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'J SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources 
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Robert Rue 
Project Title 

N/A 
State Clearinghouse# 

1406 Wood Road Fulton 
Project Location 

Sigrid Swedenborg 
Contact Person 

UPE06-0022 
File# 

(707) 565-1900 
Telephone Number 

034-030-032 
APN 

A new winery with a maximum annual production capacity of 5,000 cases in a 2,000 square foot building on a 10 
acre parcel with tasting by appointment only and participation in 10 industry wide events annually. 
Project Description 

This is to advise that on March 28, 2007 the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
approved the above described project and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 

1. • The project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

2. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be examined at the Sonoma 
County Permit and Resource Management Department, 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa, California. 

3. Mitigation Measures were incorporated into the project. 

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project. 

NOV 3 0 2009 ~:.P:-'.!½:}~~--.:---:;-;:::----
Date received for filing and Sonoma Co ty Permit and Resource 
posting at County Clerk/OPR Management Department 

Applicant: 
Robert Rue 
1406 Wood Road 
Fulton CA 95439 

_ $2,768.25 EIR fee 
_X_ $1,993.00 ND fee 
_X_ $50 County Clerk filing fee 

_ paid 
_x_ paid 
_x_ paid 
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unlll . ',;}-; rng and Researc/t FROM: Sonoma County Permit and Resource 
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'O Sacramento, CA 95812 2550 Ventura Avenue ' 0
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'()' /'I County Clerk, County of Sonoma ~ DEPUTY CLERK 

~'?J'. 'h\liUBJECT: Filing of Notrce of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources 
~ ~ Code. 

~-
Robert Rue 
Project Title 

N/A 
State Clearinghouse# 

1406 Wood Road Fulton 
Project Location 

Sigrid Swedenborg 
Contact Person 

UPE06-0022 
File# 

(707) 565-1900 
Telephone Number 

034-030-032 
APN 

A new winery with a maximum annual production capacity of 5,000 cases in a 2,000 square foot building on a 10 
acre parcel with tasting by appointment only and participation in 10 industry wide events annually. 
Project Description 

This is to advise that on March 28, 2007 the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
approved the above described project and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 

1. The project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

2. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be examined at the Sonoma 
County Permit and Resource Management Department, 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa, California. 

3. Mitigation Measures were incorporated into the project. 

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project. 

NOV 3 0 2009 
Date received for filing and 
posting at County Clerk/QPR 

Applicant: 
Robert Rue 
1406 Wood Road 
Fulton CA 95439 

Sonoma Co ty Permit and Resource 
Management Department 

_ $2,768.25 EIR fee 
_x_ $1,993.00 ND fee 
_X_ $50 County Clerk filing fee 

_ paid 
_x_ paid 
_x_ paid 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Dop~,rtment 
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

Publication Date: 
Adopllon Date: 

State Clearing House Number: 

This statement and attachments constitute the Mitigated Negative Declara*m as proposed lo; or 
,aclopted by the Sonoma County decision-making body for the ::,reject described below. 
·' 
File No.: 

Project Name: 

F'roject Description:,· 
'' 

Project Location: 

lfoviro'Jmental Finding: 

initial Study: 

Other Attachments: 

Declslon-maklng Body: 

Lead Agency: 

UP E06-ClD22 Planner: Sigrid SWedenborg 

Rue Winery 

Request for a Use Permit for a winery with a maximum annual production 
,capacity of 5,000 cases a year with lasting by appointment9nly and 
participation In industry wide events. The'wlnerywould be housed In a 
new 2,000 square foot building. Crush will take plac .. !nside the building. 
Testing durir;g the industry wide events would take place outside in a 
tented area, No off-site parking will be allowed, All process wastewater 
would be dispofed or In a septic system. \· 

1406 Wood Rd., Fulton 

The proposed project could not have a significant effect 011 the 
environment and the adopUon of a Mltlgiited Negative Declaration is 
appropriate. Based upon the Information contained in the Initial Study· 
Included In the project file, It has been determined lhaf there will bri no 
significant environmental effect resulting from this project, provided that 
mitigation measures are Incorporated Into the project. The Mitigated 
Negative Declaration has been completed In compliance with CEQA 
State and County guidelines and the information contained therein has 
been reVltWed Elnd considered. 

Attached 

C1.Ulornla Tiger Salamander Study and other Information contained In 
PRMD. filellUPE06·0022 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 

Sonoma County Permit and Resour~e Management Department 
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'\COUNTY QF SONQl\,1A 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

2550 Ventura Avenue, $Jryla Rosa, CA 95403 
(707) 565-1900 .. fAX (707) 565-1103 ,··, ~-----~-----'""""~=="---'''-"e.:..l.c=J...:<>"'""'""""-------~----'-\r 

FILE#: UPE06-0022 
PROJECT: Robert Rue 

LEAD AGENCY: 

PROJECT !..OCATION: 

APPLICANT NAME: 

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 

G.ENERAL PLAN 
DESIGNATION: 

ZONING: 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORNI 
\.,' 

PLAHNER: Sigrid Swedenborg 
DATE: ., February 6, 2007 

Sonoma.County Permit and Resource Management Deportment 

1406 Wood Road, Fulton 

Robert Rue 

1406 Woad Road, Fulton 

Diverse Agriculture 10 acre density, Scenic Resource 

DA (Diverse Agriculture) 86 -10 acre density SR (Scenic Resources), 
VOH (Valley Oak Habitat) 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECl·: 

The request Is for a use Permit for a winery with a maximum annual pr9duction ,capacity of 5,000 cases :~ 
year with tasting by ;ippoinlmenl only and participation in Industry wide events. The winery would be 
housed In a new 2,000 11quare foot building. Crush will lake place inside the building. Tasting during the 
induslry wide events would lake place outside hi ~ tentea area. No off-site parkl~g will be allowed, All 
proc1bs wastewater would be disposed of in a septic system. • 

SURROUNDING LAND US:SS AND SETTING: Briefly tl.'18Crlbe the. project's surroundings. 

This site is located on Wood Road, off of Fulton Road north of the City of Santa Rosa. Land use In this 
. treaJs agri.~ullure. 

Othor Public Agencies whose approval Is required (o.g, pennits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement): Regional Water Quality Control Board • 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, Involving at least 
one Impact that.ls a "Potentially Significant Impact" or "Less than Significant with Mitigation" as indicated 
by the checklist on the following pages. 

X Aesthetics 
X Biological Resources 

_ Hazards & Haze.rdous Male•lals 
Mineral Resources 

. Publfc Services = Utilities/Service Systems 

_ p.grlcultural Resources L Air Quall!y 
_ Cul!Ural Rosour.-•s _. Geology/Soils 
l Hydrology/Waler l'.lualily _ Land. Use and Planning 
l Noise _ Population/Housing 
_ Recreation . _x_ Transportatlonrrraffic 
_ Mandaloiy Findings of Significance 

&_ 

I/ 
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Environmental Checklist 
Page2 
File# UPE06-0022 

DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evalciation: 

L 

The proposed projec(COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE D.ECLARATION wilrt>f 1irepared. 

Although the proposed project col.lid have~a significant effect oh the environment, .there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because lhe mvisions In the project have beerf made by oragreed 
lo bythe project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATl,VE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

The proposed project MAY have a sign!ficar.t effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RFPORT is required. 

The proposed ptoject MAY have a "potentially significant impact' or 'potentially significant unless 
mitigated" Impact on the environment, !Jut.at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicabltdP,gal standards, and 2) has been addressed by • 
mitigation measures based on th,I earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Is required, but it .m\1st analyze only the effecls that remain 
to be addressed. 

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, all potentially 
significant effects were previously analyzed in an earlier EIR.or.~egative Declaration pursuant to 
applicable standards and potential imp;-icts have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier 
EIR or Negative Declaration, inclUding revisions 'lr mitigation measures lhaL;ire Imposed upon the 
proposed project, There are no changes In the project, no new iliformation related to potential 
impacts, and no changes in circumstances that would req~ire further analysis pursuant to Section 
15162 ofCEQA Guidelines, therefore no further environmental review is required. 

The environmental documents which constitute the lnilifll Study and provide the basis and reasr;ns for this 
determination are attached or referenced herein, !Jnd hereby made a part of this document 

Incorporated Source Documents 

In preparation of the Initial Study checklist, the following documents were referenced/developed, and are 
hereby inco;porated as part of the Initial Study. All documents are available in lhe project file or for 
wfer.ance at.the Permit and.Resource Mam1gement Department. 

.J(_ Project Application and Description 
L Initial Data Sheet 
L Sonoma County General Pian and Associated EIR 
L Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance 
X Sonoma County Rare Plant Site Identification Study 
X • Project Referrals from Responsible Agencies 

L Stale ,md Local Environrlental Quality Acts (Ci:QA) 
L Site Assessment for the California Tiger Salamander, 1406 Full.in Rd. prepa1 ad by Kjeidsen 

Biological Consulting dated June 7, 2006 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation Is required for all answers except "No Impact' answers that are adequately supµo1ied by 
the lnrormatlon sources a lead agency c!les In the parenlheses rollowing each question, A 'No l.rnpact" 
answer is adequately supporte1 ii the rererenced information sources show that th.a impact simply does not 



Environmental C~eckllst 
Page 3 
File# UPE0B-0022 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

apply to projects like Iha one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" 
answer should ba explain,,_~1where it is based on project-speclfic;factors as Well as general standards (e.g. 
the project will not expose sansitive re•:eptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

All answers lnust take account of the whole •~lion involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 
as well as project-level, indirect as Well as cl!r:.~t. and construction as well as operational impacts. 

Once the,Jead agency has d.etermined thata particulaf:physical Impact may occur, th•!•) the checklist •• 
ansv/ers must indicate whether tho Impact is potentially significant, loss than significant ·with mitigation, or 
less than significant. 'Potentially Significant lm;ii.:ct" Is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an 
effect may be significant. ff there are one or more 'Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination I~ made, an EIR is required. 

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the lncorpotation 
.of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentiall/ Significant Impact" to a "LesJ th~n 
Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they 
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation moesure.s frol]l Section 17 at the end of the 
checklist, "Earlier Analysis' may be 9ross-rnferenced), • • • 

Earlier analyses may be used' where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequat~ly analyzed In an earlier EIR or negative decleretlon. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In 
this case, e brief discu~slon should identify the following: a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify ~nd slate where 
they are available for review, b) Impacts Adequalelyl',ddressed. Identify whlch_effecls from the above 
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed In an earlier docum~nt pursuant lo applicable 
legal standards, and slate whether such. effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis. -c) Mitigation Measures, For effects that are "Lass then Significant with Mitigation • 
Measures Incorporated", desc:ibe the i,:itigation measures which •.•ere incorporated or refined from the 
earlier d,-cumenl and lhb extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

Lead agencies are encouraged to Incorporate Into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e,g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to R previously prepared or outside 
documenfshould, where appropriate. h1clude a reference to the page or pnges where the statement is 
substantiated. 

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sour.ces used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

This l's only a suggested forrn, and le~d agencies are troe to use different formats; however, lead agencies 
should normally add.ress the questions from this clieukifst that are relevant to a project's environmental 
effects in whatever format is selected. 

The explanation of each issue should identify: a) the significance criteria or threshold, If any, used to 
evaluate each question: and b) the mltigalion measure identified, Ir any, to reduce the impact lo fess than 
significance, 

1, AESTHETICS Would the project: Polcnllell-,, 
Slgnmcant 
lmpnct 

lo,s than 
~\ihmncant 

Lessthnn 
Significant 
lmpa'!l 

~pact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic visti-? 

Mll',.;Jtlon 
lncorporaOon 

Comment: The site is designated as a Commlmity 8ep<irator by the Sonoma County General Plan. 
The intent of Iha Community Separator is to provide an open space break along the Highway 101 ahd 
Old Redwood Highway corridors between Santa Rosa, Larkfield-Wlkiup,·and Windsor. The project 
will not create an adverse effect iri this scenic area because the site ls already developed With a large • 
barn and ~ residence. The proposed 2,000 square foot bui.lding would be h1cated between tho two 

u 
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existing structures. A condition of aµproval will require that, prior to issuance of building permits, . 
Design Review approval must be obtained to review the site plan, building elewations, signage, ifghting 
pl~n, landscaping and irrigation plans to minimize a~y visual impact th:,,ugh design and landscaping. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not lhnlted to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and'historic buildings within 
a slate sceni9.h,ighway? 

Comment: The project will not d~mage scenic resources. ' • 

c) Stibsb:mtiaily degrade the existing visJ!-1 
character or quality of the site and its , . 
surroundings? • • 

"-_x_ 
i' 
(,. 

The site is not on a state scenic highWal',· . 

_x_ 

Comment: The project will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and. its surroundings. A condition wlll require that, prior to issuance of building permits, Design 
Review approval must be obtained to review the site plan, building elevations, signage, lighUng plah, 
lahdscaplng and Irrigation plans to minimize any visual Impact through design and landscaping. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare Which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? _x_ 

Comment: The prop~sal includes construction of new buildings which could have .. exterior lighting. 
New exterior lightin;, could create a new source of light and glare In the area. To ensure new sources 
of light do not adversely the area the following mitigation measure has been incorporated int.a the 

\. project! 

Mitigation Measure: Prior to issuance of building permits, an exterior lighting plan sh~Hbe submitted 
for design review by PA.MD or the Design R:oyiew Committee, Exterior lighting shall be low mounted, 
downward casting and fully shielded to prevent glare. Light fixtures .shall not be located al the 
periphery of the property and shall not spill over onto adjacent properties or into .the sky, Flood lights : . 
are not permitted. All parking lot lights shall be full cul0off fixtures and shall not exceed 4 feet In height. 
Lighting shall :;hut of automatically after closing and security lighting shall be mcitlon-senso•,actlvated. 

Mitigation Monitoring: The Permit and Resource Management Department shall not isslle the 
building porrnit until an exterior night lighting plah has been reviewed, approved and found to be 
consistent With the approved plans and County ::iesi11n Standards, The Permit and Resource 
Management Department shall not sign off the Building Permit for occupancy until a site inspection of 
the property has been conducted that indicates all lighting improvements have been Installed 
according lo the approved plans and conditions. If light and glaro complaints are reQelved, the Permit 
.and Resource Management Department shall conduct a site inspection and require ·the property be 
brougtit into compliance or procedures t<:> revoke the permit and terminate the use shall be lniliated. 

2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts lei agricultural 
>esources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 

Polor,t;oll; 
Sign f1cant 
Impact 

lo.Ss (H'!lri 
~~mead 
Mitigation 
lncorporallon 

le·sa then 
Slgnincanl 
Impact 
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Agricultur~J-Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California. Dept. Of Co.nservation as an optional 
mc,del to use in assessing impacts. on agriculture 
and farmland. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant\o the Farmland Mepping and 
Monitoring Prograrii' of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural Lise? 

Comment: According to the Sonoma County Important Farmlands Map -2000 (databaGe), the ;,reject 
,,site Is not designated as "Prime" farmland. A portion of the site is designated as farmland of,:, 
.statewide Importance. A portion of the site is.designated local farmland and a portion is desighateu 
urban. The proposed facility wc,uld be used for processing of agricultural produc!s. The project would 
not convert prime land to a non-agricultural use. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? _x_ 

Comment: The proposed project would not conflict With the zoning as agricultural processing is an 
allowed use in the DA. zoning district with use permit approval. The .project site is not under a 
WIiiiamson Act contract. 

c) lnwlve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could restiltln conversir 1 of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use' _x _ 

_ Comment: The project .is for an agricultural processing facility, The project does not Involve an)' 
changes that could.result in the site being converted to a non~agricUltural use. 

3. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the slgnifica11ce criteria established 
by the applicable air quality nianaget .. iilnt or air pollution 
control district may be reliediupon to make the following 
determinations. Would the p,oject: ' 

a) Conflict With or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

Less Ulen 
Sklnlricant 
wilh 
Mitigation,i 
lncorpornuCi'I 

l899 thari 
·s1gniflcanf 
lmpnct 

No 
fmpa(;l 

_x_ 

Comm:int: The project ls within the jurisdiction bf the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control 
District (NSCAPCD). The NSCAPCD does not have an c1dopted air quality plan. The project would 
not create any conflicts. • • • 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
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substantially to an e.xlsling or projected air 
quality v;;,lation? _x_ 

Comment: The Sonoma Co~i1ty General Plan Resource Conseivatlon Element aildresse;"poilutants 
from mobile sources (e.g. trar,sportatlon sources). The project will create traffic, lh·~refore the 
following goal would be relevant to the proposed project: ' , 

Goal RC-13: Presr.;rve and maintain good air quality and provide for an air quality sta~dard .thatwill • 
protect human health and preclud!i crop, plant, and property dama9tl In e;ccordance wllh requirements 
of the federal and State CAA's (Clean Air Act). "" • 

\I 

Stat1•, and Federal standards have been established for the "criteria pollutants": ozone, carbon 
morijxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, and particulJJJe (PM10 and PM2_;}, To determine whether 
stariJards for ahy of these pollutants would be violated, the em'i'ssions from both stationary and 
mobile source&'must be considered. \>' 

• •• The, project.would not add any ~-€W equipment or processes !hat would have' significant emissions or 
require permits from the air distrlr.t. 

Mobile emissions are criteria pollutants that wculd resull~rom additional traffic generated by the •. 
project. The project would cause mobile emissions because It would add traffic, hrJwever, the 
increase over the existing traffic at the .site would be very sm.all. The Bay Area Air Pollution Control 
District developed simple screening methods to determine whether project traffic would generate 
sufficient emis~ions to warrant more detailed computer modeling (BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, 1996). 
These screening methods may also be u~ed In the NSCAPCD. Based on these screening methods, 
the emission of criteria pollutants would be less than significant. 

The distrlct's.guideHnes include a table (Table 6, Projects with Potentially Significa~t Emissions) with 
typicaFprojscts and the size of the project that is likely to generate significant quantities of NOX, one 
of the ozone precursors, All of the examples In the tab1e generate at least 3000 trips a day, Further, 
the BAAQMD's guidelines rec:ommend& that no detailed air quality analysis be done for projects 
generating fewer than 2000 trips per day. This project would generate l.' average of 20 new trips per 
day which Is far smaller Iha,\ the examples given, and it Is concluded that the project lrafficwould not 
emit sigi\' .. cant criteria pc,liutants. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant /or which 
the projectreglon 1s non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (Including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitalive 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? _x_ 

Corrment: The NSCAPCD is a non-attainment area for PMw Based on the relatively low. traffic 
volumes expected with this prbjec:t and lower air emissions faclors for newer vehicles, the F' ,issio:,s 
o/ particulates would not be cumulatively considerable. 

d) Expose sensitive rcce11ors to substantial 
pollutarlt concentratlom;? 

Comment: The project would not generate substantial pollutant cono()ntrations . 

. . -- .. , 

_x_ 

,, 

H 
r'/ 
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e) Create objectionable odors aJfecting a 
substantial number of people? 

" 

_x_ 

Commf)nt: The project Includes crushing grapes, which can cause odors'. The Air Quality Control 
Board h~s no record of';:;omp!alnts gen.J<'ated about grape pomace, exceptV>•hen It 1-.·~s burned. The 
applicantproposes lo spread the crush residue in the vineyard as a soil ;unendmen'· ~o there is no 
reason to believe that there will ~e ('llJectlooable cd~rs associated with the wineJY.operations. 

. ,--. ' ( 
l, .. , 

Mitigation Measure. To ensure that no neighbors are affected by oliors caused by the residues of the 
grape crush, all residuEJs must be removed from the site or composted in ,emote areas of the property 
farthest away f;om neighoor.ng properties. . • '' . 

' 
Mitigation Monitoring. Ii the Perrr.it and Resource Management Department receives complaints 
regarding objectionable odors, PRMD staff would Investigate the complaint and if the conditio~ I~ 
violaled the use rermlt may be subject to modlficaticn, 

4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the projr.ict 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
qr through habitat modifications, on any species 

'•,Jenlified as a candidate, sensitive, or sr,,ecial 
status species in local or regional plans, policies,. 
or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and C3me or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Polentla11Y. 
Slgnlficanl 
fm_pact 

lo•• than L~s, thon 
S!anificanl S1gnlficanl 
Wllh Impact 
MiUgatJon 
Incorporation 

_x_ 

Comment: The project site is located Within the potential range of the CTS (California Tiger 
Salamander). A site assessI:,e1:t for the California Tiger 3alamanC:,·. was prepared by Kjeldsen 
illologlcc1I Consulting. The ~.•le was surveyed on foot by biologists on May 11 and 16. of 2006. Th& 
habitat/plant community ('In the site consls!, of ruderal vegetation that is associated with years of 
tgricultural use. Hydrology on the site has been altered for r.ianv years, The repor. states that there 
is no aquatic habitat that is sufficient for GTS breeding on !he site. The study concludes that the site 
~:ontalns limited potential for CTS upland habitat and no breeding h.;~itat. The biologists preparing the 
study determined that building the winery on an are;; already disturbed by an old building that has 
been demolished and the septic system being placed In a heavily ltiipacted area will not likely Impact 
CTS ropulatlons in Sonoma County. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on arif riparian 
habitat or other sensit/1;-., /l@\ural community 
Identified i11 ldcal or rei;,i011al plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and WIidiife Service? _x_ 
Comment The project does n(I! Include any disturbance along a riparian habitat or sen~iive natural 
communlt1. 

c) Have a substantial adver~e effect on federally 
protected Wetlands as defined by SE!ctlon 401 of 
the Clean Water Act (Including, but not limited to, 
marsh, Vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hyd,ological interruplion, or other 
means? _x_ 

// 

11 
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d) Interfere Gubstantially wiih the mn•1ement of any 
native resident or migratory fish orwildl,if~ species 
or with established native resident or m1g-ratory 
wildlife corridors, o; lmr;ede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

• 

\1 ~ 

() 

,Commont: The project site Is de:cefoped with existing structures1,,V!neyard, and fencing; The project 
• development does not in<"~de any work within a creek. The proJrict would not S!Jbstantially Interfere. 
with the movement of migratory fish or wildlife species, < ,i 

' ' 
• e) Conflict IYii~:flnY localpolicles or ordinances 

protecting biological rC:sources; such as tree 
preservation policy or ordir.::nce? _x_ 

Comment. The site is in the VOH (Valley' Osk Habitat) area but development of the project would 
not impact any valley oak trees. 

f) Conn;ct with \he provisions-of an adopted 
Habitat Const1rvatlon Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regi::mal, or state Habitat conservation plan? 

Comment: This site is located in the Saria Rosa Plains C011servatlon Strategy. See discussion 
under 4.a. 

5, CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project; 

a) Cause a substantlal adverse change in the 
signific;-,ce Of a historical resource as defined 
•in§ 15064.5? 

PotenUolly 
Significant 
Impact 

Lo" thon 
~p,:mcant 
MiUgalfon 
lncorpornt10r1. , 

Less lhan 
Stgnlfic:afll 
Impact 

_x_ 

No 
Impact 

<;:ommon:: Tile proposed winery bUlldlng wolild befocated or, the s~me site as Jn old barn that has 
been demolist,ed.ahd in an artlalhat Is heavily disturbed. No existing buildings that have the potential 
to be •.:onslcered·_a historical resource will be damaged or removed. Since construction won't be 
occurring Ir\ a 'new" area, potential Impacts are less tl1an significant. There Is al.Vays the potential for 
buried. or otherwise obsc1Jred resources. Therefore, "' sl:imdard condition would be placed on the 
projeci to require that, if archaeplogical artifacts such as pottery, arrowherids, midden are found, all 
earthwork In the vicinity ol the find shall cease, and PRMD staff shall be notified so that the find can 
be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist (I.e., an archaeologist registereu with the Society of 
Professional ,Archaeologists), When contacted, a mamber of PRMD Project Review staff and the 
archaeologist shall vi$it the site to. determine the i:;xtent of the resourr.es and to develop proper 
mitigation measures required for the discovery. No earthwork in the virinity c1f the find shall 
commence until a mitigation plan is approviid and completed ouhlect to the review and approval ofthe 
arch.'leologist ancir Project Revi•:w st~ff, This coiidition shal! be nored on all g·rading .ind construction 
plans arid provided to all contractor~ and superintendents on the job site. 

' 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

s~nificance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to§ 15064.5? 

Cornmeht: See 5,r,i. 

c) l.irectly or Indirectly destroy ;:i unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
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geologic feature? . _x_ 

Comme11t: Th'il project site ha& been used for agrlcultu.ral production. The site has been disturbed 
and field areas have been disced for vineyard cultivation, and the project will not result in e>:cavation 
down to bedrock, therefore no paleontological resourc;as will be impacted. 

d) Disturb any human remal;is, inclucilng those 
interred outside of formal cemete; ies? ..JL 

Comment: State law requires that, if during ground di$turbing activities human remains are. found, all 
·, wcrk must be halted and the County Coroner Is notified. • ' 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury,. or death involving: 

' 
I) Rupture of a kn'. •:in earthquake fault, as 
• delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning IV!-, issued by the 
$late Geologist for the area ·or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 
tc Division of Mines and GP.ology Special 
Publication 42. 

Potentially 
·slgnlficrmt 
lmpL.:t 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Les, than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

_,Commont: The site is not located In an Alqu{ft-Priolo fcull zone or on a known fault based on the 
Safety Maps iri the Sono:ra County General Pll'ln. Therefore the risk tc people and structures from a 
fault rupture is less than significant. The Uniform.Building Code has been developed to address 
&i!ismic events In r;ilifcirnla and develo~1ment Which complies with the Code will result in buildings 
Which :,hould withstana the most severe reasonably anticipated seismic event. 

Ii) .S!rong seismic ground shaking? X 
,/--

Corrl'11ont: The site may•be subject to strong seismic ground shaking as Is all of Sonoma County. 
The Uniform Buildl.ig Code and the codes and policies of S,,noma County have been developed to 
addr-,ss seismic hawrds to the most reasonable extertt p•.;'.:;slble. All nr·•1 construction must comply 
with the seismic design ;equlremen!s of the Building Code, 

Iii) Selsmlc-rnlated ground failuf.'.!, including 
liquefaction? ...,._L 

Comment: The Sonoma County Seismic Shaking & Tsunami Special Report 120 map ICA Divisions 
of Mines and Geology) Indicates that the proje• 'lite is located in a potential Hqucfactlon area. The 
applicant must submit a building permit applica,. •Including construction design plans 'or Sonorna 
County's rtwiew and aµproVal. This review process ensures that structures would be adequately 
des.lgned l<l USG standards. 

lv) Landslides? _x_ 

Comment: The Sonoma County Seismic Shaking & Tsu~ami Specl',il Repc,; 120 map (GA Divisions 
of l'v11~'ls and Geology) indicates thbt the project.site is no! located in an area subject to landslides. 
The'• ;Jplicant must submit a building permit application including conslrucllon design plans for 
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,', ' • Sonoma County':; review and approval of any new structure! -'ihls review process ensures the 
structures would be adequatelyde,signer< to UBC standards.· 

b) Result In substantial soil erosion or ihe l:lss 
of tor,soll? • _x_ 

' \ 

: I 

. Comment: The project lncl~des constructkm of a new building. The development will require grading 
and couii.' :result in a lllss of topsoil. However, the;e will not be a substantial loss. See Item Be for a 
discussio\{ on sail erosion. 

c) Be located on ;i geologic uni! or soil that Is 
llnstable, or thai would become unstable as 
a·result of the project; snd potentially result In 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or_ccllapse? 

,, \ /' ' ',. 

Comment: See response to 6.a.(i) thru (iv). The general geologic and Soil characteristics of the 
project site would not cause an on or off-site landslide with project development. Potential impacts 
would'ba addressed through appropriate structural design and construction standr, • i's. The project 
h.;-,i :ieen conditioned to require building permits to be approved In compliance Wi(,,UBC and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board standards. This review process ensures the structures would 
be adequately designed to UBC standards and would withstand potential im?acts related lo 
liquefaction hazard and ground shaking activity, therefore potential impacts from these types of 
hazards is consl:!ered less t~an significant. 

d) Be locakd on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-8 of the Uniform BUIiding Code 
(1994), cre;;,ting substantial risks to life or 
property? • _x_ 

Comment: Any new construction must obtain appropriate permits under the UBC ;equiremenls, 
therefore potential risks to life or property from expansive soil hazards are conslden,d less than 
significant. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequalEily supporting 
. the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 

water disposal systems where sewers .ire not 
available for the disposal of waste water? _x_. 

Comment: Prior to building permit lssuar,ce, the appllca:11 n,Usl obtain a permit for the sewagtl 
dlspoMI system for the winery. The system may require design by a Registered CIVIi ";nglneet or 
Registered Environmental Health Specialist a~d both soils analysis and percolation testing may be 
required. Groundwater testing may also be required, The sewage system shall meet peak flow 
discharge of the waste\1ater from all sources. The NCRWQCB must review and approve the 
Wastewater System report. There is no evidence that soils would be Incapable of supporting the 
disposal of waste water. If a permit is not obtained, the winery cannot be constructed, 

i, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

a) Cr(•·'le a slgnificar)I hazard lo the public or 
th, Jnvlronmenl through the rouli11e transport, .. 
us·,, or dispo.;J?.I of l 1azardous m.'.te~ials? • •• • • ·'-'" ,,. 

Polenl/•111 
Slg11lfic.i11t 
Impact 

Lesa than 
Slgnlncant 
l'.ilh 
Mrtlga\ion 
lncorporotlon 

LcGS lhdn· 
Slgnlflconl 
lmpoct 

No 
Impact 
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Comment: The processing and fermentation of the grapes to wine include>~ the·use and maintenance 
of machinery and equipme~t that require tha transp,, t, use, and disposal i,; hazardous material.s (e.g. 
oils, diesel, solvenll1, lubricates, etc.) A referral describing !tie project was sent to the Department of 
Emergency Service!, which requires that the,project must comply with Fire Safe Standards for 
commercial deveiop,tient. The project it~elfi,vould not produce or generate hazardous materials. A 
referral dP.~cribing the project was also sehqo the .Environmental Health Specialist-Project Review 
who requited compliance with hazardous wa·ste generator laWry and submlltal of cgpies of appropriate 
permits, • ·., -" 

I\) 

b) Create a significant hazard to ,the public or the 
environment through reasonably toreseoable 
upset and accident condltions,invotving the 
release of liazardous materials int:, the 
environment? 

ir ,; 

_x_ 

Comment: The use of any hazardous 1\laterials by the winery will not be of sufficient volatility,or 
quantity to cause a hazard to the public. These materials are commonly used In the wine indL' 1try and 
will be handiad according to existing regulation& and codes. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substan•:es, or waste within one,quarter 
mi'e of an existing or proposed school? -1L. 

Commc.ni: The c1Jbject property is not within a one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

d) Be located.'ln a site which is Included on 
a list of I ,..i:~tdous materials sites complied 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to th'3 public or the envimnment? -1L. 

Comment: The site is n6t identified as a hazardous materials sites u~der Government Code Section 
65962.5, 

e) For a projec, located Wllhin an airport land 
use plan or .. where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the proje:ct result in 
a safety hazard for people re~ldlng or worklr. 0 • 

the project area? 

Comment: The project site is ov ;sidr., the Comprehensive Airport Land Use referral area boundary of 
the Charles Schulz- Sonoma Coun!y Airport. No special char~1cterlstlcs of distracting light and glare, 
smoke and electronic interference as pctential safety Issues a,·•? apparent with the proposed use. 

I) For a project located within th!l vlclnlly of a 
private airstrip, would the project result In a 
safely ha.~ard for pe:>ple residing or working In 
the project ;;;ea? 

Common!: The project Is not located Within lhe vicinity of a known private airstrip. 

g) Impair implemenlation of or physically Interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency ev.:r.uation plan? 
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Common!:, !here wili'l:ie no impacts on emergency responses or evacuation plans as a result of the 
project. • 2c .· , 

h) Expose people or structures lo a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death Involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urb:mized areas or where residences are 'i> 
Intermixed with wiialands? _x_ 

Comment: According to the Safety Element of the Genaral Plan, the prr )!cl site is not located In an 
. a ·ea with very high or high potential for large wildland fires. Yhe site and heigh boring propeni,es are 
p.antec! in vines, so dry brush and other highly flammarle material is limited. Construction of the 
winer; building must conform to Fire Si::fe $tandard requirements for commercial uses related to fire 
spr\nklers, emergency vehicle access, and water supply. This will hring .the potential exr,osure to 
i;eople or structures to a less than significant impact. 

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Violate an11 water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements? 

Potonllall~ 
Slgnmcant 
lmpac! 

Looslhon Lo,slhan 
Slgnifi..0111 Significant 
w1[h Irr.pact 
MiligatJon 
lneorporsllon 

_x_. 

Comment: The proposed facility would generate wastewater froh1 cru~hing, fermenting, bottling, and 
barrel washing .. A referral describing the proj!let was sent to the North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and the Envlronrr.enlal Health Specialist• Project Review, who have set conditions for 
the project's domestic and Industrial wastewater disposal requirements To ensure ihe Winery facility 
would not violate watEar qualify standards er waste discharge requirer·,ents the following Mitigation 
Me.asures and Monitoring have been incorporated into the project: 

Mlt!gatlon Measure: ·rhe applica,it must submit a letter of acceptance of wastewater discharge 
requirements from the Nblth Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to obtaining building 
permits for any new construction. 

Mitigation Monitoring, The Permit and Resource Management Department shall not issue any 
permits until the Project Review- Health Specialist has received a letter of acceptance of an 
application for wastewater discharge requirement from the North Coasl Regional Water Quality 
Control Bo;,· 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that !here would be a ne! 
deflcU In aquifer volume or a loW13rlng o/ 
the local groundwater !able lovel (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would -.rop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned 
Uses for Which permits have been gra11ted? _x_ 

Comm ant: The Project Revlnw Health Specialist d.etermined that It Is not likely that the project woulcl 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies. This Is a Zone 1 Water availability area and the project 
should not cause a drop In water levels In near-by wells. 

c;) Substantially alter the e~lstlng drainage 
,pattern of lhe site or area, Including through 

i I 

,.1 
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the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siitation on- or off-site? 

I) 
II 

Commsnt: c,mstruclion of the project will not substantla!ly alftir the existing drainage patterr, 6n the 
site, which is fairl~· flat. No waterways will be alter1;,d. Standard measures for erosion control and 
management of the. storm water runoff will bring the level of Impact to a less than significant level. 
Any new facilities will be designed to the rtiquired capacity. Existing facilities will be checked for 
adequacy. The following Mitigation will ensure that drainage improvements are reviewed: 

X:: 
Mitigation Measure: Drainage review Improvements shall be designed by a civil engineer In 
accordance with the Water Agency Flood Control Design <.:rlterla for apprr,yal and shall be shown of ... 
the improvement drawings. The developer's engineer shall include a site gradlh'g plan and an erosion 
control plan as ~<'lrt of the required imr•ovement drawings 

Mitigation Monitoring: The Permit and Re~ource Management Department shall not is3ue ::i 

grading or building permit until evidence is submitted and approved by the Drainage Review section of 
PR.MD th~'.'the improvements hiive·been designed by a civil engineer in accordance with the Water 
Agency Flbod Control Design Crjteria (Jr approval and are shown on the !mprovement drawings. The 
developer's engineer shall include" site grading plan, and an erosbn control plan as part or the . 
required Improvement drawings. 

d) Substantially alter the existing drafnags 
pattern of the site or area, Including through 
the alteration of the course of a streu,\1 or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff In a manner 
which would resulfin flooding on- or off-site? .lL 

Comment. The project does not Include t • 'i. alteration of u course of a stream or river, The lmpac! of 
the project would be less than significant. See discussion above. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water Which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planri£d stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substartial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? _x_. 

Comment: See response to B.a. above In this initial study, The project would not create poilUted 
runoff water. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Comment: Refer to Item 8,,i, and B.c, above in this Initial study, The project development requires 
permits.to be approved by the Norti1 Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and [he Well and 
Septic Sections of PRMD for all wastewater disposal. Complianc1, with State and County Standard 
WIii insure that potentkil lmpac(s to water quality will be avoided, 

!,) Place housh\g within a 100-year hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
nood hazard delineation map? --· 
Comment: Th,;•e Is no housing aseoclated with the project, 

h) Place Within a 100-ye:ar flood hazard area 

_x_ 
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structures which would impede or redirect 
floO:: flows? 

,,,--,.) 

Coniment: No structures woulu•tie placed within any flood hazard zones. 

I) Expo~e people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, lnjurv or death involving flooding, 

,, including floodl;,g as a.resull of the failur.e· of 
• a levee or dam? • _x_ 

Comment: The site is not subject to flooding. 

j) Inundation by selche, tsunami, or mudflcw? _x_ 

9. 

a) 

Comment: The site is not subject to selcha, tsu11ami or mticlflow. 

b.ND USE AND PLANNING Would the projecl: ~•0IeiU•II~ ~I•• lhan ~O"/,han rJJ)act Sign! rcan ll,nmcant 1gnl ieonl 
Impact 

Fn
iti~alion 

Impact 

carporaUoo 

Phy~ically divide i;n established community? _x_ 

Comment: TI1e project Is Joc,1ted within an established agricultural :area, The project would not alter 
the parcel's ownership, r>or rei.:onfigure existing parcels or roadways. Therefore, the project would not 
divide an established community. 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agericy with jurisdiction O'Jer 
lheproject (jrtcluding, but no! limited lo the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopleu for. lhe purpose of 
avoiding or mlllgaling an er•vironmenlal effect? _x_ 

Comment: The request for a winery complies with the Diverse Agriculture General Plan designation 
and other goals and policies of the County's General Plan and it conforms with the DA zoning . 

.. 

Agricultural Processing is defined as, "Facilities for the processing of any agricultural product grown or 
produce,d primarily on .site or In ihe local area, storage of agricultural products grown or processed on 
site, and bottling or ci,nning of any agricultural product grown or processed on site." 

The proposal is also consistent with the General Plan's Agricultural Element Goals, Objective!; and 
Polir.ies which Include the following: 

Polley AR-4a: "The primc>fy use of arIy parcel within the three agr!cultural land use categories shall be 
agricultural production and relaled processing, support services, and visitor serving uses, Residential 
uses In these arsas shall recognize that the primary use of the land may create agricultural "nuisance' 
situations, .such as flies, noise, ode>rs, and spraying of chemicals." 

The project site ls Within an agricultural lan,j use category. and is an agricultural processing facility. 

Goal AR s: "F~.·•illtate agricultural production by aliowlng ctorlaln agricultural support services to be 
r.onvenlently and accessibly located In agricultural production areas when related to the primary 
agricultural activity in the area." 

The location Is related to and serves primaril~ the agricultural activity of vln~yards. The propo'.;ed 
winery site Is located in an area which has m;;,ny acres planted in Vines, 

·, 
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ObfectlVe AR;5,1: "Facilitate County agricultural production by allowing ag,Jcultural processin\r 
facilities and uses in all agricultural land use categories." • ,, 
The request Is for a winery, wt:~h is defined as an agricultural processing facility. 

'! 

Polley AR-Sa: "l"rovlde for facilities that process agricullural commodities In all three agricultural land 
use categories, Establish standards and procedures in the zoning ordinance .I.or permitting i.~ose 
facilities." 

The DA zoning allows for agricuitural processing pla1\ts with a Use Permit. In addition, ti,e Zoning 
Ordinance requires that agricultural processing f2cilities be subject to General Plan policies AR-So 
and AR-Sf which are as follows: 

\;, 
Polley AR-Sn_ slates thal "Local concentrations of any commerci1'1 or Industrial uses, even If related 
to surrounding agricultural activities, are det;imental lci the primary use of the land for the production 
of food, fiber and plant materials ar,d shall bu al/aided.' • ' 

' 

There are no other wineries in cluse pruximity lo tne site. The proposal would not hinder or adversely 
affect lhe use of the surrounding land for production of food, fiber and plant materials. 

Policy AR-Sf states, "Permit storage facilities for agricultural products either grown or processed on 
the site, Size the facilitiE1

0

s according lo the processing operalron." 

' 

The project v:ill be conditioned on a r.~quirement that storage on site be for tl'ie product created on-site 
or.ly. 

c) Conflict with eny applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? _x_·_ 

Comment: The project is noi located within any habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan area. 

10. MiNERAL RESOURCES Would tile project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value 1? .the 
region and the residents of the state? 

Potontlally 
Slgnmcam 
Impact 

less than Lo,s thar. 

W!
Slanmcant StQnllicant 

fh Impact 
M1UgaUon 
Incorporation 

Commont: The project will nc-t result In th" loss of a mineral resource, 

b) RosuH in the loss of aval!ablllty of a locally­
lmportanl mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

t:,\'pact 

Comment: The Sonoma County General Plan does not designate the project site as within a known 
mineral resource deposit area. 

11. NOISE Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation cf noise 
levels In excess of standards eskibllshed In the 

Loss than Lo" U,an 
S!pnit'i~nl Significant 
wiln 1mpac! 
M1Ugotion 
tncorporotlon 

l'o 
r1lpact 
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local general plan ornoise ordinance, or 
applicable standards ofolher agencies? _x_ 

Comm-,nt: Th; Sonoma County Noise Element of the General Plan establishes objectives, policies 
and pe;-fdrmance standards for ndise producing land uses which r1ay affect noise sensitive land uses 
and vice versa. Winerle~:are recognized as a.f,ource of com!'" Jnity noise because they are typlcr.lly 
located in quiP.t rural areas. Exterior n·orse primarily occurs during the crush season and Is usually 
less than 6U dBA at distances greater than 300 feet. The project has been conditioned on a " 
requirement that events are limited to the hours of tt,e Daytime Noise Standaro found In the Noise 
Element of the Sonoma County General Plan (currently 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.). Noise from crush is 
one of the impacts wineries can have, In order to attenuate noise from crush operations, a condition 
of approval requites that all grape crushing activities occur indoors. The building plans for t_he winery 
must show a minimum of W/R-40 insulation or equivalent to Insure adequate noise attenualio11. -If 
cooling compressors are required, they shall be located indoors or shall be enclosed in a shed for 
noise control. Bottling is another noi~d source from wineries. This pr~ject has been conditioned on a 
requirement that the bottling truck shall be lac., ,Jd ,5o that the b~ 1k end faces south, away from the 
adjoining residences. Th', following mitigation will further Insure lhat potential noise impacts are less 
than significant: • 

Mitigation Measure: Noise shall be controlled In accordance with the standards set In the Noise 
Element of the Sonoma County General Plan. 

Mitigation Monliorlng: Any noise complaints will be Investigated bl' PRMD staff. If such 
investigatio~ indicates the appropriate noise standar~: ''3vels have been or mey be exceeded, the 
permit holders shall be required to install, at their ex;.:; ,se, additional professionally designed noise 
control measu;e(s), Failure to install the additional nofse control measure(s) will be Gonsidered a 
violation of the use permit conditions. If no::." complaints continue, PRMD shall investigate 
complaints. If violations are found, PRMD sf,:,JI seek voluntary compliance from the permit holder and 
thereafter may initiate an enforcement action and/or revocation or n\odlf,catlon proceedings, as 
appropriate. 

b) Exposure of persons to er generation of 
excessive groundborne Vibration or ground 
borne noise levels? _x_ 

Comment: Construction of the new building may generate ground borne vibration and noise. These 
lovers would not be excessive or significant as they would be limited to the construction perioJ and 
wo\·1d or.cur during normal business hours, Otherwise there are no bther activities or uses associated 
with the project that would expose persons to or generate ;;;ny excessive ground borne vibration or 
ground borne noise levels. 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

Common!: The pr,:,pr,sed usrJ will cause the potential for an increase In noise levels related to more 
activity overall. The Increase would be reduced to less than significant wl!h the mitigation establlshec 
In 11a. 

d) • A subslantial temporary or periodic Increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing w!thout the project? 

Comment: See Comment 11.b. 

Ii 



Environmental Cliecklist 
Page 17 
File# UPEOB-0022 

e) For a. project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? _x_ 

" Comment: The project site is outside the 201 O CNEL noise contour for the Charles Sch4lz Sonoma 
County Airport. • \ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area lo 
excessive noise levels? 

Comr:iant: The projectis hot located within the vicinity of a known private airstrip. 

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for exampJP, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) of Indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

PotcntiallY. 
Slgnlficonl 
Impact 

Loss lhan Less lMn 
S1nn1ricont Significant 
wllh Impact 
MitrgaUon 
lncorr.,orellOn 

_x_ 

_x_ 

Comment: The project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area 
because It would not add to local housing and would not prov,lde Infrastructure needed to support the 
development of new housing. • . 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? _x_ 

Comment: The project would not displace existing housing or necessitate the construction of housing 
el,:ewhere. ' 

o) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replar.emenl 
housing elsewhere? 

Comment: See Comment 12.b 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a) Would the ptoject re~ult in substan.tial 
adverse physl•;al lmpac.ls associated with the 
!Jrovislon of. new or phy.~ically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental Impacts, In order to maintain 

Potcnllolly 
S1gnllicant 
Impact 

loss than 
~]~lficanl 
MiUgetlon 
lncorporuliion 

Lesa than 
Slgnificanl 
lmpoct 

_x_ 

No 
Impact 
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C 

.. ---:::: 
acceptable service ratios, response times··or 
other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

Fire protection? 
Police protection? 
Schools? 
Parks? 
Other public facilities? 

'. 
,, 

,. 

_x_ 
..L. 
_)5_ 
..L. 
_&_ 

, \,, 

Commont: The proposed Improvements would n'>I require additional public services 01· new or 
physically altered governmental facilities. The projec, inUG! COIJlp_ly with all applicable fire codes 
including emergency a,;cess, water supply and appliances, b!i:ioing sprinklers, alarm systems, and 
extinguishers. The project wo.uld not have/ a, substantial ad~erse effect on associated governmental 
facilities, therefo;e potential impacts to these agencies is considered less than significant. 

14. RECREATION 

a) Would the project Increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or llther recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

Pol_entlally 
Sli!nllicartt 
lmp't,t.1 

Lo,s thon 
s1.oniflcant 
Wllh 
Mitigation 

1 lncorpore.:.0n 

Loss than 
Significant 
Impact 

tlo 
Impact 

..L. 

Comment: The proposed project Is considere.d a9ricultural processing and not a residential or 
recreational use. The propor,1d winery would riot cause an increase in the use of parks in the area. 

' 
b) Does the project Include rebfeational 

facilities or require the construction or 
expansk,11 of recreational facilities whlch 
might have an adverse physical effect 
on the ~,nvironment'i' 

Comment: No recreation facilities are proposed. 

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Wollld tho project: 

a) Cause an increase In traffic which is substantial 
in relation to the existing trahlc load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
Increase in either the number of Vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections)? 

.Potenlla!!y 
Slgnlflccnt 
Impact 

I.ass than 
Slgn!ric.int 
w;th 
Mitigation 
IOC0rporutlcn 

Leso lhall 
Significant 
lmFact 

_x_ 

_x_ 

No 
Impact 

Comment: The site is served by Wood Road. The Count/ Department of Tran5portation and Public ' 
.Works has mviewed the request and determined tl)at roadways in the project are.1 are adequate to 
serve the use. The project will be conditioned to I nprove the existing driveway access to County 
standards and lo pay the County-wide traffic imp;;ct fee, 

b) Exceed, eilh~r individually or cumulatively, a level 
t,;f .service standard establlt,h~d by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
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roads or highways?' 

Comment: See Comment 15.a. 

c) Result ir, a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change In 
location that results In substantial safety risks? -- f\ --

., , I 

Comment: Th.e p;oject would not result in a chang~ in air traffic patterns, lnb,.,~lng either an 
lncreI,.se in traffic levels or a change in location thaDresults in substantial safety risks. 

d) Substantially Increase hazards due to a design 
featuie (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment? 

_x_ 

Comment: The Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) has conditioned the project 
with specific requirements to increase safety of adjacelit ro:.uways. 

e) Result in lnadequat-3 emergency ,access? _x_ 

Common!: Through the plan check proces.;, emt!rgency a~cess will be reviewed and all 
requirements must be met with the development. . 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity'/ _L 

Comment: The applicant states that they can accommodate 12 cars with one iiandicap ar.cesslble 
spot. During special events, if the parking lot fills they will put up a sign that they are temp•,rarify 
closed, 

Mitigation Measure: No parking is permitted on Wood Road. If the parking lot fills during a~y event, 
the applicr-.rit is required to place a movable sign along Wood Road stotlng that the wln:ry is 
temporarily closed (or s!mllar language) to prevent ·,ehicle stacking and parking along the roadway. 

Mitigation Monitoring: If PRMD receives and can validate complaints that special e•vents traffic has 
caused parking or quelny on Wood Road, PRMD will subject the Use Permit to modi!ication or 
revocation. 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation 
(E.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? _x_ 

Comment: The proposed project does not conflict With alternative transportation plans or policies. 

16. UTILITIES AND 3ERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater irealmeni requirements 
of the applicablo Regional Waler Quality 
Control Board? 

PotonUally 
Significant 
Impact 

L099 than 
~ibnifi~•ml 
Milloatron 
lncorpore!ion 

~pact 

Comment: The wastewater disposal system must bP. approved by the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (NCRWQB). Through this and the Well and Septic Section of PRMD permitting 
process, the project must be designed not to exceed lhe wastewater treatment requirements . . •. 

I) 
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''b) Reeiulre or result In the construction of new 
water or waalewater treatriiimt facililles or 
expansion of existing laciilties, the constructior1 
of which could c3use significant environmental effects? _x_ 

• Cornman!: Sestesponse to 16.a, above in thia hli!f.:I study. The proposli•d projectls not served by 
' public .~!!Wer and all proce~s wastewater will be c/l:.oosed of In. a suil'Surfac'<:! septj,:, systi::m­
Cleartirites must. be obtahied frciin both the NCRWQCB and tha Well and ~1eptic Section 6f PRMD 
~rioi·1lh 1ermi: issuance. • • • • 

.c) Reqtiire or result in !be construction of new stor~1 
water drainage facf1ties or e~pansion of exlstlnp 
facilitiiis, the cons Ii uclion of Which could cause 

• significant enviror.rnental effects? 

Comment: Project deyP.i!;)pmeht Will require th,:. construction of storm.Waie:r d:~inage facilities for all 
new structures. Conc1itiori~ will require t11at dr:iinage lrnprovements be deslgn.ip by a dvl\ engineer in· 
~cccrdahce with tba Water O.gency Flo.id :onirol Design Criteria for ap;:,roval by the Dlrentor of the 
Permit and Resource Management ;md be shown or; the improvement drawings. 

d) Have sufficbit w;ilet suppli<.1o:; availabfe to serve 
1he µreject from existing entillem&nts ,ind resources, 
or arl)' ne\\ or~xpanded entltlernentS',r,eeded? _x_ 

Conimer,t: Water for both domestic use and fN wine making operations will l:ie i:-rovided by an 
existing well on the propertv, This is a Zone 1 •.vater availability a,ea and there sho,•ld be sufficient 
wa!<ar to serve th~ project. 

,1~) Result in~ ·determination by \he wostewat1,r 
trealmenl provider Wh!ch sr,.M,~ cir m,y serve 
the projerlthaUt has lid:;quate capacity to serve 
\he proj<!cl's 1,rtJected demand in addition lo the 
provider's exisili1g commitments? 

f) 

Comm.-nt: The pr-:iject is not served by a wastewater treatment provider. Appr1,;,;al must be obtainej 
f-:ir the ,:,roposi!d waste water system by the Well and Se?Jlic Section of PRMD ano the Nt;RWQCB, 

Se served by a !;ir,dfill with sufiicient permitted 
,:a.pacify to accommodate the pr,;Ject's solid 
waste disposal needs'/ 

Comment: Sonoma County has a nolid waste management progr,~m in place that provides sr,lid 
w,ste collection a11d disposal services for the entire County, The prow.,,, ·1 can accommodate the 
permitted collectlo11 and dlspc,.;al of the wa3te that will result from the proposed project. Grape 
pomace from the processing of the grapes into wine will be c.imposled .,nd lilied into the vineyard .. 

g) Comply with IE:deral, state, and local sta\utes 
ar,d regu.latior,s related to solid wa:.te7 

Coh1ment: .A roferral describing the project W!is sent to the Project Rtivlew-Health Sotrcl9llst, who 
required as a coridllion o, approval that prior to lssua11cu of any related building permil, the applicant 
shall submit a design (or tr!lsh enclosures /Pr review and appr?val to the Division of Environmental 
Health. This will ens11re lhe winer)' facilily complies with local regulation for .solid waste. 

,, 



I 

• 

Environmental Checli,llst 
Page 21 ' • 
File# UPE06-0022 

17. MANPATORY FINDIN~.SOF S1.3NIFICANCE 

a) Does the proje~t ha\Je the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, subst?~tially 
reduce, t~,e' habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
causr:/a fish or wildlife population to drop be:.Jw 
self•sustainlng levels, threaten to ellmin . .ite a 
pla<tl or animal community, reduc!3 th~;number 
or re;trict lhEl range of a rarl\ orendang,..red 
planf or animal or elimim.1le important e:.amples 
of the m,ijor periods of C3!ifornia history or prehistory? ·- • • ,· 

Potcn_tially 
Slgnlncanl 
Impact 

loss 1li1m 
s,gnlficant 

, lmpect 
No 
Impact 

X 

Comml1nt: No habitat rr1odificationr would o!:cur with the project. Construction of the facility would 
occurir an area .that has been hea\;ili' disturfJed and in a11 area that, already had sor,11; com;truclion on .. 
it. 

b) Does the project have Impacts tr1at are 
'ndivldually limited, but cumulatively cc,nsiderable? 
("Cumu!atlvely considerable" means that the 
incrementa,.·effects of a project are cor,siderable 
when viewed in. connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current r,rojects, 
and the effects of prol;lable fu•,,re projects)? _x_ -·-, 

Comment: No cur,:ulative.or long-term impacis havo ~eei), identified that were not full:; mitigated. 
Traffic mitigation fees are required to be paid lo assist with t,lie overall County roadways maintenance 
co;;~s. 

~) Does the project have environme~tal 'lffecf.s 
which will cause substantial adverse efiects 
on human beings, ~ither clirectly m Indirectly? _x_. 

Comment .. Th1e project will result in only ninlmal changes to the existing environment. All impactr; 
Will be mjtigaled toles(. than s,gnlflcant. Mr\,gation Measure 1,d,1 requires that.all new exteriorHght5 
be shielded, . .vhlch would en~ure that the r,roject would not lniensify any environrnent effect to the 
detriment of residents or employee,; in the area. Mitigation Me'!sures 11,a will insure Iha! potential 
noise irnpcts are controlled in compliance with the stand:Jrds s~·tablished ir\ the General Plan. 
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