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not intended for immediate implementation without a community engagement process followed by detailed 
engineering design. The applicant shall coordinate with City Public Works staff on the preferred Traffic 
Calming approach and design (anticipated to be similar in nature to Concept 3 as shown in the conceptual 
Traffic Calming Plan of Appendix A), and the preferred Traffic Calming Plan shall be shown on the plan set for 
SPAR review. As part of the SPAR process, the Planning Commission will review and consider approval of a 
final Traffic Calming Plan, specifically determining which traffic calming measures will ultimately be 
implemented. The Public Improvement Plan set for the Revised Project shall include the final Traffic Calming 
Plan. One of the objectives of the Traffic Calming Plan is to reduce vehicle speeds on these roadways, which 
will also further reduce associated traffic noise. 
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Response to Letter V 

Don Forman, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment V-1 

Please see Master Responses to Comments regarding Traffic, generally. 

Comments regarding the merits of the Project are included in this response to comments document and will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. 

 

Response to Letter W 

Janice Gordon, 5-21-18 

Response to Comments W-1 

Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic, generally.  

On March 1, 2018, the City released the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project. The DEIR 
was released for a 45-day public review period, which ended on April 16, 2018. A Notice of 
Completion/Availability (NOC/NOA) of the DEIR and Public Hearing was published in the Argus Courier on 
March 1, 2018. Notices were also mailed on the same date to residents and property owners within 500 feet 
of the subject property, to interested parties who previously requested notification, and to all who 
commented on the original Notice of Preparation for this EIR. The NOC/NOA was also filed with the State 
Clearinghouse and the Sonoma County Clerk. Copies of the DEIR have been made available at the Petaluma 
Library, the Community Center, City Hall, and digitally via the City’s website. Additionally, hard copies and 
CDs of the documents have been made available for purchase by the public at the Planning Division. 

Comments regarding the merits of the Project are included in this response to comments document and will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. 

 

Response to Letter X 

William Rogers, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment X-1 

Please see Master Responses to Comments regarding Traffic, generally.  

Response to Comment X-2 

The City’s most recent affordable housing ordinance, which requires construction of affordable housing units 
on site unless the City Council specifically grants a method of alternative compliance, became effective on 
October 18, 2018, well after the Project application was filed and deemed complete. Projects with 
applications deemed complete prior to January 1, 2019 are not subject to the inclusionary provisions of the 
October 2018 ordinance, but are instead subject to the provisions of the previous affordable housing policy. 
That previous policy required either dedication of 15% of the units on-site as affordable or payment of an 
affordable housing in-lieu fee or an alternative method to meet the intent of the inclusionary requirement 
subject to approval by the City Council. The option of an alternative method enables the City and the project 
applicant to work together to establish a mutually agreed upon and mutually beneficial affordable housing 
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component for the Project, pursuant to consideration of the relative public benefits attributable to the 
Project. The applicant has recently indicated their intention to provide 10.2% of the total units of the Revised 
Project (or 21 units) as affordable (with half of those units affordable at the low-income level, and half of 
those units affordable at the median-income level). 

Response to Comment X-3 

Pursuant to Chapter 19.24 of the Petaluma Municipal Code, the City implements a Traffic Development 
Impact Fee program (Traffic Impact Fees) to provide funding necessary to achieve the City’s goal of 
maintaining existing traffic service levels and to provide traffic facilities to mitigate traffic impacts of new 
development. Fees charged to new development are used to pay for design, engineering, right-of-way or land 
acquisition and construction and/or acquisition of facilities and other established costs. Traffic Impact Fees 
can be used to reimburse the City for facilities constructed by the City, to reimburse developers who have 
designed and constructed facilities, and to pay for and/or reimburse costs of program development and 
ongoing administration and maintenance of the Fee program. The project will be required to pay applicable 
Traffic Impact Fees for each residential unit prior to the date of final inspection and issuance of the certificate 
of occupancy for such residential development. 

The Draft EIR does not identify any impacts to the City’s roadway system that are attributable solely to new 
traffic generated by the original Project, so no additional mitigation measures are recommended. 

Response to Comment X-4 

Please see Master Response to Comments on the Shasta Avenue Extension and its associated rail crossing as 
well as the description of the Revised Project (Chapter 2), providing an explanation as to why the Shasta 
Avenue Extension is no longer being considered under the Revised Project. The reasons for not including a 
Shasta Avenue Extension would equally apply to a Cinnabar rail crossing. 

Response to Comment X-5 

The Petaluma General Plan includes a land use designation of River Plan Corridor, which covers lands 
identified as needed to implement the 1996 Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan (or River Plan). No 
new development is permitted within the River Corridor. Within the site, the River Corridor is comprised of 
three management zones: the Preservation Zone, the Restoration Zone and the Buffer Zone. Unlike the 
original Project (which had encroached into the River Corridor), the Revised Project’s development plan is 
pulled back from the Petaluma River banks such that it no longer encroaches into the River Corridor 
Preservation Zone (see Chapter 2 of this FEIR, Description of the Revised Project). 

Comments regarding the merits of the Project are included in this response to comments document and will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. 
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Response to Letter Y 

Kim Wilson, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment Y-1 

Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic specific to Graylawn and Jess Avenues. 

Response to Comment Y-2 

Construction noise impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR (beginning at page 13-28). Mitigation measures 
presented in the Draft EIR represent all reasonable and feasible noise attenuation strategies that can be 
applied, and would serve to reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors (i.e., neighbors) to excessive noise 
during construction. The highest noise levels that would be experienced by adjacent sensitive receptors 
would occur for a duration of approximately 1 year during construction activity. 

Response to Comment Y-3 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding. 

Response to Comment Y-4 

Comments regarding the merits of the Project are included in this response to comments document and will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. 

 

Response to Letter Z 

Nicole Victor, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment Z-1 

On March 1, 2018, the City released the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project. The DEIR 
was released for a 45-day public review period, which ended on April 16, 2018. A Notice of 
Completion/Availability (NOC/NOA) of the DEIR and Public Hearing was published in the Argus Courier on 
March 1, 2018. Notices were also mailed on the same date to residents and property owners within 500 feet 
of the subject property, to interested parties who previously requested notification, and to all who 
commented on the original Notice of Preparation for this EIR. The NOC/NOA was also filed with the State 
Clearinghouse and the Sonoma County Clerk. Copies of the DEIR have been made available at the Petaluma 
Library, the Community Center, City Hall, and digitally via the City’s website. Additionally, hard copies and 
CDs of the documents have been made available for purchase by the public at the Planning Division. 

Response to Comment Z-2 

Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic impacts, generally.  

Response to Comment Z-3 

The Draft EIR (beginning at page 14-35) includes an analysis of Project-generated traffic added to the 
“Pipeline”, or near-term scenario. The Pipeline scenario includes added traffic from other development 
projects that the City is processing development application or has already approved, but which may or may 
not have yet been constructed. The locations of these “pipeline” development projects are shown on Figure 
14-8 of the Draft EIR, and a list of projects provided by the City that would contribute traffic to study area 
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intersections under the Pipeline scenario is included in the Draft EIR Appendix. As shown on Figure 14-8 of 
the Draft EIR, the North River Apartments are included among other pipeline scenario developments. 

Response to Comment Z-4 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding. 

Response to Comment Z-5 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to sedimentation of the River.  

 

Response to Letter AA 

Sue Hirsch, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment AA-1 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding and Master Response to Comments on Wetlands and 
Riparian habitat. 
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Response to Letter AB 

Catherine Thompson, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment AB-1 

The Draft EIR included a fully detailed traffic study, included as Chapter 14 of that document. Please also see 
Master Responses to Comments on Traffic impacts, generally. 

Response to Comment AB-2 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to the accuracy of trip generation rates as used 
in the traffic analysis and presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment AB-3 

The Draft EIR (beginning at page 15-1) provides a detailed description of water supply sources for the City of 
Petaluma. As noted in that section of the Draft EIR, the Petaluma Water Resources and Conservation Division 
of the Department of Public Works and Utilities is the water purveyor for the City of Petaluma. Petaluma’s 
primary source of water is Russian River water purchased from the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA). 
The SCWA supplies water to Petaluma and seven other water contractors under the Restructured Agreement 
for Water Supply between SCWA and its contractors. Under this Restructured Agreement, Petaluma’s 
monthly water supply entitlement from the SCWA is an average day maximum monthly (ADMM) supply of 
21.8 million gallons per day (mgd) and an annual supply limit of 13,400 acre-feet per year (or 4,366 million 
gallons). The City of Petaluma reduces demand for potable water through use of recycled water. The City of 
Petaluma 2015 Urban Water Management Plan provides an analysis of the City's existing water supply 
resources and demands, including the City’s contract with SCWA, the City’s water recycling program (potable 
offset), water conservation programs and limited use of groundwater. 

The Draft EIR (beginning at page 15-18) included an analysis of the availability of water supply to serve the 
project. Based on detailed information as contained in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, there are 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and new or 
expanded entitlements are not needed. The project will add to the cumulative demand for overall water 
supplies and contribute to projected dry year water shortages. Therefore, the Project will be required, 
pursuant to existing regulations, to include water conservation strategies that will serve to reduce overall 
water demands to levels projected to be sustainable on a cumulative basis, and will be subject to those water 
shortage contingency plans that are now in place, and as may be implemented in the future.  

Response to Comment AB-4 

On March 1, 2018, the City released the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project. The DEIR 
was released for a 45-day public review period, which ended on April 16, 2018. A Notice of 
Completion/Availability (NOC/NOA) of the DEIR and Public Hearing was published in the Argus Courier on 
March 1, 2018. Notices were also mailed on the same date to residents and property owners within 500 feet 
of the subject property, to interested parties who previously requested notification, and to all who 
commented on the original Notice of Preparation for this EIR. The NOC/NOA was also filed with the State 
Clearinghouse and the Sonoma County Clerk. Copies of the DEIR have been made available at the Petaluma 
Library, the Community Center, City Hall, and digitally via the City’s website. Additionally, hard copies and 
CDs of the documents have been made available for purchase by the public at the Planning Division. 

Comments regarding the merits of the Project are included in this response to comments document and will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration. 
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Response to Letter AC 

Sherry Kamages, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment AC-1 

Please see Master Response to Comments on the Shasta Avenue Extension and its associated rail crossing 
(Chapter 4) as well as the description of the Revised Project (Chapter 2) providing an explanation as to why 
the Shasta Avenue Extension is no longer being considered under the Revised Project. 

Response to Comment AC-2 

Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic specific to Graylawn and Jess Avenues. 

 

Response to Letter AD 

Samer Rabadi, 5-21-18 

Response to Comment AC-1 

Please see Master Response to Comments on the Shasta Avenue Extension and its associated rail crossing 
(Chapter 4) as well as the description of the Revised Project (Chapter 2) providing an explanation as to why 
the Shasta Avenue Extension is no longer being considered under the Revised Project. Please also see Master 
Responses to Comments on Traffic specific to Graylawn and Jess Avenues. 

Response to Comment AC-2 

Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding and Master Response to Comments on Wetlands and 
Riparian Habitat. 

 

Response to Letter AE 

Cynthia Murray, North Bay Leadership Council, 5-21-18 

Response AE-1 

The commenter’s perspectives on the need for additional housing within the City of Petaluma, especially 
housing for the local workforce and affordable housing, are noted and will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and City Council for their consideration.  

The City’s most recent affordable housing ordinance, which requires construction of affordable housing units 
on site unless the City Council specifically grants a method of alternative compliance, became effective on 
October 18, 2018, well after the Project application was filed and deemed complete. Projects with 
applications deemed complete prior to January 1, 2019 are not subject to the inclusionary provisions of the 
October 2018 ordinance, but are instead subject to the provisions of the previous affordable housing policy. 
That previous policy required either dedication of 15% of the units on-site as affordable or payment of an 
affordable housing in-lieu fee or an alternative method to meet the intent of the inclusionary requirement 
subject to approval by the City Council. The option of an alternative method enables the City and the project 
applicant to work together to establish a mutually agreed upon and mutually beneficial affordable housing 
component for the Project, pursuant to consideration of the relative public benefits attributable to the 
Project. The applicant has recently indicated their intention to provide 10.2% of the total units of the Revised 
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Project (or 21 units) as affordable (with half of those units affordable at the low-income level, and half of 
those units affordable at the median-income level). 

The comment letter does not raise any questions or comments regarding the Draft EIR or the CEQA process. 
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6 
Response to Comments made at Public 

Hearings  

Introduction 

This chapter includes summaries of oral comments based on notes taken during public hearings on the Draft 
EIR at the April 18, 2018 Planning Commission and the May 21, 2018 hearing of the City Council. Specific 
responses to these individual oral comments follow each summary. 

Responses focus on comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR or to other 
aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments 
that address topics beyond the purview of this EIR or CEQA are noted as such for the public record. Where 
comments have triggered changes to the Draft EIR, these changes are summarized in the response and are 
consolidated in Chapter 7: Revisions to the Draft EIR, where they are listing in the order that the revision 
would appear in the Draft EIR document. 

Master Responses to recurring comments may be found in the prior Chapter 4 of this document. 

Comments at April 18, 2018 Planning Commission Hearing 

Speaker 1: Mr. Mattson 

As a resident of Bernice Court, this speaker expressed concern about how the Bernice Court EVA would be 
blocked off and controlled so that it would not be used in non-emergency situations. 

Response:  The emergency vehicle access between the Project site and Bernice Court would be gated 
and the gate controlled by a lock-box or its equivalent, as specified by the Fire Department. Only 
emergency responders would have the remote key to control the gate, allowing them to open the 
gate and pass through in emergencies. At all other times, the gate would remain closed and locked. 
To ensure that the Bernice Court frontage provides continuous emergency access, the Fire Marshal 
has further recommended (see Recommendation Haz-7) that the EVA be designed to maintain 
emergency access at all times through the proper siting of bollards, striping, signage and other 
indicators, and that the EVA design be reviewed and approved by the Fire Marshal. 

The speaker expressed concerns about the poor conditions of Shasta Avenue on the opposite (easterly) side 
of the SMART rail tracks.  

Response: The original Project had proposed to improve Shasta Avenue over the rail tracks to the 
point where existing Shasta Avenue meets current City street standards (westerly of Petaluma 
Boulevard). The Revised Project no longer includes a Shasta Avenue extension or rail crossing, and no 
improvements to Shasta Avenue on the opposite side of the rail tracks are proposed or required for 
the Revised Project. 

The speaker expressed concerns about the technical design of the rail crossing, and that there were both 
horizontal and vertical dimensions to this crossing not yet fully considered. 
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Response:  The Revised Project no longer includes a Shasta Avenue extension or rail crossing, and 
detailed designs for the Shasta Avenue crossing are no longer proposed or required.  

The speaker also expressed concerns about traffic levels on Graylawn Avenue, suggesting that traffic counts 
under-report existing traffic conditions and that this street cannot accommodate any more traffic. 

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic specific to the accuracy of traffic 
counts and traffic levels on Graylawn and Jess Avenues.  

Speaker 2: Mr. Obaid 

The speaker suggested that Graylawn Avenue should not be defined as a residential street, but rather as a 
cul-de-sac because it is not a through street. The speaker expressed concern about increased traffic on 
Graylawn and the effect that the Project’s traffic would have on the neighborhood. The speaker indicated 
that all of the neighbors are concerned about traffic issues, and that the existing Oak Creek Apartments 
already generate traffic problems, which will only get worse with the Project. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to Graylawn and Jess 
Avenues. Graylawn is a public street serving residential uses that terminates in turnaround. Lack of a 
through connection and presence of a turn around, cul-de-sac, bollard or other street configuration 
does not dictate the street classification.   

The speaker suggested that the existing Oak Creek Apartments are more densely populated that the Draft EIR 
suggests, generating greater traffic that presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on traffic specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts, and the accuracy of the trip generation rates. As demonstrated in Table 
4-3 of this document, the local trip generation rates from the Oak Creek Apartments (as counted in 
February 2019) do not differ substantially from the trip generation rates used in the Draft EIR as 
derived from the ITE Trip Generation 9th Edition. 

The speaker suggested that the City’s livable street standard for residential roadways was not working now, 
and that traffic generated by the Project would make things worse. 

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to traffic 
levels on Graylawn and Jess Avenues. As noted in the Draft EIR, the City’s roadway design standards 
as defined in the Petaluma 2025 Mobility Report are not CEQA thresholds, and the Draft EIR did not 
use these standards to identify CEQA-related environmental impacts. Rather, these design standards 
provide a relative means of measuring the effect of increased vehicle traffic on the qualitative 
livability of the street environment and adjacent residential uses. Exceeding this design standard is 
not considered a significant environmental impact, but does indicate that the City and the project 
applicant should consider implementation of traffic calming measures to improve and enhance the 
livability of the adjacent neighborhood. A conceptual Traffic Calming Plan has been prepared for the 
Revised Project (see Appendix A), to be considered concurrently with consideration of Project 
approvals. The Traffic Calming Plan outlines several traffic calming concepts that the City, Project 
Sponsor and neighborhood residents could pursue in a manner consistent with the City’s goals for 
traffic calming in residential neighborhoods, as outlined in the City’s 2025 General Plan. All scenarios 
of the Traffic Calming Plan include traffic-calming elements for both Graylawn and Jess Avenues to 
avoid creating a situation where a traffic-calming program on Graylawn Avenue causes drivers to 
divert onto Jess Avenue. The strategies presented within the Traffic Calming Plan are intended to be 
conceptual in nature and are not intended for immediate implementation without a community 
engagement process followed by detailed engineering design. The applicant shall coordinate with 
City Public Works staff on the preferred Traffic Calming approach and design (anticipated to be 
similar in nature to Concept 3 as shown in the conceptual Traffic Calming Plan of Appendix A), and 
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the preferred Traffic Calming Plan shall be shown on the plan set for SPAR review. As part of the 
SPAR process, the Planning Commission will review and consider approval of a final Traffic Calming 
Plan, specifically determining which traffic calming measures will ultimately be implemented. The 
Public Improvement plan set for the Revised Project shall include the final Traffic Calming Plan. 

Speaker 3: Ms. Kull 

The speaker introduced herself as working for the Marin County Flood Control District and an expert on the 
issues of flooding. The speaker suggested that the Project site is a “living floodplain” that acts like a sponge to 
protect the City from increased flooding, and that covering this floodplain with impervious surfaces such as 
proposed pursuant to the Project would exacerbate flooding conditions and that mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR to address this concern were not adequate.  

Response:  Please see Master Responses to Comments on Flooding and Master Response to 
Comments on Wetlands. Both the original Project and now the Revised Project provide a 200’ 
setback from the centerline of the Petaluma River consistent with General Plan policy. No new 
apartment structures pursuant to either the original Project or the Revised Project are located within 
the 100-year floodplain of the Petaluma River.  

As stated in the Draft EIR, the majority of those portions of the site to be developed are underlain by 
low permeable soil formations of Yolo and Clear Lake clays. Generally, these soil types are poorly 
drained, runoff rates are high and permeability is slow to very slow. As such, stormwater does not 
drain off the site quickly but also does not infiltrate (or seep into the ground) quickly. Instead, 
stormwater tends to spread and pond on the surface until the ground is saturated, and then runs off 
the site towards the River. Analysis presented in the Draft EIR (beginning at page 11-26) concluded 
that, because of the site’s location within the downstream portion of the watershed, existing runoff 
from the site leaves the site and passes downstream in the River prior to the onset of larger peak 
flows generated further upstream in the watershed. Projects in this area of the watershed and 
immediately adjacent to the River can minimize flood impacts by letting their runoff leave the site 
and enter the downstream drainages as quickly as possible. 

Both the original Project and the Revised Project include a terraced grading plan along the riverbanks 
fronting the Project site, consistent with General Plan policies to improve flood capacity and flow 
efficiency. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the increased flood flows attributable to the original Project 
near its outfall location show a minor increase in the peak 100-year storm flow in the River of about 
0.1 percent. This increased flow was found to be within the limits of model tolerances and was not 
considered significant. Increased runoff due to the original Project, combined with increased capacity 
of the river channel associated with the original Project’s terraced grading would result in similar, 
minor increases in 100-year storm flows downstream of the site (less than one-half of 1% at all 
measured locations). The increased flows at further downstream locations appear to be attributable 
to the increased capacity of the River channel and its ability to convey increased flows downstream. 
Other than the terraced grading plan along the western riverbank fronting the Project site needed to 
improve citywide flood capacity and flow efficiency, consistent with the City’s General Plan, no 
further flood control mitigation of the project is warranted. 

The speaker suggested that the Draft EIR was not adequate because it did not analyze additional flooding 
scenarios such as a 200-year flood condition, which now occurs more frequently than an average of once 
every 200-years. 

Response:  The analysis of potential flooding conditions as presented in the Draft EIR relies on the 
City’s latest XP-SWMM hydrology model to quantify potential increases in Petaluma River flows 
under both 10-year and 100-year flood events. The 100-year flood event is used because it matches 
with current regulatory requirements, and the 10-year event is used because it represents the 
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minimum design flow as specified by the Sonoma County Water Agency for minor waterways of 1 
square mile or less.1 

● FEMA’s Special Flood Hazard Area (AE) is defined as the area subject to inundation by the 1% annual 
chance flood (100-year flood, or base flood).  

● FEMA distributes Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS), which are used in the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) and that identify the locations of special flood hazard areas (SFHAs), including the 
100‐year base flood. The most current FEMA FIRM maps, as used in the Draft EIR are dated February 
18, 2014 

● The City of Petaluma’s Implementing Zoning Ordinance sets measures for the construction, location, 
conversion, or alteration of any structures or land contained within FEMA designated 100-year flood 
hazard zones in the City.  

● Petaluma General Plan Policy 8-P-33 provides that any project within an area subject to inundation in 
a 1% (100-year) storm event shall include site-specific analysis of impacts and identification of 
mitigations.  

● The City’s high performance XP-SWMM storm water model includes accurate topographical input 
data and reliance on almost 100 years of Petaluma rainfall data and previous flood events.  

Although FEMA’s Special Flood Hazard Area maps do identify a 500-year floodplain boundary, these 
boundaries are not used for regulatory purposes. No official mapping (by FEMA or the City) of a 200-
year flood plain is available or used for any regulatory purpose.  

The speaker indicated that elevated sediment loads in the Petaluma River have a substantial but 
unaccounted for increase in water surface elevations, and that accordingly the hydrology modeling presented 
in the Draft EIR under-reports flooding conditions. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to increased 
sedimentation of the River.     

The speaker suggested that neither the Project nor the Draft EIR presented reasonable best management 
practices (BMPs) for water quality treatment. 

Response: The original Project did include a preliminary Stormwater Control Plan (CSW/Stuber 
Stroeh Engineering Group, Inc., July 2015) that was summarized in the Draft EIR (starting at page 11-
16). The original Project’s Stormwater Control Plan was prepared using the template and manual as 
provided by the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA). As documented 
in the Draft EIR, the original Project did not fully comply with site design measures of the BASMAA 
manual in that it did not conserve natural areas of the site as much as possible and did not fully 
comply with all stream setback ordinances and requirements. The Revised Project now includes 
setbacks from the River that demonstrate greater compliance with these site design measures.  

The original Project’s preliminary Stormwater Control Plan (and now the Revised Project’s 
preliminary Stormwater Control Plan) does comply with other site design measures for regulated 
projects. These measures include identifying potential sources of stormwater pollutants and 
providing for source control measures, routing stormwater runoff to bioretention or other facilities 
that were sized and designed according to BASMAA criteria, and providing for ongoing maintenance 
of bioretention facilities. As indicated in Figure 3-4 of this document, the Revised Project includes 
bioretention facilities adjacent to buildings to provide initial treatment of runoff, bioretention basins 

                                                             

1  Sonoma County Water Agency, Draft Flood Management Design Manual, August 2019 
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to provide additional water quality treatment prior to discharge, and pervious pavement treatments 
to decrease surface runoff and provide for self-treating of water quality. 

Mitigation Measure Hydro-2A: SWCP Implementation, remains applicable to the Revised Project and 
requires that the Project’s final design, construction and implementation comply with all appropriate 
post-construction stormwater treatment measures to reduce water quality impacts to downstream 
reaches as required by the current post-construction control requirements of the Small MS4 General 
Permit. Upon completion of the final project design, the applicant is required to provide 
documentation of stormwater management measures that show compliance with the Small MS4 
General Permit.  

The speaker suggested that the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis of sea level rise was inadequate, in that it only 
addressed a buildout condition at year 2025. Cumulative sea level rise concerns extend far out beyond year 
2025. 

Response:  As indicated in the Draft EIR (page 19-6), the cumulative analyses presented in the Draft 
EIR relied on a reasonable combination of two approaches for identifying cumulative conditions, 
specifically using a “pipeline” list of present and probable future projects for analysis of traffic 
impacts, and using development assumptions of the City’s General Plan for most all other 
environmental topics. Specific to the analysis of potential sea level rise, the Draft EIR relied on the 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC’s) sea level rise projections, 
which are based on 16 inches of sea level rise by mid-century (year 2050), and 55 inches of sea level 
rise at the end of the century (year 2100). These cumulative scenarios assume a sea level rise 
scenario coupled with extreme high tide, a 100-year storm event, and waves. The Draft EIR’s 
cumulative analysis of sea level rise is adequate and does extend far out beyond year 2025. 

Planning Commissioner Wolpert 

1. The Commissioner questioned whether the site plan and architecture for the Project was set as proposed, 
or may change pursuant to subsequent City processes. The Commissioner questioned whether the 
environmental review analyzed a generic project with a certain density, or a final design. The Commissioner 
also presumed that a final design would need to implement many mitigation measures as recommended in 
the Draft EIR.  

Response: The Draft EIR analyzed the original Project as presented in Draft EIR Chapter 3: Project 
Description. This Response to Comments document provides an updated analysis of the Revised 
Project as presented in Chapter 2: Revised Project Description of this document. These analyses are 
specific to the conceptual site plan as designed in the applicant’s current submittals. However, 
changes to the site plan (such as those reflected in the Revised Project) will need to be implemented 
to comply fully with all mitigation measures, and architectural design of the buildings will be detailed 
and conducted pursuant to the City’s subsequent Site Plan and Architectural Review (SPAR) process. 
The SPAR process will provide the City with the opportunity to ensure that all project specific 
mitigation measures adopted by the City are implemented. 

2. The Commissioner noted that the project will generate more traffic on Graylawn Avenue and questioned 
whether mitigation measures are warranted. 

Response: The City’s roadway design standards as defined in the Petaluma 2025 Mobility Report are 
not CEQA thresholds, and the Draft EIR did not use these standards to identify any CEQA-related 
environmental impacts. Rather, these design standards provide a relative means of measuring the 
effect of increased vehicle traffic on the street environment and adjacent residential uses. Exceeding 
this design standard is not considered a significant environmental impact, but does indicate that the 
City and the project applicant should consider implementation of traffic calming measures to 
improve and enhance the livability of the adjacent neighborhood. A Traffic Calming Plan has been 
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prepared for the Project, to be implemented on Graylawn Avenue and Jess Avenue (please see 
Appendix A to this document). Please also see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic, generally 
and specific to traffic on Graylawn and Jess Avenues. 

3. The Commissioner noted that the project’s proposed pedestrian/bicycle trail does not appear to have any 
connections that would enable a pedestrian or bicyclist to connect elsewhere. 

Response:  The Project does include construction of a Class I bicycle and pedestrian path along its 
frontage of the Petaluma River, extending from the existing path’s terminus at the Oak Creek 
Apartments to the westerly Project site boundary on the southeast side of the SMART rail tracks. 
This trail helps to implement the River Plan’s goal for a walkway/trail along the entire length of the 
River within the city limits. Together, the proposed Sid Commons trail and the previously constructed 
Oak Creek Apartment trail would create a 1/3-mile segment of constructed river trail. This river trail 
does not extend north of the Project site, and the SMART rail tracks present an obstacle to a 
northerly extension of this trail on the west side of the River. The river trail does not appear 
improved south of the Oak Creek Apartments and does not currently provide a connection to the 
raised Payran Bridge. To connect elsewhere, Project residents and visitors can walk or ride on 
Graylawn or Jess Avenues to the existing sidewalk and Class 3 bicycle lane on Payran, cross the 
bridge and connect with the existing off-street (Class I) Lynch Creek Trail bike and pedestrian path on 
the southerly side of Lynch Creek. From there, the Lynch Creek Trail connects eastward to Lucchesi 
Park and points beyond.  

The General Plan’s Proposed and Existing Bicycle Facilities Diagram (Figure 5-2) indicates a 
“Proposed” Class I bike and pedestrian trail extending north along the westerly side of the River, and 
further extensions of the Lynch Creek Trail to the east. These “Proposed” Class I bike and pedestrian 
trails do not currently exist, but these trail extensions are part of the long-term goals of the River 
Plan. Additionally, the SMART Pathway Project (the Southpoint – Payran Multi-Use Pathway) on the 
west side of the rails is anticipated to be available for public use starting in October 2019, but then 
will be temporarily closed starting in the spring of 2020 due to commencement of the Highway 101 
widening project to accommodate new carpool lanes from Corona Road to Lakeville Highway. That 
temporary closure of the SMART Pathway may last for as long as two years, when it will then re-
open. New residents will be able to access the SMART pathway from Graylawn to Payran. 

4. The Commissioner questioned whether the Project’s terraced grading plan along the riverbank might have 
adverse effects on anadromous fish, and whether river widening may cause river waters to warm more 
quickly. 

Response:  The Draft EIR notes that three fish species are known or are suspected to occur in the 
reach of the Petaluma River that runs along the northeastern edge of the Project site - the 
Sacramento splittail, steelhead trout and Chinook salmon. This portion of the River is included in the 
designation of Critical Habitat for Central California Coast ESU steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss 
irideus). Unintentional introduction of sediment into the water from erosion or runoff has the 
greatest potential to affect steelhead, green sturgeon and/or the Sacramento splittail’s feeding rates 
and growth, increase mortality, cause behavioral avoidance and reduce macro-invertebrate prey 
populations. Similarly, the unintended introduction of petrochemicals associated with grading 
equipment (fuel or other petrochemical release into waters) could injure or kill these fish 
populations and/or their macro-invertebrate prey populations.  

The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will determine the need to consult with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) for impacts related to terrace grading of the riverbanks on the federally 
listed Central California Costal Steelhead DPS. Depending on the need for consultation, the Project 
applicant will be required to comply with all of the terms and conditions as required by NMFS. In 
addition to all avoidance and minimization measures as required by the resource agencies, the 
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Project shall implement erosion control requirements and best management practices for water 
quality protection during construction. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce 
potential impacts of the proposed Project on these fish species and their habitat to a level of less 
than significant. It is anticipated that once construction of the Petaluma River terrace and the habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) is complete, habitat for these fish species will be restored 
and possibly increased as a result. 

5. The Commissioner questioned whether the Draft EIR had analyzed the combined effects of sea level rise 
and anticipated flood conditions. 

Response: Sea level rise in the DEIR is discussed beginning on page 11-43. The Draft EIR relied on the 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC’s) sea level rise projections, 
which include scenarios of 16 inches of sea level rise by mid-century (year 2050), and 55 inches of 
sea level rise at the end of the century (year 2100). These sea level rise scenarios are also coupled 
with extreme high tide, increased runoff from the 100-year storm event, and waves.  

6. The Commissioner questioned whether greenhouse gas emissions had been thoroughly investigated. 

Response: As indicated on page 9-16 of the Draft EIR, estimated operational greenhouse gas 
emissions for the original Project are 2,590 metric tonnes CO2e per year, which exceeds the annual 
BAAQMD significance threshold of 1,100 MT/year. However, development of the original Project 
would have resulted in construction of 278 new residential units. At an average of 2.60 persons per 
household, there would be approximately 723 new residents. Dividing the annual GHG emissions by 
this service population resulted in a service population ratio of approximately 3.58 MT CO2e per 
service population per year. This is well below the BAAQMD significance threshold of 4.6 MT 
CO2e/SP/year, or less than significant. Furthermore, the Project will be required to comply with all 
CALGreen + Tier 1 building code requirements per City of Petaluma ordinances, thereby further 
reducing GHG emissions. 

Please also see the Comparative Environmental Assessment of GHG impacts of the Revised Project in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 

7. The Commissioner questioned the roadway designations for Payran Street and Graylawn, specifically 
questioning whether these streets should be considered arterial, collector, local or residential streets. 

Response: The Draft EIR incorrectly characterized Payran Street as a collector street, whereas the 
General Plan Street Classifications Diagram shows Payran as an arterial, and Graylawn Avenue as a 
residential street. The City’s roadway design standards as defined in the Petaluma 2025 Mobility 
Report do not relate to the physical capacity of the roadway based on right-of-way or pavement 
widths, but rather are a qualitative standard more related to intended traffic carrying capacity and 
adjacent land uses. 

8. The Commissioner noted that Sonoma County Environmental Health and Safety (EHS) is a “Program”, not a 
“Division”.  

Response: Comment noted. Please see Chapter 7: Revisions to the Draft EIR, for this correction.  

9. The Commissioner questioned whether the Draft EIR analysis of flooding concerns should have used a 200-
year flood rather than the 100-year flood conditions.  

Response: As indicated in response to Speaker 3 comments (above), the analysis of potential 
flooding conditions as presented in the Draft relies on the City’s latest XP-SWMM hydrology model 
to quantify potential increases in Petaluma River flows under a 100-year flood event. The 100-year 
flood event is used because it matches with current regulatory requirements including FEMA’s 
Special Flood Hazard Area (the 1% annual chance flood, or 100-year flood, or base flood), FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the City of Petaluma’s Implementing Zoning Ordinance and Petaluma 
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General Plan policy. No official mapping (by FEMA or the City) of a 200-year flood plain is available or 
used for any regulatory purpose. 

10. During the Commission’s final comments and suggestions on the Draft EIR, the Commissioner reiterated 
concerns about flooding, traffic circulation without Shasta Avenue, pedestrian and bike paths need to 
connect elsewhere, concern about the loss of oak trees due to terracing, and potential impacts on fish and 
their river habitat. 

Response: Please see Response 9 above and Master Responses to Comments regarding flooding in 
Chapter 4 of this document.  

Regarding traffic concerns without the Shasta Avenue extension, please see Master Response to 
Comments on Traffic specific to Graylawn Avenue and Jess Avenue Traffic Impacts. Even though the 
Revised Project is reduced in size and the total number of vehicle trips is commensurately reduced, 
the Revised Project will still increase traffic on Graylawn Avenue over the City’s design standard of 
2,000 average daily trips (ADT). As stated on page 14-72 of the Draft EIR, the original Project would 
have contributed 1,808 ADT to Graylawn Avenue (assuming no trips used Jess Avenue) and would 
have resulted in a total of 2,762 ADT on Graylawn. Under the Revised Project, the project’s 
contribution to ADT would be 1,368 for a total of 2,510 ADT on Graylawn Avenue (See Table 4-7 in 
Chapter 4 Master Response to Comments).  

Regarding pedestrian and bicycle paths, please see Response 3 above. 

Regarding the loss of oak trees due to terracing, please see the comparative analysis of tree removal 
and tree protection in Chapter 3 of this document. This analysis demonstrates that with the reduced 
density and modified layout, the Revised Project is able to reduce by a substantial amount the 
number of trees proposed for removal as compared to the original Project. Specifically, the Revised 
Project has modified the terrace design to preserve the two oak trees that the original Project had 
proposed to remove in order to create the river terrace. 

Regarding fish and fish habitat, please see Response 4 above. 

Commissioner Petnic 

1. The Commissioner questioned the adequacy of the project’s proposed pedestrian and bicycle path.  

Response: As indicated in the response to Commissioner Wolpert (above), the Project does include 
construction of a Class I bicycle and pedestrian path along its frontage of the Petaluma River, 
extending from the existing path’s terminus at the Oak Creek Apartments to the westerly Project site 
boundary on the east side of the SMART rail tracks. The Revised Project proposes that a small branch 
of the trail leads to the River edge. The project applicant and Staff intend for this river trail to be 
open and available to the public. Please also see Response to Commissioner Wolpert’s Comment #3 
(above).   

2. The Commissioner suggested that a more appropriate density for this site might be in the range of 10 to 12 
dwelling units per acre on the approximately 15-acre site, yielding a development program of approximately 
150 units.   

Response: As a discretionary application, the City has discretion to approve, modify (i.e., change the 
density) or deny the project as proposed. The CEQA analysis is intended to (and required to) analyze 
the project as it is proposed, at 278 units under the original Project, which at 15.45 net developable 
acres yielded a density of 17.99 units per acre. The Draft EIR Alternative chapter provided analysis 
for a reasonable range of densities between 35 units, 79 units and 149 units (see Chapter 7: 
Revisions to the Draft EIR regarding the 149-unit alternative definition). The Revised Project now 
proposes a development program of 205 units, which at approximately 15.7 net developable acres, 
yields a density of approximately 13.1 units per acre.  
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3. The Commissioner commented on the appropriateness of the project’s proposed parking ratios of 1 
parking space per bedroom versus 1.5 parking spaces per unit.   

Response: As indicated in the Draft EIR (page 14-85), the California Court of Appeal has held that 
parking is not part of the permanent physical environment and that parking demand created by a 
project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA, unless it would 
cause significant secondary effects. Similarly, the December 2009 amendments to the State CEQA 
Guidelines removed parking from the State’s Environmental Checklist. As such, parking conditions 
were evaluated in the Draft EIR as a non-CEQA topic for informational purposes. 

The Draft EIR evaluated whether parking demand would be met by the proposed parking supply. 
Pursuant to the City of Petaluma Zoning Ordinance (Section 11.060, Table 11.1), required parking is 
“one parking space for every bedroom, studio, or efficiency unit” and that “in no case shall a project 
provide an overall parking ratio of less than 1.5 spaces per unit”. For the 278 unit original Project, 
comprised of 120 one-bedroom units and 158 two-bedroom units, the per-bedroom parking 
requirement equated to 436 parking spaces, greater than the 417 parking spaces otherwise required 
under the 1.5 space per unit minimum. The original Project’s proposed site plan showed 445 total 
off-street parking spaces for both residents and visitors, thereby meeting the applicable 436 
minimum parking space requirement. For the 205 unit Revised Project, comprised of 39 one-
bedroom units and 166 two-bedroom units, the per-bedroom parking requirement equates to 371 
parking spaces, greater than the 307 parking spaces otherwise required under the 1.5 space per unit 
minimum. The Revised Project’s site plan shows 430 total off-street parking spaces for both residents 
and visitors, thereby meeting the applicable 371 minimum parking space requirement. 

4. During the Commission’s final comments and suggestions on the Draft EIR, the Commissioner reiterated 
concerns about the effects of terracing and tree removal, comments on appropriate density, burdens on the 
surrounding street system, parking and access to the River.  

Response: Please see Response to Commissioner Wolpert’s comments #10 (above) regarding 
terraced grading and tree removal.  

Regarding comments on appropriate density for the project, please see Response 2 above. 

Regarding burdens on the surrounding street system, please see Master Response to Comments on 
Traffic specific to Graylawn and Jess Avenue. Even though the Revised Project is reduced in size and 
the total number of vehicle trips is commensurately reduced, the Revised Project will still increase 
traffic on Graylawn over the volume of traffic that was presented in the Draft EIR in its analysis of the 
original Project with the Shasta Extension. 

Regarding parking and parking ratios, please see Response 3 above. 

Regarding public access to the riverfront trail and the River, please see Response 1 above.  

Commissioner Bauer 

1. The Commissioner noted that Appendix 6B: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP), was not 
included in the printed set of the Draft EIR. 

Response: Comment noted. None of the technical appendices to the Draft EIR was made available as 
printed hard copies. CDs containing all of the DEIR technical appendices (including the HMMP) were 
made available to the Commissioners and the public, and were posted on the City website.      

2. The Commissioner noted that changes in the level of sedimentation in the Petaluma River might affect 
flood levels, such that existing and potential future flood conditions may be worse than reported in the Draft 
EIR. The Commissioner also noted that although the City is working toward implementation of a dredging 
plan for the River to remove silt, the extent of that dredging plan is not yet known. 
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Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to Petaluma River 
sedimentation. 

3. The Commissioner questioned staff about the zoning that applied to the site prior to the currently effective 
1982 PUD and whether it was zoned Agriculture at that time. 

Response: Staff indicated that the property was annexed into the City in 1981 and was not (to Staff’s 
knowledge) pre-zoned by the City prior to its annexation. To add further detail, when the 
neighborhood was first annexed into the City (pursuant to the 147-acre Graylawn Annexation, 
recorded December 30, 1981) it was zoned as R1-6500 (Single-family Residential) before the Oak 
Creek Apartments PUD was approved in 1982. 

4. The Commissioner was concerned about the availability of public access to the on-site trail and to the 
River. 

Response: As indicated in the response to Commissioner Wolpert (above), the Project does include 
construction of a Class I bicycle and pedestrian path along its frontage of the Petaluma River, 
extending from the existing path’s terminus at the Oak Creek Apartments to the northwesterly 
Project site boundary (east of the SMART rail tracks). The Revised Project proposes a small branch of 
the trail leads to the River edge. The project applicant and Staff intend for this trail to be open and 
available to the public. 

5. The Commissioner questioned whether the most recent traffic counts conducted for the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR were correctly timed, or were correctly accounted for traffic changes associated 
with the McKinley School.  

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts. New traffic volume and traffic speed data was collected in January and 
March of 2019 to address the comments and questions about traffic levels near the site. The new 
traffic counts were collected on typical weekdays while school was in session, and when the weather 
was sunny and without rain. The counting machines were active for a continuous 72-hour period 
starting Tuesday January 22, 2019 and ending Thursday January 24, 2019, during the one week 
without rain during the initial data collection period. Supplemental peak period and 72-hour traffic 
counts were conducted in March 2019 to confirm that the January counts were not influenced by the 
Martin Luther King Jr. holiday (Monday January 21st) The March 2019 counts are not substantially 
different from the January 2019 counts and thus confirm that the January counts adequately 
represent 2019 conditions.  

Based on 2019 traffic counts, total traffic volumes at measured intersections have decreased by an 
average of approximately 12 percent during the PM peak hour, but total traffic volumes have 
increased by an average of approximately 13 percent during the AM peak hour as compared to 
traffic volumes as presented in the Draft EIR. Traffic data presented in the Draft EIR indicated that 
these intersections were more congested during the PM peak hour than during the AM peak hour, 
and the 2019 traffic counts now indicate that traffic congestion during the AM peak hour has 
increased, and is now similar to the PM peak hour. One possible reason that traffic volumes adjacent 
to the site have decreased in the in the PM peak hour may be due to “peak period spreading”, where 
the actual traffic volumes during the peak hour do not substantially change but the length of the 
peak period has increased.  

6. The Commissioner noted that the intersection of Graylawn/Payran is controlled by a 1-way stop sign, and 
questioned the Level of Service “B” conclusions of the Draft EIR at this intersection, especially due to the 
large number of left turns in and out of this intersection. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to the 
accuracy and applicability of traffic counts. This Master Response provides an analysis of traffic 
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volumes obtained in the most current (2019) traffic counts and resulting level of service at 
Graylawn/Payran (see Table 4-1 of this document). This newer information indicates that, although 
traffic volumes at this intersection have increased over the traffic volumes as presented in the Draft 
EIR, the increase in relative traffic volumes has not significantly affected intersection operations, 
which would remain at acceptable (LOS D or greater) conditions.  

7. The Commissioner questioned whether the trip generation rates as applied to the project are correct. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on traffic specific to the accuracy of the trip 
generation rates. To test whether the ITE trip generation rates as used in the Draft EIR provide an 
accurate estimate of expected local trip generation characteristics, the number of vehicle trips 
generated by the existing Oak Creek Apartments (a low-rise apartment building neighboring the site) 
was counted and compared to ITE rates. As demonstrated in Table 4-3 of this document, the local 
trip generation rates from the Oak Creek Apartments do not differ substantially from the trip 
generation rates used in the Draft EIR. 

8. During the Commission’s final comments and suggestions on the Draft EIR, the Commissioner reiterated 
comments on the reality of the Shasta rail crossing, the project’s density, concerns about tree removal and 
migration corridors along the river, and the need for habitat protection.  

Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 

Regarding comments on appropriate density for the project please see the response to 
Commissioner Petnic’s comment 2, above. 

Please see Response to Commissioner Wolpert’s comments 10 (above) regarding terraced grading 
and tree removal.  

Regarding habitat protection, please see Master Response to Comments on Wetlands and Riparian 
Habitat.  

Commissioner Alonso 

1. The Commissioner noted that the City will need to take a hard look at the proposed Shasta Avenue 
extension and its associated rail crossing, and suggested that this crossing was not going to occur 

Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 

2. The Commissioner expressed concerns about the feasibility of the Draft EIR Alternative 3B and Alternative 
4, and noted that the project will need to address issues of housing affordability. 

Response: The Draft EIR recognized that Alternative 3B (at 79 units) might not be able to support the 
costs associated with terraced grading. Additional financial information about the project has been 
provided by the applicant to the City Planning Commission and City Council (see Comment Letter E3 
in this Response to Comments document) for use in deliberating the merits of the currently 
proposed Revised Project. 

In regards to housing affordability, the applicant intends to provide 10.2% of the total units of the 
Revised Project (21 units of the proposed 205 units) as affordable units, with half of those units 
affordable at the low-income level and half of those units affordable at the median-income level (see 
also Response # C-5). 
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Comments at May 21, 2018 City Council Hearing 

Speaker 1: Mr. Lareau 

The speaker suggested the project be required to open the Shasta Avenue extension, and that parking 
requirements be increased to three spaces per unit. 

Response: Please see Master Response to comments regarding the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project no longer proposes this roadway 
improvement. Pursuant to the City of Petaluma Zoning Ordinance (Section 11.060, Table 11.1), 
required parking is 1 parking space for every bedroom, studio, or efficiency unit, and in no case shall 
a project provide an overall parking ratio of less than 1.5 spaces per unit. Both the original Project 
and the Revised Project meet and exceed these parking requirements (see also Response #3 to 
Commissioner Petnic’s comments above). 

Speaker 2: Mr. Fox 

The speaker agreed with the previous comments about traffic and parking, also raising concerns about cut-
through traffic through the neighborhood. 

Response: Please see Response to Speaker 1 above regarding Shasta Avenue crossing and parking. 
Please also see Master Response to Comments regarding Traffic, generally. As indicated in the Draft 
EIR (page 14-70), any cut through route using Graylawn Avenue to travel through the Project as a 
shortcut between Payran Street and Petaluma Boulevard via Shasta Avenue would be circuitous and 
unlikely to induce significant traffic demand, compared to the more direct route via Payran Street. 
Therefore, the original Project would not have added substantial cut-through vehicles to Graylawn 
Avenue. Please see Master Response to comments regarding the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project no longer proposes the Shasta Extension or 
its potential to provide a cut-through route.  

Speaker 3: Mr. Thomas 

The speaker spoke in favor of the project, citing a need for more housing. 

Response: The speaker did not address any questions or comments on the Draft EIR, and no 
response is provided.  

Speaker 4: Ms. McGhee 

The speaker expressed concern about the effects of the project on wildlife along the River, and about the 
increased traffic congestion that the Project would generate, especially on Payran Street. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Wetlands and Riparian Habitat pertaining to 
wildlife along the River. Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally. 

Speaker 5: Mr. Terell 

The speaker noted that traffic at Petaluma Boulevard North /Shasta is already backed up, and that 
constructing the original Project’s Shasta Avenue Extension would result in building a traffic bottleneck. The 
speaker cited expected costs for construction of an at-grade rail crossing, and suggested that these costs had 
not been factored into the feasibility of the project.    

Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 
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Speaker 6: Ms. Jeans 

The speaker asked the Council not to approve a project that includes the Shasta Avenue Extension. 

Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 

The speaker indicated that the existing floodplain on this site absorbs runoff and protects downstream 
flooding, and that this protection would no longer be provided if the site were to be developed. 

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Flooding, specifically the project-specific 
effects on flooding due to increased runoff. Also see responses to Speaker 3’s comments above 
under the Planning Commission hearing. 

The speaker expressed concern about the loss of animal habitat along the riverbanks.  

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Wetlands and Riparian Habitat. 

The speaker noted that the project would generate too much traffic and parking in the surrounding 
neighborhood, especially on Payran Street. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally. Please also see Response 
to Planning Commissioner Petnic’s comment #3 above regarding the appropriateness of the parking 
ratios used in the design of the original Project and the Revised Project.  

The speaker questioned who would be responsible for paying costs associated with the Shasta Extension and 
rail crossing, including roadway upgrades necessary to accommodate trucks. 

 Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 

Speaker 7: Ms. Terrell 

The speaker expressed concern about traffic levels on the 1-block long street segment of Shasta Avenue 
between the site and North Petaluma Boulevard. 

Response: Please see Master Response to comments about the Shasta Avenue Extension and At-
Grade Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project (the applicant’s current proposal) no longer 
proposes this roadway improvement. 

The speaker suggested that the project proposed too many people for this site. 

Response: See Chapter 2: Revised Project Description, which demonstrates the applicant’s current 
proposal to construct 205 apartment units on the site, rather than the 278 units as proposed 
pursuant to the original Project.   

The speaker expressed concern about animals dependent upon habitat along the River.  

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Wetlands and Riparian Habitat. 

Speaker 8: Ms. Reed 

The speaker described her experiences of being flooded with runoff in her back yard ever since construction 
of the adjacent Oak Creek Apartments, and concern that the project would make this flooding issue even 
worse. 

Response:  Please see Master Response to comments on Flooding, specifically the project-specific 
effects on flooding due to increased runoff and the project’s preliminary Stormwater Control Plan, 
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which collects all runoff from the site within a storm drain system that is directed away from the Jess 
Avenue neighborhood and toward the Petaluma River.  

The speaker expressed concern that new traffic generated by the Project will use Jess Avenue, which was not 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response: Pease see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to traffic on Graylawn and 
Jess Avenues.   

The speaker expressed concern about impacts to wild turkeys, skunks, possum and other wildlife that reside 
in and use the site. 

Response: Common and urban-adaptive wildlife species such as skunks, possum and others are not 
afforded protection as sensitive (rare, threatened or endangered) species under state regulations or 
local Petaluma General Plan policies, and as such are not addressed in the EIR.    

The speaker noted that public access to the existing riverfront trail is effectively closed off at the Oak Creek 
Apartments. 

Response: The riverfront trail along the Oak Creek Apartments is within a public access easement, 
but a public access connection from this trail to Graylawn Avenue (through the northern Oak Creek 
Apartment parking lot) is unclear. At the time of the public hearings on the DEIR, there was a private 
property/no trespassing sign at the north end of this path (at the parking lot), which has 
subsequently been removed. The Project does include construction of a Class I bicycle and 
pedestrian path along its frontage of the Petaluma River, extending from the existing path’s terminus 
at the Oak Creek Apartments to the northwesterly Project site boundary. A small branch of the trail 
leads to the River edge. The project applicant and Staff intend for this trail to be open and available 
to the public. The Project also proposes a public pedestrian and bicycle connection from Graylawn 
Avenue, north of the landscaped turnaround, to the combined (1/3rd of a mile long) Oak Creek and 
Sid Common Apartments public trail. The applicant will grant the City a public access easement to 
allow for public access to this River trail. This trail will also create a public connection from Graylawn 
Avenue such that public access through the existing Oak Creek Apartment parking lot is no longer 
needed. 

The speaker noted that existing train noise is already loud, especially with new freight trains at 11:00 at night. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Noise specific to train-related noise. 
Without the Shasta Avenue Extension and the at-grade rail crossing, the Project will not increase or 
materially affect train noise along the rail corridor.  

Speaker 9: Mr. O’Hare 

The speaker spoke about neighborhood home values and the quality of the surrounding neighborhood along 
Jess Avenue, and his concern about the adverse effects of the project especially related to increased traffic. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to traffic on Graylawn and 
Jess Avenues. 

The speaker expressed concern about increased flooding that would be caused by the Project. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding. 

Speaker 10: Ms. Victor 

The speaker spoke about existing traffic conditions on Payran and that the project would make these traffic 
conditions worse: 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally. 
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The speaker indicated that the traffic study conducted for the Draft EIR was not complete, even with 2015 
updates, and specifically that traffic has increased even more substantially on Payran than is indicated in the 
Draft EIR.  

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts as used in the Draft EIR. 

Speaker 11: Ms. Barrett 

The speaker expressed her support for many other speakers’ concerns about traffic, agreeing that the Draft 
EIR underestimated the number of cars that would be generated by the Project, that there is not adequate 
capacity on Payran to accommodate increased traffic and that driving conditions will get worse with 
additional cars from the Project. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, specifically to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts, and the accuracy of the trip generation rates as used in the EIR.   

Speaker 12: Ms. Kull 

The speaker addressed many of the same concerns as expressed in her written comments. These concerns 
include that the flood control model does not adequately address increased sediment loads in the River; that 
the Project would adversely affect existing wetlands and flood flow retention especially in the winter; and 
that terraced grading may decrease the floodplain upstream but will increase flooding conditions 
downstream.  

Response: Please see prior responses to Comment Letters F and K in Chapter 5 of this document, 
submitted by this speaker on the same topics.   

The Speaker noted that cumulative upstream detention might never occur, but that the undeveloped Project 
site already provides for detention of runoff now.     

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding, specifically regarding the 
Hydrology-related Pros and Cons of River Terracing and the response to comments on Project-
Specific Effects on Flooding addressing detention and runoff under existing conditions. 

Speaker 13: Ms. Richardson 

The speaker agreed with other speaker comments about traffic and flooding concerns. This speaker also 
suggested that 278 new residential units would generate a high number of emergency response needs that 
were not fully addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response:  As indicated in Chapter 17 of the Draft EIR, development of a project at this site would 
place additional demands on existing fire protection and emergency medical response units. 
However, the development of a project (at 278 or 205 units) would not require the Petaluma Fire 
Department to construct additional fire stations or expand any existing facilities to serve the site 
effectively. Prior to development, the Developer would be required to pay all applicable impact fees 
related to fire protection and emergency response to enable the City to continue to meet 
established service objectives. 

The speaker suggested that the open space on the site is too valuable, and that students catch and release 
salmon in the River at this area. 

Response: As responded to under Planning Commissioner Wolpert’s comments #3 (above), the Draft 
EIR does note that three fish species are known or are suspected to occur in the reach of the 
Petaluma River, including the Sacramento splittail, steelhead trout and Chinook salmon. 
Unintentional introduction of sediment into the water from erosion or runoff has the potential to 
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adversely affect these sensitive species. The Project’s design and implementation of the terraced 
grading plan will require compliance with all terms and conditions as required by the state and 
federal regulatory agencies including the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, USACE and/or NMFS. In addition to all avoidance and minimization measures as 
required by these resource agencies, the Project shall implement erosion control requirements and 
best management practices for water quality protection during construction. Implementation of 
these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts of the proposed Project on these fish 
species and their habitat to a level of less than significant. It is anticipated that once construction of 
the Petaluma River terrace and the habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) is complete, 
habitat for these fish species will be restored and possibly increased as a result. 

Speaker 14: Ms. Grady 

The speaker questioned whether recharge of the aquifer would be lost due to development of the site. 

Response: As indicated in the Draft EIR, it is unlikely that the upper portion of the site provides 
extensive groundwater recharge to the Petaluma Groundwater Basin. The development portion of 
the site is overlain by Yolo and Clear Lake clays, which have low permeability. The Petaluma River 
does provide extensive groundwater recharge, and the River and its associated floodway and 
floodplain will remain as open, impervious surface pursuant to the original Project and likewise 
under the Revised Project.  The Revise Project will preserve a larger area along the River, being the 
River Plan Corridor comprised of the Preservation, Restoration, and Buffer Zones. 

Speaker 15: Mr. McDonnell 

The speaker noted that the SMART rail corridor is not providing a bicycle transportation corridor that 
connects to the site, and that better bike trail connectivity is needed. 

Response:  The SMART Pathway Project (the Southpoint – Payran Multi-Use Pathway) on the west 
side of the rails is anticipated to be available for public use starting in October 2019, but then will be 
temporarily closed starting in the spring of 2020 due to commencement of the Highway 101 
widening project to accommodate new carpool lanes from Corona Road to Lakeville Highway. That 
temporary closure of the SMART Pathway may last for as long as two years, when it will then re-
open. Existing residents in the Payran/Graylawn/Jess neighborhood and future Project residents will 
be able to access the SMART pathway near the existing at-grade crossing along Payran Street. The 
long-term goal of the River Plan is to have trails along the entire River edge. 

The Project includes construction of a public Class I bicycle and pedestrian path along its frontage of 
the Petaluma River, extending from the existing path’s terminus at the Oak Creek Apartments to the 
northwesterly Project site boundary (east of the SMART rail tracks). The applicant will grant the City 
a public access easement to allow for public access to the proposed Class I river trail, and will create 
a public connection from Graylawn Avenue to this river trail. As indicated in more detail in Response 
to Commissioner Wolpert’s Comment #3 (above), pedestrians and bicyclists using this river trail can 
follow Graylawn Avenue to Payran Street, cross the Payran Bridge, and from there connect to Lynch 
Creek Trail on the eastern side of the River.  

The speaker suggested the City should concentrate on building higher density housing options near the 
SMART train station, on sites with greater mobility options.  

Response: Comment noted.  
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Speaker 16: Mr. McDonald 

The speaker opined that traffic on Payran Street is at a “crisis” level and it has become used as a cross-town 
connector, with large trucks, buses and regular speeding, and that posting a radar sign near Graylawn has 
never worked to slow down traffic speeds.  

Response: Payran Street is designated as an arterial street by the City’s General Plan Street 
Classifications Diagram. Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific 
to increased traffic on Graylawn and Jess Avenues.  

The speaker noted that cars parked along Graylawn Avenue have been vandalized.  

Response: Comment noted. 

The speaker questioned whether access to the project site could not be achieved via the new Rainier 
extension. 

Response:  As noted in the Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIR (page 18-3), the City’s current plans 
for the Rainier Cross-Town Connector indicates that no access from the Project site to the Rainier 
Connector is likely to be feasible. The financial and technical challenges associated with constructing 
an extension of Graylawn Avenue as a bridge/ramp that would extend through the Project site and 
ramp-up to an elevated intersection on the Rainier Cross-Town Connector are so substantial as to be 
considered remote and speculative, if not infeasible. For these reasons, access to the Project site via 
the Rainier Connector has not been further analyzed as part of this EIR. 

Speaker 17: Ms. Schamach 

The speaker noted that the Graylawn/Jess neighborhoods are great neighborhoods, but are already adversely 
affected by speeding traffic form the existing Oak Creek apartments. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, specific to traffic on Graylawn 
Avenue and Jess Avenue. As indicated in that Master response, data for average vehicle speeds was 
collected at a mid-block location on Graylawn Avenue, between Payran Street and Jess Avenue, 
showing that the 85th percentile vehicle speeds on Graylawn Avenue exceed the 25-mph speed 
limit. A Traffic Calming Plan has been prepared for the Project (please see Appendix A to this 
document), to be implemented on Graylawn Avenue where traffic volumes are projected to exceed 
the City design standards for livable streets and where traffic speeds typically exceed 25 mph. The 
strategies presented within the Traffic Calming Plan are intended to be conceptual in nature and are 
not intended for immediate implementation without a community engagement process followed by 
detailed engineering design. 

The speaker indicated that the neighborhood had not been adequately notified of this project. 

Response:  As far back as July of 2007, the City distributed a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of an EIR 
for a prior version of this Project. Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public review and 
comment period that began on July 11, 2007 and ended on August 9, 2007. The Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) advising that an EIR was to be prepared was sent to nearby neighbors and the 
State Clearinghouse for distribution to responsible and/or trustee state agencies. A public scoping 
meeting for the EIR was held on July 25, 2007 to gather initial oral comments. On March 1, 2018, the 
City released a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Project. The DEIR was released for a 
45-day public review period, which ended on April 16, 2018. Comments on the Draft EIR were 
accepted through to the City Council meeting of May 21, 2018. A Notice of Completion/Availability 
(NOC/NOA) of the Draft EIR and Public Hearing was published in the Argus Courier on March 1, 2018 
and mailed notices were sent to residents and property owners within 500 feet of the subject 
property, to interested parties who previously requested notification, and to all who commented on 
the Notice of Preparation. The NOC/NOA was also filed with the State Clearinghouse and the 
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Sonoma County Clerk. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available at the Petaluma Library, the 
Community Center, City Hall, and digitally via the City’s website. Additional hard copies and CDs of 
the documents have been made available for purchase by the public at the Planning Division. 

The speaker indicated the Shasta Avenue Extension would provide a cut-across through the adjoining 
neighborhood.  

Response: The likelihood that Shasta Avenue Extension would have created a new cut-through route 
through the neighborhood was addressed in the Draft EIR. However, please see Master Response to 
comment about Shasta Avenue Extension and At-Grade Rail Crossing that indicate the Revised 
Project now proposed by the applicant no longer proposes this roadway extension or at-grade rail 
crossing.  

The speaker suggested that public access to the River would provide greater neighborhood access to vandals. 

Response:  Construction of a Class I multi-use bicycle/pedestrian path along the frontage of the 
Petaluma River is consistent with the City of Petaluma’s General Plan 2025 Mobility Report 
recommendations and the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan (River Plan).  

Speaker 18: Ms. Wilson 

The speaker addressed many of the same concerns as expressed in her written comments. These concerns 
include traffic along Graylawn and Jess Avenues, construction noise impacts, and flooding.  

Response: Please see prior responses to Comment Letter Y in Chapter 5 of this document, submitted 
by this speaker on the same topics. 

Speaker 19: Mr. Sarlot 

The speaker noted a consensus among his neighbors regarding traffic concerns. 

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to traffic on 
Graylawn Avenue and Jess Avenue. 

The speaker requested that no new entrance should be constructed via Shasta Avenue. 

Response:  Please see Master Response to comment about Shasta Avenue Extension and At-Grade 
Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project now proposed by the applicant no longer proposes 
this roadway extension or at-grade rail crossing. 

The speaker noted that he and other neighbors are precluded from walking on the trail next to the Oak Creek 
Apartments. 

Response:  Please see Responses to similar comments made by Speaker 8 and Speaker 15, above.  

Speaker 20: Mr. Terrell 

The speaker requested that the Council please consider the traffic impacts of the project, and the science-
based concerns raised in the comments of Ms. Kull (Speaker #8 and Comment Letters F and K).  

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Flooding, as well as individual responses to 
comments from Ms. Kull in Letters F and K, and Speaker #8.   

The speaker suggested that EIR consultants can be paid to give any answers that are desired.  

Response:  As noted in the Introduction chapter of the Draft EIR, this Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) has been prepared by the City of Petaluma in compliance with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City of Petaluma is the lead agency responsible for 
conducting the environmental review before deciding whether to approve the Project. The EIR is 
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intended as an informational document to inform City of Petaluma decision-makers, other 
responsible public agencies and the public of the potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
Project, identify possible ways to minimize those significant impacts, and to analyze reasonable 
alternatives to the Project. Before any discretionary approvals may be granted for the proposed 
Project, the City of Petaluma must certify the EIR as adequate, accurate and objective. The 
consultants who helped prepare this EIR have done so on behalf of the City of Petaluma, and at City 
staff’s direction and supervision. They have been paid for these services by the City, using funds 
provided by the applicant and deposited into an account for this project.   

Speaker 21: Ms. Cook 

The speaker expressed concern about local neighborhood traffic, indicating that children play in the street. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to increased 
traffic on Graylawn Avenue and Jess Avenue. 

Councilmember Healy 

1. The Councilmember questioned whether Graylawn Avenue was accurately described as a Residential 
Roadway pursuant to the City of Petaluma Street Standards as defined in the City of Petaluma Department of 
Engineering’s Street Design and Construction Standards & Specifications of 1999, and whether these 
standards remain applicable. 

Response: As noted in the Draft EIR, the City’s roadway design standards as derived from the 
Department of Engineering’s Street Design and Construction Standards & Specifications of 1999 and 
further defined in the Petaluma 2025 Mobility Report are not CEQA thresholds. The Draft EIR did not 
use these standards to identify any CEQA-related environmental impacts. Rather, these design 
standards provide a relative means of measuring the qualitative effect of increased vehicle traffic on 
the street environment and adjacent residential uses. Exceeding this design standard indicates that 
consideration of traffic calming measures to improve and enhance the livability of the adjacent 
neighborhood should be considered. The applicant has voluntarily agreed to implement a Traffic 
Calming Plan as part of the Revised Project to address increased traffic on Graylawn and Jess 
Avenues (see Appendix A). The strategies presented within the Traffic Calming Plan are intended to 
be conceptual in nature and are not intended for immediate implementation without a community 
engagement process followed by detailed engineering design. The applicant shall coordinate with 
City Public Works staff on the preferred Traffic Calming approach and design (anticipated to be 
similar in nature to Concept 3 as shown in the draft Traffic Calming Plan of Appendix A), and the 
preferred Traffic Calming Plan shall be shown on the plan set for SPAR review. As part of the SPAR 
process, the Planning Commission will review and consider approval of a final Traffic Calming Plan, 
specifically determining which traffic calming measures will ultimately be implemented. The Public 
Improvement Plan set for the Revised Project shall include the final Traffic Calming Plan. 

2. The Councilmember questioned the practicality of certain provisions of the 1982 PUD for the Oak Creek 
Apartments. Specifically, the Councilmember noted the infeasibility of the PUD provisions that, “All major 
accesses to future developments in the remaining vacant property in the vicinity of the project [i.e., APN -
009] shall be from the Rainier Avenue extension or other new public street, rather than to streets to the 
south such as Graylawn Avenue and Burlington Drive.” The Councilmember noted that an at-grade rail 
crossing to the west was unlikely to be accepted by the CPUC and that a connection to the planned Rainier 
Crossing elevated bridge was identified in the Draft EIR as infeasible. 

Response: Please see Master Response to comment about Shasta Avenue Extension and At-Grade 
Rail Crossing, indicating that the Revised Project now proposed by the applicant no longer proposes 
this roadway extension or at-grade rail crossing. This decision by the applicant not to pursue the at-
grade crossing is at least partly due in recognition of CPUC staff’s repeated statements that such a 
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rail crossing would not be supported. The Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIR does indicate that, 
“The financial and technical challenges associated with constructing an extension of Graylawn 
Avenue as a bridge-ramp that would extend through the Project site and ramp-up to an intersection 
on the Rainier Cross-Town Connector are so substantial as to be considered remote and speculative, 
if not infeasible. For these reasons, access to the Project site via the Rainier Connector has not been 
further analyzed as part of this EIR.” 

3. The Councilmember noted that this project has been under consideration for more than 10 years, and that 
the City’s Housing Element identifies the site as a housing opportunity site for 282 residential units.  

Response: The City distributed the initial Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) for this EIR in July of 2007, 
more than 10 years ago. As was identified in the Draft EIR, the City of Petaluma’s 2015-2023 Housing 
Element does identify the Sid Commons project site as Residential Land Inventory Opportunity Site 
#15. Per the Housing Element, “the site exhibits an estimated housing potential of 282 units, with 
floodplain, wetland and noise environmental constraints.” The Land Inventory of Opportunity Sites is 
intended to showcase the range and number of housing units that might be possible. The maximum 
number of units possible within the 8 to 18.0 units to the net acre range was thought to be 282 units 
(the actual number being 278). The Housing Element Opportunity Site list is not meant as a 
guarantee that each site would develop to it maximum density. As the table notes, the site exhibits 
environmental constraints.  The purpose is to show that the City contains more than sufficient area 
to accommodate its Regional Housing Need (while also emphasizing that getting affordable housing 
constructed, given the associated costs and State action to dissolve redevelopment agencies, and 
federal and state actions to cut back affordable housing programs, is anticipated to be highly 
unlikely). 

Councilmember (now Mayor) Barrett 

1. The Councilmember responded to the Draft EIR’s identification of the site as a residential Opportunity Site 
with an estimated housing potential of 282 units, suggesting that the Housing Element was wrong, that the 
original Project was too dense, and that the Draft EIR could not support such density of development. 

Response: The Councilmember’s comments on the accuracy or correctness of the Housing Element 
do not pertain to the accuracy of the Draft EIR and no response to that comment is provided. The 
Draft EIR does identify a number of potentially significant impacts associated with the original 
Project, including a number of impacts that were found to be significant and unavoidable.  

2. The Councilmember suggested that development of Parcel -006 such as presented in the Draft EIR’s 
Alternative #2 was the only viable option. All other options violate the 1982 PUD provisions, particularly 
those that restrict major accesses to future developments from relying on streets to the south, such as 
Graylawn Avenue and Burlington Drive.  

Response: Alternative #2 was specifically included in the Draft EIR because that property was not 
part of the prior 1982 Oak Creek Apartment project PUD, and therefore is not affected by that PUD’s 
provisions or requirements. At a maximum density of 18 units per acre under current zoning 
standards, the 4.39-acre site at APN-006 could accommodate as many as 79 new residential units. 
The Draft EIR also notes that the staff report for the 1982 PUD provides that, “the remaining 
approximately 11.73 net acres with development potential at APN-009 is to remain vacant until a 
future rezoning occurs.” The Project application includes a proposed Amendment to the 1982 Oak 
Creek Apartments PUD that would remove the northern portion of the Project site (the vacant APN -
009) from the Oak Creek Apartment PUD and eliminate or modify conditions from the original PUD 
approval through a rezoning of that property.  

3. The Councilmember stated that comments provided by Ms. Kull (Speaker #8 and Letters F and K) were very 
clear on the environmental implications related to flooding and hydrology associated with development of 
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the site. The Councilmember also indicated that if cumulative up-stream detention on properties not under 
the jurisdiction of the City does not occur, then terraced grading on this or other sites does not work. 

Response: Please see Master Responses to Comments on Flooding, specific to the hydrology-related 
pros and cons of River terracing and the project-specific effects on flooding. As indicated in these 
Master Responses, localized terraced grading to increase the River channel capacity does achieve 
localized reductions in upstream water surface elevations, but the full benefits of the General Plan’s 
flood control program will not be fully achieved without commensurate upstream detention projects 
to reduce flood flows. Achieving the more substantial increased detention capacity needed to meet 
the General Plan goals will require increased coordination and cooperation with Sonoma County and 
the Sonoma County Water Agency. The Project site is in the downstream segment of the river, and 
can only implement the river terracing component of the current City General Plan policy direction. 

The Revised Project’s terraced grading plan would result in upstream reductions in water surface 
elevations under 100-year flood conditions and commensurate reductions in 100-year floodplain 
boundaries upstream and adjacent to the site, and slight increases in water surface elevations and 
less than significant additions to the current 100-year floodplain boundaries downstream of the site. 

4. The Councilmember stated that increased sedimentation of the River is slowing down the River’s flood 
flows and that the effects of increased sedimentation must be analyzed in this EIR.  

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to Petaluma River 
sedimentation. 

5. The Councilmember indicated that the Project site provides for recharge of runoff under current conditions 
(which would be lost if the site were developed) and calls for loss of wetlands. 

Response: Pease see Master Responses regarding Flooding specific to increased runoff, and Master 
response to Comments on Impacts to Wetlands and Riparian Habitat.  

6. The Councilmember remarked that the traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR does not meet people’s 
understanding of reality. 

Response: Please see Master Responses regarding Traffic, generally and specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts and the accuracy of the trip generation rates. 

7. The Councilmember questioned whether the noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR would preclude 
homes from having operable windows. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Noise, specific to train noise. As indicated in 
that Master Response, train-related noise measurements taken at the site in May 2019 demonstrate 
that a setback of approximately 30 feet from the rail centerline would satisfy land use compatibility 
standards of the General Plan for “conditionally acceptable” noise levels at multi-family residential 
uses. The Revised Project includes a 54-foot setback from the rail centerline for all proposed 
residential structures, satisfying this General Plan policy noise threshold. The “conditionally 
acceptable” noise level requires noise control treatments (i.e., sound rated windows and doors, 
sound-rated wall construction, acoustical caulking, protected ventilation openings, stucco siding, 
thicker walls, bedroom orientation, etc.) capable of achieving interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower, 
but does not require inoperable windows. 

8. The Councilmember indicated that public access to the River was a significant issue, and that this topic was 
not addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response: The Draft EIR Project Description and the Transportation chapter describe the proposed 
publicly accessible pedestrian/bike path to be constructed along the River frontage and extending 
from the existing path’s terminus at the Oak Creek Apartments to the northwesterly Project site 
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boundary (east of the SMART rail tracks). Pursuant to the Revised Project, a small branch of the trail 
leads to the River edge. The project applicant and Staff intend for this trail to be open and available 
to the public. 

9. The Councilmember questioned the timing of traffic counts conducted for the EIR, and noted the dates of 
these counts as being quite old. 

Response: Please see Master Responses regarding Traffic, generally and specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts. 

Councilmember Miller 

1. The Councilmember questioned the timing of traffic counts as presented in the Draft EIR, and questioned 
whether they accurately accounted for existing levels of traffic. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comment on Traffic specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts, including information about the more recently conducted 2019 traffic 
counts on Payran Street and Graylawn Avenue.  

2. The Councilmember expressed concern about project-generated traffic on Payran Street, specifically 
noting the high volume of traffic at East Washington Street.  

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to the 
accuracy and applicability of traffic counts. New traffic volume and traffic speed data was collected 
in January and March of 2019 at four intersections including Payran Street/East Washington Street. 
The 2019 traffic volumes at the Payran Street/East Washington Street intersection show only a slight 
increase in traffic volumes during the AM peak hour when compared to information from the 2015 
counts as presented in the Draft EIR, with a difference of only a 2 percent increase. This minor 
increase in background traffic would not change the LOS analysis for this intersection as presented in 
the Draft EIR. 

3. The Councilmember questioned how many existing homes are on Graylawn and Bernice Court, and 
indicated that the neighborhood cannot double in size with the same existing access. 

Response:  Based on a count of rooftops from aerial imagery, there are 125 existing single-family 
residential homes and 76 apartments at the Oak Creek Apartments, all located north of Payran 
Street and between the SMART tracks and the Petaluma River, for 201 total existing dwelling units in 
this neighborhood. The Revised Project (at 205 units) represents a near doubling of the number of 
residential units to this neighborhood.  

Access to this neighborhood is limited to intersections on Payran Street at Graylawn Avenue and Jess 
Avenue, although 13 of these single-family homes front directly onto Payran Street and likely 
contribute little traffic to either Graylawn or Jess Avenue. Recent traffic volume data was collected 
on Graylawn and Jess Avenue in 2019. Based on these 2019 traffic counts, the 3-day average daily 
two-way traffic (ADT) on Graylawn Avenue was 1,142 vehicles per day, and the 3-day average ADT 
on Jess Avenue was 419 vehicles per day (see Chapter 4 of this documents, Table 4-6), for a total of 
1,561 ADT. Using trip rates from the ITE 10th Edition (see further discussion Master Response to 
Comments specific to the accuracy of trip generation rates) the 205-unit Revised Project would 
generate approximately 1,591 ADT.  As further analyzed in the Master Response to comments 
specific to increased ADT on Graylawn Avenue and Jess Avenue, the addition of traffic from the 
Revised Project would cause traffic levels on Graylawn to reach approximately 2,510 ADT, thus 
exceeding the City’s local street standard of 2,000 ADT. Traffic generated by the Revised Project 
would increase ADT on Jess Avenue by 223 ADT, to a total of 642 ADT, less than the City local street 
standard. With this increase in traffic, the intersection at Payran/Graylawn is projected to continue 
to operate at level of service B in the AM peak hour and LOS C conditions in the PM peak hour.    
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4. The Councilmember expressed the opinion that the original Project was too big and that its traffic impacts 
were too great, but also indicated that the City needs additional housing. Perhaps an alternative 
development proposal more similar to Draft EIR Alternatives #3 or #4 may be more acceptable. 

Response: Please see Chapter 2 of this document, which describes the Revised Project now 
proposed by the applicant, proposing a reduction in dwelling units from 278 units under the original 
Project, to 205 units under the Revised Project.  

Councilmember King 

1. The Councilmember explained that the City’s requirements for public notice extended to properties within 
500 feet of the project boundaries, but that the Planning Commission was considering revisions to that 
requirement that would extend the noticing requirements and require additional signage. 

Response: The Councilmember did not raise a question or comment about CEQA, and there is no 
response to this comment. The Planning staff complied with all requirements for public notice for 
the Draft EIR and will comply with all current requirements for noticing of the Final EIR and public 
hearings on the project merits.  

2. The Councilmember noted the requirement that all comments made during the public review process must 
have a response as part of the Final EIR. 

Response: This Response to Comment document/Final EIR includes Master Responses to several 
comments made repeatedly throughout the public review process, individual responses to each 
letter or e-mail correspondence received, and responses to all comments made during the public 
hearing process for commenting on the Draft EIR.  

3. The Councilmember expressed his opinion that the Shasta Avenue Extension and at-grade rail crossing will 
not occur and that the original Project’s 278 units were too many, and wondered why this project was 
studied knowing these realities. 

Response: As was noted in the Draft EIR (page 3-29), City staff had several concerns about the 
feasibility of the original Project as proposed, and repeatedly communicated those concerns to the 
applicant team during the project review and environmental review process. More specifically, staff 
had concerns about the feasibility of the Shasta Avenue Extension. Despite these concerns, staff is 
obligated to process the project application as proposed, and to conduct the environmental review 
as contained in the Draft EIR. Please see the Revised Project Description (Chapter 2 of this document) 
for the applicant’s design response to these concerns, which now precludes the extension of Shasta 
Avenue and an at-grade crossing and reduces the unit count to 205 units.  

4. The Councilmember indicated that he felt an updated traffic study was needed for the EIR, that traffic 
patterns in the city had changed since the latest traffic counts, and that the traffic implications of a smaller 
project should be looked at. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic, generally and specific to the 
accuracy and applicability of traffic counts, the accuracy of the trip generation rates and increased 
traffic on Graylawn and Jess Avenue, as well as the Master Response to Comment on the Shasta 
Avenue Extension and at-grade rail crossing.  

5. The Councilmember expressed support of Ms. Kull’s comments about needing an updated hydrology study 
that addresses the issue of increased sedimentation of the River, and the consequences of that increased 
sediment on flooding in the downtown area.  

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to increased 
sedimentation of the River.  
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6. The Councilmember suggested that the traffic stress the original Project would place on Graylawn Avenue 
was too great for the neighborhood to bear. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Traffic specific to traffic on Graylawn and 
Jess Avenue, as well as the Traffic Calming proposal included in Appendix A to this document.  

(Then) Mayor Glass 

1. The Mayor reminded the Council of the promises included in the 1982 PUD regarding development and 
access to the property, and noted that this was one of the most environmentally sensitive areas of the entire 
community. 

Response: These comments did not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and therefore 
no response is provided.  

2. The Mayor suggested that the design of the project should be more like townhomes, to create a better 
sense of neighborhood. 

Response: These comments did not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and therefore 
no response is provided. Please see Chapter 2 of this document for a description of the Revised 
Project and its different conceptual architectural designs.  

3. The Mayor agreed with other commenters that increased sedimentation and lack of dredging of the River 
is a substantial concern, and that the implications of increased sedimentation need to be quantified. 

Response: Please see Master Response to Comments on Flooding specific to increased 
sedimentation of the River.  

4. The Mayor concluded by suggesting the applicant return with a different project that the Council might be 
able to accept, perhaps more like one of the EIR Alternatives. The Mayor also requested that staff return with 
a more current traffic study of such a different project.  

Response: Please see Chapter 2 of this document for a description of the Revised Project. Also, 
please see Master Response to comments on Traffic, generally and specific to the accuracy and 
applicability of traffic counts, the accuracy of the trip generation rates, and about increased traffic on 
Graylawn and Jess Avenues. These Master Responses provide a thorough review and analysis of the 
Revised Project’s impacts on traffic.  
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7 
Revisions to the Draft EIR  

Introduction 

Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIR 

The following chapter presents corrections, modifications and clarifications to text, tables and exhibits as 
presented in the Draft EIR. These changes and corrections have been initiated by City of Petaluma staff (as 
Lead Agency), and/or have been made in response to public comments received on the Draft EIR. Changes 
include revisions warranted or required to ensure accuracy and clarity of the environmental analysis. These 
changes made to the Draft EIR constitute information that clarifies or amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications to the adequate Draft EIR (see CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5b). As such, the following changes do 
not require recirculation of the Draft EIR.  

As indicated in the Introduction to this document, the entirety of the Sid Commons Apartment Project Final 
EIR consists of the Draft EIR and its Appendices, and this Response to Comments document. Thus, changes to 
the Draft EIR presented below supersede the corresponding original text of the Draft EIR. Throughout this 
chapter, newly added text is shown in double underline format, and deleted text is shown in strikeout 
format. Changes are listed in the order in which they appeared in the Draft EIR.  

Revisions to Mitigation Measures based on Revised Project 

The Project applicant has now proposed a Revised Project that is different from the original Project. Chapter 
2 of this document provides a brief summary of the original Project and a description of those modifications 
to the original Project now proposed pursuant to this Revised Project. Chapter 3 of this document provides 
an assessment of the Revised Project’s environmental impacts, including an issue-by-issue comparison of 
potential impacts of the original Project that are now avoided or reduced in extent based on the changes and 
modifications incorporated into the Revised Project. The Revised Project and the environmental analysis of 
the Revised Project are not considered changes or revisions to the Draft EIR. However, for purposes of clarity, 
all changes or revisions to mitigation measures from the Draft EIR that have been made in response to the 
Revised Project and its environmental analysis are presented in a separate portion of this chapter. 

Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIR 

Throughout  

The Draft EIR included numerous references to the number of apartment units that could be constructed at 
the site, such that resulting vehicle trips generated by those units would not exceed the City’s local 
Residential Road Street Standard of 2,000 ADTs on Graylawn Avenue. That number of apartment units was 
calculated by subtracting traffic already using Graylawn Avenue (or 954 ADTs, based on 2015 traffic counts) 
from the 2,000 ADT street standard, and arriving at a remaining daily trip capacity of 1,046 ADTs on Graylawn 
Avenue. Using a generalized ITE 9th Edition “fitted curve” trip generation rate of approximately 7 daily trips 
per unit, the 1,046 ADTs of remaining roadway capacity was calculated to be equal to the number of daily 
tips that would be generated by a 149-unit apartment project.  
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However, a more precise “fitted curve” trip generation rate for an apartment project of this size should have 
been 6.88 daily tips per units.1 Using the more precise fitted curve trip generation rate of 6.88 daily trips per 
unit, the 1,046 ADTs of remaining roadway capacity should have been calculated as being equal to the 
number of daily tips that would be generated by a 152-unit apartment project.  

All Draft EIR references to a 149-unit apartment project as not exceeding the City’s local Residential Road 
Street Standard of 2,000 ADTs on Graylawn Avenue instead should have more accurately referenced a 152-
unit apartment project.  

Using more current (May 2019) traffic count data, traffic currently using Graylawn Avenue is 1,142 ADTs. 
Subtracting these 1,142 ADTs now using Graylawn Avenue from the 2,000 ADT street standard yields a 
current remaining daily trip capacity of 858 ADTs on Graylawn Avenue. The 858 ADTs of currently remaining 
roadway capacity is now calculated as being equal to the number of daily tips that would be generated by a 
smaller, 108-unit apartment project, using a more precise fitted curve trip generation rate of 6.94 daily trips 
per unit (see also the Revisions to the Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR, below). 

Chapter 3: Project Description 

Figures 3-7 and 3-9: 

Both of these figures have outdated legends regarding the source of flood boundaries, and should have 
matched the legend shown on Figure 3-11 of the Draft EIR. Corrected legend notes for both of these figures 
are revised as follows.  Although the legend notes incorrectly referred to older and out-of-date FIRM maps, 
the actual boundaries shown in these figures does reflect data from the correct, more recent sources 
indicated below. 

● (dashed blue line): Existing Condition 100-Year Flood Boundary –reference FIRM 06097CO982G, Map 
revised 10/2/2015, and FIRM 06097CO894F, Map revised 02/19/2014 

● (dashed green line):  Proposed Condition 100-Year Flood Boundary (Reference Sid Commons 
Hydraulic Evaluation memo, dated 4/22/2017 

Chapter 6: Biological Resources 

Figures 6-6 and 6-9: 

Both of these figures have minor errors regarding the status of tree removal pursuant to the original Project. 
Since both of these figures are substantially revised pursuant to the Revised Project (see Figure 3-1 of this 
document), these figures are not updated, but the corrections are noted below. 

● The small tree shown as a protected oak to be removed and located within the original Project’s 
parking area (Tree #78) is not a protected oak, but rather a non-protected box elder located outside 
of the River Corridor Buffer Zone  

● Tree #85 was mislabeled and should be Tree #86, and Tree #86 is mislabeled and should be Tree #85. 
Trees #86 and #82 (located within the Graylawn cul-de-sac) were incorrectly identified as being 
removed pursuant to the original Project 

Page 6-45, Mitigation Measure Bio-4 

Mitigation Measure Bio-4, Compensation for Seasonal Wetlands Fill: The Project applicant shall 
provide on-site compensatory mitigation sufficient to achieve a no-net-loss standard, subject to 

                                                             

1  The ITE fitted curve trip generation rates indicate a gradually increasing number of trips per units, as the total number of 
units within a project decreases. Alternatively, these trips rates suggest a lower trip rate per unit as residential densities 
increase.  
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additional requirements of the permitting agencies. Compensatory mitigation shall be achieved 
through creation, restoration and enhancement of wetland habitat acreage at appropriate locations 
within the Project site. The newly created, restored or enhanced wetlands shall provide higher 
quality wetlands habitat value than the low value habitat lost as a result of Project fill and terrace 
grading.  

a) Final site plans should seek to avoid and retain wetland features where feasible. 

b) Compensatory wetland habitat shall ensure no net loss of habitat functions and values.  

c) Compensatory ratios shall be based on site-specific information and determined through 
coordination with the Corps and RWQCB.  

d) A Restoration and Monitoring plan for the compensatory wetlands shall be developed and 
implemented by the applicant. The Restoration and Monitoring Plan shall describe how the new 
wetlands shall be created and monitored over a minimum establishment period of five years. 

Chapter 7: Cultural Resources 

Page 7-7, fourth full paragraph: 

In response to these contacts with Native American representatives, Ms. Sanchez of the NAHC 
replied to the WSA letter on November 8, 2007, stating that, “a record search of the sacred land file 
has failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project 
area.” Of the other efforts to contact Native American representative (including Ya-Ka-Ama Porno, 
Coast Miwok, Wappo; Kathleen Smith Porno, Coast Miwok; and Greg Sarris of the Federated Indians 
of Graton Rancheria). WSA received either no comments, or a response that they were not aware of 
any sacred lands or cultural resources in the area from all but the Federated Indians of Graton 
Rancheria. The Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria requested consultation in December of 2007 
and consultation between the City and Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria occurred in January of 
2008. The tribe asked that the qualified archaeological monitor shall be from the Federated Indians 
of Graton Rancheria’s list of qualified archaeologists who have also demonstrated the ability to work 
cooperatively with the Tribe.” 

Page 7-14, Mitigation Measure 7-2: 

Mitigation Measure Cultural-2: Discovery of Unknown Archaeological and Tribal Resources. To 
reduce potential impacts on prehistoric site deposits and or Tribal cultural resources that may be 
discovered during construction:  

a) The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological consultant approved by the 
City of Petaluma and from the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria’s list of qualified 
archaeologists who have also demonstrated the ability to work cooperatively with the Tribe, to 
monitor ground-disturbing activity near the Petaluma River; that is during the river terrace 
grading work. The archeologist shall monitor ground-disturbing activities according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the City of Petaluma. The monitor need only be 
present during activities that could affect significant archeological deposits or Tribal cultural 
resources. After considering the types of project activities and the probabilities of encountering 
a significant archaeological deposit or Tribal cultural resource, the City and the archaeologist 
shall adjust the monitoring frequency accordingly, or implement a cessation of the monitoring 
schedule altogether. 

b) If a concentration of artifacts, or cultural soils or Tribal cultural resources is encountered during 
construction anywhere on-site, all soil-disturbing activities within 100 feet of the deposit 
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discovery shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop work and 
temporarily redirect crews and heavy equipment until the deposit resource is evaluated. The 
archaeological monitor shall immediately notify the City of Petaluma Planning Division of 
resources encountered. The archeological monitor shall, after making a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity and significance of the encountered resource, archaeological 
deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the City and provide treatment 
recommendations. 

Chapter 8: Geology 

Page 8-14, Mitigation Measure Geo-2B 

Mitigation Measure Geo-2B, Incorporation of Geotechnical Investigation Recommendations:  
Consistent with Chapter 18 of the Petaluma Building Code requirements, recommendations included 
in the RGH Consultants’ Geotechnical Engineering Report Update for Sid Commons (January 20, 
2015) regarding foundation and structural design measures shall be incorporated in final designs for 
each structure, contingent upon concurrence by the City’s Engineer and Chief Building Official. To 
ensure that appropriate construction techniques are incorporated, the City’s Project’s Geotechnical 
Engineer shall inspect the construction work and certify to the City, prior to issuance of a certificate 
of occupancy, that all improvements have been constructed in accordance with the approved 
Geotechnical Investigation specifications. 

Chapter 10: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Page 10-6, last paragraph: 

Hazardous materials and contaminants in the environment are locally regulated through the Sonoma 
County Environmental Health Department, Environmental Health & Safety Programs Division 
(SMCEHD) or the Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services. These agencies work in 
conjunction with the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department to establish 
compliance with laws regulating the storage, use and disposal of hazardous materials. First 
responders to hazardous material emergencies for the area could include the Petaluma Fire 
Department, with a station at 198 D Street. Hazardous material specialists such as the Sonoma 
County Hazardous Materials Response Team may also respond. State law requires that first 
responders have a minimum of 40 hours of training in accordance with the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) 
standard. The Sonoma County Health Department’s Environmental Health and Safety Programs 
Division administer the Local Oversight Program, the Septic Tank/Chemical Toilet Waste Pumping & 
Disposal Program and the Stormwater Management Program. 

Page 10-10:  

Based on DTSC comments on the Draft EIR, the following changes are made to Mitigation Measure Haz-1A, 
and an additional mitigation measure (Haz-1B) is added.  

Mitigation Measure Haz-1A, Soil Testing and Regulatory Compliance: Prior to issuance of building or 
grading permits, the project applicant shall conduct a soil testing program to identify the potential 
for agricultural chemicals, agriculture-related petroleum hydrocarbon spills, lead-based paint or 
elevated levels of contaminants near the rail tracks to be present in the soils at levels exceeding 
recommended health screening levels. Should any pesticide-impacted soil be discovered that 
exceeds human health screening levels for residential soil as noted in DTSC’s HERO HHRA Note 3 
criteria California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) and/or Environmental Screening Levels 



 Chapter 7: Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Sid Commons Final EIR Page 7-5 

(ESLs), such soils shall be excavated and removed for appropriate off-site disposal prior to 
development pursuant to existing regulatory requirements. 

Mitigation Measure Haz-1B, Discovery of Unknown Contaminants: If unknown contamination, 
underground tanks, containers or stained or odorous soils are discovered during construction 
activities, appropriate investigation, sampling and comparison of data collected with health-based 
screening levels and/or consultation with a regulatory oversight agency shall be conducted. 

Page 10-15: 

Based on the recommendations of the City of Petaluma Fire Marshal, the following Recommendation is 
added to this EIR. 

Recommendation Haz-7, EVA Design: To ensure that the Bernice Court EVA is continuously available 
for emergency use, the EVA connection at Bernice Court shall include design measures including, but 
not limited to bollards, red curb or red pavement striping, no-parking signage, etc., intended to 
prohibit parking and other obstructions at this EVA access. Final EVA design measures shall be 
subject to review and approval by the Fire Marshal. 

Chapter 13: Noise 

Page 13-6: 

Existing Noise Conditions for Rail Traffic is hereby amended, based on May 2019 noise monitoring conducted 
at the Project site. 

Rail Noise 

The railroad tracks adjacent to the site are currently in operation by the Northwest Pacific Railroad 
Company, which renewed rail freight service between Lombard/Napa Junction and Windsor, 
California in 2011, after having been fully closed down since 1999. As a commercial freight service, 
the schedule of trains is not regular but ranges from three trips weekly, to up to three round-trip 
freight train operations per day along this route. Train noise associated with this renewed freight 
service has not been measured at the Project site (the majority of current freight trains do not run 
past the Project site, but terminate at businesses south of the Project site). Calculations of the 
existing noise conditions associated with this train service has been estimated based on information 
from the North Coast Railroad Authority Freight Rail Project EIR.  Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 
(SMART) commuter trains received authorization to begin full passenger train service on August 25, 
2017. The schedule consists of 17 round trip diesel multiple unit trains (DMUs) each weekday and 5 
round trip trains each weekend, running between the Sonoma County Airport north of Santa Rosa 
and San Rafael. Thus, 34 SMART trains pass the Project site each weekday. Although the noise 
measurements taken at the Project site do not reflect the passenger train service that began in 2017, 
analysis of the noise effects of expanded rail service along this line is provided in Impacts Noise-1 and 
Noise-2, later in this chapter of the EIR. 

A noise monitoring survey was completed in May 2019 to quantify the current ambient noise levels 
produced by current rail operations (see Appendix B of this document). The 2019 noise monitoring 
survey included long-term measurements adjacent to the SMART corridor along the westerly 
boundary of the site, conducted from Wednesday, April 24 to Wednesday, May 1, 2019. The sound 
monitor was placed approximately 23 feet east of the centerline of the near set of tracks. During the 
noise monitoring survey, SMART train pass-bys occurred approximately 34 times per day during 
weekdays and approximately 10 times per day during weekends. SMART trains passed the site at 
speeds ranging from 21 to 26 mph. Heavy freight train pass-bys occurred on an infrequent basis, with 
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only one train on Thursday night (April 25) and two trains on Monday night (April 29). The freight 
train pass-bys were not observed, but the speed of freight train pass-bys is presumed to be relatively 
slow. The May 2019 noise level measurements concluded the following: 

● Maximum instantaneous noise levels produced by SMART train pass-bys typically ranged from 80 to 
90 dBA Lmax, and the freight train pass-bys generated maximum instantaneous noise levels of 90 to 
100 dBA Lmax at 23 feet east of the centerline of the near set of tracks. 

● The nighttime train events (both SMART and freight) contributed to higher average daily noise levels. 
The Community Noise Equivalent Level as measured at the noise monitor (located 23 feet east of the 
centerline of the near set of tracks) ranged from 62 to 67 dBA CNEL on weekdays, and from 58 to 63 
dBA CNEL on weekends  

● Based on the worst-case CNEL noise levels as measured during the survey, the 65-dBA CNEL noise 
contour was estimated to occur at approximately 30 feet from the center of the near set of railroad 
tracks. 

● The 60 dBA CNEL “normally acceptable” noise level for outdoor uses in residential areas under 
current train noise conditions (both SMART and freight rail) is estimated to occur at approximately 
60 feet from the center of the railroad tracks. 

As a maximum or “worst-case” existing condition, it is assumed that three round-trip freight train 
operations pass by the Project site each day, serving commercial/industrial customers along the line. 
The maximum existing condition assumption is that two of these round-trip freight train operations 
occur along the length of the rail line (from Willits in Mendocino County  to Lombard in Napa 
County), and an additional round-trip freight operation occurs between Santa Rosa and Lombard. 
The assumption is that two of these trains include 2 locomotives and approximately 60 cars, while 

one would include one locomotive and 10-25 cars.2 Noise produced by the pass-bys of these trains 
can be calculated based on the following data, and the methodology documented in the Federal 
Transportation Administration (FTA) Guidance Manual as adopted by the Federal Railway 

Administration: 3   

● Reference (or standardized) noise levels for each locomotive and rail car, at a distance of 50 feet 
from the center of the tracks, have been established by measurements to be 96 dB SEL for 

locomotives, and 85 dB SEL for rail cars.4  

● Using the reference noise levels and operations data, equations provided in the FTA Guidance 
Manual have been used to calculate hourly energy-averaged sound levels (Leq), which can then be 
converted to day/night average noise levels (Ldn). 

● Based on the Ldn noise exposure, the noise levels for pass-by trains at a distance of 50 feet from the 
tracks was then calculated.  

The results of this calculation indicate that train pass-bys at a frequency of 3 round trips per day (or 6 
pass-bys per day) could result in an Ldn of 61.6 dB at 50 feet from the tracks. Beyond 50 feet, Ldn 
levels would be are less than 61.6 dB Ldn.  

                                                             

2  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., Appendix H to the NCRA Rail Project EIR, Environmental Noise Assessment NCRA RRD 
Freight Rail Project, May 2008, page 1 

3  Federal Transportation Administration, Guidance Manual regarding Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 
1995/May 2006, Chapter 6 

4  Bollard Acoustical, 2008, page 15 
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Page 13-13, Standards of Significance: 

It had been industry standard and City of Petaluma practice to consider a project’s impact as significant if it 
would expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards established in the General Plan or Noise 
Ordinance, or would expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration. However, the California Supreme 
Court holding in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015, 
62 Cal. 4th 369), and subsequent October 2018 revisions to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the effects of 
the environment on the Project (i.e., exposure to excessive ambient noise or groundborne vibration levels) 
are not considered significant impacts under CEQA. This understanding of CEQA does not preclude the City of 
Petaluma’s discretionary actions on projects from implementing noise or vibration standards established in 
the General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or other applicable standards of other agencies, as conditions of project 
approvals. Therefore, discussion of the Project’s relationship to noise and vibrations standards is not 
removed from the Draft EIR, but instead re-cast as relevant informational analysis. Accordingly, the following 
changes are hereby made to the Draft EIR’s Standards of Significance. Further, the City of Petaluma has not 
officially adopted a numeric threshold for evaluation of temporary increases in noise resulting from a 
project’s construction activities. However, the construction noise thresholds used in the Draft EIR, which 
were derived from the Federal Transit Administration’s criteria for construction noise impact, are different 
from those used in other recent City of Petaluma CEQA documents. These other recent City of Petaluma 
CEQA documents include the 2017 Davidon/Scott Ranch Revised Draft EIR, the Rainier Cross Town Connector 
EIR, the Petaluma Riverfront Development Project EIR and the Haystack Mixed-Use Project CEQA document. 
For consistency with these other CEQA documents certified by the City, the construction-period noise impact 
threshold is revised, as also indicated below.  

Standards of Significance 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA Guidelines of 
October 2018 (including Appendix G), City of Petaluma plans, policies and/or guidelines, and agency 
and professional standards, the Project’s impact would be considered significant if it would: 

1. Expose persons to, or Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels near the Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance. As used in this EIR, this threshold is further defined as exposing persons to, or generating 
noise levels that would:  in excess of: 

a) Cause unnecessary, excessive and annoying noise disturbances as defined in City of 
Petaluma Zoning Ordinance (i.e. Article 22, Performance Standards; Section 22-301), 
established as a permanent increase in ambient noise levels of 4 dBA or more, if the 
resulting noise level would exceed that described as normally acceptable for the affected 
land use; or 

b)  Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above existing noise levels without the Project. This threshold is further defined as 
exceeding the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq for a period greater than one year. 
by the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) construction noise impact criteria for 
residential land uses, which indicate a significant construction noise impact would occur 
during a one-hour period when noise exceeds 90 Leq (dBA), and over an 8-hour period when 
construction noise exceeds 80 Leq (dBA) during daytime hours.  

2. Expose persons to, or Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels. As used in this EIR, this threshold is further defined as the exposure of persons to, or the 
generation of groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels above 72 VdB, which is the 
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Category 2 (residential) impact threshold established by the Federal Transit Administration for transit 
projects;  

3. Expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels associated 
with airport operations. 

Non-CEQA analysis is also provided in this EIR for information purposes and pursuant to the City of 
Petaluma’s discretionary actions on the Project, and pursuant to noise or vibration standards 
established in the General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or other applicable standards of other agencies. 
These applicable standards include: 

● 65 dBA CNEL for multi-family residential uses, as established pursuant to the Petaluma General 
Plan 2025,  

● 60 dBA Ldn, as considered normally acceptable for outdoor use in residential areas by the 
Federal Transit Administration for transit projects;   and 

● 45 dB Ldn inside noise sensitive spaces, as established in the California Noise Insulation 
Standards found in CCR Title 24, which establishes requirements for new multi-family residential 
units, hotels and motels that may be subject to relatively high levels of transportation noise.   

Page 13-14, Impact Noise-1:  

The changes made to the EIR’s Standards of Significance result in the following modifications to the analysis 
of Land Use Compatibility. 

Noise-1: The proposed Project would could expose new residents to reasonably foreseeable future 
train noise levels in excess of the standard of 65 dBA CNEL for multi-family residential uses as 
established pursuant to the Petaluma General Plan 2025, to noise levels that might exceed the 60 
dBA Ldn threshold established by the FTA for outdoor use, and/or to  the noise levels that may 
exceed the indoor noise standard of 45 dB Ldn s established in the California Noise Insulation 
Standards found in CCR Title 24.  in residential areas affected by transit projects. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Page 13-14:  

Existing noise conditions at the site are amended based on May 2019 train noise monitoring, and predicted 
future train noise is established as a separate sub-section, as indicated below. 

Existing Noise Conditions 

Based on noise measurements collected at the Project site in 2008, freeway noise influenced the site 
and resulted in existing ambient noise levels of approximately 55 to 62 dB Ldn, lower than the 65-
dBA CNEL levels considered to be “conditionally acceptable” for multi-family residential uses.  

Train noise from the adjacent rail tracks also influences noise levels at the site. Based on noise levels 
as measured during the May 2019 monitoring, the 65-dBA CNEL “conditionally acceptable” noise 
contour resulting from train noise conditions (both SMART and freight rail) is estimated to occur at 
approximately 30 feet from the center of the near set of railroad tracks. The 60 dBA CNEL “normally 
acceptable” noise level for outdoor uses in residential areas under current train noise conditions 
(both SMART and freight rail) is estimated to occur at approximately 60 feet from the center of the 
railroad tracks. 
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Predicted Future Noise Conditions 

Future traffic volumes on the nearby freeway are expected to increase in the future, but not to an 
extent that traffic noise levels at the site would exceed 65 dB CNEL. Future (2025) noise levels 
presented in the Petaluma General Plan indicate that future traffic noise levels at the Project site will 
be 60 to 65 dBA (Ldn), considered to be “conditionally acceptable” for multi-family residential uses.  

Pass-by freight trains on the adjacent railroad tracks produce noise levels of approximately 62 dB Ldn 
at 50 feet from the tracks. Beyond 50 feet from the adjacent rail tracks, Ldn levels from freight trains 
are generally less than 62 dB Ldn. At these existing noise levels, those portions of the Project site 
located beyond approximately 50 feet from the rail tracks are currently considered “conditionally 
acceptable” for multi-family residential use (i.e., less than 65 dB Ldn) according to the City’s General 
Plan, and noise impacts on the Project from existing noise source are less than significant, provided 
that interior noise levels are maintained at levels of less than 45 dB Ldn. However, use of the 
adjacent rail tracks has now expanded to include passenger rail service associated with the Sonoma-
Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) commuter/passenger train operations. According to the 
Environmental Noise Assessment for the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) Russian River Freight 
Rail Project, freight train traffic along the segment of rail adjacent to the Project site is expected to 
increase to a total of 6 trains per day (5 during daytime, and 1 at night), with up to 10 locomotives 
and 290 freight cars . . .  

Page 13-15, third full paragraph:  

This paragraph incorrectly references Table 13-4, and is corrected to instead reference Table 13-5. 

Page 13-16, Mitigation Measures and Resulting Level of Significance: 

Based on recent train noise measurements, and revisions to thresholds of significance, the following are 
amendments to Mitigation Measures and Resulting Level of Significance as presented in the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measures Policy-Based Recommendations 

The following recommendation is intended to address City of Petaluma General Plan policies for 
“conditionally acceptable” noise levels for future multi-family residential uses:  and to achieve 
“conditionally acceptable” noise levels for future residential uses, the following mitigation measure 
shall be implemented. 

Recommendation Mitigation Measure Noise 1A – Ensure Achieve “Conditionally Acceptable” Noise 
Levels: To achieve a “conditionally acceptable” noise environment, No residential structure should 
shall be located closer than the calculated 65 dB CNEL contour. Based on existing rail noise levels, the 
65-dBA CNEL noise contour is estimated to occur at approximately 30 feet from the center of the 
near set of railroad tracks. Based on potential future conditions (assuming increased freight rail 
traffic), the calculated 65 dB Ldn contour is estimated to be at 54 feet from the center of the near set 
of railroad tracks. The Project’s design shall move the residential building that is located at the 
northwesterly portion of the Project site inward from the rail line, such that it is no closer than and 
within a “conditionally acceptable” noise environment. No residential structure shall be located 
closer than the calculated 65 dB Ldn contour. The final design of the Project, to be reviewed at SPAR, 
should maintain a 54-foot setback from the center of the near set of railroad tracks. 

The following recommendation is intended to address California Noise Insulation Standards as found 
in CCR Title 24 for acceptable indoor noise levels at new multi-family residential uses that may be 
subject to relatively high levels of transportation noise: 
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Recommendation Mitigation Measure Noise 1B - Noise Insulation: Prior to approval of building 
permits, a qualified acoustical consultant shall review final designs for floor plans and exterior 
elevations for construction of all residential buildings within the Project site. The design level 
acoustical report shall provide specific noise control treatment to achieve interior noise levels of 45 
dBA or lower. The acoustical consultant shall identify and include on the plans and specifications for 
the Project, those specific noise insulation treatments (i.e., sound rated windows and doors, sound-
rated wall construction, acoustical caulking, protected ventilation openings, stucco siding, thicker 
walls, bedroom orientation, etc.) that are to be applied. 

The following recommendation is intended to address regulatory guidance of the Federal Transit 
Administration for normally acceptable noise levels at primary outdoor uses in residential areas 
affected by transit-related noise: 

Recommendation Mitigation Measure Noise 1C – Ensure Normally Acceptable Outdoor Noise 
Exposure: To achieve a “normally acceptable” noise environment, n No primary outdoor use area 
(i.e., the swimming pool and courtyard or active play areas), should shall be located closer than the 
calculated 60 dB CNEL contour. Based on existing rail noise levels, the 60-dBA CNEL noise contour is 
estimated to occur at approximately 60 feet from the center of the near set of railroad tracks. Based 
on potential future conditions (assuming increased freight rail traffic), the calculated 60 dB Ldn 
contour is approximately 109 feet from the tracks. The Project’s design shall not locate any outdoor 
use area closer than The final design of the Project, to be reviewed at SPAR, shall not locate any 
primary outdoor use areas (i.e., the swimming pool and courtyard or active play areas) closer than 
109 feet from the center of the near set of railroad tracks. Alternatively, the Revised Project’s final 
design should incorporate noise attenuation into the design of all primary outdoor use areas that 
may include a fence or wall measuring at least 6 feet high and subject to SPAR approval, or placing 
primary outdoor use areas on the opposite side of a residential structure from the rail line.  

Resulting Level of Significance 

Maintaining a setback from both the existing and the projected future 65 dB Ldn contour (at 54 feet) 
would effectively avoid inconsistencies with City General Plan policies for land use compatibility with 
community noise environments. Moving the most northerly residential building by only a few feet 
inward from the rail lines would reduce this impact to a level of less than significant, with little effect 
on the Project design. Similarly, incorporating setbacks or adding noise attenuation measures for 
primary outdoor use areas at the most northerly and most southerly buildings would reduce the 
exposure of these areas to below FTA regulatory guidance threshold levels. 

Throughout the Project site, future noise levels from freeway traffic noise and rail noise are expected 
to reach between 60 and 65 dBA Ldn, being within the “conditionally acceptable” levels. Standard 
residential building construction methods are generally capable of achieving a 15 dB reduction from 
outdoor noise. To achieving the 45 dB interior noise threshold at locations where future noise levels 
are anticipated to exceed 60 dBA Ldn, additional noise insulation treatments (per Mitigation 
Measure Noise-1B) would be capable of reducing the anticipated noise conditions inside buildings to 
levels consistent with the California Noise Insulation Standards found in CCR Title 24. of less than 
significant. 

Page 13-17, Impact Noise-2:  

The changes made to the EIR’s Standards of Significance result in the following modifications to the analysis 
of Train Vibration. 



 Chapter 7: Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Sid Commons Final EIR Page 7-11 

Noise-2: The proposed Project would could expose new residents to reasonably foreseeable 
vibration levels in excess of 72 VdB re 1 μ-inch/second, the threshold limits established by the 
FTA and FRA for subjective human reactions to ground-borne vibrations. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

Page 13-18, third full paragraph:  

As describing the original Project. This text is no longer applicable to the Revised Project, but a correction is 
noted below. 

The Project proposes to develop new residential buildings along the westerly edge of the Project 
site, near the railroad tracks. The nearest proposed residential building is located in the furthest 
northwesterly portion of the development area, approximately 50 feet from the railroad tracks, and 
the most southerly building is also located within 100 feet of the rail tracks. These This residential 
buildings would be impacted by long-term, ground-borne freight train vibration. All other residential 
buildings at the site are a minimum of 100 feet from the railroad tracks, and would not be subject to 
adverse vibration levels. 

Page 13-18, Mitigation Measures and Resulting Level of Significance: 

Based on recent measurements of train vibrations and revisions to thresholds of significance, the following 
amendments are made to train vibration Mitigation Measures and Resulting Level of Significance as 
presented in the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measures Recommendations 

To address the foreseeable freight train vibration impacts, the following mitigation measures are 
recommended. 

Recommendation Mitigation Measure Noise 2 - Avoidance/Vibration Attenuation Measures: The 
Project should shall incorporate the following vibration avoidance or reduction strategies as part of 
its final design and/or construction. 

a) The Revised Project’s proposed 54-foot residential set back from the centerline of the nearest 
set of rails more than adequately meets the FTA 75 VdB criteria for the “occasional” SMART train 
events that now occur and that is expected to occur in the future (i.e., between 30 and 70 
SMART trains per day), and should be retained. 

b) The Revised Project’s proposed 54-foot residential set back from the centerline of the rails is also 
adequate to meet the FTA 80 VdB criteria for the “infrequent” heavy freight rail traffic that now 
occurs, and that is expected to occur in the future. This 54-foot setback also accommodates an 
additional “penalty” threshold (down to the “occasional event” criteria of 75 VdB) to address the 
potential for longer duration and/or nighttime vibration events, and should be retained. 

c) To address an even more conservative vibration criterion as was applied in the NCRA Russian 
River Freight EIR and the Draft EIR, the City of Petaluma could consider an additional “penalty” 
criterion to meet the “frequent event” criteria of 72 VdB, which occurs at approximately 100 feet 
from the rail centerline. To meet this more stringent criterion, structural design measures could 
be incorporated into the design and construction of residential buildings located closer than 100 
feet from the tracks, as necessary to reduce groundborne vibration to below the 72 VdB criteria. 
Special building methods can be incorporated to reduce groundborne vibration from being 
transmitted into project structures. 
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