between the City and County. We
recommend adding the following implementations to Policy CE 1-1 in order to support regional
sharing of traffic impact fees:

+ Designate SCTA as the agency with the overall responsibility for regional circulation and
transit coordination between the City and County.

»  Work with the County and SCTA to develop and adopt regional/ subregional fees and/or

allocate a fair share contribution to accommodate transportation demand created by new
development.

Page 2 of 3
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your General Plan update and DEIR. We look
forward to supporting the City in it's development of the new General Plan. [If you have any
questions about this letter or County policies, please feel free to call me at 565-8340.

Sincerely,
Gary Helfrich
Planner Il
Copies: Paul Kelly 4™ District Supervisor
Pete Parkinson PRMD
Jennifer Barrett PRMD
Richard Bottarini LAFCO
Page3of 3
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

\-\(‘, North Coast Region

Elob Anderson, Chairman

; www. waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast Arnold
Linda $. Adams 5550 Skylane: Boulevard, Suite A, Saata Resa, California 95403

Secretary for Phone: (877) 721-9203 {toll free) - Offies: (707) 576-2220 * FAX: (707) 523-0135 Schwarzenegger
Environmental Protection @77) { ) (7o ¥on Govemor

December 8, 2008

Mr. Bruce: Kibby

Community Development Department
126 North Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 85425-0217

Dear Mr. Kibby:

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City
of Cloverdale General Plan Update, Sonoma County
SCH No. 2007082143

File: - City of Cloverdale

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the DEIR for the
Cloverdale General Plan Update. We appreciate the chance to respond and express
concerns early in the environmental review process relating to our statutory
responsikility. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water
Board) is a responsible agency for this project, as defined by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) having jurisdiction over the quality of ground and
surface waters (including wetlands) and the protection of the beneficial uses of such
waters. The DEIR identifies potentially significant environmental impacts of City
development until the year 2025. The document identifies key policies intended to
guide development practices and to mitigate for their potential impacts on the
environmiznt.

We have reviewed the DEIR prepared for the Cloverdale General Plan Update and offer
the following comments and recommendations in our role as a trustee and responsibie
agency under CEQA:

General Comments

While there are a number of very positive policies and mitigation measures in the
General Flan Update, we are concerned that development related impacts in the
Cloverdale area will result in significant degradation to surface and ground water quality.
Specifically, impacts related to lass of riparian habitats and wetlands, storm water
pollution and hydromodification have been identified without clear, specific mitigation’
measures to avoid or minimize these impacts. Although the Regional Water Board has

A5-1

California Enviranmental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper
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parmitting authority over individual storm water and waste water discharges and
therefore has regulatory tools to implement water quality mitigation, we would prefer
that the City use its General Plan process to incorporate its own reasonable, specific
mitigation measures for identified environmental impacts (as well as implementing
public education and outreach regarding responsible water use, conservation,
reclamation, re-use, sustainability, watershed planning and waste discharges). By
implementing reasonable envircnmental controls at the local level, the permitting
process can be streamlined for the general public. In addition, by taking steps to reduce
development impacts on water quality, the City may avoid or delay the need to retrofit
existing facilities and development with control measures necessary to correct water
quality impairment. A5-1

The DEIF, includes too few clear, enforceable mitigation measures. It is ineffective for a continued
General Plan Update to issue broad and unenforceable policy statements as mitigation
measures (for example the use of terms such as “encourage” and “support” are not
enforceable mitigation measures). Some of the General Plan Update's policies and
implemertation measures intended to mitigate impacts to aguatic and riparian habitat
and water quality are inadequate mitigations pursuant to CEQA §15370, and many are
unenforceable. According to CEQA §15370, mitigation includes;

(@) Awvoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of
an action,

{(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and
its implementation;

(¢) Fectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the
irnpacted environment;

(d) Feducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the acticn; and

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute’
resources or environments.

We strongly recommend that clear and enforceable mitigation measures be
developed and fully implemented to ensure that General Plan policies are met.
Implementation of these measures should also be enforced, mandating the -
minimization of direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed General
Plan Update.

Surface Water

The General Plan represents a picture of what the City will look like in 2025 based on
the Plan’s goals and policies. The proposed General Plan Update anticipates
development of an additional 607 acres over this time. [t is unclear whether this includes A5-2
development within the city limits and it is also unclear where the proposed annexations
will occur 2y the year 2026, The Maps included in the DEIR are largely illegible and
unclear, The DEIR does not include a detailed map showing the locations of surface
water features potentially impacted by the General Plan Update. Moreover, the DEIR
anly considers three creeks to be significant and does not define why others are not

California Environmental Protection Agency
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significart. All surface water features (including drainages and wetlands) are
jurisdictional waters of the State.

The Russian Riveris listed on the Regional Water Board’s 303(d) last as impaired due
to excess sediment and elevated temperature. The proposed General Plan Update
would allow for an increase in urban development, which would generate increased
storm watler runoff containing various types of pollutants, leading to hydromodification,
habitat degradation, and increased discharge of poliutants to recelving waters. Urban
development includes more construction activities, which have the potential to
discharge sediment and other waste to receiving waters. The preparation of the
General Plan Update presents the City with an opportunity to manage, protect, and
enhance beneficial uses and water quality in the future and we recommend developing
more specific, enforceable implementation measures in order to do so.  As stated in the
DEIR, riparian buffer zones serve critical functions for aquatic species, wildlife and
humans, Regional Water Board staff requests maximizing riparian setbacks for
roadways, structures, intensive landscaping and agriculture, and developed park areas,
Setbacks provide benefits for flood control, water quality enhancement, erosion
protectior, wildlife habitat and passage, aquatic habitat, aesthetics, and public
recreation. Healthy riparian zones are valuable for mitigating impacts from urbanization
and may help to avoid future regulatory measures. Adequate riparian setbacks are
essential in helping to maintain water quality and to create wildlife habitat and carridors.
Setbacks for all surface waters should be included in specific ordinances and should
apply to all surface water features. We strongly recommend expanding the
development buffers along all flcod-prone creeks and the Russian River.

A5-3

Creek maintenance for flood cortrol should recognize the need to keep a sufficient
shade canopy over the cresk. Bioengineering techniques using plants and natural
materials should be used in all bank stabilization projects. Shaded creek flows are A5-4
tooler and can make a significant difference in terms of the health and diversity of
aquatic life. Rehabilitation and continual surveillance of waterways will enhance
beneficial uses and help meet the City's natural resource objectives. Encouraging
cooperation with restoration efforts by other agencies and non-profits is an inadequate
approach to meeting the objectives set forth in the General Plan.

The final EEIR should include specific protection measures for sensitive areas (including
wetlands) and especially those habitats harboring special status species. The Regional
Water Board suggests a GIS database for mapping these areas for the public and A5-5
agencies. We are aware of an existing database that could be used for this purpose
and would be happy to work with City staff in this effort. We strongly recommend the
Final EIR nclude specific policies and implementation measures aimed at enhancing
surface water features rather than just mitigating the adverse impacts. This should
include specific restoration and public outreach programs to enhance the natural water
systems within the sphere of influence.

Another source of erosion is ground disturbance on construction sites that have not
hesn properly protected from winter rains. Accelerated erosion results in high turbidity
levels and water quality degradation which is harmful to human ‘and aquatic life. The

California Environmental Protection Agency
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City shoulld adapt an Urban Growth Boundary (avoiding growth to the west), a Hillside
Ordinance and a Grading Ordinance as early as possible relating to all new A5-6
development and retrofits. A grading ordinance will help to reduce excess sediment
discharges to streams and rivers in the area. Erosion and sedimentation gontrol
standards should apply to logging and all projects requiring grading, excavation,
vegetation removal, diversions, pumps, gravity flow systems, and roads (including small
private domestic uses or projects),

We strongly encourage City staif to develop watershed-specific priorities and work
plans, use all existing authorities and tools to address sediment discharges, conduct
public outreach, enhance non-regulatory actions, develop a guidance document on
sediment waste discharge control, develap a monitoring strategy and work with local
governments to develop sediment prevention, reduction, and control strategies, such as
grading ordinances and road management policies. There are plenty of resources
available to minimize impacts of urbanization, yet implementation and monitoring are
lacking in society and in this document. Addressing problems of water quality
degradation now can prevent further impacts and reduce future costs.

Impacts to wetlands and waters of the State

Waters of the State include ali waters of the United States and any waters deemed non-
jurisdictional as waters of the U.S. Additionally, the loss of wetland areas, either natural
or constructed as mitigation areas, and their beneficial uses which may be impacted by
developrent activities must be fully permitted and mitigated. These impacts should first
be adequately evaluated to see if any can be avoided or minimized. All efforts to first
avoid and second to minimize impacts to waters of the State must be fully exhausted
prior to deciding to mitigate for their loss. If, after careful and adequate evaluation, the A5-7
project's impacts to waters of the State are deemed unavoidable, then compensatory in-
kind mitigatian (for acreage, function and value) will be necessary for direct and
cumulativs impacts. For example, seasonal wetland impacts must be mitigated by
seasonal wetland mitigation; linear watercourse impacts must be mitigated by linear
watercourse mitigation.

For unaveidable impacts to waters of the State, submittal of applications for 401 Water '
Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge Requirements (Dredge/Fill) permits from
the Regional Water Board will be necessary. United States Army Corps of Engineers
Clean Water Act Section 404 permits and Depariment of Fish and Game stream
alteration agreements may also be necessary. This information must be included in the
DEIR as & resource for future development,

Storm Water

The quality of storm water runoff is correlated to the extent of impervious surfaces within

a watershed. We encourage disconnection of impervious areas from storm drain

systems and routing to vegetated areas. We strongly support infiltrating treated storm A5-8
water runcdf into the ground as a means of treating it and recharging ground water

supplies. This helps to buffer low summer/fall flows which in turn help to reduce water
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scarcity and creek temperatures. Please see the aftached list of Storm Water and Low
tmpagct Development (LID) resources we have included for your benefit in proceeding
with the (General Plan Update.

Recent studies have confirmed that increased impervious surfaces within a watershed
will lead "o alteration of the natural hydrology expressed as higher winter flows (peak
flows) and lower summer/fall flows (basé flows). Alteration of the natural flow regime A5-8
(hydromodification) can resulf in increased stream temperatures associated with base continued
flows, alizration of the channel morphelegy (e.g. widening or incising of stream channel)
associated with increased peak flows, adverse impacts to native riparian vegetation and
reductior in ground water recharge capabilities. The design and construction of new
devslopment projects using LID can protect natural flow regimes and reduce the
impacts of hydromodification and thus help prevent adverse impacts to stream and
wefland systems.

All newly installed impervious surfaces (runway, roads, roofs, sidewalk, etc.) must
incorporate post-construction storm water best management practices (BMPs) to
remove ény contaminants and to attenuate peak flows, before discharge to waters of
the State. We sfrongly encourage the use of LID techniques to address potential storm
water impacts as close to the source as possible. Dry detention basins (particularly
those with limited detention times) are not effective for pollutant removal. We suggest
that the City develop & mandatory program to implement LID for new developments and
retrofit projects. Permeable pavements can have significant benefits as long as
subdrains are not needed. By rinimizing urban runoff, LID technigues pramote heatthy
aquatic systems and can reduce flood and drainage control costs over time.

Wastewater

Regional Water Board staff strongly recommends implementing a water recycling
pragram for new development. The development of the Alexander Valley hotel and golf
course presents the city with a significant opportunity to use reclaimed water on
proposed landscaplng while supporting the importance of water conservation in the
present and in the future,

A5-9
Policy LU 6-3 reads:

“Discourzge development beyond areas with planned expansions of sewer, water,
and road systems. Develop a growth phasing plan that addresses location and timing
of development and infrastructure.”

in order to implement this policy, we recommend the City adopt an Urban Growth
Boundary as soon as possible. This would alse achieve the objectives of the General
Plan in establishing a long-term vision for the future over the next ten to twenty years.
Planned growth should be limited to the established 200-units per year and should also
be limitec to areas with existing or planned city sewer capabilities.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper
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Section 4.4, Page 4.4-2 should incl

WATER QUALTITY CONTRO PAGE  ©7

-5- December 8, 2008

ude information in the Conese List maintained by Cal

EPA and include sites of the Regional Water Boards.

It should be noted that the former Masonite Wood Treatment Facility is inaccurately
mapped on DTSC's EnviroStor. The former Masonite Wood Treatment Facility is

located on the Tyris property on As

ti Road and Santana Lane. The former Masonite

Wood Treatment Facility is part of the proposed golf course development. An

investigarion for wood treatment ch
ongoing.

emicals in shallow and bedrock groundwater is-

Page 4.4-4 under the heading Underground Storage Tanks incorrectly states that the

North Coast Regional Water Board

, with oversight from Sonoma County, administers

the underground storage tank program. It should read: “Sonoma County, with
oversight from the North Coast Regional Water Board, administers a cleanup program

to address discharges from underg

round storage tank (UST) systems.”

A5-1C

The General Plan should include mitigation measures to require soil and/or groundwater
management plans for closed and astive cleanup sites when development and/or utility
lines are aroposed on or in close ploximity to the sites. Development of closed and
active cleanup sites could result in pncountering contaminated soil and/or groundwater.
This includes trenching and installgtion of utility lines near these sites. Mitigation
measures should include requirements for a soil and/or groundwater management plan

10 address the potential for encoun
Board; ard methods for sampling,
construction activities, and proper ¢

Potential Project Permits

ering contamination; reporting to the Regional Water
storage, prevention of contaminant migration during
isposal of contaminated materials.

The follovring summarizes project germits that may be required by our agency

depending upen potential impacls 1
in the final document and in the Ge

0 water quality. This information should be included
neral Plan.

Water Quality Certification (401 Certification): Permit issued for activities
resulting in dredge or fill within waters of the United States (including wetlands). All

projec:s must be evaluated for t

ne presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other

waters of the State. Destruction of or impacts to these waters should be avoided.
Under the Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404, disturbing wetlands requires a
permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and a State 401
water quality certification. To determine whether wetiands may be present an any
proposed canstruction site, please contact Jane Hicks of ACOE at (415) 977-8439,
if wetlands or other waters of the State are present, please contact Mark Nealy at
(707) §76-2689. Alterations or work within or adjacent to streambeds or lakes may
also require a 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California

Depariment of Fish and Game {

CDFG). Removal of riparian vegetation also

California Environmental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper
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requires this permit. We recommend that all applicants contact CDFG for additional
information on these requirements.

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs:
Unde:r authority of the California Water Code; the Regional Water Board may issue
WDRs for any project which discharges or threatens to discharge waste to waters of
the Siate. Projects that impact waters of the State (including any grading activities
within stream courses or wetlands) require permitting by the Regional Water Board.
The Regional Water Board may also require permits for discharges of post-
construction storm water runoff and on-site septic systems accepting 1,500 gallons
or more perday. An application may be printed from the State Water Resource
Control Board website at: www.swreb.ca.qov/shforms/.

General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit: Land disturbances on
proposed projects of one acre or more require & general construction storm water
permif. If the land disturbance will be in excess of one acre, the awner of the
propety will need to apply for coverage under this permit prior o the
commencement of activities on-site. This permit requires the preparation and
implernentation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that identifies
BMPs to minimize pollutant cischarges from the construction site. The permit also
requires inspections of construction sites beforg and after storm events, and every
24 hours during extended storm events. The purpose of the inspections is o identify
maintenance requirements for the BMPs and to determine the effectiveness of the
implernented BMPs. Owners may call our office to receive a permit package or
download it off the Internet at www.waterboards ca. gov.

General Permit for Winery 'Wastewater: The Regional Water Board implements a
General Permit for Discharges of Winery Waste to Land, Order No. R1-2002-0012.
Permit coverage is needed for discharges of winery process wastewater and
discharges of grape pomace to land. Applicants should contact Rhonda Raymond
at (707) 576-2708 to determine whether coverage under this general permit is
appropriate for any winery project.

The preparation of the General Plan Update presents the City with an opportunity to
manage, protect, and enhance beneficial uses and water quality in the future. Although
we appreciate the City's efforts in addressing water quality issues in the stated policies,
we would like to see more detailed mitigation proposals. The DEIR does not specify
how these: policies are being implemented or enforced. We also expect to see detailed
public edL cation and outreach programs and or policies, and at a minimum, a process
to provide future development applicants infarmation on our permitting authority.

California Environmaental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (707) 576-2065 or by
email at [short@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

TR WO

John Short .
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer

120808_AJT_Cloverdale_GP_DEIR.doc

Enclosures: LID and Storm Water Resources

ce: Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearing House, P.O. Box 3044,
Sacramento, CA 95812 RE: SCH No, 2007082143

California Environmental Protection Agency

Resysled Paper
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December 17, 2008

Planning Commission
City of Cloverdale

Commissioners:

The Committee for Urban Growth Boundary is contacting you in anticipation of your review of the draft
Cloverdale General Plan. The Committee has been tracking this process for the last 3-plus years, since the
Citizens’ Advisory Committee made its recommendation. We look forward to seeing the General Plan
adopted, but think it would be a shame for it to be adopted in an incomplete form, Iackmg the Urban
Growth Boundary for which the community has shown so much support.

We enjoyed meeting with each of you recently and would like to reiterate the following recommendations
for the process of UGB adoption:

e UGB language should be adopted into the General Plan with language specifying allowed
and disallowed uses outside the line. 01-1
e The General Plan should include a map of the intended UGB line.
e Adoption of additional policy language is necessary to creaie conformity within the
e Gerniéral Plan,
e Adoption of procedure for protection of hillside lands above 20% slope.

We would like to emphasize that the city’s current plan to adopt the UGB by ordinance upon
final adoption of the General Plan is not acceptable and will not give the UGB the legal sirength 01-2
that has been the intent of its adoption throughout the General Plan update process. Relying on
an ordinance would be a failure to achieve the goals of a UGB, i.e., voter control of a legally
certain line, defining where development will and will not occur.

We wish to thank you for your support and efforts to provide a legally meaningful Urban Growth
Boundary for the City of Cloverdale.

Sincerely,

-
.
. v
[ / < R

b LY . 5o .
LAl rf::,yvz.eé et Al 0(;, V212 M¢~u;,22 Iy

Co-Chairs- Citizens for a UGB

Cc: Bruce Kibbe
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Greenbelt Alliance
December 9, 2008

Bruce Kibby

Community Development Director
City of Cloverdae

P.O. Box 217

Cloverdae, CA 95425

Re: Draft General Plan Environmental Impact Report

Mr. Kibby:

We have reviewed the proposed General Plan and the draft General Plan Environment
Impact Report (DEIR) and have several comments. First, we recognize that the City has
spent agreat deal of time and effort on preparing and distributing awell thought-out draft
of the General Plan and DEIR. In order that these documents be compl ete to the greatest
extent possible, we offer the following questions and recommendations around the
DEIR’s analysis. As a self-mitigating General Plan, mitigations must be adopted as
policiesinto the General Plan to be valid. As such, we suggest policiesto be adopted in
the General Plan by way of suggesting acceptable mitigations for impacts identified in
the General Plan.

Urban Growth Boundary

While the General Plan calls for the adoption of an urban growth boundary, the DEIR’s
analysis does not include an analysis of the impacts or mitigating benefits of adopting the
urban growth boundary. We find it problematic that the DEIR’s analysis relies on a
potential line, yet the General Plan does not actually identify the urban growth boundary,
nor allowed usesinside and outside the line. Nor does the General Plan and DEIR
identify the urban growth boundary as a Planning Areain Table 3.0-2

We are also concerned that the City’s proposed method of adoption of the urban growth
boundary fails to mitigate possible inconsistencies with the General Plan that may occur
through adoption of an ordinance. Under California State planning regulation, the
Genera Plan isthe top-tier planning document. Land use policies adopted into the
Genera Plan supersede all other ordinances, which are subservient to them. Based on
severa court cases, and based on principles of General Plan consistency outlined in the
Government Code (Gov. Code 65300 et seq.), we conclude that an ordinance adopted by
voters must be included into the General Plan in order to ensure consistency. While this
may be possible, we suggest that the City adopt the urban growth boundary language
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directly into the General Plan during this processin order to avoid potential consistency
conflictsin the future.

Furthermore, a UGB adopted by ordinance alone, even if it is “locked in” under voter
control, could be rendered ineffective through passage of a General Plan amendment in
the future. Thus, the General Plan and DEIR may not rely on the existence of the urban
growth boundary as a mitigation for impacts on farmlands and natural areas inside the
Sphere of Influence but outside the proposed urban growth boundary. The only way to
use the urban growth boundary as a mitigation is to adopt language into the General Plan
that spells out allowed uses inside and outside the line, and that includes the line on the
Land Use Map. Will the urban growth boundary be adopted into the General Plan with
language specifying allowed and disallowed uses outside the line?

In order for the UGB to carry weight in the General Plan, and to maintain General Plan
consistency, a map must be included in the General Plan that shows where the intended
UGB linelies. This map may use a hillside dope descriptor for the western edge of the
UGB, but must show visually in an understandable format where the line will lie. To be
an effective UGB, the UGB policies and the General Plan's UGB map should then be
referred to the voters after the General Plan is adopted. Will the General Plan include a
map of the intended UGB line?

Conservation Areas

We were confused by the dramatic increase in conservation feature lands included within
the General Plan study area, as seen in Table 3.0-7. We are concerned that the DEIR
lacks analysis of the impacts of adding these “conservation” areas to the sphere of
influence for an urban area. Nor do General Plan policies adequately control for potential
development that might occur in these areas in the future once they are added to the
Sphere of Influence. An adequate mitigation might be adoption of the urban growth
boundary into the General Plan language. How does the General Plan mitigate the
development potential created on “conservation areas” through their addition to the
Sphere of Influence, development of industrial and commercial uses nearby, and the
extension of urban services through these “conservation areas’?

Agricultural Land

As stated by the DEIR in Section 4.2, Table 4.2-5, Sonoma County experienced a 4%
loss of Important Farmland from 1994-2004. Including grazing lands, the total loss of
agricultural landsin that period was 28,641 acres. We are concerned that the Genera
Plan alows for the future conversion of agricultural lands to urban and developed uses.
The DEIR does not adequately address the potential conversion of agricultural lands, due
to their addition to the Sphere of Influence to the north and south of town. Conversion of
Important Farmland islisted as a potentially cumulatively consider able impact.
However, the DEIR fails to thoroughly analyze the impacts adding farmland to the urban
service area.
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We do not find adequate policiesin the General Plan to protect these lands from future
development. We would recommend as a potential mitigation the adoption of stronger
policies that would ensure that agricultural lands are protected from devel opment
pressures. This could be through the adoption of a policy that would keep pipes for urban
services that are extended through agricultura lands to developments, both within the
City Limits and within designated Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Areas, to the
minimum size necessary to serve urban development. This may look similar to the
Sonoma LAFCO policy A(3) for Agricultural Lands, which considers whether public
facilities are sized and situated in a manner that would facilitate the conversion of
adjacent or nearby agricultural lands at a future time. However, even this policy may not
be an adequate mitigation. Therefore, we recommend that the City adopt as a mitigation a
revised Sphere of Influence that would exclude the Asti area and adjacent vineyards from
the proposed Sphere of Influence. We also recommend that the City adopt the following
policy language into the General Plan:

Policy LU 6-3

Plan expansions of sewer, water, and road systems to support development within the Urban
Growth Boundary. Any expansion of sewer or water service to the UGB Exception Areas shall be
provided with pipes sized at the minimum diameter necessary to serve the Exception Areas at
buildout.

Riparian Corridors

With the recent adoption of the Sonoma County General Plan, the County adopted
setbacks for development from riparian corridors, such as the Russian River, creeks,
streams, and wetlands. In reviewing the Cloverdale General Plan, we did not find policies
that addressed the adoption of a similar setback for the City. We were disappointed to
find that there were three impacts identified to riparian areas and waterwaysin the DEIR
- Impacts 4.9.1, 4.9.2, and 4.10.2. While these impacts are listed as less than significant,
the City Limits and Sphere of Influence are contiguous to the Russian River’s banks.
When allowing development alongside a significant waterway, such as the Russian River,
which is already impaired for water quality on several indicators, it is unlikely that less
than significant impacts would be found. We have concerns that less than thorough
analysis was completed with regards to the possible impacts on water quality in the
Russian River and creeks within the General Plan Study Area. What are the full impacts
of potential development done in the riparian corridors within the General Plan Study
Area? As a possible mitigation, we recommend that the City adopt a riparian setback
standard similar to that of Sonoma County:

Policy OSRC-8b: Establish streamside conservation areas along both sides of
designated Riparian Corridors as follows, measured from the top of the higher
bank on each side of the stream as determined by PRMD:
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(1) Russian River Riparian Corridor: 200'
(2) Flatland Riparian Corridors: 100’
(3) Other Riparian Corridors: 50'*

School Siting

We note that the DEIR Impacts 4.12.3 and 4.12.9c¢ recogni ze that population growth may
put pressure on existing schools, and may require the expansion of existing school
facilities or construction of additional facilities. We are concerned that the policies and
mapping in the General Plan do not adequately allow for these expanded facilitiesto be
located within the urban growth boundary.

Asland available for residential devel opment exceeds that necessary to meet the
population targets laid out in General Plan by 28%, and twice the land necessary is
allocated for commercial and industrial to achieve a 1:1 jobs to housing ratio (source:
Bruce Kibby, presentation to City Council, February 20, 2008), we recommend that the
City mitigate Impact 4.12.3 and 4.12.9c by designating lands within the proposed urban
growth boundary for public facilities for new or expanded school facilities. Why has the
City not designated new lands within the proposed urban growth boundariesin the
General Plan for expanded school facilities?

Furthermore, we recommend the adoption of the following policies to the General Plan as
mitigations:

Goal LU 5

Encourage the Cloverdale Unified School District and other educational institutions to
identify and provide sites and facilities for a full spectrum of educational opportunities
within the City.

Implementation LU 5-1.c. Monitor school needs in south Cloverdale to determine if an
elementary school site will be needed, located within the Urban Growth Boundary and
preferably within walking distance of housing.

Implementation LU 5-1.e. Encourage educational institutions to open or establish
Cloverdale campuses, including college and junior college campuses or satellite
programs, private educational and trade schools at all levels, and in-city offices for
campuses or programs within the Urban Growth Boundary, including co-located resources
meeting a variety of educational needs at shared locations.

Hillside Protection

After reviewing the General Plan and DEIR, we are confused as to how the City will
designate which lands qualify as “above” and “below” Base of Hill. By using aline that
is not yet delineated as a marker for where certain policies begin to be in effect, we are
concerned that adopted mitigation may not be carried through on al of the intended
lands.
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In order to avoid possible impactsto hillside areas, we ask that the City adopt policies
into the General Plan as mitigations that:
e Ensures surveying of the slope for each project that comes through on parcels
near the UGB line.

e Expresses the City’s intention that landowners with a partially developable parcel 02'8
would donate conservation easements to the Open Space District on the lands contir
above 20% slope in exchange for the right to develop on the flat portion of the
parcel.

Will the City adopt policies that ensure that hillside development does not occur as
mitigations to policies 4.8.3, 4.8.4, and 4.8.6?

We thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Daisy Pistey-Lyhne

Sonoma-Marin Field Representative
Greenbelt Alliance
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City of Cloverdale

Community Development Department
124 N. Cloverdale Bivd. Annex
Cloverdale, CA 95425

ATTN: Bruce Kibby
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report - Written Comment
November 3, 2008

According to the proposed General Plan, see page 39, Foothill Bivd. is designated
as arterial. 1 respectfully request that the Planning Commission and Council
reconsider this designation.

Clearly, in spite of its title, and especially from Treadway Notth to Porterfield
Creek, Foothill Bivd. is designed and functions very well as a residential street
tinged on both sides by single family hocmes (some with driveways directly onto it
and/or a significant percentage of children and senior residents), bike lanes,
walking areas, a major park and intersected by bridged creeks.

Please note General Plan *Policy CE 1-3” which has special application to this
situation: "Design streets in residential areas to minimize through traffic, to
encourage internal movement by bicydiing and walking, to provide safer and
qguister neighborhoods, to minimize vehicular confiicts at intersections and fo
ensure that the impact of recreational traffic on lfocal residents is minimized,”

As proposed, the General Plan does not conform to reality risking significant and
irreversible consequences to everyone who uses the street.

Sincerely,

Roz Katz
314 Laurel Court

Cloverdale, CA 95425
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December 8, 2008 L DEC 8 20m

City of Cloverdale [ L

Attn: Bruce Kibby, Director
Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for General Plan Update of May 2007
Dear Mr. Kibby,

In addition to the questions I submitted last September and resubmitted this past November, I
would like to submit one more related question:

The Chief of Cloverdale Fire Department has informed me that if the land west of the ends of
First and Second Streets (the so-called Zanzi and Angeli properties) is developed with
residential properties, the Department will require South Foothill to be extended from its
northern terminus to connect with streets to the north, presumably to include First, and/or
Second, and/or North Foothill. North Foothill connects to School Street, which leads to the High
School, access to Jefferson School and Cloverdale Boulevard. What will be the impact on
circulation if these properties are developed, recognizing that South Foothill north of
Brookside, North Foothill, and School Streets are designed to serve only as residential
streets?

The impact of developing these properties was not addressed in the draft EIR. The EIR needs to
address not only the impact of the development itself, but the impact of the resulting required
connection of South Foothill with streets to the north, creating a major new route between
destinations in the north and south of the City.

Rationale for this question:

o Portions of South Foothill (north of Brookside), North Foothill, and School Streets are
not designed to serve as arterials, though currently so designated. They are designed as
residential streets. I believe that development of properties described above would cause
significantly increased traffic flow on streets not designed to handle it and increasing
through traffic in residential neighborhoods. Such a change would reduce existing safety
levels and increase traffic noise in these neighborhoods.

o I believe that development of described properties, resulting in connection of South and
North Foothill would cause circulation patterns in conflict with General Plan Goal CE 1-
3: “Design street systems in residential areas to minimize through traffic, to encourage
internal movement by bicycling and walking, and to provide safer and quieter
neighborhoods...”

Thank you,

A P
James Wagele

302 Ranch House Rd.
Cloverdaie, CA 95425
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CARLE, MACKIE, POWER & ROSSLLP
ATTORNEYS
100 8 Staner, S 400 T, (707) $2h-200
Savrs Rosa, CA 95401-6376 Fax' (707) F26-47067

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

Date: December 9, 2008 Time: 10:37 AM

To: Bruce Kibby, Community Development Dirvector Tax No: 707/894-1793
City of Cloverdale

¥rom: John G. Mackic, Esq. Pages: 6, ncluding cover

Re: Draft General Plan BIR / Pacific States Industries, Inc.

Client/Matter: 2330.000]
Operator: HSD
Message

Please see attached letter dated December 9, 2008. Thank you.

(] Original will not follow
Original will follow by:

| Regular Mail
[:] Certified Mail, Retum Receipt Requested
] Federal Bxpress

Other -

The information in this facsimile wansmittal is intended only for the use of he addressee and may contain
information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the
intended reclpient, ot the cmployee or agent responsible for delivening this transmittal to the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. It
you have reecived this communication in error, please votify us immediately by telephonc and retwin the original
message to us at the above address via the U.S, Postal service. We will reimburse postage. Thank you.
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ATTORNEYS
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100 D Yraeer, SUtre 400 TevL: (707) 526-4200
SanTA Roga, Canponnia 95401 Tax: (707) 5264707

December 9, 2008

Via Facsimile, U.S. Mail and Electronic Mail

Bruce Kibby, Community Development Director
City of Cloverdale

126 N. Cloverdale Boulevard

Cloverdale, CA. 95425

(Blibby@ei.cloverdale. ca.us)

Re:  Draft General Plap EIR

Dear Mr. Kibby:

This firm represents Redwood Fmpire Sawmills (a division of Pacific States Industries,
Inc., “Pacific States™). On March 14, 2007 Zeke Sechrest, General Manager of Redwood Empire
Sawmills wrole you on behalf of Pacific States. A copy of that letter is enclosed for your
information. It was noted in that fetter (hat Pacific States operates facilities al both the north and
south ends of Cloverdale. A sawmill and log storage yard are located in the arca of McCray
Road (APNs 115-150-69 and 115-150-45) and a remenufacturing plant is located on Asli Road
(APNs 118-010-034 and 118-010-13).

The revised Draft Gencral Plan designates the location of all Pacific States facilities as
General Industry. Tn our view, it is important for the City of Cloverdale to protect these facilities
because of their economic vajue to the City of Cloverdale and the surounding area. The City
should review the current use pennits issued by the County for the Pacific States [acilities in
order to more fully understand the intensity of use on the property. We acknowledge that the
faciljties are within the County jurisdiction, rather than City of Cloverdale jurisdiction and
therefore any comments on zoning must be directed to the County.

We have the following concerns about the Draft Genera) Plan and the EIR that sets forth
propased mitigation measures regarding the potential euvironmental impacis of the General Plan
policies:

N Policy LU 1-4 encourages the balance ol commercial and industnal land.
Implementation LU 1-4.a. states that there should be a buffer between residential
and industrial uses. As expressed in our March 14, 2007 lelter, we are concerned
about the potential increased residential development adjacent Lo the McCray
Road property and inadequate buffer zones. This could lead lo residents puiting
pressure on the City of Cloverdale and/or the County of Sonoma to remove the
industrial uses. Therefore, we encourage as large and effcctive buffer zones as
possible so as to maintain this industrial use. We also encourage the recording of
notices for surrounding residentially designated properties, of the proxumity of

www.em ]?l"ﬂ w.com “m p tidem p!'l,n’l\f‘ com
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Bruce Kibby, Community Development Director
City of Cloverdale
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Page 2

industrial uses. These could be deed yequirements in the sale of surrounding

properties.

- Implementation LU 1-4.b. recognizes the ndustrial uses to the south of the City,

where we helieve the Pacific States’ Asti Road facility is located. The Draft
General Plan states that under some circumstances, the industrial area could be
moved. Tt is unclear whether this would apply to Pacific States” Asti Road parcel.
Pacific States does not want its facilities to suddenly become non-conforming
because of changes in the land uses outside of its control, although 1t does want
flexibility in permitted uses of its property, for the future.

° Policy LU 3-1 provides for a popular vole on an Urban Growth Boundary. We
understand that the proposed Urban Growth Boundary measure would allow
some industrial uses, including the Asti Road facility, outside the Urban Growlh
Boundary. Because we continue lo be concerned about the compatibility of
indnstrial and non-industrial uses around Pacific States’ facilities, it is the desive
of Pacific States to maintain some fexibility to re-use its land should cument uses
be discouraged either explicitly or implicitly by the City of Cloverdalc or the
County of Sonoma. or become economically unviable. We are pleased to see thal
the current industrial activities of Pacific States at its Asti Road facility will
continue to be recognized as principal land uses. However, we ave concorned
about future scenarios in which the industrial use is either not acceptable to the
community or not economically viable. ln such scenarios, it might be very
difficult ta get voter approval for alternative uses and we consider this an
unreasonable burden. We further understand that it would be the intention to
Jimit infrastructure beyond the Urban Growth Boundary, except as needed for the
industrial activity. Pacific States should not be deprived of access to neccssary
infrastructure, if it is not possible for the land to continue in trdustrial use.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIR for the Dralt General Plan,
Very truly yours,
Tohn G. Mackie

TGM:hsd
Enclosure
ce Toe Burch, Pacific States Industries, Inc,
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Tyris Corporation

December 5, 2008

VIA FACSIMILE; Original by Mail
(707) 894-4673

Mr. Bruce Kibby

Community Development Director
City of Cloverdae

126 North Cloverdale Boulevard
Cloverdale, CA 95425

Re:  City of Cloverdale General Plan Update/Draft Environmental | mpact Report
Dear Mr. Kibby:

As you are aware, Tyris Corporation is the developer of the Alexander Valley Resort
("AVR Project") and has been processing a Specific Plan ("AVR Specific Plan") for the
development with the City of Cloverdale since March of 2002. A Draft EIR for the AVR
Specific Plan was issued in July of 2004, and a new Recirculated Draft EIR is anticipated
to be issued before the end of the year. Tyris offers the following comments on the City
General Plan Update and the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared for
the Update.

General Plan Update (r eferences are to Section numbers)

1.7 - SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (Page 7): We suggest adding as sentence to the
effect that "The City plans additions to its Sphere of Influence in connection with
future projects and related annexations." As you are aware, a part of the AVR
project is not currently in the City’s Sphere of Influence and will need to be added
prior to annexation to the City.

Policy LU 2-4 (Page 25): We suggest that new language be added to the
beginning of this policy to the effect "Unless included in or adjacent to a
commercial area in an approved Specific Plan..." The AVR project includes a
small commercial area. The original AVR Draft EIR included an approximately
13-acre commercia development which was subsequently removed from the
project and the Specific Plan. Future development of the 13-acre parcel as a
commercial development is likely and should not be "discouraged.”
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Implementation LU 3-2.a (Page 26): We wish to comment on the restrictions on
"Base of the Hill." The AVR Project has an isolated hill that is in the middle of
what is otherwise a relatively flat area. We understood that the Base of the Hill
provisions would not apply to the isolated hill on the AVR Project site, rather the
intent was to make the provisions applicable to the base at the beginning of the 14-3
hills surrounding the City.  However, the maps showing the Base of the Hill
areas include the isolated hill on the AVR Project site. We request that
Exhibits/Figures showing the area to be subject to the Base of the Hill provisions
be modified to exclude the AVR isolated hill. The AVR Specific Plan and itsEIR
will contain mitigations for all environmental impacts including Base of the Hill
development.

Implementation LU 6.1.c (Page 32): You may wish to consider changing the first
sentence to read "Promote water conservation and encourage the use of water

Projects leaves out approximately 16 acres of the AVR Project site and should be
corrected to include the entire AVR Project site.

conserving landscaping, and the use of secondary treated water for landscaping 14-4
and other watering needs where appropriate.” The AVR Project plans on using
secondary treated water to water its golf course.

General Plan Update Draft EIR
Section 3.0
Table 3.0-3: You may wish to clarify that the reference to "Resort” in the AVR | |4-5
Project description includes a hotel (i.e. "Resort Hotel").
Figure 3.03: With reference to the AVR Project, this figure showing Pending | 14

Page 3.0-30 - Destination Commercial: While the description accurately states
that there is more than one area so designated, the text only describes the use for
one of the areas. The AVR project is included in Area Il of destination
commercial, which the current General Plan text describes as "The primary uses 14-7
encouraged within Area Il are golf course or commercial recreation facilities,
hotel, motel, convention center recreationa vehicle parks, or campgrounds, and
residential uses in conjunction with recreational amenities.” We believe this
distinction isimportant.
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Section 4.0

Table 4.0-3: You may wish to clarify that the reference to "Resort" in the AVR
Project description includes a hotdl (i.e. "Resort Hotel"). The AVR Project
description should be corrected to provide for "40 attached res, 2.4 acre
commercia" instead of "80 attached res., 2.5 acre commercial."

Figure 4.0-1: With reference to the AVR Project, this figure showing Pending
Projects leaves out approximately 16 acres of the AVR Project site and should be
corrected to include the entire AVR Project site.

Section 4.2

Figure 4.2-2: This appears to show a part of the AVR project site as Prime
Farmland and a portion as Farmland of Statewide Importance. Attachment "A" to
this letter is an Exhibit provided by the State Department of Conservation
showing all but the most northerly finger of the AVR project site as Farmland of
Local Importance. These distinctions can be meaningful for CEQA purposes and
the discrepancy should be resolved.

Section 4.3

Impact 4.3.1: In the chart on page 4.3-11, Implementation LU 1-2.a should
include the following lead-in language "Unless included in an approved Specific
Plan..." Because the AVR Specific Plan will include al required mitigations, the
limits provided in this measure should not apply.

Section 4.7

Impact 4.7.5 - Implementation PS 7-6.10: This implementation measure should
begin with the words "Unless approved by the Sonoma County Airport Land Use
Commission..."

Section 4.9

Impact 4.9.3 - Implementation 6-1.b: Consider adding "Encourage the use of
secondary treated water for landscaping and rel ated uses where appropriate.”
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Section 4.12

Impact 4.12.6 - Policies PR 1-4 and 1-5: These policies reference Exhibit 5.1 as
showing open space and trails. Exhibit 5.1 shows an open space area in the
middle of the residentia portion of the proposed AVR Project and does not show
the open space areas included in the proposed AVR project. The Exhibit should
be conformed to the AVR Project.

Please feel free to contact meif there are any questions or clarifications needed related to
the above comment.

Sincerely,

Robert H. Sexton
Enclosure

Copy: Ms. NinaRegor, City Manager
Members of the City Council
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Planning Commission Minutes — November 5, 2008
Individual Comments from Citizens

Assessment: A DEIR has been prepared. The 45-day public review and comment period
for the DEIR began on October 24, 2008 and ends on December 9, 2008.
Interested persons are invited to review and comment on the DEIR. Wiitten
comments on the DETR must be submitted to the City of Cloverdale
Community Development Department no later than 5:00 p.m. on December
9, 2008.

Director Kibby presented the staff report and a PowetPoint presentation (attached as Bxhibit 1). He
explained that any comment received at this meeting would be included in the minutes and would be
addressed by the consultant. The public can also submit comments in writing.

Chait Jotdan opened the discussion to the public. The following represents issues presented by the public
that may or may not be considered topic discussion.

Testimony by John Doble, Cloverdale:
o The Utban Growth Boundary and General Plan should use the propetty lines for delineation,

otherwise the lines divide lots. He questioned what would happen if there were a remainder Iot in 15-1
the UGB, split by the line, with a portion outside the UGB. In response, Ditector Kibby noted that

type of situation would have to be considered within the UGB Otdinance itself.

¢ The Sphere of Influence line should be used as the Utban Growth Boundary line otherwise control
is lost by the City.

Testimony by Diane Battleson, Cloverdale:
She would like to see more specific language about the Usban Growth Boundary within the General
Plan that includes a certainty the that Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) will occut.

° She would like to be assuted that the City is protected by residential sprawl duting the petiod of 16-1
time between the General Plan adoption and adoption of a UGB.
o She sought a guarantee that the UGB could not be amended once adopted by any means. In

response, Chair Jordan explained that until the voters pass a measure it can be amended by Council;
howevet, the City has heard overwhelming input on the UGB from the community and it has been
included in the General Plan.

Ditector Kibby explained that the Council has adopted a resolution approving an Utban Growth Boundary
Line. This UGB has been included in the General Plan. The General Plan (GP), by state law, is the
constitution for utban development unless amended.

Testimony by Dick Schwartz, Cloverdale:
® The City should be pre-zoning properties within the GP Sphere of Influence and UBG boundaries

so that it is agreeable with property ownets and in doing so consider the affects on properties by the 17-1
zoning designations.

¢ Consider the City’s ability to provide infrastructure (water and sewer) to the aseas.

Testimony by Melanic Bagby, Cloverdale:
e She was glad to see the UGB as part of the DEIR. She would encourage the Ordinance process go

forth for apptroval of a UGB.
e She noted the importance of concentrating growth, and protecting water supplies. 18-1

Page 3 of 13
Minutes - Planning Commission Meeting of November 5, 2008
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Testimony by Russ Peihl:

He questioned how the UGB could be included within the General Plan and how it was then represented 19
within the DEIR. Director Kibby and Chair Jordan explained that the City has adopted the UGB by

resolution. The first time the UGB will be a policy is with the adoption of the GP. Then the Council can

adopt it by Ordinance and/or it can go to the voters as a measure at the time of an election.

19-1
Chait Jotdan explained that the comment petiod is open until December 9, 2008. Comments can be
teceived by the City until that time.

C. Other Business
c1
Community Development Directot’s report by Director Kibby:

There will be 2 Housing Element Public Work Session November 20%. The meeting will be staffed by
Housing Staff and is not a Planning Commission meeting.

Chair Jordan adjourned the Planning Commission Meeting at 8:10 p.m. to the next meeting, Wednesday,

December 3, 2008 at 6:30 p.m., Cloverdale Senior Center, 311 N. Main Street, Clovetdale, CA

These minutes were introduced and adopted by the Planning Comunission at their regular meeting
December 3, 2008 by voice vote: 5-ayes, 0-noes.

AB roved: Attested: LQL/
< M) Lon Quoidl
/ﬁ{obert Jor’éjn, Chair ]ﬂl‘baribaldi, Sectetary
Pagedof I3

Minutes - Planning Cammission Meeting of Noverber 5, 2008




CITY OF CLOVERDALE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Final Environmenta | mpact Report — January 2009
State Clearinghouse No. 2007082143

85



CHAPTER 3
Response to Commentson the Draft EIR

Introduction - Individual responses to each of the comment letters identified in Chapter
2 “Comments on the Draft EIR” are included in this chapter. Neither the comments on
the Draft EIR nor the City’s responses thereto raise any “significant new information”
within the meaning of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5 so asto require reirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the City of
Cloverdae, asthe CEQA Lead Agency, has directed that a Final EIR be prepared.
Comments that do not directly relate to the analysisin this document (i.e., that are outside
the scope of this document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments are
addressed in this chapter so that the City of Cloverdae Planning Commission and City
Council will know the opinions of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that
provided comments.

In some cases, multiple comments were received with respect to several planning and/or
environmental issuesraised in the Draft EIR. In order to provide the commenter with a
complete picture regarding his or her concern, the City prepared a master response to al
comments regarding a given subject. These master responses provide some background
regarding the issue, identify how the issue was addressed in the Draft EIR, and provide
additional explanation regarding the issue as needed. In some cases, these responses
have been prepared to address specific land use or planning concerns related to the
Project but unrelated to the EIR or environmental issues associated with the Project.
Comments which present opinions about the project unrelated to environmental issues or
which raiseissues not directly related either to the substance of the EIR, the General Plan
Update, or to environmental issues are noted without a detailed response.

Response to Comments

The following responses correspond to the numbers for each comment presented in
Chapter 2 “Comments on the Draft EIR”. This section begins with the master responses
that have been prepared to address multiple comments related to a single given subject.

86



Master Response #1: Comments Related to the General Plan Update Document
During the public review period for the draft EIR, several respondents provided a variety
of comments related to planning concepts and updates (i.e., Urban Growth Boundary,
etc.) proposed in the City’s Updated General Plan. This master response has been
developed to address various comments related to the General Plan Update policy
document.

The primary objective of thisfinal EIR isto respond to comments received during the
public review period that address concerns specific to environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project or the adequacy or completeness of the draft EIR analysis. Not
surprisingly, given the broad nature and multiple functions of a General Plan, not all
comments received in response to the draft EIR were environmental in character. CEQA
does not require aformal response to such comments, even though they may well address
legitimate concerns of public policy (e.g., economic, fiscal, or social issues). Some
comments merely express approval or disapproval of the Proposed Project or particular
policies. Some comments criticize the Proposed Project from a policy standpoint, or
characterize it in negative terms, but do not argue that the draft EIR isin any way
deficient. Still other comments offer suggested changes to proposed new policy
language. All such comments are part of the administrative record for the General Plan
process, and all will be forwarded, as part of thisfinal EIR, to City decision-makers for
their careful consideration, as, in weighing the various benefits and detriments associated
with the Preferred Alternative and the other alternatives, these decision-makers have to
bal ance economic, social, fiscal, and other concerns against the environmental impacts of
the various options.

Master Response #2: Programmatic Nature of the EIR

Several comments received regarding the draft EIR provided requests to have additional
impact analysis provided regarding specific devel opments that may occur through
implementation of the proposed Cloverdale General Plan Update. This master response
has been devel oped to address various comments.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(a), alocal agency may prepare a
program-level EIR to address a series of actions that can be characterized as one large
project and are related geographically, aslogical parts of a chain of contemplated events,
through rules, regulations, or plans that govern the conduct of a continuing program, or as
individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in
similar ways. ThisEIR was prepared as a Program EIR. AsaProgram EIR, this
document serves as afirst-tier document that assesses and documents the broad
environmenta impacts of a program with the understanding that a more detailed site-
specific environmental review may be required to assess future projects implemented
under the program. Asindividual projects with specific site plans and facilities are
planned, the City will evaluate each project to determine the extent to which thisEIR
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coversthe potential impacts of the project and to what extent additiona environmental
analysis may be required for each specific future project. (See Public Resources Code

It is also important to note that the City’s draft General Plan Update, Policy LU 1-2, calls
for the establishment of a growth management program based upon a maximum
anticipated City population of 12,000 residents within 4700 housing units through the
buildout horizon of the General Plan Update. Thisisareduction in the total population
which would have been allowed under continuation of the existing General Plan.

Master Response#3 Agricultural Land

Several comments from agencies and organi zations focused upon the potential
conversion of agricultural lands within the project area over the planning horizon of the
Genera Plan. This Master Response has been devel oped to address these comments.
Implementation of the proposed project would affect 484.4 acres of Farmland in the
Study Area. Table 4-2-6 in the DEIR identifies 484.4 acres of significant farmland
(Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance asidentified
in the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program [FMMP]) within the General Plan Study Area. Based on EIR comment 14-10
and public hearing comments on February 4, 2009, two parcelsin the Study Area are not
significant farmland (16.8 acresin Alexander Valley Resort and 16.1 acres in the McCray
Road area to be removed from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program per
Department of Conservation Staff); therefore, the revised acreage of significant farmland
within the Study Areais 451.5 acres. There are 29 acres of significant agricultural land
within the proposed Urban Growth Boundary (northeast of the existing City limits and
Highway 101) which are designated as Conservation Features. That land also has
Williamson Act designation. That 29 acre property iswithin the Urban Growth
Boundary, and the General Plan could be amended to change potential use, following the
normal General Plan policies, including environmental review. With the exception of the
29 acre site, the remaining areas of significant farmland will be designated as
Conservation features and are outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. As such, they
cannot be developed and will be preserved under an agricultural designation after
annexation to the City. Conservation Features land outside the UGB cannot be changed
to non-agricultural uses.

The following proposed General Plan Policies and Implementation Measures provide
mitigation of thisitem:

General Plan Policy

Implementation Measure

Policy LU 3-1. Develop an Urban Growth
Boundary that allows urban development within
the boundaries and does not allow urban
development outside the boundaries except in
two existing developed areas (Industrial and
Asti  Exception Areas). Urban development
should be within the General Plan Study Area

Implementation LU 3-1.a. Prepare an Urban
Growth Boundary to be passed by the voters
substantially as shown in Exhibit 2.5.

Implementation LU 3-1.b. Land outside the
Urban Growth Boundary shall be retained as
Conservation Features, except for the Industrial
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General Plan Policy

Implementation Measure

and below the “Base of Hill"” as defined in Exhibit
2.2., except for the area to the south of
Sandholm Lane extended and north of Bluxom
Creek, where development may be allowed
above the base of hill but behind the hill if the
primary access road visible to the City is below
the base of hill, and houses, night lighting, street
lighting, and roadways above the base of hill
are not visible from the balance of the City.

and Asti Exception Areas.

Implementation LU 3-1.c. The City shall develop
a list of exception uses allowed outside the
Urban Growth Boundary, including industrial
uses in the Industrial Exception Area, Destinatfion
Commercial Uses in the Asti Exception areq,
and conservation uses in all other areas outside
the Urban Growth Boundary. The conservation
uses shall allow relocation of the Citrus Fair as an
exception.

Policy LU 3-3 Maintain the compact form and
natural setting of Cloverdale by protecting
hillsides, protecting land outside the Urban
Growth Boundary from urban development,
and protecting Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide
Importance from urban development, with
conditions that allow for economic and rational
infill growth.

Implementation LU 3-3.a. Land outside the
Urban Growth Boundary shall be retained as
Conservation Features, except for the Industrial
and Asti Exception Areas, which have no
farmland of statewide significance. Land
shown as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
and Farmland of Statewide Importance shall be
retained as Conservation Features, except that
specific parcels identified in Exhibit 2.6 may be
changed to urban uses if equivalent lands are
place in a land trust within Sonoma county for
permanent and equivalent agricultural use.

Implementation LU 3-3b. The City, in
coordination  with  Sonoma County, shall

consider implementing a requirement that
future development projects adjacent to
designated agricultural  lands under the

Conservation Features designation will maintain
a buffer between the proposed development
and agricultural operations. The width of the
buffer, the allowable land use activities, and a
mechanism for maintenance of the buffer shall
be part of any implementing action of the
requirement.

Policy CDO 1-1. Urban development in the City will
be on the valley floor, defined generally as the land
below the Base of Hill. Development will be framed
by and contained within agricultural lands to the north
and south, the Russian River to the east, and below
the Base of Hill (defined as the location where the
valley floor transitions to a 20% slope or greater using
5 foot slope contours or less) on hillside areas).

Implementation CDO 1-1.a. Use Policy CDO-1 as
basis for project review in the City.

Implementation CDO 1-1.b. Adopt an Urban Growth
Boundary (see Policy LU 3-1 above).

Policy CDO 1-2. “Conservation Features” areas to the
north and south of the City should be reserved for
agricultural use unless a Specific Plan is prepared and
the General Plan is amended for other uses.
“Conservation Features” areas in hillsides to the west
of the City shall be reserved for protection of forested
hillsides.

Implementation CDO 1-2.a. Require specific plans as
described in Policy CDO 1-2.

Policy CDO 1-5. Encourage the County to retain
surrounding lands in very low density residential,
agricultural, open space, and natural resource uses
that provide contrast to urbanized Cloverdale.

Implementation CDO1-5.a. Use Policy CDO 1-5 as
guidelines for annexation review.
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General Plan Policy Implementation Measure

Promote the creation of a community separator or
open space buffer between Cloverdale and any urban
development around the City.

As described in Master Response #2, the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project is a program
level document that evaluates the effects that growth within the City’s General Plan
Update Study Areamay have on avariety of resources, including agricultural. Because
some amount of growth is anticipated and is unavoidable to a certain extent as described
in the DEIR, thereis an expectation that some amount of agricultural land will be
converted in the future. The City will work to conserve and protect agricultural lands on
aproject by project basis as described in the DEIR and reiterated above. The City will
continue to coordinate and cooperate with Sonoma County with respect to this effort.
The City’s General Plan land use designation of Conservation Featuresis very similar to
the existing County land use designations outside of the City’s jurisdiction.

Certain comments recelved called for additional General Plan policy language which
would address the issue of agricultural land conversion in the future. Those comments
are addressing the City’s policies which may be adopted after the UGB has expired, at
least 20 yearsin the future. That time frame is outside the proposed General Plan time
frame, approximately 20 years, and policies are not proposed beyond the General Plan
time frame.

Master Response #4 Urban Growth Boundary

Comments were received relative to the proposed future adoption of an Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) as described in the City’s General Plan Update. This master response
has been devel oped to address this issue.

For planning purposes, the City selected a study areafor the General Plan Update. The
Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts upon the study area, as well as smaller areas
considered in the “Alternatives” analysis. The study area is larger than the City limits,
the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), the Proposed Sphere of Influence, and the proposed
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The study area does not conform to any other existing
boundary formally adopted by the City or Sonoma County. It isrecognized that the City
does not have direct authority over portions of the study area, however, the study area
does impact and reflect upon the City’s identity and was therefore given planning
consideration. The study area encompasses 7.8 square miles (5000 +- acres) and extends
generally east to the edge of the Russian River and west to the crest of the ridgeline and
south to Asti and the Raines Creek Water District. Highways 101 and 128 are a part of
the study area as well as the City Municipal Airport. The northern boundary extends to
the north Highway 101 interchange and includes the McCray Road area.

The General Plan planning area includes four separate geographical areas. These are:
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City Limits: The lega boundaries of the community, where land use is controlled by
the City. They encompass 2.5 square miles (1,615 acres).

Sphere of Influence: The City Sphere of Influence (SOI) is the area of the City that
has been approved for future annexation by the Sonoma County Loca Agency
Formation Commission. It encompasses 2.3 square miles (1,460 acres) beyond
the City Limits. The Sphere of Influence has remained generally consistent since
the adoption of the first General Plan in 1978, with only one extension approved
since the origina General Plan was adopted in 1978. The Sonoma County
General Plan uses the Sphere of Influence to define the ultimate area to be
annexed to the City.

Proposed Sphere of Influence: The Proposed Sphere of Influence (PSOI) is the area
where the City anticipates extending urban services (e.g. water, sewer, police,
etc.) It encompasses 2.2 sguare miles (1391 acres) beyond the Sphere of
Influence and represents area that the City intends to add to the Sphere of
Influence after Local Agency Formation Commission approval.

e Study Area: The City’s General Plan Update Study Area encompasses 0.8 square
miles (511 acres) outside of the existing and proposed Sphere of Influence and
can be considered the areas under County jurisdiction where the City expresses
land use directions to help the County determine transition policies between the
urban City areas to the agriculture and very low intensity uses under County
jurisdiction.

The DEIR project included a policy calling for the eventual designation and adoption of
an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Based upon several issues identified during the
preparation of the DEIR, the City Council chose to adopt a UGB and include a map
depicting the approximate location of the proposed line. The intent of the City Council
wasto utilize the UGB as part of the General Plan Update policy mitigation program. It
is recognized that the CAC did not define the UGB as a specific study areafor EIR
purposes. The General Plan Update document was modified in September 2008 by the
Cloverdae City Council. The Council choseto identify a UGB and two exception areas
within which the City may review future requests for urban-type uses and/or extension of
City services. The UGB includes the existing City limits and portions, but not al, of the
Existing Sphere of Influence and the Proposed Sphere expansion area. In other words,
the proposed UGB is smaller than the Study Area upon which the General Plan Update
DEIR was based, and therefore potential program level environmental impacts assessed
in the DEIR necessarily include the identified UGB area

The draft General Plan Update document contains an implementation measure calling for
the adoption of a UGB ordinance (within 6 months of the GPU adoption) to be placed on
the ballot for voter approval. A map has been included in the General Plan Update
(Exhibit 2.5) depicting the City-proposed approximate UGB area. The areawas selected
in order to help fit growth into the community’s natural environment and protect
important natural, social and cultura resources. Furthermore, the City has determined
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that the UGB can aid the community to more efficiently and cost effectively to provide a
public and community infrastructure to support future growth and development. The
City has determined its appropriate growth boundary and has studied the impacts of
development within and adjacent to the identified Urban Growth Boundary as part of the
Genera Plan EIR.

Comments were received relative to the City’s proposed Urban Growth Boundary and its
effectiveness as mitigation with respect to agricultural land conversion. Table 4-2-6in
the DEIR identifies 484.4 acres of significant farmland (Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance asidentified in the California
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program [FMMP])
within the General Plan Study Area. Based on EIR comment 14-10 and public hearing
comments on February 4, 2009, two parcelsin the Study Area are not significant
farmland (16.8 acresin Alexander Valey Resort and 16.1 acresin the McCray Road area
to be removed from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program per Department of
Conservation Staff); therefore, the revised acreage of significant farmland within the
Study Areais 451.5 acres. There are 29 acres of significant agricultura land within the
proposed Urban Growth Boundary (northeast of the existing City limits and Highway
101) which are designated as Conservation Features. That land also has Williamson Act
designation. That 29 acre property iswithin the Urban Growth Boundary, and the
General Plan could be amended to change potential use, following the normal General
Plan policies, including environmental review. With the exception of the 29 acre site, the
remaining areas of significant farmland will be designated as Conservation features and
are outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. As such, they cannot be devel oped and will
be preserved under an agricultural designation after annexation to the City.

It isrecognized that the City must follow LAFCO policies and regulations prior to
expanding the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) and prior to any annexation. LAFCO
approval of any future proposed. The LAFCO and other comments question whether the
General Plan Environmental Impact Report reviewed the potential for development on
Conservation Features areas outside the Urban Growth Boundary. The above paragraph
explains that the Conservation Feature land outside the UGB can only be preserved for
agricultural uses. The General Plan and the General Plan Environmental Impact Report
fully analyzed the impacts of development outside the existing City limits and for the
areas proposed for SOI expansion.

The City will continue to coordinate with the County to ensure that appropriate
consideration is given to “greenbelt” areas as part of the planning process associated with
any future expansions of the City. Community separator protections to lands around
Cloverdae will be supported by the proposed General Plan Update document goals,
policies, and implementation measures. With the exception of two precisely mapped
exception areas, the land outside the Urban Growth Boundary are designated for
Conservation Features, which is consistent with protection of agricultural landsin this
vicinity.
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The following GPU Goals, Policies, and Implementation measures are applicable to this
issue: LU 3; LU 3-1; LU 3-1.a LU 3-1.b; LU 3-1.c; LU 3-2; LU 3-2.3, LU 32-.b; LU 3-
3; LU 3-3., and LU 3-3.b.

I ndividual Responses— Public Agencies

Letter A1, Department of Fish and Game

Responseto Comment Al-1:

The commenter states that the City should review future devel opment projects to ensure
that rare or sensitive species are not impacted.

The City concurs with this comment as is reflected in the DEIR and in the Draft General
Plan Update document. General Plan Update policies and Implementation Measures
CDO 5-1, CDO 5-1.53, CDO 6-2, CDO 7-1, CDO 7-1.a, CDO 7-2, CDO 7-2.b, CDO 7-
2.c, and CDO 7-2.d would reduce and/or avoid direct and indirect impacts to special-
status species within the study area. [ It would be morein line with CEQA principlesto
briefly identify each policy listed and state each policy will reduce impacts — the factual
connection isimportant for public review purposes,] If thisis done on the chart above,
doesit need to be done every time the policies are mentioned? Environmental review
procedures adopted as part of the General Plan Update will ensure that adequate
mitigation measures will be identified for future projects that will achieve “no net loss” of
sensitive habitat acreage, values, and function.

Response to Comment Al-2:
The commenter states that future project scoping should include consultation with the
DFG’s Natural Diversity Database.

The City recognizes that consistent with existing State regulations, biological surveys
may be required in certain instances. The potential for special-status species to occur
within the study area was evaluated by querying the CNDDB (CDFG 2007), the USFWS
(2007a), and the CNPS (2007) for previously recorded occurrences of special-status
species within the Cloverdale, California USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle (USGS 1960)
and surrounding eight quadrangles (Asti, Geyserville, Warm Springs Dam, Tombs Creek,
Big Foot Mountain, Y orkville, Hopland, and Highland Springs).

CDFG maintains records for the distribution and known occurrences of sensitive species
and habitatsin the CNDDB. The CNDDB is organized into map areas based on 7.5-
minute topographic maps produced by USGS. The CNDDB is based on actual recorded
occurrences, but does not constitute an exhaustive inventory of every resource. The
absence of an occurrence in a particular location does not necessarily mean that special-
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status species are absent from that area, but that no data has been entered into the
CNDDB inventory. Detailed field surveys are generally required to provide a conclusive
determination on presence or absence of sensitive resources from a particular location
where thereis evidence of potential occurrence. Comment noted.

Responseto Comment Al-3:
DFG recommends additional mitigation be added to the GPU in support of Policy CDO
6-2.

The City intends upon adopting the following relevant policies and implementation
measure, which in the opinion of the City, adequately address this concern:

Policy CDO 6-2: Protect distinctive natural vegetation such as oak woodlands, riparian
corridors and mixed evergreen forests by maintaining the natural features as a whole.
Preservation of individual trees or features rather than the larger habitat does not satisfy
this policy. (See Implementation CDO 6-1.a).

Policy CDO 6-1 - Maintain and expand the tree canopy within and outside the devel oped
areas of the City, and including old growth and newly planted trees. Prepare tree
protection standards that can be implemented with or without a tree preservation
ordinance.

Implementation CDO 6-1.a - Develop an urban forest plan with a management strategy
for maintaining existing and newly planted trees, including best practice provisions for
installation, maintenance, and succession planning.

Responseto Comment Al-4:

The DFG addresses proposed setbacks from waterways, and recommends that waterways
which are located outside of the be protected as well. In addition, DFG recommends that
the City consider extending the proposed 50 foot setback (50 on each side of the
waterway, totaling 100’) to 100 feet on each side of a waterway (totaling 200”) Note that
the Conservation Element Map referenced in the DFG letter isin the 1992 General Plan
and will be added to the proposed General Plan.

In response to the above issue, the City’s setback requirement will be applied in areas
over which the City hasjurisdiction. Most of the waterways within the proposed UGB
are on existing city lots which would be unusable if a 100 foot setback were adopted,
raising constitutional issues regarding private property rights. With respect to expansion
of the waterway setback area, the GPU recognizes that larger setbacks may be
appropriate for land adjacent to the Russian River as is reflected in the City’s
Conservation Features land use designation which reads as follows:

The purpose of this designation is to manage and preserve valuable biological, visual,
and agricultural resourcesin the Cloverdale Planning Area. Primary usesinclude
river/stream-related recreation, open space buffers, and agricultural production.
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Setbacks of 50 feet from tributaries are encouraged, and between 300 feet to 1,000 feet
around the Russian River.

The Conservation Features land use designation encompasses much of the land in the
vicinity of the Russian River, and aong the western portion of the planning area hillsides.
This designation is proposed to be applied to approximately 1875 acres within the GPU
Planning Area, almost 37% of the total planning area. Increased waterway setbacks
within the aready urban developed City areais not feasible in many cases given existing
parcel sizes. Many parcels do not contain adequate area to accommodate such a setback,
and imposing one would raise raise constitutional issues regarding private property rights.

Letter A2. Department of Transportation

Responseto Comment A2-1:

The commenter recommends including a casino/hotel complex proposed by the
Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indiansin the General Plan Update’s traffic study and
evaluation of the adegquacy of General Plan transportation improvements.

The City’s Notice of Preparation for the General Plan Update EIR was published on
August 29, 2007. Almost a year later, aNotice of Intent to Prepare an EIS for the
Proposed Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians Fee-to-Trust Acquisition and Hotel-
Casino Project, Sonoma County, California, was published in the Federal Register. On
July 20, 2008, a public scoping meeting on the EIS was held, but contrary to normal
process, no project details were presented on broadly identified alternative, including no
project, an unspecific non-gaming revenue generating alternative, a casino of severa
sizes with some type of hotel-entertainment complex and a casino without an associated
hotel.

At that meeting, the EIS consultant for the project noted, “Right now there is not a
proposed project that has been defined.” The City as well as other agencies and members
of the public rightly objected to the lack of detail as placing the burden on the public to
analyze the potential environmental impacts before a project was defined.

In august, 2008, the City accepted cooperating agency status in the Bureau of Indian
Affairs BIS process, as part of its continuing attempts to require the tribal project to fully
identify, analyze and mitigate potential impacts of any future project that may be
proposed. Although a draft EIS for the casino project has not yet been published, the City
understands that it will analyze projected traffic impacts on local City streets and the U.S.
101 interchanges at the South Cloverdale interchange and Citrus Fair Drive. The City
expects that the BIA EIS process will require inclusion of project elements, such as
design and/or infrastructure improvements, which will accommodate traffic generated by
acasino project, if oneis ultimately undertaken. The public will have afull opportunity
to be informed and comment on the analysis of casino traffic impacts presented in the
federal EIS process.
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Although the City’s input as a cooperating agency is entitled to be considered in the EIS
process, the City ultimately has no power to either require modificationsin the project or
to reject the project if itsimpacts are deemed unacceptable.

CEQA Guideline Section 15130(b) states that the discussion of cumulative impactsin an
EIR “should be governed by standards of practicality and reasonableness.” At the time
the City prepared its traffic study for the General Plan, it had no way of even estimating
the size, scope and nature of a casino project, nor was there sufficient information to
determine the likelihood that a project, of whatever size and scope, would proceed, unlike
two previous tribal proposals which did not advance.

The City istaking al possible action to have an active voice on behalf of itscitizensin
the federa environmental review process now underway for a possible casino or other
tribal project. It is neither practical nor reasonable to expect the City, asasmall
jurisdiction of some 8,500 residents and limited economic resources, to duplicate the
federal environmental review process and/or to identify, much less fund and provide
infrastructure improvements which will mitigate cumulative impacts from a possible
future project of asovereign tribal entity.

Response to Comment A2-2:
The commenter suggests early consultation with Caltrans regarding proposed
roundabouts.

In response, based on the traffic projections evaluated for the General Plan update, the
need for the roundabouts may not occur for at |east 5-7 years or longer, depending on the
pace and location of development. Initia layouts and the operational analysis using the
SIDRA software are available in the technical appendix.

Response to Comment A2-3:
The commenter recommends early consultation with Caltrans regarding the aternative of
signalized intersections at South Interchange.

In response, the City agrees. The operationa analysis for the signalized intersection
aternativesis available in the technical appendix.

Response to Comment A2-4:
The commenter raises potential issues associated with the SMART rail and TOD
development:

In response, the City acknowledges the comment. The traffic analysis did not take any
deductions for potentia traffic benefits of transit oriented development. Policies which
promote more mixed use and transit oriented development would reduce traffic from
levelswhich are projected in the traffic analysis.
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Response to Comment A2-5:
The commenter requests that they be provided with intersection anaysis output.

In response, the City notes that the results of the HCM and SIDRA analysis are available
in the DEIR technical appendix.

Letter A3. Sonoma LAFCO
Response to Comment A3-1:
The commenter raises the issue of a self-mitigating General Plan.

Early in the process, the City made the decision to prepare a self-mitigating document
thusly avoiding the need and possible ineffectiveness of alengthy list of mitigation
measures and associated monitoring requirements. The draft General Plan was
formulated to minimize environmental impacts, with the goa that adoption of the
Genera Plan would be the primary mitigation of impacts identified in the Environmental
Impact Report. During the DEIR process, the General Plan Update document was
modified to address environmental concerns which became apparent but have now been
mitigated through effective policy and implementation programs. (See Revised GPU,
September 2008)

Response to Comment A3-2:

The commenter requested additional explanation related to the proposed Urban Growth
Boundary as shown in the draft General Plan Update document dated September 2008.
Additionally, LAFCO questions the connection between the existing City limits and the
Asti exception areas. The Urban Growth Boundary contains two exception areas which
would be established outside the UGB and could be served by City servicesfor a
precisely defined and limited set of land uses. In order to provide servicesto the
exception areas, those areas would have to be annexed, as well as the intervening lands
which would be designated as Conservation Features. Therefore the Sphere of Influence
is proposed to extend to the Asti exception area. Because of the precise and defined uses
in the UGB, the Conservation Features could only be used for agricultural uses,
preserving the important farmlands as required by LAFCO regulations, and the pre-
existing developed industrial and winery use in the exception areas could be served for
industrial and winery uses.

See ad'so Master Response #4, Urban Growth Boundary.
Response to Comment A3-3:

The commenter expressed a concern regarding the conversion of prime agricultural lands
to urban uses, and possible future conflicts associated with this situation.
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See Master Response #3, Agricultural Land, and Response to Comment A3-2. The
conversion of agricultural land to urban uses would be prohibited by the Urban Growth
Boundary provisions. Public utilities would be extended to areas adjoining those
agricultural lands to provide service to well-defined exception areas, but those utilities
would not be available to agricultural lands for urban uses for the twenty year period of
the UGB.

Response to Comment A3-4:
The commenter recommends that specific properties under Williamson Act contract be
identified.

The City will include a map as part of the FEIR which will identify contracted lands, and
provide an acreage summary. Impacts are not anticipated to change, see Master
Response #3, Agricultural Land, which addresses potential agricultural land conversion
issues in detail and response A4-5, which details the Williamson Act parcels within the
proposed UGB.

Letter A4. Sonoma County PRMD

Response to Comment A4-1:

The commenter notes that references in the Cloverdale GPU DEIR to the “Draft Sonoma
County General Plan” should be changed to “GP2020” as the County General Plan has
been adopted

Commented noted and the City concurs.

Response to Comment A4-2:
Commenter notes that the City of Windsor was omitted from the DEIR Section 4.1.1.

Commented noted and the City concurs.

Response to Comment A4-3:
The commenter expresses concern that the proposed UGB is not contiguous to the City
limits.

See Master Response #4, Urban Growth Boundary. Also, the UGB includes lands within
the Genera Planning area, not just the City limits. The General Plan is a 20-year
document and anticipates changes within that 20-year period. It should be noted that the
Genera Plan does not anticipate annexation of non-contiguous properties (see response
A3-2).

Response to Comment A4-4:
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The commenter expresses concern regarding the potential for agricultural land
conversions.

See Master Response #3, Agricultural Land and response A3-2

Response to Comment A4-5:

The commenter expresses concern over the location of Williamson Act properties and
potential future extension of public facilities/services through areas designated as
Conservation Features. The commenter recommends adding policy to the GPU which
states that the extension of public water and sewer service would only be allowed in
conjunction with the resolution of a public health hazard or the provision of affordable
housing.

There are three Williamson Act Properties within the UGB, a 29.0 acre parcel north of
the existing City limits and 10.8 and 16.8 acre parcels south of the City wastewater
treatment plant. The 10.8 acre parcel has a cancellation request. The other two arein
Conservation Features designation and are not anticipated for urban development in the
Genera Plan time frame.

Response to Comment A4-6:
The commenter makes recommendations for Transportation Policies

The City acknowledges this comment. It relatesto policy issues, rather than
environmental issues. The City may take action in concert with the County and other
Sonoma County Cities, but those potential policies have not been analyzed in sufficient
depth to place them in the General Plan.

Letter A5. California Regional Water Quality Control Board — North Coast Region
Response to Comment A5-1:

The commenter expresses concern that there are not enough enforceable mitigation
measures built into the General Plan Update or provided in the DEIR to address potential
impacts to surface and ground water quality, loss of riparian habitats and wetlands, and
storm water pollution. The commenter notes that the RWQCB has regul atory/permitting
authority over individual storm water and waste water discharges, but the Agency prefers
local jurisdictions to incorporate mitigation addressing theseitems a alocal level. The
RWQCB recommends more clear and enforceable mitigations be devel oped as part of
this planning process.

In response, the City notes as explained in the Regulatory Framework section of the
DEIR that industrial activitiesin Cloverdale which discharge storm water are subject to a
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NPDES General Industrial Permit for such discharges (Water Quality Order No. 97-03-
DWQ). Thispermit requires the implementation of management measures that will
achieve the performance standard of best available technology (BAT) economically
achievable and best conventiona pollutant control technology (BCT). The General
Industrial Permit also requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), amonitoring plan and an annual report.

As described above, the NPDES program includes a permitting process for construction
work. Under the NPDES Genera Construction Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002, Order
No. 99-08-DWQ) process, projects that disturb one or more acres of lands are required to
obtain a permit before the start of construction work. Typically, the permit attaches
conditions that include the preparation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP describes the best
management practices (BMPs) that would be employed to prevent loosened soils carried
by storm water runoff from entering local streams and other water bodies.

Certain actions within the General Plan Study Area may need to conform to a General
Permit for dewatering and other low threat dischargesto surface waters (Water Quality
Order No. 5-00-175). This General Permit alows such discharges provided that they do
not contain significant quantities of pollutants and are either (1) four months or lessin
duration, or (2) the average dry weather discharge does not exceed 0.25 million gallons
per day (mgd). Activitiesthat may require the acquisition of this permit include well
development water, construction dewatering, pump/well testing, pipeline/tank pressure
testing, pipeline/tank flushing or dewatering, condensate discharges, water supply system
discharges, and other miscellaneous dewatering/low threat discharges.

“Waters of the State” are defined by the Porter-Cologne Act as “any surface water or
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.” The RWQCB
protects all watersin its regulatory scope, but has specia responsibility for wetlands,
riparian areas, and headwaters. These water bodies have high resource value, are
vulnerableto filling, and are not systematically protected by other programs. RWQCB
jurisdiction includes “isolated” wetlands and waters that may not be regulated by the
Corps under Section 404. “Waters of the State” are regulated by the RWQCB under the
State Water Quality Certification Program which regul ates discharges of fill and dredged
material under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act.

Streams and lakes, as habitat for fish and wildlife species, are subject to jurisdiction by
the California Department of Fish and Game under Sections 1600-1616 of the State Fish
and Game Code. Alterationsto or work within or adjacent to streambeds or |akes
generally require a 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement.

GPU policies and implementing actions LU 3-2, LU 3-2.a, LU 3-2.b, CDO 7-1, CDO 7-
1.8, CDO 7-1.b, and CDO 7-1.c would reduce the amount of sediments that enter streams
and other water bodies through the use of best management practices to control soil
erosion and to trap sediments, the incorporation of other measures deemed necessary by
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the City to reduce generation of sediments, and enforcement of provisions of a grading
and erosion control ordinance. Implementation of the proposed GPU policies and action
items, in conjunction with adherence to the provisions of the NPDES General
Construction Permit requirements, when applicable, adequately address the concerns
regarding this issue as expressed by the RWQCB.

The following mitigation measures are part of the DEIR and contain enforceable and

direct language regarding project mitigation:

MM 4.9.1 The City will adopt and implement a Storm Drainage Master Plan.
Development projects will be evaluated for consistency with this plan.
The plan will identify drainage facilities that will be constructed to
eliminate drainage problems in the City and describe the means for
financing the improvements. The Storm Drainage Master Plan will
address Regional Water Quality Confrol Board water quality
standards, including Best Management Practices for storm drainage
management,

MM 4.9.2 At the discretion of the City Engineer, new development may be
required to provide documentation to the satisfaction of the City
engineer that the cumulative rate of peak runoff does not exceed
pre-development levels. New development and redevelopment of
existing sites maybe required to provide storm water detention or
retention facilities (on- or off-site), if necessary, to prevent flooding due
to runoff or where existing storm drainage facilities are unable to
accommodate increased storm water drainage.

MM 4.9.3 The City will review and revise its Subdivision Ordinance as needed to
incorporate specific data and design requirements related to storm
water drainage that are contained in this General Plan update.

Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.1 requires preparation of a Storm Drainage Master Plan that
identifies drainage facilities needed to reduce or eliminate drainage problems as well as
reguire the use of Best Management Practices that will eliminate or reduce the discharge
of pollutants from construction sites to waters of the state and implement stormwater
pollution prevention plans that document the selection and implementation of Best
Management Practices for a particular construction project. Mitigation Measure MM
4.9.2 sets a City standard for future development related to storm water runoff — the
cumulative rate of peak runoff must not exceed pre-development levels. Thiswill limit
the generation of higher peak runoff flows resulting from devel opment, which could
produce higher velocities for flow, which in turn increase erosion and sediment
discharge. Best Management Practices, energy dissipation measures, stabilization
measures, and onsite detention ponds can be applied to and incorporated into proposed
development to limit the concentrations of these constituents in any site runoff that is
discharged into downstream facilities. Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3 requires that storm
water data and requirements be included in the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.
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Response to Comment A5-2
The commenter states that the DEIR only considers three creeks, and the Russian River,
to be significant within the Study Area.

As stated in the DEIR, the water types consist of potential jurisdictional waters of the
U.S. including seasonal wetlands, ponds, ephemeral drainages, and intermittent to
perennial streams/riversthat occur within the study area. DEIR Figure 4.10-2 illustrates
the known wetlands and streams present within the study areaand vicinity. Thisfigureis
not meant to be a comprehensive account of all waters, including wetlands, within the
study area. Additiona wetland features are likely to exist in the study area. Wetlands
and waterways were identified using the online National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS
2007b). Waters of the U.S. identified in the Cloverdale Alexander Valley Resort Specific
Plan DEIR (Baseline Environmental Consulting 2004) and the Clover Sporings Phase 3B
Environmental Constraints Study (ESA 2004) were a so incorporated into thisfigure.

The City notes the comment by RWQCB and will revise the Draft EIR to include a
clarifying statement that there are other creeks, drainages, etc in the Study Areain
addition to the four listed in the current DEIR. (See underlined text below).

DEIR Section 4.9.1 - Existing Setting: Local Surface Water Features

The City of Cloverdaleis located in the Alexander Valley Groundwater Basin. The Sudy
Area includes one (1) major river, the Russian River, and three (3) significant creeks,
Cloverdale Creek to the north, Porterfield Creek to the south, and Cherry Creek near
central Cloverdale. There are also other creeks and drainages existing within the Sudy
Area which carry varying degrees of water and support a range and variety of wildlife
habitat.

Response to Comment A5-3

The commenter states that the Russian River is listed on the Regional Water Board’s
303(d) list asimpaired due to excess sediment and elevated temperature. The commenter
also notes that the proposed General Plan Update would allow for an increase in urban
development, which in turn would generate increased storm water runoff carrying various
pollutants to waterways.

The City’s DEIR addresses this issue in several sections of the document as highlighted
below:

DEIR Section 4.9.1 — Existing Setting: Surface Water Quality. The primary surface
water body that passes through Cloverdaleisthe Russian River. The entire length of the
Russian River islisted by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as
impaired by sediment and temperature. These impacts are related to the sources as
described below, and are not necessarily related to any specific land-use activities within
the City of Cloverdale. The City of Cloverdale does not currently have an individual
permit for discharge of stormwater, but it isa member of the Russian River Water shed
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Association, which is an association of nine cities, counties and special districtsin the
Russian River Water shed that coordinates regional programs for clean water, fisheries
restoration and water shed enhancement.

Sediment impacts in the Russian River and its tributaries prompted listing the entire
Russian River watershed with sediment issues stemming from the following probable
SOur Ces;

Agriculture Disturbed Sites (Land | Flow Regulation/Modification Channel Erosion
Develop.)
Agriculture-storm runoff Hydromodification Habitat Modification Erosion/Siltation
Logging Road | Channelization Removal of Riparian Vegetation | Nonpoint Source

Construction/Maintenance

Construction/Land Dam Construction Streambank

Development Moaodification/Destabilization
Highway/Road/Bridge Upstream Drainage/Filling Of Wetlands
Construction Impoundment

Temperature impacts in the Russian River and its tributaries prompted listing the entire
Russian River watershed with temper ature issues stemming from the following probable
SOUr Ces;

Hydromodification Flow Removal of Riparian Vegetation Nonpoint
Regulation/Modification Source
Upstream Habitat Modification Streambank
Impoundment Modification/Destabilization

Additionally, it isimportant to note that development potential under the proposed
General Plan Updateis less than the current development potential under the existing
Genera Plan. The General Plan Update in and of itself will not lead to an increase of
urban development as compared to the existing General Plan, the “no project” as
analyzed in the DEIR.

Several other responses included within this FEIR address this item, including:
Master Response #2; and Individual Reponses A1-1; A1-3; Al-4; A3-1; and A5-1.

Response to Comment A5-4

The commenter states that creek maintenance for flood control should recognize the need
to keep sufficient shade canopy over the creek. The commenter notes that “encouraging
cooperation” with other agencies is an inadequate approach to meeting objectives set
forth in the General Plan.

The City emphasizes that as mentioned above in several instances, the City’s DEIR and
General Plan Update document recognizes the importance of waterways which may be
impacted by the project. The land area subject to inundation by the base flood is referred
to asthe "100 year floodplain." Typicaly, the 100-year floodplain is delineated on the
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Flood Insurance Rate Maps prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) for regulatory purposes concerning flood insurance.

Asdescribed in the DEIR, FEMA maps indicate that portions of the Study Area are
potentialy vulnerable to flooding. The City of Cloverdale has adopted a Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance (Chapter 15.20 of the Municipa Code) and a"Primary Floodplain
(FP) Overlay District" in its Zoning Ordinance, contained within Chapter 18.07 (Special
Disgtricts). The Flood Prevention Ordinance (Ordinance 507-96, adopted in 1996) was
adopted in response to the Flood Insurance Study performed by the Federa Emergency
management Agency (FEMA) in July of 1996. The purpose of the Ordinanceisto
protect human life and health; minimize public expenditures; minimize prolonged
business interruptions; minimize damage to public facilities; maintain a stable tax base;
ensure disclosure to potentia purchasers of property; and ensure that those occupying
structures within the special flood hazard areas assure responsibility for their actions.

The overlay zone established pursuant to Chapter 18.07 of the Zoning Ordinance
establishes development standards within the floodplain areas delineated on the Flood
Insurance Rate Map (Community Panel No. 060376-0001 C, revised July 1996) prepared
by FEMA in its 1996 report titled The Flood Insurance Sudy for the City of Cloverdale,
California, Sonoma County.

According to Chapter 18.07 of the City's Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of the "Primary
Floodplain FP District” isto provide land use regulations for properties situated in
floodways, and along creeks and streams to ensure an adequate open corridor to
safeguard against the effects of bank erosion, channel shifts, increased runoff or other
threatsto life and property. The Primary Floodplain Overlay District can be combined
with other districts contained within the Zoning Ordinance.
The areas within the City most prone to flooding are generally described below:
e Those areas aong Cloverdale Creek from the northwest portion of the City south
toward Cloverdale Boulevard, and easterly crossing University Street, VistaView
Drive, Third Street, Second Street; Oakbrook Lane.
e Theareabetween First Street and the Frontage Road to the Russian River.
e Theareaon both sides of the Russian River, extending approximately 500 feet
east of the former Northwestern Pacific Rail Road track bed and easterly to the
City Limits, and along the easterly limits of the City.
e Along Cherry Creek from the western City Limits running easterly to an area
between Clark Avenue and the railroad tracks east of Highway 101.
e Along Porterfield creek from a distance approximately 600-feet west of
Cloverdale Boulevard and easterly to Highway 101.
e Thelow-lying areas between Highway 101 and the Russian River, where the
City's water treatment plant is located.

Section 8.20.070 of the City of Cloverdale Municipal Code requires a permit from the
City for work that could impact natural watercourses within a defined buffer areaalong
natural watercourses. Activities potentially requiring a permit include the placement of
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structures, grading, fill, and planting of vegetation. The buffer area under this ordinance
includes the toe of the bank at a dope of 2.5:1 to the maximum high water elevation plus
thirty feet, or thirty feet from the top of the bank, whichever is greater. In addition, no
permanent structures shall be built within a buffer area defined as the toe of the bank at a
slope of 2.5:1 to the maximum high water elevation plus fifteen feet, or fifteen feet from
the top of bank, whichever isless. As part of the permitting process, project applicants
must provide a creek study analyzing project impacts to watercourse structure and flow
and detailing bank stabilization, erosion control, and other watercourse protection
measures included in the project.

Section 17.20.130 of the City of Cloverdale Municipal Code states that “project
development shall not affect the natural course or riparian habitat of any stream.
Mitigation measures shall be required where development may result in impacts in such
areas.” Section 17.20.170 of the City of Cloverdale municipal code states that “whenever
thereis reason to suspect significant sensitive plant sites are located within the project
site, an appropriate survey by qualified professionals approved by the planning director
shall be required as part of any environmental review.”

Generd Plan policies PS 2-1, PS 2-2, PS 2-3, PS 2-4, PS 2-5, PS 2-6, PS 2-7, PS 2-8, PS
2-9, PS 2-10, PS 2-11, PS 2-12, PS 2-13, PS 2-14, PS 2-15, PS 2-16, PS 2-17, and PS 5-1
will adequately address flooding concerns within the City’s Study Area and would reduce
potential the impacts related to thisissue.

Response to Comment A5-5

The commenter notes that the Regional Water Board could provide the City with aGIS
database which can be utilized for mapping sensitive areas, including wetlands. The
commenter recommends that the FEIR contain policies and implementation measures
aimed at enhancing water features.

While the City agrees with RWQCB that enhancing natural water systems within the
city's sphere of influence is desirable, the City's responsibility in the CEQA EIR process
isto identify and analyze the impacts of development envisioned under the General Plan
Update, and to evaluate and adopt feasible mitigation for those impacts.”

The General Plan Update contains many policies and implementation measures related to
this comment, including:

Implementation CDO 7-2.b - Preserve wetlands, habitat corridors, sensitive natural
communities, and other essential habitat areas that may be adver sely affected by public
or private devel opment projects where special-status plant and animal species are known
to be present or potentially occurring based on City biological resource mapping or
other technical material. Require biological resources assessment for devel opment
projectsin areas identified or with potential to special status plant and animal species.
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Implementation CDO 7-2.c - Protect sensitive biological resources and habitat corridors
in CEQA review and participation in comprehensive habitat management programs,
including continued acquisition and permanent protection of important natural habitats.

Response to Comment A5-6
The commenter recommends that the City adopt an Urban Growth Boundary, aHillside
Ordinance, and a Grading Ordinance as soon as possible.

The City’s General Plan Update contains polices and implementation in agreement with
this comment.

Response to Comment A5-7
The commenter recommends that a clear explanation of jurisdictional regulations related
to wetlands and waters of the State be included in the DEIR.

The City’s DEIR contains lengthy discussions of the regulatory framework surrounding
thisissue. SeelIndividual Responses A1-3; A1-4; A5-1; A5-2; and A5-3.

The General Plan Update EIR serves as a program EIR and does not approve specific
development projects. As future development is proposed, the impacts of each individual
future project on waters of the State, including wetland areas, will be fully evauated and
mitigated as part of the devel opment application process. For unavoidable impacts to
waters of the State, submittal of applications for 401 Water Quality Certification and/or
Waste Discharge Requirements (Dredge/Fill) permits from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board will be necessary. United States Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water
Act Section 404 permits and Department of Fish and Game stream alteration permits may
also be needed.

Response to Comment A5-8

The commenter discusses severa issues related to the topic of storm water runoff
associated with impervious surfaces, and the resulting potential impacts upon the
watershed. For example, the commenter recommends the disconnection of impervious
surface areas from storm drain systems and routing to vegetated areas prior to entering a
waterway.

The City’s DEIR and General Plan Update document address the issue of storm water
management in several instances. The DEIR recognizes that new development under the
proposed General Plan Update (or any of the Alternatives considered, including the “no
project” Alternative) could introduce constituents into storm water that are typically
associated with urban runoff. These constituents include sediments, petroleum
hydrocarbons, pesticides, fertilizers, and heavy metals such aslead, zinc, and copper.
These constituents would result in water quality impacts to onsite and offsite drainage
flowsto area waterways. The Russian River isincluded in the Section 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies. Discharges of urban runoff into this river may contribute to the
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existing impairment. The entire length of the Russian River within the GPU Study Area
islisted by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as impaired by sediment
and temperature.

As previously mentioned, the City is not subject to the NPDES Phase |1 program with
respect to storm water management. Where/when required, Storm Water Management
Plans (SWMP) must include the following six minimum control measures:

e Public Education and Outreach on Storm Water Impacts
Public Involvement/Participation
[llicit Discharge Detection and Elimination
Construction Site Storm Water Runoff Control
Post-Construction Storm Water Management in New Devel opment
Redevelopment and Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping for Municipal
Operations

Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.1 requires preparation of a Storm Drainage Master Plan that
identifies drainage facilities needed to reduce or eliminate drainage problems as well as
reguire the use of Best Management Practices that will eliminate or reduce the discharge
of pollutants from construction sites to waters of the state and implement stormwater
pollution prevention plans that document the selection and implementation of Best
Management Practices for a particular construction project. Mitigation Measure MM
4.9.2 sets a City standard for future development related to storm water runoff — the
cumulative rate of peak runoff must not exceed pre-development levels. Thiswould limit
the generation of higher peak runoff flows resulting from devel opment, which could
produce higher velocities for flow, which in turn increase erosion and sediment
discharge. Best Management Practices, energy dissipation measures, stabilization
measures, and onsite detention ponds can be applied to and incorporated into proposed
development to limit the concentrations of these constituents in any site runoff that is
discharged into downstream facilities. Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3 requires that storm
water data and requirements be included in the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.

In addition, General Plan policies and implementation measures CDO 7-1, CDO 7-1.3,
CDO 7-1.b, CDO 7-1.c, PS 2-3, and PS 2-4 are designed to ensure minimal surface water
quality impacts related to devel opment.

Also see Individual Response A5-1.

Response to Comment A5-9

The commenter provides two comments related to the subject of wastewater. First, the
commenter recommends adoption of awater recycling program. Secondly, the
commenter states that in their opinion, in order to implement GPU Policy LU 6-3, that
the City needs to adopt an Urban Growth Boundary.
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Policy LU 6-3 reads as follows: Discourage development beyond areas with planned
expansions of sewer, water, and road systems. Develop a growth phasing plan that
addresses location and timing of development and infrastructure.

In response, the City supports water recycling and conservation as reflected in the
implementation policies listed below. It isaso noted that the City anticipates upgrading
its WWTP to provide an advanced (tertiary) level of treatment at some point in the future.
However, atarget date or schedule has not yet been set. It is not a condition of the City's
current WWTP five-year NPDES Permit (issued by the State Water Resource Control
Board). The City will be including an estimated cost for the upgrade in its Wastewater
Master Plan Update to be completed in late 2008.

The following GPU implementation measures address the comments received regarding
thisissue:

Implementation LU 6-1.b. Upgrade the City Wastewater Treatment Plan to provide
tertiary treatment. Provide plumbing in new development so that tertiary treated water
can be distributed for new development, open space, parks, and other uses.

Implementation LU 6-1.c. Promote water conservation and encourage water conserving
landscaping. Adopt water conservation ordinances and mandatory landscaping
ordinances if needed to respond to water supply issues.

Implementation LU 6-1.d. Maintain a Water Master Plan for evaluate adequacy of water
supplies and to provide a framework for timed capital improvements, financing of
improvements, and facility expansion.

With respect to the comment regarding an Urban Growth Boundary, please see Master
Response # 4.

Response to Comment A5-10
The commenter speaks to four issues related to groundwater as follows:
1. Section 4.4, DEIR page 4.4-2 should include information regarding the Cortese
List;

2. Theformer Masonite site isinaccurately mapped on DTSC’s EnviroStor;

3. Correction of text on DEIR page 4.4-4 as follows: “Sonoma County, with
oversight from the North Coast Regional Water Board, administers a cleanup
program to address discharges from underground storage tank systems”.

4. Itisrecommended that the GPU contain mitigation measures to require soil
and/or groundwater management plans for closed and active cleanup sites if
development is proposed in the vicinity.

In response, the City concurs with the commenter and will make the necessary
correctionsto the DEIR text. The City notes that regarding Item #1, information
regarding the Cortese List isincluded in the DEIR, Section 4.4.1, Existing Setting.
With respect to Item #4, the DEIR contains the following information:
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Table 4.4-4 listsfederal, state, and local regulatory agencies that oversee hazardous
materials handling and hazardous waste management, and the statutes and regul ations
that they administer. Other applicable state and local hazardous materials laws and
policies are provided in Table 4.4-5.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in known and unknown
hazardous material being discovered or encountered at subsequent development sites.
Known hazardous waste sites are identified in Table 4.4-1. Most of these sitesinvolve
issues of leaking underground storage tanks typically associated with past automobile-
related activities located in proximity to U.S. Highway 101. Within the Study Area, there
are 12 SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups) sites and 22 LUFT (Leaking
Underground Fuel Tanks) sites with open files.

A GPU Palicy and/or implementation measure requiring soil and/or groundwater
management plans for closed and active cleanup sites if development is proposed in the
vicinity is proposed as an addition to the GPU.

Response to Comment A5-11

The commenter reiterates information regarding existing regulatory standards and
reguirements.

[See comments regarding Response A5-7; The City agrees that thisis pertinent
information and as such, this information has been included in the DEIR. See Individual
Response A5-1.

Response to Comment A5-12

The commenter summarizes by reiterating their recommendation to include more detailed
miti gation measures to support polices. They also recommend public outreach and
education programs.

The City emphasizes that they have prepared a program level DEIR which is appropriate
for aproject such as General Plan Update pursuant to CEQA. The City is confident that
they have proposed adoption of adequate GPU policies and implementation measures
which will effectively carry out the existing regulatory framework on the local, State, and
Federal levels. Early in the process, the City made the decision to prepare a self-
mitigating document thusly avoiding the need and possible ineffectiveness of alengthy
list of mitigation measures and associated monitoring requirements. The draft General
Plan was formulated to minimize environmental impacts, with the goal that adoption of
the General Plan would be the primary mitigation of impacts identified in the
Environmental Impact Report. During the DEIR process, the General Plan Update
document was modified to address environmental concerns which became apparent but
have now been mitigated through effective policy and implementation programs. (See
Revised GPU, September 2008)
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The City’s GPU contains several policies and implementation measures directed at public
education and outreach in avariety of areas, including historical and cultural resources,
proper use of storm drains, wildlife conservation, housing, and emergency services.

Responses — Organizations

Letter O1. Citizensfor a UGB (Urban Growth Boundary)

Response to Comment O1-1:

The commenter recommends that a) the City adopt language into the Genera Plan
specifying uses allowed within and outside of the proposed UBG, b) include an UGB
map in the General Plan, and c) adopt language to protect hillside areas above 20% slope.

In response, the City has included a map showing the approximate location of the
proposed UGB (see General Plan Update Exhibit 2.5). Implementation Policy LU 3-2.b
requires the development of a hillside ordinance for any areas over 20 % slope that are
within the UGB. (See Master Response #4 for more information related to the UGB).

Much of the discussion of the UGB and associated issues are outside the purview of the
EIR and are strictly General Plan policy issues. (See Master Response #1).

Letter O2. Citizensfor a UGB (Urban Growth Boundary)
Response to Comment O1-2:

The commenter indicates that adoption of an UGB by voter approval is more effective
than adoption by ordinance.

In response, the City General Plan Update Implementation Policy LU 3-1.arequires the
adoption of an UGB Ordinance within 6 months of General Plan adoption, followed by
the placement of the ordinance on the ballot of the first el ection following ordinance
adoption. Much of the discussion of the UGB and associated issues are outside the
purview of the EIR and are strictly General Plan policy issues. (See Master Response
#1). (See Master Response #4 for more information related to the UGB).

Letter O2. Greenbelt Alliance

Response to Comment O2-1:

The commenter acknowledges that the City’s self-mitigating General Plan and associated
DEIR are well thought out documents; however, it is recommended that more mitigation
measures should be adopted as policies.

The writer's general comment above is elaborated on in the more specific commentsin
the writer's letter, which are responded to below.

Response to Comment O2-2:
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The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed UGB.

In response, the City has prepared Master Response #4 which focuses upon the issue of
the proposed UGB.

Response to Comment O2-3:

The commenter raises several issues related to adoption of an UGB asfollows: @) the
Genera Plan Update should include policy language directing that an UGB ordinance be
adopted, followed by voter adoption; b) uses alowed within and outside of the UGB
should be included in the General Plan Update; and c) the General Plan update should
include an UGB map.

In response, the City concurs with Items (a) and (c) above, and has included policy
language addressing these items. See Response OA 1-2, and Master Response #4. Any
future proposed ballot measure will both adopt a UGB ordinance and amend the Genera
Plan, so that the future ordinance becomes a part of the city's General Plan upon approva
by the voters.

With respect to Item (c), the UGB boundaries are mapped (exhibit 2.5). That map will be
revised to remove “illustrative” from the title.

Response to Comment O2-4:

The commenter is concerned about an increase of acreage designated Conservation
Featuresin the proposed General Plan Update document and questions adequate analysis
of thisin the DEIR. The commenter continues to recommend that mitigation for this
concern may be accomplished through the adoption of an UGB.

The City concurs with the commenter and has included adoption of an UGB as part of the
proposed GPU. Thisisexplained in several of the preceding comments, as well as
Master Response #4. The Conservation Features land use designation reads as follows:

The purpose of this designation is to manage and preserve valuable biological, visual,
and agricultural resourcesin the Cloverdale Planning Area. Primary usesinclude
river/stream-related recreation, open space buffers, and agricultural production.
Setbacks of 50 feet from tributaries are encouraged, and between 300 feet to 1,000 feet
around the Russian River.

The City’s DEIR has analyzed the potential program level impacts associated with
potential development within the Study Area over thelife of the Plan. See Response #4
for a complete discussion of issues associated with the proposed UGB.

Response to Comment O2-5:
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The commenter expresses concerns regarding the potential conversion of agricultural
lands given adoption of the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter recommends
excluding the Asti area and adjacent vineyards from the proposed Sphere of Influence.
The commenter recommends the following revised language be adopted by the City as

policy:

City Proposed Policy LU 6-3: Discourage development beyond areas with planned
expansions of sewer, water, and road systems. Develop a growth phasing plan that
addresses location and timing of development and infrastructure.

Commenter Proposed Policy LU 6-3: Plan expansion of sewer, water, and road systems
to support development within the Urban Growth Boundary. Any expansion of sewer or
water service to the UGB Exception Areas shall be provided with pipes sized at the
minimum diameter necessary to serve the Exception Areas at buildout.

In response, the City concurs that agricultural land is an important resource which needs
protection. The City has placed a growth cap within the Plan in order to mange growth in
the Cloverdale area and to help minimize impacts associated with growth. The proposed
UGB recognizes existing uses and developed areas, and as such, provides the opportunity
to comprehensively plan for continued development of these areas with minimal impact
upon the surrounding agricultural lands. The City may consider arevision to proposed
Policy LU 6-3 as suggested by the commenter in order to further define infrastructure
expansionsin these areas. Also, see Master Response #4 regarding UGB and Master
Response #3 pertaining to Agricultural Lands.

Response to Comment O2-6:
The commenter expresses concerns related to potential impacts to riparian corridors. The
commenter suggests adopting language which is similar to Sonoma County’s General
Plan asfollows:
Sonoma County Policy OSRC-8b: Establish streamside conservation areas along both
sides of designated Riparian Corridors as follows, measured from the top of the higher
bank on each side of the stream as determined by PRMD:

(1) Russian River Riparian Corridor: 200’

(2) Flatland Riparian Corridors: 100’

(3) Other Riparian Corridors: 50°*
The City’s GPU and DEIR contains policy language and analysis addressing this issue as
described in portions of Master Responses #1, #2, and #4. Additionally, information
related to riparian corridor protection has been included in the following individual
specific responses: Al-1, A1-3, Al-4, A5-2, and A5-4.

Response to Comment O2-7:
The commenter recommends that the GPU designate future school sites.
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In response, the City has included several GPU policies and implementation measures
related to thisitem. The school district was consulted during the preparation of the GPU
regarding the need for additional school facilities at this time and into the future.

Implementation policies and measures LU 5-1, LU 5-1a, LU 5-1b, LU 5-1c, LU 5-1d,
and LU 5-1e have been included in the proposed GPU and are considered adequate to
address any potential issues associated with school facilities.

Response to Comment O2-8:

The commenter has expressed a concern that the “base of hill’ line has not been
delineated. They suggest that a) the General Plan contain policy requiring that a survey
be prepared for projects located near the UGB line, and b) require landowners to donate
conservation easements to the Open Space District on lands above 20% slopein
exchange for the right to develop on the flat portion of the property. The following
policies and implementation measures are taken from the GPU and address the
commenter’s concerns:

Policy LU 3-1: Develop an Urban Growth Boundary that allows urban devel opment
within the boundaries and does not allow urban devel opment outside the boundaries.
Urban development should be within the General Plan Study Area and below the “Base
of Hill” as defined in Exhibit 2.2 except for the area to the south of Sandholm Lane
extended and north of Bluxom Creek, where devel opment may be allowed above the base
of hill but behind the hill if the primary access road visible to the City is below the base
of hill, and houses, night lighting, street lighting, and roadways above the base of hill are
not visible from the balance of the City.

Policy LU 3-2: Expansion into hillside areas shall be consistent with the Conservation,
Design, and Open Space Element, to eliminate or minimize visual, access or lighting
impactsin hillside areas, particularly in the western hillsides.

Implementation LU 3-2.a. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions of Exhibit
2.2, including the provision for Base of Hill, net acreage, environmentally sensitive
lands.

Implementation LU 3-2.b. Develop a hillside ordinance prior to any construction above
base of hill if the Urban Growth Boundary allows hillside devel opment.

Implementation LU 3-2.c. Coordinate with Sonoma County to assure that City hillside
view policies are communicated and implemented in any County approvals.

Policy CDO 1-1: Urban development in the City will be on the valley floor, defined
generally as the land below the Base of Hill. Development will be framed by and
contained within agricultural lands to the north and south, the Russian River to the east,
and below the Base of Hill (defined as the location where the valley floor transitionsto a
20% dlope or greater using 5 foot slope contours or less) on hillside areas).
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Policy CDO 2-1: Adopt a hillside ordinance or a hillside provisions within the Zoning
Ordinance to implement hillside development provisions.

Policy CDO 2-2: Where a parcel hasland both below and above the Base of Hill,
development rights to the hillside areas shall be transferred to the area bel ow Base of
Hill, and hillside areas will remain as visual open space with easements or other legal
guarantees that include the City as a participant. Any hillside areas shall provide for
trails as outlined in the Parks and Recreation Element.

Policy CDO 2-3: Where a property within the City as of the date this General Plan is
adopted does not have lands below the Base of Hill, residential development above the
Base of Hill may be allowed if:

o The development conforms to General Plan densities

o The residential use, including grading for roadways and lighting, will not be
visible from the valley floor within the City because it is positively screened by
topographic features.

o The residential use provides guarantees that the hillside areas will remain as
visual open space with easements or other legal guarantees that include the City as a
participant.

The open space areas provide for trails as outlined in the Parks and Recreation Element.

Responses— I ndividuals

Letter I1. Roz Katz

Responseto Comment [1-1:

The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed designation of Foothill
Boulevard as an Arterial.

In response, the City notes that Foothill Boulevard has characteristics which could justify
either arterial or collector status, but not residential street status. Although it does not
carry large volumes of traffic indicative of an arterial street, it does serve along distance.
The traffic volume and function may be more in line with a collector street designation.
However, given that Foothill Boulevard is the only continuous paralld facility to
Cloverdale Boulevard, its designation as an arterial street may be more prudent because
of public safety functions.

Letter 12. JamesWagele

Response to Comment [2-1:

The commenter expresses concern regarding future development west of Foothill
Boulevard.
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In response, the City notes that the General Plan traffic analysis assumes devel opment of
all undevel oped properties which are zoned in the Genera Plan land use element. Traffic
assignments of these undevel oped properties utilized Foothill Boulevard to gain access to
Cloverdale Boulevard and US 101 interchanges as well as for longer trips to/from
Treadway Drive. Therefore, impacts of these properties on the local circulation system
were addressed in the traffic analysis. For local circulation, Foothill Boulevard is
positioned as the only continuous link parallel to Cloverdale Boulevard. Therefore, its
function in public safety issues also should be considered in addition to traffic volumes.

Letter 13. John MacKie, Esq for Pacific States Industries, Inc

Response to Comment |3-1:

The Comment notes that Policy LU 1-4 states that there should be a buffer between
industrial and residential uses, that there is a concern that the buffer between industrial
uses west of the freeway and the proposed residential area east of the freeway in the
McCray Road Areais not sufficient, and that notices and/or deed restrictions should be
recorded on residential properties adjoining industrial uses informing of the right to
industrial use.

In response, the EIR analyzed noise impacts related to industrial use in the mentioned
area and found no significant impact. Other potential impacts would be speculative. Itis
noted that there is a minimum separation of 350 feet between the industrial area and the
designated residential area, and that separation is afreeway and arail line.
Implementation LU 1-4ais performance based, requiring subsequent devel opment to
mitigate for the existing development (in this case, the residential development must
analyze and mitigate for the existing industrial impacts). No further mitigation would be
necessary in the General Plan, but will be analyzed and proposed in subsequent
development review.

Response to Comment 13.2.

The comment notes that Implementation LU 1-4b may allow transfer of industria
designation from the west of the freeway to the east of the freeway, that Pacific States
Industries would not want its land use to become non-conforming because of changesin
land use outside of its control, and that the property owner would like flexibility in land
usesin the future. Thiscomment relates to General Plan policy rather than to the Draft
EIR.

However, the land use policies for the Pacific States Industries Redwood Empire Asti
Property would be General Industrial under the Urban Growth Boundary industrial
exception area. The UGB will not allow changes in that designation during the UGB time
frame (20 years). The Genera Industria designation under the UGB industrial
exception areais not controlled by property owner decisions on the west of the freeway.
The UGB as proposed would not alow flexibility in land uses because of the nature of
the UGB industria exception areas. \
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Response to Comment 13.3.

The comment notes that Policy LU 3-1 would allow continued industria use under the
UGB industrial exception area. It aso requests that there be flexibility of uses with
alternative to industrial use and that infrastructure, if installed to the site, be made
available to aternative non-industrial uses. This comment relates to General Plan policy,
rather than to the Draft EIR.

However, as noted in response to Comment 13.2, the nature of UGB exception areas as
presently proposed would not allow alternative uses or infrastructure for aternative uses.

Letter 14. Robert Sexton for Tyris Corporation
Responseto Comment 14-1 through 14-14:

Comments 14.1 — 14-4, 14.11, 14-13, and 14-14.
The comments are related to Genera Plan policies and not to the EIR. They are
appropriate for review in the Genera Plan public hearings. Comments are noted.

Comments 14-5 — 14-9 These comments generally ask that EIR text, charts, and maps
be corrected for the Alexander Valley Resort project. Changes will be made, as shown in
Section 4, "Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR."

Comment 14.12.

The comment requests that the noise contours for aircraft use and policies for aircraft
noise be modified to alow alternate noise standards if approved by the Airport Land Use
Commission.

The request would allow ALUC to approve noise standards in conflict with the noise
studies done for the General Plan. This could result in noise levels in excess of those
evaluated in the Draft EIR, with a potential unmitigated adverse impact. The requested
change is not consistent with the Draft EIR or General Plan policy and will not be made.

Individual Oral Comments|5; John Doble— 11/5/08 PC Meeting

Response to Comment [5-1:

The commenter stated that the proposed UGB should use parcel lines as the boundary and
that the UGB should be the same as the Sphere of Influence.

This comment relates to General Plan policy, rather than to the Draft EIR. However, the

City will consider both comments in conjunction with development of the proposed UGB
ordinance. See Master Response #1 and Master Response #4.
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Individual Oral Comments|6; Diane Bartleson — 11/5/08 PC M eeting

Response to Comment 16-1:

The commenter recommends more language be added to the GPU related to the UGB in
order to ensure that the UGB ordinance is adopted and wants a guarantee that the line
would not be amended in the future.

The City Council has already adopted a resolution approving an UGB, and directed that
the approximate location be included in the GPU. The proposed ballot measure will both
adopt a UGB ordinance and amend the General Plan, so that the future ordinance
becomes a part of the city's General Plan upon adoption by the voters. Although the
Genera Plan can be further amended, that would require a separate public hearing and
approval process, and a voter-adopted amendment could not be changed except by
another vote of the people. Also, see Master Responses #1 and #4.

Individual Oral Comments|7; Dick Schwartz — 11/5/08 PC M eeting

Responseto Comment |7-1:

The commenter recommends that the City consider pre-zoning parcels within the Sphere
of Influence and the UGB. Also, the City should consider provision of infrastructure to
these aress.

In response, it is noted that the City’s GPU proposes land use designations for the entire

Study Area, which includes the SOI and the UGB. Additionally, the GPU addresses the
provision of infrastructure to expansion areas, as well as the timing of said infrastructure
development.

Individual Oral Comments|8; Melanie Bagby — 11/5/08 PC M eeting

Response to Comment [8-1:

The commenter supports the UGB as proposed by the City, and points out the importance
of concentrating growth and protecting water supplies.

In response, it is noted that the City concurs with these points and has addressed these
itemsin the GPU.

Individual Oral Comments|9; Russ Peihl — 11/5/08 PC Meeting
Response to Comment 9-1:
The commenter had questions related to the adoption process associated with the UGB.

In response, the City has outlined the procedure for adoption of the proposed UGB. The
City Council has adopted aresolution in support of an UGB, and the GPU calls for
approval of an ordinance, which will then be placed on the ballot for voter adoption. The
proposed ballot measure will both adopt a UGB ordinance and amend the General Plan,
so that the future ordinance becomes a part of the city's General Plan if adopted by the
voters.
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CHAPTER 4
Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR

Introduction and Project Description

This chapter will provide any revisions that are made to the text of the Draft EIR.
Modifications will be organized by chapter and a page number (referring to the original
text’s location in the Draft EIR) will also be provided. Text additions will be shown in
underline and text deletions will be shown in strikeout.

Revise second paragraph on page 2.0, Section 2.5 to include the following text.

Because policies have been incorporated into the General Plan to avoid or reduce
environmenta impacts, the Plan itself is self-mitigating to the greatest extent possible.
Many Plan policies therefore act as mitigation for impacts that would otherwise occur or
be more severe. Where needed and feasible, additional mitigation measures (MM) have
been proposed. The self-mitigating General Plan policies areincluded in the lists of MM
in the following sections.

Revise fourth paragraph on page 3.0-2 to read:
The City Council received the recommendations of the Planning Commission and held
public input meetings on the draft plan. The council considered land use changes rel ated
to issues. On May 9, 2007, the City Council released a draft “project” for EIR
consideration.
Revisefirst bullet of paragraph 4, page 3.0-33 asfollows:
* Revisionsto the Municipal Code, including the Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinances to update existing reseldtions regulations ensuring consistency with
the Genera Plan.

Revise parkland acreagetable 4.1.4 asfollows:

Park type Existing City Parks | Total Needed for Additional
acres 12,000 | acreage needed
population by 2025

Neighborhood Park.s Tarman Park 0.5 ac 4.2

Vintage Meadows 3.5 ac.
Brookside Mini Park0.2 ac.

Community Parks City Park 7.4 ac. 134
Furber Park 6.0 ac.
Active Open Space River Park 10.3 ac. 25.9

Porterfield Ck 10.0 ac.
Clover Springs 5.6 ac.

Community Downtown Plaza 0.4 ac 0.8
Center/Administrative Senior Center 0.4 ac.
0.3 acres/1,000

119



Total 5 acres per 1,000 44.3 60 acres 15.7 acres

population
Open Space Recreation River Park 58.2 passive ac. 58.2 No standard
1.5 acres/1,000 (includes County land) established

popul ation

Revise second and third par agraphs, page 5.0-42 as follows:

This EIR identifies policies and local implementing actions which can assist in the
reduction of GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure 5.0.1 requires the preparation of a
Climate Action Plan with specific requirements for quantification of emissions data and
targets for reduction. However, as noted above, the regulatory climate is presently
evolving, and no air district in California has adopted a quantified threshold of
significance for local GHG emissions. Not all anticipated State reduction measures have
been adopted at thistime, and there is a substantial level of uncertainty about their
effectiveness and how they will apply to local governments. It is aso difficult, if not
impossible, to presently determine to what extent local reduction measures will affect
statewide, national or global climate change. AB 32 commits the State of Caiforniato
reducing its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Buildout of the General Plan
Planning Area, without accounting for State and federal GHG reduction measures and the
potential benefits of new technology, would most likely result in local GHG emission
levels which exceed 1990 levels. However, it is also probable that State and federal
measures coupled with local GHG reduction programs and new technology will have a
beneficial effect on GHG emission levels at General Plan Buildout.

The City’s General Plan policies and implementing actions listed above, State and federal
reduction measures applicable in Cloverdale and the City’s Climate Action Program
required by Mitigation Measure 5.0.1 can effectively reduce GHG emissions. However,
because of the technical and regulatory uncertainties noted above, it cannot presently be
determined to areasonable degree of certainty that Buildout under the General Plan
Update will not result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions compared to existing
conditions. Because it is therefore not possible to conclude that Buildout will not result in
acumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact
of global climate change, thisimpact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Revise | mpact 5.23, page 5.0-43 as follows:

Impact 5.23 The cumulative impacts of global climate change may result in decrease in
water supply, increase in air pollutants, and increase in health hazards. This could create
significant cumulative effects.

Revise second par agr aph, page 5.0-44 as follows:

While the General Plan policies and implementing actions would reduce the potential
GHG emissionsin the City, the effects of global climate change on the City are partly the
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result of global GHG emissions. As noted in the discussion under Impact 5.22, technical
and regulatory uncertainty surrounding GHG emission reduction efforts make it
impossible to conclude that General Plan buildout in Cloverdale will not result in a
substantial increase in GHG emissions over existing conditions in the City. However, it is
probable that even the complete elimination of additional GHG emissionsin the City
through General Plan Buildout would not significantly ater climate change on a global
scale because City emissions make up such a miniscule proportion of global GHG
emissions. The CCCC report discussed above speaks of possible changes under avariety
of scenarios by the end of the century, atime period far beyond the 2025 buildout horizon
of the General Plan Update. For the purposes of evaluation under CEQA, specific
impacts of global climate change within Cloverdale as of 2025 are incapabl e of
determination with any degree of certainty based on available information. Asis noted
under Impact 5.22, it is aso not possible to determine whether any increasein local GHG
emissions resulting from buildout will make a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to those effects. Because it is therefore not possible to conclude that buildout
will not result in a cumulatively considerable incrementa contribution to the potentialy
significant cumulative impacts of global climate change on the City, thisimpact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

Minor Changesto the Environmental Analysis

I. Sonoma LAFCO - Response to Comment A3-4:

The commenter recommends that specific properties under Williamson Act contract be
identified. The City will include a map as part of the FEIR which will identify contracted
lands, and provide an acreage summary. Impacts are not anticipated to change, see
Master Response #3, Agricultural Land, which addresses potential agricultural land
conversion issuesin detail.

Revision: New Figure 4.2-3 titled “Williamson Act Land” will be added to the EIR and
will appear on page 4.2-10.

Il1. Sonoma County PRMD - Responseto Comment A4-1

The commenter notes that references in the Cloverdale GPU DEIR to the “Draft Sonoma
County General Plan” should be changed to “GP2020” as the County General Plan has
been adopted. Commented noted and the City concurs and will revise the EIR as needed.

Revision: “Draft-Sonoma-Connty-Generat-Plan" replaced with “GP 2020 throughout
EIR

I11. Sonoma County PRMD - Response to Comment A4-2:
Commenter notes that the City of Windsor was omitted from the DEIR Section 4.1.1.
Commented noted and the EIR will be revised accordingly.
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Revision: The City of Windsor will be added to the list of cities found on DEIR page 4.1-
1, Section 4.1.1, Regional Setting.

IV. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region -
Response to Comment A5-2:

The commenter states that the DEIR only considers three creeks, and the Russian River,
to be significant within the Study Area. DEIR Figure 4.10-2 illustrates the known
wetlands and streams present within the study area and vicinity. Thisfigureis not meant
to be a comprehensive account of al waters, including wetlands, within the study area.
The City notes the comment by RWQCB and will revise the Draft EIR to include a
clarifying statement that there are other creeks, drainages, etc in the Study Areain
addition to the four listed in the current DEIR.

Revision: DEIR Section 4.9.1 - Existing Setting: Local Surface Water Features, page
4.9-1. Underlined text will be added.

The City of Cloverdaleis located in the Alexander Valley Groundwater Basin. The Sudy
Area includes one (1) major river, the Russian River, and three (3) significant creeks,
Cloverdale Creek to the north, Porterfield Creek to the south, and Cherry Creek near
central Cloverdale. There are also other creeks and drainages existing within the Sudy
Area which carry varying degrees of water and support a range and variety of wildlife
habitat.

V. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region -
Response to Comment A5-10: The commenter points out that the former Masonite site
is inaccurately mapped on DTSC’s EnviroStor. Also, a correction of text on DEIR page
4.4-4 is needed as follows: “Sonoma County, with oversight from the North Coast
Regional Water Board, administers a cleanup program to address discharges from
underground storage tank systems”. These changes will be made to the EIR.
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