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Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

16. RECREATION:

Would the project:

a)

b)

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

Comment

The project would not significantly increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks, or
other recreational facilities. Further discussion of project related population growth and impacts on
public services is within sections 14 and 15.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Comment
The project does not involve the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.

Significance Level
No Impact

17. TRANSPORTATION:

Would the project:

a)

b)

Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Comment:

The project does not conflict with any adopted plans, ordinances, or policies in regard to the
circulation system. There is a Class 2 bikeway proposed for Bodega Avenue, this project will not
interfere with that proposal. In accordance with the County’s guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies, the
project’s trip generation would be insignificant and does not necessitate a traffic impact study. As
conditions of approval, Sonoma Public Infrastructure (SPI) requires the payment of Traffic Mitigation
Fees, and that all existing and proposed driveways be upgraded or constructed to meet current
County standards and AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials) standards.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) (evaluation
of transportation impacts of land use projects using vehicle miles traveled)?

SB 743, which was signed into law by Governor Brown in 2013 and codified in Public Resources
Code 21099, tasked the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) with establishing new criteria for
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determining the significance of transportation impacts under CEQA. SB 743 requires the new criteria
to “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” SB 743 changes the way that public agencies
evaluate the transportation impacts of projects under CEQA, recognizing that roadway congestion,
while an inconvenience to drivers, is not itself an environmental impact (see Pub. Resource Code, §
21099, subd. (b)(2)). In December 2018, OPR circulated its most recent Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR) that provides recommendations and describes
various options for assessing VMT for transportation analysis purposes. The VMT analysis options
described by OPR are primarily tailored towards single-use development residential, office or office
projects, not mixed-use projects and not hotel projects.

For residential projects, OPR recommends that VMT impacts be considered potentially significant if a
residential project is expected to generate VMT per Capita (i.e., VMT per resident) at a rate that
exceeds 85 percent of a regional average. OPR does not provide specific guidance on evaluating
other land use types, such as hotels, except to say that other land uses could choose to use the
method applicable to the land use with the most similarity to the proposed project.

OPR also recommends exempting some project types from VMT analysis based on the likelihood that
such projects will generate low rates of VMT. OPR recommends that projects generating less than
110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.

Comment

Although the project does not propose development at this time, future development could include up
to two new primary dwellings, one each on lots 1, and 4 in accordance with the DA Zoning District
and permitted development standards in Sonoma County Code.

Based on the OPR recommendations, Permit Sonoma utilized the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Manual Trip Generation publication (Tenth Edition) to determine the total daily trips
that would result from the proposed subdivision. VMT impacts attributable to the proposed subdivision
would be less than significant as the creation of three additional parcel zoned for agricultural and
residential uses with one primary dwelling each would create an additional 37.76 trips per day, which
is well below the 110 trips per day VMT significance threshold.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Substantially increase hazards due to geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Comment

The project would not increase hazards due to geometric design features since it maintains the
existing alignment of the roadway and conditions of approval require that new and existing driveways
be constructed to meet County and AASHTO standards. The project does not propose incompatible
uses that would increase traffic-related hazards.

Hazards to drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians could occur during construction operations. This
temporary construction-related impact will cease upon project completion, and the following standard
condition of approval, issued by the Sonoma Public Infrastructure Department, will reduce the impact
to a level of insignificance:

“The Applicant shall construct a stabilized entrance for on-site construction activity to meet the
following criteria prior to issuance of building permits:

a. The entrance shall be of sufficient width to accommodate two-way traffic.
b. The entrance surface shall be stabilized to prevent tracking of gravel and mud onto the
public road.

C. The minimum sight distance for vehicles entering and exiting the construction entrance
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shall be in accordance with current AASHTO requirements for the speed traveled on the
public road(s) providing construction access. Any monuments and/or signs that result
from this proposal shall be located outside of the necessary sight distance triangles to
achieve the minimum AASHTO required sight distance at each driveway."

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Comment

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire Safe Regulations, 14 California Code of
Regulations, §1273.00, require developments in State Responsibility Areas to provide for safe access
for emergency wildfire equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently. The designated remainer
would retain direct access to Bodega Ave. All proposed lots would have access to Monte Vista Lane.
Lot 4 would have access to Monte Visa Lane from a private driveway that currently serves two
adjacent lots as well as the existing parcel. This project would not change the number of parcels the
driveway serves.

Future development on the site will have to comply with all emergency access requirements of the
Sonoma County Fire Safety Code (Sonoma County Code Chapter 13) and the Board of Forestry Fire
Safety Regulations, including emergency vehicle access requirements. Project development plans
are required to be reviewed by a Department of Fire and Emergency services Fire Inspector during
the building permit process to ensure compliance with emergency access issues.

Construction activities may result in traffic delays possibly slowing emergency response vehicles or
restricting access to residences or nearby businesses. This is a short-term construction related
impact that will cease upon project completion and is therefore less than significant. See sections 9(g)
and 20(a — d) for additional discussion of wildfire.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Result in inadequate parking capacity?
Comment
The Sonoma County Zoning Code’s requirement for covered parking will ensure that off-street

parking is available for all resultant parcels.

Significance Level
No Impact

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:

Would the project:
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a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California native American tribe,
and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5030.1(k), or

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency. In its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.

Comment

As discussed in section 5(a), Tom Origer and Associates conducted a cultural resources evaluation of
the project site. There are Two structures identified as having potential to be a historic resource.
These structures are the main house and a barn on the proposed designated remainder and no
changes are proposed to these structures. Tom Origer & Associates completed a cultural resources
study of the property and identified an historical ranch complex within the study area on the proposed
designated remainder parcel. No alterations are proposed to the buildings; therefore, no resource-
specific recommendations were proposed. However, but construction related to the

project could uncover such materials. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 will reduce potential impacts to less
than significant.

Additionally, as mentioned in the discussion of section 5(a), Tom Origer and Associates conducted a
cultural resources evaluation of the project site. During the field visit, no archaeological site indicators
were observed. Tom Origer and Associates determined there are no known archaeological resources
within the study area. However, construction resulting from the subdivision approval (e.g. construction
of access road and structures) could uncover archaeological resources, therefore Mitigation Measure
CUL-1 has been incorporated into the project to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

On February 16, 2024, Permit Sonoma staff referred the project application to Native American
Tribes within Sonoma County to request consultation under AB-52. No requests for consultation were
received.

Significance Level
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation
See Mitigation Measure and Monitoring CUL-1

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:

Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects?



b)

c)

d)
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Comment
The project would not contribute to the need for construction of new water or expanded wastewater
treatment facilities, other than construction of new private septic systems.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Comment
Sufficient water would be provided by on-site wells which will be located in Class 1 and Class 2
groundwater area. See section 10(b) for a discussion of impacts to groundwater supply.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Comment
New septic systems would be constructed for any future residential development. There would be no
sewage treatment by an off-site provider.

Significance Level
No Impact

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Comment

Sonoma County has a solid waste management program in place that provides solid waste collection
and disposal services for the entire County. The program can accommodate the permitted collection
and disposal of the waste that would result from the proposed project. The potential addition of two
single family residences would not create solid waste in excess of the capacity of the County’s solid
waste system.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Comment
Sonoma County has access to adequate permitted landfill capacity to serve the proposed project.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

20. WILDFIRE:

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire severity
zones, would the project:



a)

b)

d)
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Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Comment

As discussed in section 9, the project site is in a designated Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a
State Responsibility Area. There is no adopted emergency response plan or an emergency
evacuation plan for this area that the project would conflict with.

Significance Level
No Impact

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

Comment:

As discussed in section 9, the project site is in a designated Influence Wildland Urban Interface Zone,
“Moderate” Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a State Responsibility Area. Topography, weather, and fuel
(vegetation or structures) contribute to wildfire risk and behavior.

The building areas for all the proposed lots are on gently level terrain with slope angles below roughly
10% and were interpreted to have low potential for slope failure. With grades ranging from 0-10%,
onsite slopes are unlikely to significantly exacerbate wildfire risk.

Potential wildfire fuel sources include grasslands, trees, vegetation, and structures (residential). As
discussed in section 9, application of County and State fire safe standards, including requirements
related to vegetation management and defensible space, will offset any increased wildfire risk
presented by prevailing winds or onsite fuel to a less than significant level.

Significance Level:
Less than Significant Impact.

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
of that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Comment

The project does not include plans for construction. However, certain access improvements, such as
a subdivision road meeting fire-safe standards, must be constructed prior to recordation of the final
parcel map. In the future, the parcels may be developed with residential and agricultural structures,
which would necessitate the construction of emergency water sources and other utilities, in
accordance with Sonoma County Code and Board of Forestry Fire Safety Regulations. Current water
supply is via approved wells in a class 1 groundwater basin. With the application of fire-safe
standards, future infrastructure for the proposed residential parcels will have a less than significant
impact on fire risk.

Significance Level
Less than Significant Impact

Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

Comment
Refer to section 7 (Geology and Soils).

Significance Level
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Less than Significant

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Comment

Potential project impacts on special-status plant and fish/wildlife species, and habitat are addressed
in section 4. Implementation of the required mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through
8) would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Potential adverse project
impacts to cultural resources are addressed in section 5. Implementation of the required mitigation
measures (Mitigation Measure CUL-1) will reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.
Significance Level

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation

See Mitigation Measures and Monitoring BIO-1 through BIO-10, and CUL-1.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Comment

No project impacts have been identified in this Initial Study that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable. The project would contribute to impacts related to aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal resources, which may be cumulative off-site, but
mitigation measures would reduce project impacts to less than significant levels.

Significance Level

Less than Significant

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Comment
The proposed project does not have the potential to cause substantial adverse impacts on human
beings, both directly and indirectly. However, all potential impact and adverse effects on humans
were analyzed, and would be less than significant with the mitigation measures identified in the Initial
Study incorporated into the project.
Significance Level
Less than Significant

Attachments

1. Steven J. Lafranchi & Associates, Inc. “Stormwater Management Plan” February 2024
2. Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc. “Biological and Regulatory Constraints Assessment” June 2024
3. Hurvitz Environmental Services Inc. “Hydrogeological Assessment Report” April 26, 2024
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4. Steven J. Lafranchi & Associates, Inc., “Tentative Parcel Map” June 11, 2024
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