Mitigated Negative Declaration

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103

Publication Date:  July 31, 2026
Public Review Period: 20 days (recirculation)
State Clearinghouse Number: 2025050378
Permit Sonoma File Number:  UPE19-0072
Prepared by:  Derik Michaelson
Contact Information:  derik.michaelson@sonomacounty.gov

Pursuant to Section 15071 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
and the attached Initial Study, constitute the environmental review conducted by the County of Sonoma as
lead agency for the proposed project described below:

PROJECT DATA

Project Name: Azari Vineyards Tasting Room

Applicant/Operator: Kamal Azari, 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma

Project Location: 1321 and 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma

Project APNs: 020-050-026 and 020-050-009

General Plan Land Use Land Extensive Agriculture (LEA), 100-acre density

Zoning Designation: LEA (Land Extensive Agriculture) B6 100-acre density with RC50/50
(Riparian Corridor) Combining District Overlay

Decision Body: Planning Commission

Appeal Body: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

Project Description:

Use Permit modification amending the approved operation (UPE06-0055) of a 1,600-square-foot winery
facility with an 8,000-case annual production capacity on a 16.72-acre parcel to include the adjacent
16.67-acre parcel under the same ownership for the following uses: (1) establishment and operation of a
new 2,400-square-foot public tasting facility accommodating up to 20 daily visitors with two employees,
5,400 square-feet of outdoor patio area, a 30-space gravel parking lot, and 11:00am to 5:00pm operating
hours, Thursday through Sunday; and (2) hosting seven annual winery events for up to 125 guests with
nine event staff and 29 additional overflow parking spaces during regular public room tasting hours,
located on two contiguous LEA (Land Extensive Agriculture) zoned parcels totaling 33.39 acres, subject to
the Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan at 1321 and 1339 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, APN 020-050-026, 020-
050-009; Supervisorial District 2.

POTENTIALLY AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES:

The proposed project may potentially affect environmental resources marked (X) under “Yes” below,
involving at least one impact identified as Potentially Significant or Less than Significant with Mitigation as
discussed within the corresponding sections of this Initial Study.



Potential Impact Summary

Resource Sections | Abbrev. | Yes | No

1. Aesthetics ' VIS ' ' X

2. Agriculture & Forestry Resources AG X

3. Air Quality AIR X

4, Biological Resources BIO X

5. Cultural Resources CUL X

6. Energy ENG X

7. Geology and Soils GEO X

8. Greenhouse Gas Emission GHG X

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials HAZ X
10. Hydrology and Water Quality HYD X
11. Land Use and Planning LUP X
12. Mineral Resources MIN X
13. Noise NOI X
14. Population and Housing POP X
15. Public Services PUB X
16. Recreation REC X
17. Transportation TRA X
18. Tribal Cultural Resources TCR X
19. Utilities and Service Systems UTL X
20. Wildfire FIRE X
21. Mandatory Findings of Significance MFS X

RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The following lists other public agencies whose approval is required for the project, or who have jurisdiction
over resources potentially affected by the project.

| Agency | Activity | Authorization
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland dredge or fill Clean Water Act, Section 401
Work in navigable waters Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 106
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Incidental take permit for Endangered Species Act
(FWS) and or National Marine listed plant and animal
Fisheries Service (NMFS) species
California Department of Fish and = Lake or streambed Fish and Game Code, Section 1600
Wildlife alteration
Bay Area Air Quality Stationary air emissions BAAQMD Rules and Regulations
Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 2, Rule 1 and Rule 2;

Regulation 9, Rule 8; and other
BAAQMD administered Statewide
Air Toxics Control Measures (ATCM)
for stationary diesel engines

Northern Sonoma County Air Stationary air emissions

Pollution Control District

(NSCAPCD)

Native American Heritage

Commission

State Historic Preservation Office
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Initial Study

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103

L. INTRODUCTION:

Permit Sonoma has prepared an Initial Study of a Use Permit request to modify the approved (UPEQG-
0055) operation of an 8,000-case annual production winery facility on a 16.72-acre parcel containing 8.31
existing vineyard acres and 0.53 existing olive orchard acres. The use permit modification proposes to
incorporate the 16.67-acre adjacent parcel under the same ownership to allow as part of the approved
winery operation the following uses: (a) continued agricultural production of 5.73 existing vineyard acres;
(b) establishment and operation of a new 2,400-square-foot public tasting facility accommodating up to 20
daily visitors with two employees, 5,400 square-feet of outdoor patio space, a 30-space gravel parking
area, and operating hours from 11:00am to 5:00pm, Thursday through Sunday; and (c) hosting seven
agricultural promotional events per year (including two industry events) for up to 125 guests with nine staff
(including two tasting room employees) and 29 additional overflow parking spaces during regular tasting
room hours.

The project site consists of two contiguous LEA (Land Extensive Agriculture) zoned parcels totaling 33.39
acres, subject to the Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan at 1321 and 1339 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, APN
020-050-026, 020-050-009; Supervisorial District 2.

This report is the Initial Study required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The report was
prepared by Derik Michaelson, Project Planner for Permit Sonoma, Project Review Division. Information on
the project was provided by Azari Winery and consultants. Technical studies were provided by qualified
consultants to support the conclusions in this Expanded Initial Study. Technical studies, other reports,
documents, and maps referred to in this document are available for review through the Project Planner,
online, or the Permit Sonoma Records Division.

Please contact the Project Planner, Derik Michaelson, at derik.michaelson#@sonomacounty.gov or (707)
565-3095 for more information.

Il EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site consists of two contiguous parcels totaling 33.39 acres situated side-by-side on Spring Hill
Road in the unincorporated Petaluma Dairy Belt region of Sonoma County, approximately 0.5 miles west
of the Petaluma city limits. The westerly parcel is 16.72 acres. The easterly parcel is 16.67 acres. Both
parcels are agriculturally zoned.

APN Acres Address Existing Use
020-050-009 16.72 1339 Spring Hill Rd Residential; vineyard; winery
020-050-026 16.67 1321 Spring Hill Rd Vineyard; undeveloped land

WESTERLY PARCEL - 16.72 ACRES

The 16.72-acre westerly parcel is located at 1339 Spring Hill Road and contains a primary single-family
residence, four legal nonconforming single-family dwellings, a 1,600-square-foot winery facility, 8.13 acres
of existing vineyard, and approximately 0.53 acres of existing olive tree groves.

Existing Winery Operation
The winery operation is approved for production of up to 8,000 cases annually under Use Permit UPEQ6-
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0055. The winery facility is located toward the southerly rear of the property, approximately 1,200 feet from
the site frontage on Spring Hill Road. The winery operates with two employees. The approved operating
hours are 7:00am to 7:00pm on weekdays and 9:00am to 7:00pm on weekends. The use permit
specifically references public tastings and special events as not included in the approved scope of
operation.

The winery facility consists of a 1,600-square-foot converted garage structure housing existing
fermentation tanks and other wine-making equipment. A 600-square-foot covered bay serving as the
facility’s crush pad is attached to the west side of the building. The exterior bay supports the existing
hopper and grape press. Barrel fermentation and case storage for the winery is served by the "walkout
basement" located beneath the adjacent residence. The adjacent residence is located directly to the north
of the winery building. The walkout basement provides approximately 2,460-square-feet of storage space
dedicated for winery use.

Existing winery production includes approximately 8.24 acres of vineyard harvested on site. An additional
5.62 acres of vineyard is harvested from the adjacent parcel under the same ownership to the east. The
winery production is also approved for grape importation from other off-site vineyards. The current use
permit allows for up to seven one-ton truckloads of imported grapes per year.

Access

Winery access is served by an existing 12-foot-wide driveway from Spring Hill Road. Eight parking spaces
(including | handicapped space) are located between the winery and the house. The winery process
wastewater is treated by a septic system near the field located to the west.

Water and Groundwater

The three existing wells will produce adequate water supply at 45 gallons per minute to fulfill the total
annual water demand for the existing uses, including for the winery at 0.25 acre-feet, the vineyard at 3
acre-feet, and the five existing residential uses at 1.35 acre-feet. The groundwater recharge rate on the
site is 9 acre-feet per minute, which is roughly twice the on-site water demand. Therefore, there is
adequate well water production capacity and groundwater supply to support the winery and existing uses
on the site and in the local area.

EASTERLY PARCEL - 16.67 ACRES

The 16.67-acre easterly parcel is located at 1321 Spring Hill Road and contains the proposed location for
the new public tasting facility near the northerly site frontage and roadway. The parcel is currently
developed with 5.62 acres of existing vineyard at the rear southerly end of the parcel. The remainder of the
site is mostly undeveloped consisting predominantly of ruderal and non-native annual grassland. Site
access is provided by the same driveway serving the winery parcel immediately to the west. Two 5,000-
gallon water storage tanks exist within the northwest portion of the parcel. One water supply well currently
exists in the northern portion of the site.

The tasting room site is situated at the top of a grassy slope which falls eastward to a drainage way
draining to San Antonio Creek further to the south. The unnamed intermittent drainage runs from east to
west through the middle of the parcel. A small portion of the drainage way near the easterly side of the
parcel is designated as a streamside conservation area per the Sonoma County Riparian Corridor
Combining Zone.

Ground elevations across the easterly parcel range from approximately 320 to 440 feet above mean sea
level (MSL). Per the Biological Assessment Report (Daniel Edelstein, Oct. 28, 2021), the project site
slopes at approximately 10% from the northwest to the southeast. The soil profile consists of Steinbeck
Loam (SnC) and Los Osos Clay Loam (LoD) per the USDA NRCS Custom Soil Resource Report. This soil
profile is not considered to support wetland vegetation species. The soil composition in the profile of this
area provides acceptable drainage percolation for any rising water levels that could potentially occur during
the rainy season and/or high rain episodes.

Vegetation, Habitats, and Biological Resources:
The undeveloped portions of the site consist of upland, ruderal, highly disturbed habitat dominated by two
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different vegetation habitats: ruderal, frequently disturbed, upland, non-native grassland and sporadic Blue
Gum Eucalyptus woodland consisting of four 110-foot-tall non-native Blue Gum Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus
globulus) trees. The Eucalyptus trees are located along the northern boundary of the parcel fronting Spring
Hill Road.

Based on the biological surveys (Biological Assessment Report, prepared by Daniel Edelstein, October 28,
2021), the project site is devoid of native botanical species. The diversity of plant species was low during
the surveys, with non-native plant species dominating the project site. Only common plant and wildlife
species were seen during the surveys. No rare, special-status plant and wildlife species were detected.

An on-site drainage/watercourse exists south of the project site development area. The development area
is located outside of the Riparian Corridor zone.

SURROUNDING USES

The surrounding properties are developed with residential and agricultural uses. There are vineyards
located further west on Spring Hill Road. The other agricultural land in the area is used for grazing, There
are two other houses located next to the access road, near Spring Hill Road within 200 feet of the
proposed tasting room. The aerial photograph shows that the nearest house on the adjoining property is
located about 1,000 feet from the winery.

il PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is a Use Permit request for amending the approval (UPE06-0055) of an existing 8,000-case
winery operation to include the 16.67-acre adjacent parcel for continued vineyard production use and to
establish a new 2,400 square foot tasting room facility with seven annual promotional events.

The tasting room building includes a 2,400-square-foot public visitor building, including a 1,873 square-foot
main tasting hall, a 277-square-foot food preparation area, and restrooms. Outdoor amenities include
4,250 square feet of patio space and an 1,145-square foot circular viewing terrace to the east of the
building. The proposed building height is 20 feet.

The project locates the tasting facility approximately 100 feet back from the site frontage on Spring Hill
Road. The proposed grading plan locates the finished floor elevation of the building 36 inches below
natural grade. The project proposes retaining walls of approximately 40 inches in height supporting the
facility’s southerly rear patio and viewing terrace.

The project proposes a 30-space gravel parking area along the front of the tasting building adjacent to
Spring Hill Road. An 18-inch-high landscape berm is proposed along the immediate frontage between the
parking area and roadway. The parking area proposes a one-way circulation pattern with two driveways on
Spring Hill Road, including a westerly ingress entrance and an easterly egress exit. Overflow event parking
is located further to the east of the main parking area. The overflow area includes 29 additional spaces for
a combined total of 59 parking spaces for the entire facility.

The tasting room will operate with two employees and anticipates up to 20 visitors per day on average.
The facility also proposes seven annual promotional events for up to 125 guests per each event. A staff of
nine employees is proposed for each event, including the 2 tasting room employees. Events will utilize
portable toilets in addition to the tasting room restroom. Indoor music and amplified sound is proposed.

Proposed Hours of Operation
e Tasting room hours — 11:00 am to 5:00 pm, Thursday-Sunday
o  Winery events hours — 11:00 am to 5:00 pm, Thursday-Sunday

Proposed Winery Events and Activities
e Agricultural Promotional Events will include up to five (5) events from 11:00 am to 5:00 pm with
a maximum of 125 guests. Food and wine pairings may be provided. Events will utilize music and
amplified sound.
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e Industry-Wide Event Days up to a total of two (2) per year with a total of 125 people over the
course of the entire day. Industry-wide events shall be between 11:00am and 5:00pm. Indoor
music and amplified sound conforming to noise standards of the General Plan is proposed.

Proposed Employees
e Tasting room (during normal business hours) - 2 full-time employees.
o Winery events — 9 employees, including the 2 tasting room employees

Proposed Food Service

e Food and Wine Tasting Pairings (no meals) may be provided during permitted tasting hours as
part of normal business activities. Food and wine pairing will be pre-prepared samples or tastes
produced from food products from the local area. Food will be from a pre-fixed pairing menu and
only during tasting room hours. There is no restaurant or deli service provided.

e Food on-site for events will be prepared in the food preparation area within the tasting room
building. Food can be provided for occasional employee lunches and employee harvest party.
Appetizers or meals featuring local foods and food products may be prepared for occasional
marketing or promotional activities that are not open to drop-in guests. Food must be consumed
on-site.

Access and Parking

The project proposes a 30-space parking gravel parking area with two driveways fronting Spring Hill Road.
The parking lot includes a one-way circulation pattern entering at the westerly driveway and exiting at the
easterly driveway. Additional overflow consisting of an open field is located just beyond the east end of the
main parking lot drive-isle near the egress driveway. The informal overflow parking provides sufficient area
for 29 parking spaces.

County operating standards for wineries and tasting rooms per Zoning Section 26-18-260(E)(6)(a) require
one space for every 2.5 guests plus one additional space per each employee. The code requires formal
permanent spaces accommodating the daily tasting room demand and allows the provision of informal
spaces for remaining overflow based on the largest proposed event size. The daily tasting room demand is
20 visitors (8 spaces) with two employees (2 spaces), requiring a total of ten formal parking spaces. The
largest proposed event for the project is 125 guests (50 spaces) plus nine employees (9 spaces), requiring
a total of 59 parking spaces. The project proposes a formal gravel parking area accommodating 30 parking
spaces along the site frontage between the tasting room and roadway. The undeveloped field to the east
of the tasting room and main parking area is proposed to accommodate the 29 overflow spaces.

There are no existing bicycle lanes along the project frontage on Spring Hill Road. However, per the
Focused Traffic Study (W-Trans, July 22, 2021), in the updated project list 2019 of Countywide Bicycle &
Pedestrian Master Plan, Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA), a Class Il bicycle route is
planned on Spring Hill Road to be connected to the existing Class Il bicycle lanes on Western Avenue on
the east, and planned Class Il bicycle lanes along Valley Ford Road-Bodega Avenue on the west. Since a
Class lll route consists of signing only, the existing physical facilities provide adequate bicycle access to
the site and access for bicyclists would be enhanced with the completion of planned bike facilities. No
bicycle parking spaces are proposed.

Circulation

The Focused Traffic Study (W-Trans, July 22, 2022) provides that under peak traffic conditions for the
project, which would be during a 100-person event, Spring Hill Road will continue to operate acceptably at
Level of Service (LOS) A along both westbound and eastbound directions. The project proposes two
driveways associated with the permanent parking lot on Spring Hill Road. The proposed egress driveway
onto Spring Hill Road allows outbound sight lines extending more than 200 feet in each direction for
exiting vehicles, meeting the County standard for required sight distance. The proposed ingress driveway
also provides adequate westward sight-distance for vehicles entering the parking area from the westbound
approach along Spring Hill Road.

Water, Wastewater, and Waste Disposal
The property’s location in a Class 4 Groundwater Availability Zone. All water supply is from groundwater.
There are two 5,000-gallon water storage tanks located within the northwest portion of the existing parcel.
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Their locations are shown on the Site Plan. One water supply well currently exists in the northern portion of
the project site and will supply water for the project.

Per the Hydrogeologic Report (EBA Engineering, February 22, 2022), the total water use for the project
site (0.21 AF/yr) equates to approximately one percent of the annual groundwater recharge during drought
conditions. While the assumed drought scenario calculations do provide some context to evaluate
recharge under periods of extremely limited rainfall, years exhibiting above average rainfall would provide
an excess of water being available for recharge.

A septic system (SEP19-0690) is proposed for the tasting room and bathrooms in the location shown on
the Site Plan. The septic system will be adequate to treat and dispose of all of the sanitary wastewater
generated by the Azari tasting room.

Since the winery on the adjacent parcel is already developed, the solid waste disposal company that is
currently servicing the winery will service the tasting room site.

Iv. SETTING

The regional climate is characterized by a temperate climate with moderately warm summers, cool winters,
and moderate precipitation levels. The microclimate in the Santa Rosa and Petaluma Valleys is
characteristic of the transition zones between inland and coastal areas, with measurable precipitation 47
days per year, totaling 29 inches of rainfall on average.

The site vicinity is primarily dominated by similar-sized parcels that are, likewise, devoted to
agricultural/vineyard/orchard activities along with dairy/chicken farming operations. No small or large
parks, natural areas, or reserves exist within one mile of the site in all directions. More specifically, toward
the north across from the project site, residences exist amid large upland parcels that also feature both
landscaping and natural vegetation.

East and southeast of the project site, another residence occurs on a similar parcel consisting of upland,
non-native grassland along with cultivated plantings. Immediately west and southwest of the project site,
the owner cultivates a productive vineyard on the adjacent 1399 Spring Hill Road parcel where he resides.
The owner’s vineyard to the west extends into the project parcel, encompassing approximately 6-acres of
productive vineyard on-site.

V. ISSUES RAISED BY THE PUBLIC OR AGENCIES

A referral packet was drafted and circulated on January 12, 2021, to inform and solicit comments from
selected relevant local, state, and federal agencies, local Tribes, and to special interest groups that were
anticipated to take interest in the revised project. Comments were received from Sonoma County
Department of Transportation and Public Works, Sonoma County Department of Health Services, Permit
Sonoma Fire Prevention Section, Permit Sonoma Natural Resources Section, Permit Sonoma Building
Division, Permit Sonoma Project Review Health, Permit Sonoma Grading and Storm Water Section, State
Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Northwest Information Center, City of
Petaluma Planning Department, Sonoma County Transit, and Sonoma County ACTTC-Central Collections.
Their comments included recommended conditions of approval.

Assembly Bill 52 Project Notifications were sent to the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians, Dry Creek
Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, Mishewal Wappo Tribe of
Alexander Valley, Middletown Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Lytton Rancheria of California, Kashia
Pomos Stewarts Point Rancheria and Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria.

No issues were raised. Mitigation measures and standard County conditions of approval shall be

incorporated into the project as presented in the Initial Study and will substantially reduce potential impacts
to a level of less than significant.
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An Early Neighborhood Notification was posted on-site and mailed to parcel owners within a 300-foot
radius buffer from the subject parcel on January 22, 2021, and no responses were received. In addition, a
Hearing Notice for a March 28, 2024, Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments hearing was posted
on-site and mailed to parcel owners within a 300-foot radius buffer from the subject parcel on March 18,
2024. Permit Sonoma received community member comments regarding traffic impacts, project
compatibility with the neighborhood rural character, the number and intensity of visitor-serving activities
and events, noise concerns, and the preservation of rural open agricultural space.

VL. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts of this project based on the criteria set forth in
the State CEQA Guidelines and the County’s implementing ordinances and guidelines.

Each question was answered by evaluating the project as proposed without considering the effect of any
added mitigation measures. The Initial Study includes a discussion of the potential impacts and identifies
mitigation measures to substantially reduce those impacts to a level of less than significant where feasible.
All references and sources used in this Initial Study are listed in the Reference section at the end of this
report and are incorporated herein by reference.

The owner, Kamal Azari, Azari Winery, has agreed to accept all mitigation measures listed in this Initial
Study as conditions of approval for the proposed project, and to obtain all necessary permits.
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VIL. SOURCE DOCUMENTS

In preparation of the Initial Study checklist, the following documents were referenced/developed and are
hereby incorporated as part of the Initial Study. All documents are available in the project file or for
reference at the Permit and Resource Management Department.

1. Project Design Plans

a.

b.

Common Architecture & Design, Schematic Design, Azari Tasting Room, 1321 Spring Hill
Road, Petaluma, California, Sonoma County APN 020-050-026, June 14, 2026.

Summit Engineering, Overall Site Plan, Preliminary Grading and Sections, Azari Tasting
Room, 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, California, Sonoma County APN 020-050-026, July
14, 2026.

2. Project Technical Reports:

a.
b.

C.

f.

g.

h.
Sono

o0k w

a.
b.
c.
d.
i.
e.
f.

== TaQ

EBA Engineering Group, Hydrogeologic Report for General Plan Policy WR-2E, 1321 Spring
Hill Road, Petaluma, California, Sonoma County APN 020-050-026, February 22, 2022.
Daniel Edelstein, Consulting Biologist & Certified Wildlife Biologist Asc. Biological Assessment
Report; July, 2021; Updated October 28, 2021; Addendum December 13, 2023.

Daniel Edelstein, Consulting Biologist & Certified Wildlife Biologist Asc. Addendum — Biological
Assessment Report; December 13, 2023.

lllingworth & Rodkin, Environmental Noise Assessment, Azari Vineyard Tasting Room, 1321
Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, Sonoma County, June 29, 2021.

lllingworth & Rodkin, Event Noise Mitigation Options with Tasting Room and Site Plan update,
Azari Vineyard Tasting Room, 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, Sonoma County, June 26,
2026.

lllingworth & Rodkin, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis, Azari Vineyards Tasting Room at
1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, Sonoma County, California, July 7, 2021.

W-Trans, Revised Final Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room Project, February
26, 2025

W-Trans, Traffic Management Plan for the Azari Tasting Room Project, April 24, 2025

ma County General Plan and EIR
Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Other Regulatory References:

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; Bay Area Air Quality Management District; April 1999; California
Air Resources Board (CARB) http://www.arb.ca.gov/.

California Environmental Protection Agency: https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/
Dept of Toxic Substances Control: https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/about_us/contact us/rwagcbs_directory.html

Integrated Waste Management Board —
https://www.rpvca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1145/AB-939-Integrated-Waste-Management-
Act-0f-1989-PDF

Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones; State of California; 1983.

Sonoma County Tree Protection Ordinance (Ord. No. 6478), April 30, 2024,

Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management Plan and Program EIR, 1994.

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board,

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ northcoast/ water

issues/programs/non_chapter 15 permitting.shtml.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), September 2014.

Santa Rosa Plain Watershed Groundwater Management Plan, Santa Rosa Plain Basin
Advisory Panel, 2014

Sonoma County Important Farmland Map 1996. California Department of Conservation,
Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.
California Natural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish & Game.
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1. AESTHETICS:

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Scenic Corridors and Landscapes:

Pursuant to the County’s Visual Assessment Guidelines, the project ranks “Moderate” in Site Sensitivity
since the site does not meet the criteria below for low sensitivity, but the site has no land use or zoning
designations protecting scenic resources. The Visual Dominance of the project is “Dominant” due to the
prominence of the proposed tasting room at the top of the project site adjacent to Spring Hill Road. The
Site Sensitivity and Visual Dominance Tables 9 and 10 from the County’s Visual Assessment Guidelines
are provided below for reference.

Table 9: Site Sensitivity Table from Sonoma County Visual Assessment Guidelines

Sensitivity

Low

Moderate

High

Characteristics

The site is within an urban land use designation and has no land use or zoning
designations protecting scenic resources. The project vicinity is characterized
by urban development, or the site is surrounded by urban zoning designations
and has no historic character and is not a gateway to a community. The project
site terrain has visible slopes less than 20 percent and is not on a prominent
ridgeline and has no significant natural vegetation of aesthetic value to the
surrounding community.

The site or portion thereof is within a rural land use designation or an urban
designation that does not meet the criteria above for low sensitivity, but the site
has no land use or zoning designations protecting scenic resources. The
project vicinity is characterized by rural or urban development but may include
historic resources or be considered a gateway to a community. This category
includes building or construction sites with visible slopes less than 30 percent
or where there is significant natural features of aesthetic value that is visible
from public roads or public use areas (i.e. parks, trails etc.).

The site or any portion thereof is within a land use or zoning designation
protecting scenic or natural resources, such as General Plan designated scenic
landscape units, coastal zone, community separators, or scenic corridors. The
site vicinity is generally characterized by the natural setting and forms a scenic
backdrop for the community or scenic corridor. This category includes building
and construction areas within the SR designation located on prominent hilltops,
visible slopes less than 40 percent or where there are significant natural
features of aesthetic value that are visible from public roads or public use areas
(i.e., parks, trails etc.). This category also includes building or construction sites
on prominent ridgelines that may not be designated as scenic resources but
are visible from a designated scenic corridor.
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Maximum | The site or any portion thereof is within a land use or zoning designation
protecting scenic resources, such as General Plan designated scenic
landscape units, coastal zone, community separators, or scenic corridors. The
site vicinity is generally characterized by the natural setting and forms a scenic
backdrop for a designated scenic corridor. This category includes building or
construction sites within the scenic resource designation on or near prominent
ridgelines, visible slopes greater than 40 percent or where there are significant
natural features of aesthetic value that are visible from a designated scenic
corridor.

Table 10: Visual Dominance

Characteristics

Dominant Project elements are strong - they stand out against
the setting and attract attention away from the
surrounding landscape. Form, line, color, texture, and
night lighting contrast with existing elements in the
surrounding landscape.

Co- Project elements are moderate - they can be

Dominant prominent within the setting, but attract attention
equally with other landscape features. Form, line,
color, texture, and night lighting are compatible with
their surroundings.

Subordinate | Project is minimally visible from public view. Element
contrasts are weak - they can be seen but do not
attract attention. Project generally repeats the form,
line, color, texture, and night lighting of its
surroundings.

Inevident Project is generally not visible from public view
because of intervening natural land forms or
vegetation.

The project site is not within a Scenic Resource designation. The proposed tasting room is located at the
top of the property clearly visible from Spring Hill Road and the proposed parking lot is located adjacent to
Spring Hill Road. The tasting room will have wood siding, the roof will be red composite shingles, and the
roof of the cupola on top of the tasting room will be copper. The windows will be custom-built aluminum.
Sashes will be a bronze coloration.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The project site is neither located within nor visible from a scenic resource or State scenic highway and no
historic buildings or other similar features, natural, manmade, or otherwise, are known to exist on or within
the vicinity of the project site.

Impact Level:
No Impact
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¢) In non-urbanized areas substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

The project proposes a 2,400sf public tasting room building visible to Spring Hill Road at approximately
100 feet from the street frontage. A 30-space gravel parking area is proposed in front of the building
adjacent to roadway. The two adjacent properties on the opposite side of Spring Hill Road are developed
with existing homes situated on a slightly higher elevation looking down on the project site.

The project proposes specific design elements intended lessen its visual impact on the adjacent properties
and as seen from Spring Hill Road. The project proposes an 18-inch high landscape berm along the site
frontage to help screen the adjacent parking area. The project includes a landscape plan identifying an
appropriate volume and variety of frontage and interior planting selections to help soften the visibility of the
building and parking improvements. The finished floor elevation of the building is situated 36 inches below
grade to minimize the vertical perception of its overall height. The building’s below-grade floor elevation
combined with the proposed landscaping, its 100-foot separation from the roadway, and its relatively low
roof height work together to reduce the architectural scale and massing of the project as seem from the
public roadway and adjacent properties.

The rural roadway frontage along Spring Hill Road is not a scenic corridor and based on the physical
elements incorporated into the proposed site plan, landscaping and building design, the project does not
appear to substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views as seen from its
surroundings.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

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

The proposed lighting plan indicates minimal light glare and exposure resulting from the project. The
proposed lighting fixtures consist of 24-inch high pathway bollard lights and fully shielded downward facing
wall mounted sconces.

The ground-mounted pathway fixtures are located along the easterly entrance to the facility. The wall-
mounted sconces are located on the rear of the building and not visible to public views from the roadway.
The exterior pathway and rear wall fixtures propose a low wattage output and a “very warm white” color
temperature at 2700 kelvin. Tasting and winery events will only occur during daylight hours only and no
lighting fixtures for the parking area are proposed.

All proposed lighting is considered DarkSky compliant and verification of final lighting details by the Design

Review Committee and staff clearance of the permitting plans prior to issuance is required for the project
as a standard Condition of Approval.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:

Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
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The project proposes neither the removal nor the conversion of any existing agricultural production land.
The project site consists of two contiguous parcels totaling 33.39 acres. The two parcels are considered
Farmland of Local Importance and together contain approximately 13.86 acres pf existing vineyard land as
part of an 8,000-case approved winery operation. The current zoning for both parcels is and shall remain
LEA (Land Extensive Agriculture).

The original use permit approval (UPE06-0055) for the winery references a single 16.72-acre parcel
supporting vineyard production and winery-related facility, processing, and storage operations. The 16.72-
acre winery parcel contains approximately 8.24 acres of existing vineyard and 0.53 acres of existing olive
orchard.

The current use permit request seeks to modify the original winery approval and acknowledge use of the
16.67-acre adjacent parcel as part of the winery operation. The current request additionally seeks approval
to develop the adjacent parcel with a new public tasting facility, also in support of the existing winery
operation. The adjacent parcel is under the same ownership and currently provides 5.62 existing vineyard
acres in support of the winery operation. The proposed tasting facility is located near Spring Hill Road
toward the opposite northerly end of the parcel and does not interfere with nor require any removal of the
existing vineyard portion of the site.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or Williamson Act Contract?

The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract. The property is designated Land Extensive
Agriculture by the Sonoma County General Plan. The General Plan policy for Land Extensive Agricultural
states that agricultural production, agricultural support uses, and visitor-serving uses, as provided in the
Agricultural Resources Element of the General Plan, are allowed uses, provided a Use Permit is approved.

The proposed project must be found consistent with the General Plan's Agricultural Element Goals,
Objectives and Policies, which include the following:

Policy AR-4a: “The primary use of any parcel within the three agricultural land use categories shall be
agricultural production and related processing, support services, and visitor serving uses. Residential

uses in these areas shall recognize that the primary use of the land may create traffic and agricultural
nuisance situations, such as flies, noise, odors, and spraying of chemicals."

The proposed tasting room will contain a 2,400 square-foot tasting facility for wine produced on-site
(adjacent to the subject parcel, owned by same applicant), including a 400-square-foot food preparation
area. The food preparation area is proposed for warming catered food for the special events. A total of
4,973-square feet of patio and walkways are proposed along with a 2,000-square foot terrace.

Twenty wine tasters a day are expected. Seven (7) winery events (5 Agricultural Promotional Events and 2
Industry-Wide Events) per year are proposed at the tasting room with 125 guests per event and 9
employees, which include the 2 tasting room employees. A new permanent parking lot with 30 spaces is
proposed adjacent to the new tasting room building, along with an overflow parking area with 29 spaces
proposed to the east adjacent to the permanent lot. Two new driveways are proposed to allow access and
egress, respectively, to the parking lot from Spring Hill Road.

The proposed UPE19-0072 tasting room will serve wine and olive oil produced from vineyards and trees
on-site and in a production facility on the 16.72-acre parcel (APN 020-050-009) adjacent to the west of the
subject parcel, which is permitted (UPE06-0055) for a maximum annual production of 8,000 cases of wine
produced from grapes primarily grown on-site. No tasting or special events were approved as part of
UPE06-0055.

The LEA (Land Extensive Agriculture) zoning district of the Zoning Ordinance allows for tasting rooms per
Sec. 26-18-210. Tasting rooms must be consistent with general plan policies AR 6-d and AR 6-f.
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Policy AR-6d: “Follow these guidelines for approval of visitor serving uses in agricultural areas:

(1) The use promotes and markets only agricultural products grown or processed in the local
area.

(2) The use is compatible with and secondary and incidental to agricultural production
activities in the area.

(3) The use will not require the extension of sewer and water.

(4) The use is compatible with existing uses in the area.

(5) Hotels, motels, resorts, and similar lodging are not allowed.

(6) Activities that promote and market agricultural products such as tasting rooms, sales and
promotion of products grown or processed in the County, educational activities and tours,
incidental sales of items related to local area agricultural products are allowed.

(7) Special events on agricultural lands or agriculture related events on other lands in the
Sonoma Valley Planning Area will be subject to a pilot event coordination program which
includes tracking and monitoring of visitor serving activities and schedule management, as
necessary, to reduce cumulative impacts.

Winery events have been found consistent with the agricultural zoning districts, including the LEA zoning
district, if the events can be found to promote agricultural products processed on the site. In addition, such
events can be found compatible with surrounding agricultural activities if hours and the frequency of the
events are limited and there are no substantial noise or traffic impacts as a result of the activities.

Winery events relate to promoting and selling an agricultural product that is produced on the site, such as
wine and creating label recognition. The wine is produced on the parcel adjacent to where the winery is
located. Winery events are a compatible use for agricultural land because they are a marketing tool to
ensure the long-term viability of wine sales and they promote the long-term viability of agriculture within the
County. The addition of events at this site will not exceed in the level of service capacity for roads in the
project vicinity. The project would not require the extension of sewer or water.

Policy AR-6f: Local concentrations of visitor serving and recreational uses, and agricultural
support uses as defined in Goal AR-5, even if related to surrounding agricultural activities, are
detrimental to the primary use of the land for the production of food, fiber and plant materials and
may constitute grounds for denial of such uses. In determining whether or not the approval of
such uses would constitute a detrimental concentration of such uses, consider all the following
factors:

(1) Whether the above uses would result in joint road access conflicts, or in traffic levels that
exceed the Circulation and Transit Element’s objectives for level of service on a site specific
and cumulative basis.

(2) Whether the above uses would draw water from the same aquifer and be located within
the zone of influence of area wells.

(3) Whether the above uses would be detrimental to the rural character of the area

The project site is not located withing a local area of concentration of wineries.

Impact Level:
No Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g)?

The project site is not under the TP (Timberland Production) zoning district, nor will the project conflict with
or cause a change to lands under TP zoning.

Impact Level:
No Impact
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project does not result in a loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The
project site has been used for agriculture (a winery) since 1881.

Impact Level:
No Impact

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

The project does not involve other changes in the environment that could result in conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.

Impact Level:
No Impact

3. AIR QUALITY:

Where applicable, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management
district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The project is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which is
currently designated as a nonattainment area for State and federal ozone standards, the State PM1o
standard, and State and federal PM2s standards. The District has adopted an Ozone Attainment Plan and
a Clean Air Plan in compliance with federal and State Clean Air Acts. These plans include measures to
achieve compliance with both ozone standards. The plans deal primarily with emissions of ozone
precursors (nitrogen oxides [NOx] and volatile organic compounds, also referred to as Reactive Organic
Gases [ROG]). The project will not conflict with the District’s air quality plans because the proposed project
does not involve construction or development that would generate substantial emissions.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

State and Federal governments have established standards for six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and particulates with a diameter of less than 10 and 2.5
microns (PM1o and PMzss, respectively). In addition to criteria air pollutants, there are other, secondary
pollutants that can lead to the formation of criteria air pollutants. For example, nitrogen oxides (NOx) and
volatile organic compounds (VOC) react with sunlight and can lead to the formation of ground level ozone.

Since the geographic area is within the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) jurisdiction,
their ACEQA thresholds apply to the project.

the BAAQMD is currently designated as a nonattainment area for State and federal ozone standards, the
State PM+o standard, and State and federal PMs standards.
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The project will not have a cumulative effect on ozone because it will not generate substantial traffic which
would result in substantial emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOXx). See discussion in Section 17,
Transportation Traffic, below.

The project will have no long-term effect on PM2sand PM1o, because all surfaces will be paved, gravel,
landscaped, or otherwise treated to stabilize bare soils, and dust generation will be insignificant. However,
there could be a significant short-term emission of dust (which would include PM2s and PM10) during
construction. These emissions could be significant at the project level and could also contribute to a
cumulative impact.

Construction Emissions

Per the Azari Vineyards Tasting Room Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (lllingworth & Rodkin, Inc.,
July 7, 2021), construction of the project would emit 226 metric tons of CO2e. Neither the County of
Sonoma nor the BAAQMD have quantified thresholds for construction activities. However, the analysis
concludes the emissions would be below the lowest threshold adopted by BAAQMD and could be
considered less-than-significant. BAAQMD recommends quantifying emissions and disclosing that GHG
emissions would occur during construction. BAAQMD also encourages the incorporation of best
management practices to reduce GHG emissions during construction where feasible and applicable.
Emissions of air pollutants or their precursors would be well below BAAQMD- thresholds. See GHG
section below for further information on GHG emissions and climate change.

Operational Emissions

The Sonoma County General Plan Resource Conservation Element addresses pollutants from mobile
sources (e.g., transportation sources). The project will create traffic; therefore, the following goal would be
relevant to the proposed project:

Goal RC-13: Preserve and maintain good air quality and provide for an air quality standard that will
protect human health and preclude crop, plant, and property damage in accordance with requirements of
the federal and State CAA’s (Clean Air Act).

State and Federal standards have been established for the “criteria pollutants”: ozone, carbon monoxide,
nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, and particulate (PM10 and PM2.5). To determine whether standards for
any of these pollutants would be violated, the emissions from both stationary and mobile sources must be
considered.

The project would not add any new equipment or processes that would have significant emissions or
require permits from the air district.

Mobile emissions are criteria pollutants that would result from additional traffic generated by the project.
The project would cause mobile emissions because it would add traffic, however, the increase over the
existing traffic at the site would be very small. Mobile emissions from planned special events were
calculated in a separate model run and were based on a scenario involving ten 200-person events
annually. W-Trans predicts 22 daily trips and an average of 110 trips for each special event (Focused
Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting room Project, July 22, 2021). This level of daily traffic, including periodic
events is below the screening criteria for Vehicles Miles traveled due to the relatively low trip count.
Annually, the project would potentially generate 8,030 trips (22 trips x 365 days) and the special events
would generate 1,100 trips (110 trips x 10 events). On an annual basis, event trips would represent 14
percent of the typical mobile emissions. The CalEEMod predicted annual mobile emissions were increased
by 14 percent to account for ten special events per year. Based on the scope of the project, the emissions
analysis concludes emission of criteria pollutants would be less than significant. Similarly, GHG emissions
would be insignificant and not result in significant climate impacts provided the project meets its fair share
of reduction as discussed under the GHG section below.

In conclusion, air quality impacts would be reduced to less than significant by including dust control
measures as described in the following mitigation measure

Impact Level:
Less than Significant with Mitigation.
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Mitigation AIR-1: The following dust control measures shall be included in the project:

a. Water or alternative dust control method shall be sprayed to control dust on construction areas,
soil stockpiles, and staging areas during construction as directed by the County.

b. Trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials over public roads will cover the loads or will
keep the loads at least two feet below the level of the sides of the container or will wet the load
sufficiently to prevent dust emissions.

c. Vehicle speeds on unpaved areas shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

d. Final surfacing (i.e., pavement or concrete, gravel, landscaping) shall be completed as soon as
possible after earthwork is finished, unless seeding or soil binders are used.

e. Idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment shall be limited to five minutes. Signs shall
be posted reminding workers of this idling restriction at all access points and equipment staging
areas during construction of the proposed project.

f.  All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications and shall have a CARB-certified visible emissions evaluator check
equipment prior to use at the site.

g. Trackout shall not be allowed at any active exit from the project site onto an adjacent paved public
roadway or shoulder of a paved public roadway that exceeds cumulative 25 linear feet and creates
fugitive dust visible emissions without cleaning up such trackout within 4 hours of when the
Construction Coordinator identifies such excessive trackout, and shall not allow more than 1 quart
of trackout to remain on the adjacent paved public roadway or the paved shoulder of the paved
public roadway at the end of any workday.

h. Visible emissions of fugitive dust shall not be allowed during cleanup of any trackout that exceeds
20 percent opacity as determined by the Environmental Protection Agency in Method 203B —
Opacity Determination for Time-Exception Regulations (August 2017). Trackout is defined by
BAAQMD in Regulation 6, Rule 6: Prohibition of Trackout (August 2018) as “any sand, soil, dirt,
bulk materials or other solid particles from a site that adhere to or agglomerate on the exterior
surfaces of vehicles (including tires), and subsequently fall or are dislodged onto a paved public
roadway or the paved shoulder of a paved public roadway on the path that vehicles follow at any
exist and extending 50-feet out onto the paved public roadway beyond the boundary of the site.
Material that has collected on the roadway from erosion is not trackout.”

Monitoring AIR-1: Permit Sonoma staff shall verify the AIR-1 measures listed on all associated grading,
building, or improvement plans prior to permit issuance.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Sensitive receptors are facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, people with ilinesses, or others
who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Hospitals, schools, convalescent facilities, and
residential areas are examples of sensitive receptors. Localized impacts to sensitive receptors generally
occur when sources of air pollutants and sensitive receptors are located near one another. The
surrounding area is a mix of agricultural and rural residential uses. The proposed project would not create
an incompatible situation as the commercial use of the project site does not involve stationary or point
sources of air pollutants which generate substantial pollutant concentrations.

Although there will be no substantial long-term increase in emissions, during construction there could be
short term dust emissions that would affect nearby residents. Dust emissions can be reduced to less than
significant by Mitigation Measure AIR-1.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant with Mitigation AIR-1

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

The project is not an odor-generating use, nor located near an odor-generating source that may affect
sensitive receptors. The use would have no significant odor impacts.

Construction equipment may generate odors during project construction. The impact would be less than
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significant due to the distant proximity of sensitive receptors and construction would be short-term that
ceases upon completion of the project.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

According to the Biological Assessment Report (Daniel Edelstein Consulting Biologist and Certified Wildlife
Biologist Asc., October 28, 2021), the proposed project will not have a substantial adverse effect. Surveys
did not yield the presence of any rare, special-status animal and floristic species on the site. All of the
botanical special-status species were assessed based on the results of a query at the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the CNPS web site for the Petaluma 7.5-minute United States
Geological Service (USGS) quadrangle. There are no known special status species on the project site, and
none listed on the State’s Diversity Database. No significant impact to special-status animals or plants or
critical habitat is expected by the project. However, the Biological Assessment Report recommends the
following avoidance and minimization measures prior to the beginning of groundbreaking and construction
at the project site.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant with Mitigation

Mitigation BIO-1: The following Mitigation Measure shall be printed on all grading and building permit
sheets:

“If construction on the project site occurs between February 1 and August 31, an Avian Biologist must
conduct surveys for nesting songbird and raptor species in accordance with established California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) survey protocols. Surveys should cover the Site and all suitable
nesting habitat within 500 feet of its boundaries. If nesting songbird or raptor species are detected, the
Avian Biologist must establish buffers around nests that are sufficient to ensure that breeding is not likely
to be disrupted or adversely impacted by construction. Buffers around active songbird nests will be 75 feet
and 500 feet for non-listed raptors, unless a qualified biologist determines that smaller buffers would be
sufficient to avoid impacts to nesting raptors. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will
include: the presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; locations of
foraging territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity. Buffers will be maintained until the Avian
Biologist has determined that young have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care
for survival.”

Monitoring BIO-1: Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, the Project Planner will verify the note
is printed on all grading and building permit plan sheets and verify surveys are conducted as noted.

Mitigation BIO-2: The following Mitigation Measure shall be printed on all grading and building permit
sheets:

a. Pre-construction survey for the American Badger should be conducted in development zones no
fewer than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance and/or
construction activities at the project site, or for any Project activity likely to impact the American
Badger. If construction activities (including ground disturbing activities) are phased, then so shall
the pre-construction surveys be phased.
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b. If dens are found within the construction area and require removal, they shall be monitored for
badger presence using a tracking medium or a video probe. Tracking medium must be monitored
for three consecutive days to provide evidence of vacancy. All dens and burrows within the
construction area and which contain badger sign must be hand excavated by a trained Wildlife
Biologist. If a den is found to be occupied by an American Badger, the den shall not be excavated
until the badger is allowed to passively vacate the den.

C. If dens are located within 100 feet of construction areas, but not within construction areas, they
shall not be removed. Instead, exclusion fencing should be added to ensure no encroachment of
equipment The exclusion fencing around each observed badger burrow shall consist of plastic
construction fencing held in place by t-posts every 25 feet, or by a rope and flagging fence. The
purpose of the fencing is to exclude construction activities occurring near the den (s).

d. To ensure the above design prescription is executed successfully, an important design feature
should occur: Gaps of three feet should be present every 25 feet in a fence to allow a badger to go
in and out. Consequently, construction equipment will not be able to encroach within 100 feet of a
burrow, but the gaps will allow a badger to get around a fence, if necessary. The fencing should be
around the outside of any burrow, equidistant from it 100 feet in all directions to prevent
construction equipment encroachment.

e. Project-related vehicles shall observe a 20-mph speed limit while on the Site. This is particularly
important at night (between sunset and sunrise) when American badgers are most active.
Construction activities at night (sunset to sunrise) should be prohibited.

f. To prevent inadvertent entrapment of American badgers or other animals during the construction
phase of the project, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than two feet deep shall
be covered at the close of each working day by plywood or similar materials or provided with one
or more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes or trenches
are filled, they shall be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals by a qualified biologist or trained
monitor.

i. Inthe case of trapped animals, escape ramps or structures shall be installed immediately to
allow the animal(s) to escape. If an entrapped animal is incapable of escaping or is
otherwise trapped for an excess of 12 hours, the California Department of Fish and Game
should be contacted for advice.

ii. All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of four inches or greater
that are stored in an unfenced storage yard for one or more overnight periods should be
thoroughly inspected the qualified Wildlife Biologist for American Badgers before the pipe is
subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in anyway. If necessary, and
under the direct supervision of a Wildlife Biologist, a pipe inhabited by a badger may be
moved once to remove it from the path of construction activity, until the animal has
escaped.”

Monitoring BIO-2: Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, the Project Planner will verify the note
is printed on all grading and building permit plan sheets and verify surveys are conducted as noted.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The project site is not designated with a BR (Biotic Resource) Combining District and there are no
designated critical habitat areas within the project site. The project does have an RC (Riparian Corridor)
with 50-foot setbacks. However, the drainage/watercourse existing south of the project site would not be
impacted. The project does not include any direct disturbance along a riparian habitat or designated
sensitive natural community.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not

limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
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Per the Biological Assessment Report states no jurisdictional wetland habitat or waters of California habitat
exists on the project site, plus no nexus or connectivity exists from the project site to the off-site
watercourse. The project site does not involve any direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of any
federally protected wetlands.

Impact Level:
No Impact

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

The project site is not zoned BH (Biotic Habitat) Combining Zone. There are no designated or critical
habitat areas within the project site. The project will not interfere with the movement of migratory fish or
wildlife species.

Impact Level:
No Impact

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

No trees would be removed with the project development. No biological resources would be impacted by
the project.

Impact Level:
No Impact

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans are site-specific plans to address
effects on sensitive species of plants and animals. The project site is not located in an area subject to a
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

Impact Level:
No Impact

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES:

Assembly Bill 52 Project Notifications were sent to the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians, Dry Creek
Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, Mishewal Wappo Tribe of
Alexander Valley, Middletown Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Lytton Rancheria of California, Kashia
Pomo Stewarts Point Rancheria and Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria. These Native American
tribes were invited to consult on the project pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and
21080.3.2.

Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
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A Cultural Resources Survey was prepared for the project. The site is undeveloped, therefore, no historical
resources pursuant to §15064.5 are present.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.57

A Cultural Resources Survey was prepared for the project. No archaeological finds were recorded as a
result of the survey. See section 18.a. below for standard condition of approval to

ensure that cultural or archaeological resources are protected if unearthed during ground-disturbing
activities.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

c¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

There are no known archaeological resources on the site, but the project could uncover such materials
during construction. In the event that human remains are unearthed during construction, state law requires
that the County Coroner be contacted in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety
Code to investigate the nature and circumstances of the discovery. If the remains were determined to be
Native American interment, the Coroner will follow the procedure outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15065.5(e).

A standard condition of approval requires the following language be printed on the grading and building
plans:

NOTES ON PLANS: “If human remains are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate
vicinity of the discovered remains and PRMD staff, County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist
must be notified immediately so that an evaluation can be performed. If the remains are deemed to
be Native American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted
by the Coroner so that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated.”

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

6. ENERGY

Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

lllingworth & Rodkin (Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis) found the proposed project would have direct
and indirect emissions that are below the former GHG operational threshold (1,100 metric tons of CO2e
per year) recommended by BAAQMD for new project. This analysis considers updated GHG thresholds
adopted by the BAAQMD in 2022, which relies on prescriptive standards related to Building Operations
and Transportation and more of a qualitative analysis requiring that each project due its fair share to
reduce climate change. As documented in the GHG analysis in Section 8. below the project would meet
the current BAAQMD thresholds; therefore, the project's GHG emissions would not significantly contribute
to a cumulative impact on global climate change.

The project will not result in significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation. Short-term energy demand
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would result from construction activities including energy needed to power worker and vendor vehicle trips
as well as construction equipment. Long-term energy demand would result from operation of the project,
which would include activities such as lighting, heating, and cooling of structures. Consistent with
BAAQMD, the facility would operate on electricity and no gas-powered appliances are permitted. In
addition, the proposal includes use of solar panels to the maximum extent feasible to reduce demand on
non-renewable energy resources.

Although implementation of the project would result in an increase in energy usage compared to current
conditions due to the new structures on the project site, the increase in energy use would not be wasteful
nor inefficient because of measures incorporated into project design, including energy-efficient building
design meeting CALGreen requirements.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

The project would be required to comply with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations,
Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Additionally, the project is not located in an identified area
designated for renewable energy productions nor would the project interfere with the installation of any
renewable energy systems. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct with applicable State
and local plans for promoting use of renewable energy and energy efficiency. The project owner has
committed to utilizing rooftop solar on all south-facing roofs, has designed the project to be all-electric (no
natural gas) and utilize LED lighting fixtures throughout the project.

Impact Level:
No Impact

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo fault zone based on the Safety Maps in the Sonoma County
General Plan. The project zoning does not include G (Geologic Hazard Area) Combining District per the
Zoning Ordinance.

Impact Level:
No Impact

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

All of Sonoma County is subject to seismic shaking from earthquakes along the San Andreas, Healdsburg-
Rodgers Creek, and other faults. Predicting seismic events is not possible at this time, nor is providing
mitigation that can entirely reduce the potential for injury and damage that can occur during a seismic
event. Approved building permit plans demonstrating compliance with current seismic safety standards is
required prior to project construction. The project is therefore not likely to result in a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death relating to seismic ground failure.

Impact Level:

UPE19-0072; IS/MND Page 23 of 57 Date



No Impact

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The project os not likely to result in a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from seismic ground failure or
liquefaction. The California Building Code and the codes and policies of Sonoma County have been
developed to address seismic hazards to the most reasonable extent possible. The County requires
grading and building plans demonstrating compliance with the civil design requirements of the California
Building Code (CBC) prior to project construction.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

iv. Landslides?

The project site is not located in a landslide prone area per the California Landsides Inventory map at
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/maps-data

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The project includes grading, cuts and fills which may result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil and requires
the issuance of a grading permit. The County requires approved grading plans demonstrating compliance
with the civil engineering and drainage design requirements prior to project construction, including
measures for erosion control built into the project design and during construction activities. The mitigation
below further ensures compliance with County standards and practices for minimizing potential soil erosion
or topsoil loss from grading activities.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant with Mitigation

Mitigation

Mitigation GEO-1: The applicant shall submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared by a
registered professional engineer as an integral part of the grading plan. The Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan shall be subject to review and approval of the Permit and Resource Management Department prior to
the issuance of a grading permit. The Plan shall include temporary erosion control measures to be used
during construction of cut and fill slopes, excavation for foundations, and other grading operations at the
site to prevent discharge of sediment and contaminants into the drainage system. The Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan shall include the following measures as applicable:

a) Throughout the construction process, groundwater disturbance shall be minimized and existing
vegetation shall be retained to the extent possible to reduce soil erosion. All construction and grading
activities, including short-term needs (equipment staging areas, storage areas and field office
locations) shall minimize the amount of land area disturbed. Whenever possible, existing disturbed
areas shall be used for such purposes.

b) All drainage ways, wetland areas and creek channels shall be protected from silt and sediment in
storm runoff through the use of silt fences, diversion berms, and check dams. Fill slopes shall be
compacted to stabilize. All exposed surface areas shall be mulched and reseeded and all cut and fill
slopes shall be protected with hay mulch and /or erosion control blankets as appropriate.

c) Material and equipment for implementation of erosion control measures shall be on-site by October
1st. All grading activity shall be completed by October 15th, prior to the onset of the rainy season, with
all disturbed areas stabilized and revegetated by October 31st. Upon approval of PRMD, extensions
for short-term grading may be allowed. PRMD in conjunction with any specially permitted rainy season
grading may require special erosion control measures.
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Monitoring GEO-1: Building/grading permits for ground disturbing activities shall not be approved for
issuance by Project Review staff until the above notes are printed on applicable building, grading and
improvement plans. The applicant shall be responsible for notifying construction contractors about erosion
control requirement.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

The County’s permitting process requires compliance with standard geotechnical requirements addressing
potential construction-related impacts resulting from geological instability, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse. An approved grading plan demonstrating compliance with current code standards
is required for the project and its construction is therefore not likely to cause geological instability based on
unique or unforeseen soil conditions.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

The County’ permitting process applies standard design and construction practices accounting for potential
expansive soil conditions before issuing approved construction plans, thereby ensuring that related
impacts are less than significant.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

The project proposes a non-standard type septic system to the west and southwest of the proposed tasting
room for disposal of domestic wastewater These areas are identified in the pre-perc site inspection
performed under SEV07-0960 and the percolation test performed under SEV07-1062. The County
requires the septic system be designed in accordance with the current OWTS Manual and sized to
accommodate the domestic wastewater demand generated by the proposed use, including domestic
wastewater generated by employees, daily visitors,

and annual event guests.

The applicant is working with the Permit Sonoma Well & Septic Section per the SEP19-0690 permit
application for a new nonstandard at-grade mound septic system. The “limits of the suitable septic system”
plus the locations of the tanks per SEP19-0690 are indicated on the Site Plan.

Any necessary system design and demonstration of reserve areas shall be done under permit and the
current standards from the Permit Sonoma Well and Septic Section, and may require both soils analysis,
groundwater and percolation testing. If a permit for a standard, innovative, or experimental sewage
disposal system sized to meet all peak flows proves infeasible, then the applicant shall revise the project to
a reduced size, not to exceed the on-site disposal capabilities of the project site and attendant easements.
The Well and Septic Section shall not sign off on building permits until all required septic system testing
and design elements have been met.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
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feature?

No unique paleontological resources or geological features are known to exist on or near the project
constriction site.

Impact Level:
No Impact

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:

Regulatory Setting

Executive Order S-3-05
The Governor announced on June 1, 2005, through Executive Order S-3-05, the following GHG emission
reduction targets:

e By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;

e By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and

e By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

Executive Order B-30-15
On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-30-15. Therein, the Governor directed the
following:
e Established a new interim statewide reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030.
e Ordered all state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions to implement measures
to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 reduction targets.
o Directed CARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent.

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (codified in the California Health
and Safety Code [HSC], Division 25.5 — California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006),which focuses
on reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020. HSC Division 25.5 defines GHGs as
CO2, CH4, N20, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 and represents the first enforceable statewide program to limit
emissions of these GHGs from all major industries with penalties for noncompliance. The law further
requires that reduction measures be technologically feasible and cost effective. Under HSC Division 25.5,
CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions. CARB is required to adopt rules and
regulations directing state actions that would achieve GHG emissions reductions equivalent to 1990
statewide levels by 2020.

A specific requirement of AB 32 was to prepare a Climate Change Scoping Plan for achieving the
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reduction by 2020. CARB developed
and approved the initial Scoping Plan in 2008, outlining the regulations, market-based approaches,
voluntary measures, policies, and other emission reduction programs that would be needed to meet the
2020 statewide GHG emission limit and initiate the transformations needed to achieve the State’s long-
range climate objectives.

The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved by CARB in May 2014 and built upon the initial
Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. In 2014, CARB revised the target using the GWP
values from the IPCC AR4 and determined that the 1990 GHG emissions inventory and 2020 GHG
emissions limit is 431 MMTCO2e. CARB also updated the State’s BAU 2020 emissions estimate to
account for the effect of the 2007—-2009 economic recession, new estimates for future fuel and energy
demand, and the reductions required by regulation that were adopted for motor vehicles and renewable
energy.
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Senate Bill 97

SB 97, enacted in 2007, directed OPR to develop California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
(CEQA Guidelines) “for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.” In December
2009, OPR adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G Environmental Checklist, which
created a new resource section for GHG emissions and indicated criteria that may be used to establish
significance of GHG emissions. Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines states that, in order to ensure that
energy implications are considered in project decisions, the potential energy implications of a project shall
be considered in an EIR, to the extent relevant and applicable to the project. Appendix F of the CEQA
Guidelines further states that a project’s energy consumption and proposed conservation measures may
be addressed, as relevant and applicable, in the Project Description, Environmental Setting, and Impact
Analysis portions of technical sections, as well as through mitigation measures and alternatives.

Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197

In 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 and its companion bill AB 197, amended HSC Division 25.5 and established a
new climate pollution reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, while including provisions
to ensure the benefits of state climate policies reach into disadvantaged communities.

2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update

In response to SB 32 and the 2030 GHG reduction target, CARB approved the 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan Update (2017 Scoping Plan Update) in December 2017. The 2017 Scoping Plan Update
outlines the proposed framework of action for achieving the 2030 GHG target of 40 percent reduction in
GHG emissions relative to 1990 levels (CARB, 2017). CARB determined that the target Statewide 2030
emissions limit is 260 MMTCO2e, and that further commitments will need to be made to achieve an
additional reduction of 50 MMTCO2e beyond current policies and programs. The cornerstone of the 2017
Scoping Plan Update is an expansion of the Cap-and-Trade program to meet the aggressive 2030 GHG
emissions goal and ensure achievement of the 2030 limit set forth by Executive Order B-30-15.

In the Update, CARB recommends statewide targets of no more than six metric tons CO2e per capita by
2030 and no more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. CARB acknowledges that since the
statewide per capita targets are based on the statewide GHG emissions inventory that includes all
emissions sectors in the State, it is appropriate for local jurisdictions to derive evidence-based local per-
capita goals based on local emissions sectors and growth projections. To demonstrate how a local
jurisdiction can achieve their long-term GHG goals at the community plan level, CARB recommends
developing a geographically-specific GHG reduction plan (i.e., climate action plan) consistent with the
requirements of CEQA Section 15183.5(b). A so- called “CEQA-qualified” GHG reduction plan, once
adopted, can provide local governments with a streamlining tool for project-level environmental review of
GHG emissions, provided there are adequate performance metrics for determining project consistency
with the plan.

Sonoma County Regional Climate Action Plan

Climate Action 2020 and Beyond (CA2020) was the regional climate action plan for Sonoma County,
adopted by the Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection Authority (RCPA) on July 11, 2016. CA2020
was not adopted as a qualified GHG reduction plan due to legal challenges and subsequent court
decision. However, the underlying GHG emissions analysis and GHG inventory provides the basis for
deriving a GHG threshold of significance.

California CEQA Guidelines

State CEQA Guidelines section 15064 .4 specifically addresses the significance of GHG emissions,
requiring a lead agency to make a “good-faith effort” to “describe, calculate or estimate” GHG emissions in
CEQA environmental documents. Section 15064.4 further states that the analysis of GHG impacts should
include consideration of (1) the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions, (2)
whether the project emissions would exceed a locally applicable threshold of significance, and (3) the
extent to which the project would comply with “regulations or requirements adopted to implement a
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.”

The CEQA Guidelines do not require or recommend a specific analytical methodology or provide

quantitative criteria for determining the significance of GHG emissions, nor do they set a numerical
threshold of significance for GHG emissions. The 2009 amendments also include a new Subdivision
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15064.7(c) which clarifies that in developing thresholds of significance, a lead agency may appropriately
review thresholds developed by other public agencies, or recommended by other experts, provided the
decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.

The California Natural Resources Agency has also clarified that the amended CEQA Guidelines focus on
the effects of GHG emissions as cumulative impacts, and that they should be analyzed in the context of
CEQA'’s requirements for cumulative impact analysis (see Section 15064 (h)(3)).

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(c) includes the following direction on measures to mitigate GHG
emissions, when such emissions are found to be significant:

Consistent with Section 15126.4(a), lead agencies shall consider feasible means, supported by substantial
evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating the significant effects of greenhouse gas
emissions. Measures to mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions may include, among
others:
(1) Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that are required
as part of the lead agency’s decision;
(2) Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project features, project
design, or other measures;
(3) Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a project’s emissions;
(4) Measures that sequester greenhouse gases;

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2022 Thresholds for Land-Use Projects
Projects must include, at a minimum, the following project design elements:

1. Buildings

a. The project will not include natural gas appliances or natural gas plumbing (in both
residential and nonresidential development).

b. The project will not result in any wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy usage as
determined by the analysis required under CEQA Section 21100(b)(3) and Section 15126.2(b) of
the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Transportation

a. Achieve a reduction in project-generated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) below the regional
average consistent with the current version of the California Climate Change Scoping Plan
(currently 15 percent) or meet a locally adopted Senate Bill 743 VMT target, reflecting the
recommendations provided in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research's Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA:

Residential projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per capita

Office projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per employee

Retail projects: no net increase in existing VMT

Achieve compliance with off-street electric vehicle requirements in the most recently
adopted version of CALGreen Tier 2.

QOoTY

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Senate Bill (SB) 743 established a change in the metric to be applied for determining transportation
impacts associated with development projects. Rather than using a Level of Service (LOS) analysis that
uses delay-based criteria, the increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a result of a project is now the
basis for determining California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) impacts with respect to transportation
and traffic. The County of Sonoma has not yet established thresholds of significance related to VMT.
Therefore, the project related VMT impacts were assessed based on guidance provided by the California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in the publication Transportation Impacts (SB 743)
CEQA Guidelines Update and Technical Advisory, 2018.
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The OPR Technical Advisory identifies several criteria that may be used by jurisdictions to identify certain
types of projects that are unlikely to have a VMT impact and can be “screened” from further VMT analysis.
A screening criterion that pertains to small projects is one that OPR identifies as generating fewer than 110
new vehicle trips per day. Per the Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room Project (W-Trans,
November 29, 2022), the tasting room would be expected to generate an average of 22 trips per day on a
typical weekday. Further, the proposed ten event days per year with an average of 110 daily trips
translates to an average of 21 daily trips for the 52 Saturdays in a year. Altogether, the project would
generate an annual average of 43 daily trips which falls well below the OPR threshold. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that the project can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

As stated previously, the California Emissions Estimator Model, Version 2020.4.0 (CalEEMod) was used to
estimate construction and operational emissions. CalEEMod was also used to estimate full build-out
operational GHG emissions.

The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (lllingworth & Rodkin, July 7, 2021) states that CalEEMod
defaults for energy use were used, which include the 2019 Title 24 Building Standards. Indirect emissions
from electricity were computed in CalEEMod. The model has a default rate of 203.98 pounds of CO2 per
megawatt of electricity produced, which is based on PG&E’s 2019 emissions rate. The project is
anticipated to use 294,640 gallons of water per year for domestic uses and 238,336 gallons for irrigation.
The wastewater from domestic use would be treated would be disposed of in a non-standard type septic
system. Default model assumptions for emissions associated with solid waste generation use were applied
to the project.

The project was initially reviewed under the 2010 BAAQMD Air Quality CEQA Guidelines which included
an emissions threshold of 1,100 metric tons (MT) of CO2e or an emission efficiency metric of 4.6 MT of
CO2e per year per service population (future residences and full-time workers) if the threshold is
exceeded.

The GHG analysis concludes the proposed project would have direct and indirect emissions of 55 metric
tons of GHG emissions a year, that are substantially below the former GHG operational thresholds.

The project has been reviewed for compliance with the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds for GHG adopted in
2022 and is in compliance by ensuring that no natural gas will be used for appliances or heating, LED light
fixtures will be used throughout, rooftop solar will be installed, and the applicant is meeting the CALGreen
Tier 2 mandatory electric-vehicle regulations.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

The County’s adopted goals and policies include GP Policy OSRC-14.4 to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. Sonoma County emissions in 2015 were 9% below 1990
levels, while the countywide population grew 4%. In May 2018, the Board of Supervisors adopted a
Resolution of Intent to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions that included adoption of the Regional Climate
Protection Agency’s goal to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030
and by 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, consistent with SB32 and AB197 climate pollution reduction
targets. The Resolution of Intent included specific measures that can further reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

All new development is required to evaluate all reasonably feasible measures to reduce GHG emissions
and enhance carbon sequestration. The following greenhouse gas emission reduction measures are
incorporated into the project by the applicant and are included as a condition of approval:

e Solar panels will cover all south-facing parts of the tasting room building roof.
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Impact Level:
Less than Significant

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:

Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

Constructing a tasting room and allowing events at the tasting room would not create a hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Constructing a tasting room and allowing events at the tasting room would not create a hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact Level:
No Impact

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

The subject property is not within a one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Constructing a
tasting room and allowing events would not result in hazardous materials emission.

Impact Level:
No Impact

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

The site is not identified as a hazardous materials sites under Government Code Section 65962.5.

Impact Level:
No Impact

e) For a project located within 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 project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

The site is not within the referral area boundary of Sonoma County (STS) Airport.

Impact Level:
No Impact
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with the County’s adopted
emergency operations plan. There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for the County. In any case,
the project would not change existing circulation patterns, access and egress would continue to be from
Springhill Road, a County maintained roadway.

Impact Level:
No Impact

dg) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

The project site is not located in a high wildland fire hazard. Events will take place indoors or outdoors on
improved areas and not in high grass or remote areas on the site.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

The project site drains to a tributary of San Antonio Creek which is a tributary of the Petaluma River. The
Petaluma River is 303d listed for sediment nutrient pathogen, diazanon and mercury. The project requires
implementation of erosion/sediment control measures during construction and grading activities minimizing
potential sediment erosion into off-site waterways so as not to violate any current water quality standards
under Mitigation GEO-1. This project is located outside the boundary subject to the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and not subject to SUSMP measures nor coverage under the
State General Industrial Permit, as adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

The project proposes a non-standard at-grade mound septic system through permit application SEP19-
0690. Tasting room domestic wastewater shall be disposed of in a non-standard type septic system to the
west and southwest of the proposed tasting room, in the area of the pre-perc site inspection performed
under SEV07-0960 and the percolation test performed under SEV07-1062. The septic system shall be
designed in accordance with the current OWTS Manual and be sized to accommodate the domestic
wastewater generated by the proposed use, including domestic wastewater generated by employees, wine
tasters, and special event guests. Project conditions require the septic system to be evaluated to ensure
the septic system is functioning properly prior to initiation of the use so water quality will not be impacted.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

EBA Engineering (EBA) has prepared a Hydrogeologic Report (Report) dated February 22, 2022, for the
project. The project location is within a Class 4 Groundwater Availability Zone and Policy WR-2E of the
Sonoma County General Plan requires preparation of the report to assess the project’s proposed
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development demand on existing and future groundwater supplies and whether potential drawdown
impacts may occur as a result within the determined cumulative impact area (CIA). The Report identifies
the cumulative impact area (CIA) consisting of approximately 60 acres and encompassing 10 properties,
including the two project properties. The Report determined the boundary of the 60-acre impact area
based on existing and future site development characteristics, zoning designations for surrounding
properties, existing site hydrogeology, and the scope of new development, uses, and activities proposed
by the project.

The Hydrogeologic Report describes the westerly parcel of the project with three wells supporting the
existing winery, agricultural, and residential uses on-site, and that the existing well (WELL-1321) on the
easterly parcel is currently unused. The existing and future groundwater use for the easterly parcel (Project
Site) was provided by the property owner and estimated by EBA Engineering using industry standard
values for domestic/incidental use off-site groundwater use information. The ensuing groundwater use
estimations conservatively assume that the water supply well for each of these parcels is located within the
CIA. Existing and projected groundwater use associated with the proposed development and with the
adjoining and nearby properties are summarized below and in the following the table

Single-Family Dwellings. EBA’s analysis of single-family related water use is based on the number of
bedrooms associated with existing dwellings within the CIA and on the assumption of additional 3-bedroom
dwellings for properties having remaining development potential.

Vineyards. EBA evaluated the water use estimates for the existing on-site vineyards and within the
surrounding CIA. The westerly parcel at 1399 Spring Hill Road currently provides irrigation for the on-site
vineyards on both westerly and easterly project site parcel, including approximately 8.24 vineyard acres for
the westerly parcel and approximately six acres for the easterly project site parcel. Water use for the
easterly parcel vineyard is therefore included in the estimate for off-site groundwater use. The Report also
evaluates the potential use of surrounding grassland for future off-site vineyard development within the
CIA. The EBA Report assumes off-site groundwater use for future vineyard development accounting for a
total of 10 acres within the CIA.

Winery. Water use associated with the 6,000-case winery located at 1399 Spring Hill Road (APN 020-050-
009) was estimated as part of the existing off-site groundwater use. According to Appendix A of the
Sonoma County General Plan, Water Resource Element, the volume of process water for a winery in
Sonoma County is 2.15 acre-feet per 100,000 gallons of wine produced. Taking into consideration the
number of gallons in 6,000 cases of wine and the process water value provided by the County, EBA
estimated the water use for a 6,000-case winery to be approximately 0.31 acre-feet.

SUMMARY TABLE - EXISTING AND PROJECTED GROUNDWATER USE

... Existing I_=l_1ture Fu_ture

Description (AFfyr) Additional Combined
(AF/yr) (AFlyr)

Project Site Groundwater Use
Domestic and Irrigation Use () 0.00 0.93 0.93
Septic Return Flow Offset @ 0.00 -0.72 -0.72
Project Site Totals 0.00 0.21 0.21
Off-Site Groundwater Use
Single Family Dwellings — Domestic Use @ 6.00 0.75 6.75
Single Family Dwellings — Incidental Use “) 2.00 0.25 2.25
Vineyard Irrigation ® @) 1.20 6.00 7.20
Winery © 0.31 0.00 0.31
Landscape Offset (Lawn) ©) -0.41 0.00 -0.41
Off-Site Totals 9.10 7.00 16.10
Combined Groundwater Use
Combined Totals 9.10 | 7.21 | 16.31

AF/yr = Acre-Feet per Year

UPE19-0072; IS/MND Page 32 of 57 Date



NOTES:

() Based on revised domestic water use estimate from BC Engineering Group and a reduced irrigation water use
estimate from Louise Leff (landscape architect).

(2 Based on an 80% septic return flow applied to the projected annual domestic water use.

@) Based on 24 existing bedrooms and three future additional bedrooms at an incremental water use of 0.25 AF/yr
per bedroom.

) Based on 8 existing dwellings and one future additional dwelling at an incremental water use of 0.25 AF/yr per
dwelling.

) Based on a water use estimate provided by the client for 14.5 acres of existing vineyard.

®) Based on a 6,000-case winery located at 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma.

() Off-site future additional is based on hypothetical development of vineyards within the CIA. This estimate should
be considered extremely conservative since it assumes that water supply for any future off-site vineyards would
be from a well located within the CIA and within the same formation as the project site well (Sonoma Volcanics).

®)  Based on a0.115 AC lawn located at 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma.

The Report includes a water budget analysis comparing groundwater recharge characteristics to the
projected on-site groundwater use over a given calendar year. The water budget calculations also account
for drought conditions and potential impacts to surface waters and aquatic habitats.

Based on the evaluated water demand estimates, the Hydrologic Report concludes the proposed project is
not likely to have a significant impact on current or future groundwater availability within the cumulative
impact area under existing or foreseeable future conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project impedes sustainable groundwater management of the basin.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which

i. would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project is located within 550 feet of a designated riparian corridor to the southeast. Proposed
construction and improvements for the project do not extend to such an extent that would potentially result
in the alteration of or in substantial erosion or siltation into the nearby stream. Therefore, potential impacts
are considered less than significant.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

The project will not significantly alter drainage patterns on-site or in the general area, nor will it result in
on- or off-site flooding. The project does not include any work or alteration of a course of a stream or river.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or

The project would not substantially alter drainage patterns or capacities of the project site or result in
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant
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iv. impede or redirect flood flows?

The project site is not classified as being within a 100-year flood plain. The project site is not located in
either the F1 (Floodway) or F2 (Floodplain) overlay zoning designations.

Impact Level:
No Impact

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

The project site is located more than 10 miles from the Pacific Ocean and not susceptible to tsunami,
mudflow, or seiche.

Impact Level:
No Impact

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

The project is not located in a priority basin for the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. A condition
of approval requires that the project comply with all applicable regulations, monitoring, and fees associated
with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency as applicable to the project site.

Impact Level:
No Impact

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING:

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

The project is located within an established rural, agricultural area. The project would not reconfigure
existing parcels or roadways. The project would not physically divide an established community.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The General Plan land use and Zoning designation of the property is Land Extensive Agriculture (LEA).
This designation allows wineries, tasting rooms, marketing accommodation units, and special events as
conditional uses.

General Plan

The project proposal must be found consistent with the General Plan’s Agricultural Element Goals,
Objectives, and Policies which includes the following policies:

Policy AR-6d: Follow these guidelines for approval of visitor-serving uses in agricultural areas:

1. The use promotes and markets only agricultural products grown or processed in the local area.
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The use is compatible with and secondary and incidental to agricultural production activities in the
area.

The use will not require the extension of sewer and water.

The use is compatible with existing uses in the area.

Hotels, motels, resorts, and similar lodging are not allowed.

Activities that promote and market agricultural products such as tasting rooms, sales and
promotion of products grown or processed in the County, educational activities and tours,
incidental sales of items related to local area agricultural products are allowed.

7. Special events on agricultural lands or agriculture-related events on other lands in the Sonoma
Valley Planning area will be subject to a pilot event coordination program which includes tracking
and monitoring of visitor-serving activities and schedule management, as necessary, to reduce
cumulative impacts.

SO AW

The County generally considers tasting facilities and winery events compatible with surrounding
agricultural activities and land uses when the proposed operating hours and the frequency and size of
events are appropriately limited and do not result in any substantial noise or traffic impacts.

Tasting rooms and winery events relate to promoting and selling an agricultural product that is produced
on the site and to create winery label recognition, which subsequently helps to ensure the long-term
viability of wine sales and to promote the long-term viability of grape-growing as an agricultural production
use within the County.

The project site is comprised of two adjoining parcels totaling 33.39 acres which together contain a total of
13.86 vineyard acres supporting the existing on-site winery operation. The approved annual production
capacity for the winery is 8,000 cases.

The proposed tasting room operation with seven annual events is secondary and incidental to the on-site
agricultural production and winery processing activities and therefore supports the promotion and sale of
locally grown product currently harvested and produced on-site through the existing winery operation,
consistent with thr General Plan.

The Focused Traffic Study (W-Trans; 2/26/25) for the project concludes that the addition of public tasting
operations and events at this site will generate additional vehicular traffic which is not expected to exceed
service capacity levels for roads in the project vicinity. Project-generated traffic impacts are further
discussed below in the Environmental Analysis section.

Policy AR-6d further requires that the use will not require the extension of sewer or water services and that
the project is primarily surrounded by agricultural lands; the project is consistent with the requirements of
Policy AR-6d.

Policy AR-6f: Local concentrations of visitor serving and recreational uses, and agricultural support uses
as defined in Goal AR-5, even if related to surrounding agricultural activities, are detrimental to the primary
use of the land for the production of food, fiber and plant materials and may constitute grounds for denial
of such uses. In determining whether or not the approval of such uses would constitute a detrimental
concentration of such uses, consider all the following factors:

1. Whether the above uses would result in joint road access conflicts, or in traffic levels that exceed
the Circulation and Transit Element’s objectives for level of service on a site specific and
cumulative basis.

2. Whether the above uses would draw water from the same aquifer and be located within the zone
of influence of area wells.

3. Whether the above uses would be detrimental to the rural character of the area.

Land Extensive Agriculture zoning (LEA — Sec. 26-06-010)
The LEA zoning district enhances and protects lands best suited for permanent agriculture use and

capable of relatively low production per acre of land, and implements the LEA category of the General Plan
and the policies of the Agricultural Resources Element.
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The LEA zoning district of the Zoning Ordinance allows for tasting rooms per Sec. 26-18-210. Tasting
rooms must be consistent with General Plan policies AR-6d and AR-6f.

The project site is not located within a local area of concentration of wineries. Pursuant to Sonoma County
Code Section 26-06-030 — Agriculture & Resource Zones Allowed Land Uses, the winery, tasting rooms
and related agricultural promotional events and industry wide events are allowed in the LEA zone, subject
to obtaining a use permit.

The proposal is consistent with Winery Events ordinance definitions and operating standards, Zoning Code
Section 26-18-260. Section 26-18-260(E)(3) of the Zoning Code allows for events that have been
evaluated for a variety of factors specific to the site and surrounding uses, including, but not limited to,
septic capacity, available water supply, emergency access, availability of on-site parking, noise
attenuation, increased risk of harm to people or property as a result of hazards, and the potential for
negative cumulative effects related to noise, traffic, and water supplies. The proposed events related to the
UPE19-0072 were evaluated as a part of the CEQA analysis and found not to result in cumulative negative
effects with the implementation of Mitigation Measures as required.

Section 26-18-260(E)(4) restricts hours of operations related to Tasting Rooms and Events. The proposed
hours of operations for the proposed tasting room and events meet these standards. Section 26-18-
260(E)(6) of the Zoning Code outline parking requirements for wineries and tasting rooms.

Per the guidelines of Sec. 26-86-010 — Required Parking, the parking supply proposed for the site is
adequate to accommodate both the anticipated daily parking demand and the demand during events. The
proposed project would supply 59 parking spaces on-site, including 30 spaces for the tasting room and 29
overflow parking spaces.

To accommodate the daily parking demand during typical tasting room operations, one space for every
employee on-site as well as one space per 2.5 tasting room guests is provided. Two tasting room
employees and a maximum of 20 tasting room visitors translate to ten required parking spaces, including
two for employees and eight for tasting room visitors. The proposed 30-space permanent parking area is
overparked by 20 spaces and provides more than adequate parking to accommodate the daily visitor
demand, with a surplus of 20 spaces.

The maximum number of parking spaces needed on-site during a 125-person event with nine staff is 59
spaces. This assumes one vehicle per employee and 2.5 guests per vehicle. The maximum of 59 parking
spaces needed during an event is equal to the total parking supply including the permanent (30 tasting
room spaces) and overflow parking (29 spaces). The proposed 59 parking spaces (30 permanent parking
spaces; 29 overflow) is adequate to accommodate the anticipated peak parking demand for the project.

The subject parcel includes a small portion of the top of the watershed of a designated riparian corridor
(Respini Creek) that runs from the subject parcel to the southeast. The Riparian Corridor Combining
District (Sec. 26-65-005) imposes (RC50/50) a 50-foot streamside conservation area and 50-foot

development setback from the creek. The proposed development is sited approximately 550-feet
northwest from and will not impact the function of the designated Respini Creek riparian corridor.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

12. MINERAL RESOURCES:

Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
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There is no known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state located on the
property. The site is not zoned MR (Mineral Resources). The project will not result in the loss of a known
mineral resource.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

The site is not designated in an MR (Mineral Resource) zoning district. The Sonoma County General Plan
does not designate the project site as within a known mineral resource deposit area.

Impact Level:
No Impact

13. NOISE:

Would the project:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

The Noise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan establishes goals, objectives and policies
including performance standards to regulate noise affecting residential and other sensitive receptors. The
General Plan sets separate standards for transportation noise and for noise from non-transportation land
uses.

The proposed tasting room facility and associated improvements are located near the site frontage of the
property adjacent to Spring Hill Road. The applicant’s acoustic consultant lllingworth & Rodkin have
prepared an Environmental Noise Assessment for the project dated June 29, 2021. An addendum
prepared on June 26, 2026, includes updated impact analysis and recommendations specific to the
proposed winery event related activities.

AMBIENT SOURCES

An Environmental Noise Assessment prepared for the project by lllingworth & Rodkin, June 29, 2021,
measured ambient noise levels occurring at this location. The study identified noise sources resulting
primarily from afternoon and evening wind on the surrounding Eucalyptus trees and other leaves in the
area, and from the distant sound of passing vehicles along Spring Hill Road. The noise study also
identified background sound levels resulting from adjacent residential uses and existing vineyard activities
during low winds or periods without passing vehicles.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC SOURCES

The 2021 lllingworth & Rodkin study and its 2026 addendum identifies three nearby residences as the
closest noise sensitive uses potentially affected by project specific noise levels anticipated from daily
tasting room activities and during winery events. Other noise sensitive residential uses in the project
vicinity are located at greater distances from the project. Recommended mitigation measures reducing
impacts to acceptable levels on the nearest sensitive uses also reduce such impacts to acceptable levels
on those located at greater distances. Potential nose related impacts and recommended mitigation
measures for reducing those impacts to acceptable levels are summarized below under On-Site Vehicle
Parking, Tasting Room Activities, and Winery Events and Activities.

On-Site Vehicle Parking
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The noise assessment concludes that noise levels associated with vehicle and visitor use of the tasting
room parking lot and overflow area is not expected to exceed the daytime NE-2 noise standards at the
property lines of the closest adjacent residences. According to the Sonoma County winery standards under
Zoning Code Section 26-18-250, the proposed 125-person events staffed by nine employees establishes
the maximum parking demand for the project. With a requirement of one space for every 2.5 guests and an
additional space for each employee, the total event parking demand is 59 spaces. The daily tasting room
demand with two employees and up to 20 visitors per day is 10 spaces.

The project proposes a gravel parking lot providing 30 spaces adjacent to Spring Hill Road at the northerly
end of the site. The parking area includes 28 regular and 2 handicap parking spaces. The proposed
overflow area consists of an unimproved field to the east of the main parking lot. The vacant field is large
enough to support at least 20 additional vehicles during 125-person events. With the main parking area
providing 30 spaces and a maximum parking demand of 59 spaces, the remaining overflow demand for
events is 29 spaces.

The noise assessment identifies the primary sources of parking lot associated noise levels as those
emanating from vehicle circulation, engine starts, and door slams. The noise study bases its analysis on
measurements established from the acoustic center of the parking associated noise sources to the
property lime of the nearest sensitive land use. The noise study identifies three nearby residences as the
closest noise sensitive uses potentially affected by project use of the proposed parking areas. The
respective property line boundaries from the center of the main parking and overflow area of these
residences are approximately 200, 90, and 300 feet. Other noise sensitive residential uses in the project
vicinity are located at greater distances from the project driveway and parking areas.

The 30-space main parking area adjacent to Spring Hill Road is expected to accommodate the 20-person
daily visitor demand for the tasting room operation and roughly half (50.8%) of the total 59-person parking
demand during events. The vacant field to the east of the main parking area is expected to serve
remaining overflow parking during events. Considering the anticipated parking source levels at these
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distances from the nearest (non-applicant owned) residential property lines, the average maximum parking
associated noise levels generated at the respective property lines of Residences 1, 2, and 3 by the project
is 46dBA, 53dBA and 42dBA.

Table 5: Parking Lot Noise Levels

L08 (Noise Level Exceeded 5 to 15 min. in an Hour), dBA

Residence number (see Figure 2)

1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 60 60 60
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 47 51 43
Parking lot Noise at Receiver 46 53 42
Operations Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No No No
NE-2 Adjustment 0 0 0
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 60 60 60
Parking Lot Noise Exceeds NE-2? No No No

Given the expected visitor and employee use, the maximum noise levels produced by engine starts and
door slams would be expected to occur for less than 15 minutes out of an hour and fall in the 5 to 15
minutes per hour or the L0O8 NE-2 daytime category of 60 dBA. Based on the concluded study results in
Table 5 (above), the noise assessment supports that noise levels associated with vehicle and visitor use of
the tasting room parking lot and overflow area will not exceed the daytime NE-2 noise standards at the
property lines of the closest adjacent residences.

Tasting Room Activities

The noise assessment concludes that noise levels associated with wine tasting activities, including a total
of 20 daily visitors on average, would not result in noise levels exceeding the daytime NE-2 noise
standards at the property lines of the closest adjacent residences. The noise study recommends that any
live music performances and/or amplified speech during daily public tastings be limited to indoors with
windows and doors closed, as provided under Mitigation Noise-1.

Winery Events and Activities

The 2021 lllingworth & Rodkin study concludes that amplified speech and/or acoustic or amplified music
conducted outdoors during events exceeds the County NE-2 standards at the property lines of all adjacent
residences. The 2026 addendum further supports this finding. Mitigation Noise-1 provides that live music
performances and/or amplified speech during winery events be limited to indoors with windows and doors
closed. The 2026 lllingworth & Rodkin addendum identifies additional limitations and mitigations
addressing outdoor noise generating sources associated with the hosting of proposed winery events for
the project. The recommended best management practices for reducing potential winery event-related
noise impacts to less than significant levels are listed at the end of this section under Mitigation Noise-1
and Mitigation Noise-2.

The noise study identifies four project areas providing outdoor gathering space for event guests. In
determining the acoustic center of outdoor activities occurring in these four areas, the noise study takes
into consideration the design and orientation of the main building, the orientation of the outdoor patios
relative to the building, and the topographical relationship of the patio areas and tasting room building to
the property lines of the adjacent noise sensitive uses. The study identifies these locations under Figure 2
and property line distances to the adjacent sensitive uses in Table 1.

Table 1: Distances from outdoor event area to Property Lines of Adjacent Residences

Outdoor Event Distance to Acoustic center of outdoor events (feet)

Area Residence 1 Residence 2 Residence 3
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Viewing Pad 320 170 435
Eastern Patio 375 165 400
Southern Patio 450 195 325
Western Patio 490 165 300

Figure 2: Tasting Room Site Plan and Outdoor Event Areas
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Based on the findings shown in Tables 2a through 2d, outdoor events with background music, exclusive of
restricted live performances or amplified speech, proposed outdoor gathering spaces for the project may
support the following number of guests without exceeding with the maximum exterior noise exposure
thresholds established by the Sonoma County General Plan Noise Element:

* Viewing Pad: up to 50 Guests

® Eastern Patio: up to 20 Guests

® Southern Patio: up to 125 guests

® Western Patio:  up to 20 Guests

The noise study analysis concludes the project may support events for up to 125 guests as proposed held
either within the main building or on the southern patio, with use of the three remaining outdoor spaces
limited to supporting general guest circulation or small groups not exceeding the established occupancy
limits. The western outdoor space is primarily expected to support employee access to rear building
entrance with minimal use for guest traffic. Events held within the building or on the southern patio would
include limited access to the viewing platform. The viewing platform is expected to serve as an amenity
during 100-person events supporting no more than 50 guests at any given time. The eastern patio at the
tasting room main entry is a large area which may physically support well over the established 20-person
occupancy limit. Limiting the outdoor use of this space is therefore required to maintain the established
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occupancy while safely supporting guest circulation patterns.

To maintain maximum occupancy limits for the viewing platform and exterior circulation paths surrounding
the building during events, this initial study recommends as additional mitigation measures the installation
of suitable occupancy plaques to promote guest awareness and enforcement of the occupancy limitations.
For the eastern patio, additional planting features or other similar physical design elements are

recommended to safely support guest circulation patterns while avoiding the cumulative provision of open

areas or seating or standing amenities supporting more than 20 guests at any given time.

Outdoor Patio Event Noise Levels - Tables 2a - 2d:

Table 2a. Viewing Platform

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Qutdoor Event Ls; Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Davtime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 59 49
2. Amplified Speech 50 57 47
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 54 44
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 41 31
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 45 35
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 48 38
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 53 43
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1.2 Yes: 1.2.3.7 Yes: 1.2
No: 3.4,5.,6,7 No: 4,5.6 No: 3.4,5,6,7
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10:1.2.3 -10: 1.2.3,7 -10: 1.2
ambient (0 or -5) -5:34.56,7 -5:45.6 -5:3.4,5.,6,7
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1.2 40: 1,2.3.7 40: 1.2
45: 3.4,5.6,7 45: 4,56 45:3.456,7
. . Yes: 1,2.3.7 | Yes: 1,2,3,6,7 Yes: 1.2
QOutdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 4.5 No: 3.4.5.6.7
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Table 2c: Southern Patio

Lo (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Outdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 48 55
2. Amplified Speech 50 46 53
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 43 50
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 30 37
5.50 Guests 1in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 34 41
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 37 44
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 42 49
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1.2 No: all Yes: 1,2,3.7
No: 3,4,5.6,7 No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1.2 5 all -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (0 or -5) -5:34,5,6,7 o -5:456
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2 45: all 40: 1,2,3,7
45: 3,4,5,6.7 Vet 45: 45,6
. Yes: 1,2.3,7 Yes: 1,2 Yes: 1,2,3.7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 3.4.5.6.7 No: 4.5.6

Table 2b: Eastern Patio

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Outdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 54 62 41
2. Amplified Speech 52 60 39
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 49 57 36
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 36 44 23
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 40 48 27
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 43 51 30
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 48 56 35
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1.2,3.7 Yes: 1.2.3.7 No: all
No: 4,5.6 No: 4.5.6 )
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2.3,7 -10: 1,2.3,7 5. 4l
ambient (0 or -5) -5: 45,6 -5:45,6 o
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2.3.7 40: 1,2,3,7 45: all
45: 456 45: 456 o
. . Yes: 1,2,3,7 |Yes: 1,2,3,5,6,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 4 No: all
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Table 2d. Western Patio

Lsn (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Outdoor Event Ls Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -3 -3 =9
Davtime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 33
1. Amplified Music Performances 39 62 56
2. Amplified Speech 37 60 54
3. Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 34 57 51
4.20 Guests i Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 21 44 38
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 25 48 42
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 28 51 43
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 33 56 50
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No: all Yes: 1.23.7 Yes: 1,237
i No: 4.5.6 No: 45,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) 5 all -10: 1,2.3.7 -10: 1,237
ambient (0 or -3) S a -5: 456 -5: 456
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytine Lt 45 all 40: 1.2.3.7 40: 1.2.3.7
o 45: 156 45: 156
- Yes: 1,.2,3.5.6,7| Yes: 1,23.7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-27 No: all No: 4 No: 456

Additional Mitigation Option

Additionally, the 2026 noise study addendum evaluated the potential for increasing the established outdoor
occupancies to support a greater number of outdoor event guests beyond the southern patio. The study
concludes that a greater number of guests may be achieved by installing f a 4-foot-high noise barrier along
the top of the 18-inch-tall frontage landscape berm, including up to 125 guests for all outdoor spaces with
the viewing platform limitation remaining at 50 guests. The conceptual soundwall location and elevation

are shown in Figures 3 and 4.

The noise study addendum indicates the project proposes optional locations for holding events and that
the installation of a soundwall along the site frontage may support a greater number of event guests in
these locations without exceeding the maximum exterior noise exposure thresholds established by the
Sonoma County General Plan Noise Element. However, installation of an additional solid wall along the
top of the proposed landscape berm is not recommended for the reasons listed below:

® The current project does not include plans or details describing the sound wall barrier

® The additional mitigation measure may result in potential visual and/or safety related impacts that
have not been evaluated as part of this initial study.
® The noise study analysis supports outdoor events for up to 125 guests as proposed and does not

require additional mitigation.
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CONSTRUCTION NOISE

The 2021 lllingworth & Rodkin study assesses noise levels associated with anticipated construction
activities for the project. The study identifies construction-related noise levels that may potentially exceed
County thresholds if not properly managed.

Noise impacts resulting from construction depend on the noise generated by various pieces of construction
equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, the distance between construction noise
sources and noise-sensitive receptors, any shielding provided by intervening structures or terrain, and
ambient noise levels. Construction noise impacts primarily result when construction activities occur during
noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), when construction occurs in
areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, or when construction durations last over extended
periods of time. Each construction phase would include a different mix of equipment operating. The highest
noise levels are typically generated when impact tools are used (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams). Site
grading and excavation activities would also generate high noise levels as these phases often require the
simultaneous use of multiple pieces of heavy equipment, such as dozers, excavators, scrapers, and
loaders. Lower noise levels result from construction activities when less heavy equipment is required to
complete the tasks. Pile driving is not anticipated for project construction.

Construction would be conducted within the allowable hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm. Extreme noise
generating construction methods, such as impact pile driving, are not proposed. Given the small project
area, multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment are also not anticipated. The nearest residential
property line is located over 60 feet and the nearest residential structure is over 200 feet from areas of the
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site that would undergo major construction activities. Construction noise levels may exceed 87 dBA Leq at
60 feet and 77 dBA at 200 feet during busy construction periods and would drop off at a rate of about 6
dBA per doubling of distance between the noise source and the receptor. Construction noise levels would
range from 63 to 74 dBA Leq at 100 feet.

The noise study recommends implementation of standard best management practices to limit construction
hours to daytime periods only, reduce construction noise levels emanating from the site, and minimize
disruption and annoyance at adjacent noise sensitive uses. The recommended best management
practices for reducing potential construction-related noise impacts to less than significant levels are listed
below under Mitigation Noise-3.

CUMULATIVE NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The 2021 noise assessment analyzes the cumulative effect if the few other wineries in the project vicinity
held outdoor events on the same day and time as the project winery, a worst-case condition. The study
identifies few other wineries in the project vicinity with the closest being over 3,000 feet from the project
site. The result of this analysis indicated that cumulative noise levels at the identified residential receivers
adjacent to the project site would increase by less than 1 dBA. As a result, the 2021 assessment
concludes the potential cumulative noise levels will be indistinguishable from the project-specific noise
levels.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant with Mitigation

Mitigation:

Mitigation Noise-1: Live music performances and/or amplified speech during winery events or daily
public tastings shall be limited to indoors with windows and doors closed.

Monitoring Noise-1: If noise complaints are received from nearby residents, and they appear to be valid
complaints in Permit Sonoma’s opinion, then Permit Sonoma staff shall determine if the operation is
complying with mitigation measures/NE-2 standards and if not, the owner/operator shall implement
additional Measures needed to meet the NE-2 noise standards

Mitigation Noise-2: Large events exceeding 100 guests shall occur within the main tasting building and
outdoor gatherings of no more than 100 guests shall occur on the southern patio terrace only, subject to
the following limitations:

a. Use of the circular viewing patio shall be limited to no more than 50 guests at any time.

b. All other exterior outdoor areas, including the eastern entry patio and the northern and western
walkway spaces, shall be used primarily for circulation and otherwise limited to supporting gatherings
of no more than 20 guests at any time.

c. For the eastern entry patio, additional planting features or other similar physical design elements shall
be installed to accommodate safe and efficient guest circulation patterns while avoiding the
cumulative provision of gathering areas or seating amenities supporting more than a total of 20
guests at any time.

d. Suitable plaques promoting guest awareness of applicable outdoor occupancy limitations shall be
installed where required and most appropriate.

Monitoring Noise-2: Prior to permit issuance, the applicant shall provide adequate plans and materials
verifying implementation of the items specified under Mitigation Noise-2, to the satisfaction of Permit
Sonoma Planning staff. If noise complaints are received from nearby residents, and they appear to be valid
complaints in Permit Sonoma’s opinion, then Permit Sonoma staff shall determine if the operation is
complying with mitigation measures/NE-2 standards and if not, the owner/operator shall implement
additional Measures needed to meet the NE-2 noise standards.

Mitigation Noise-3: The following standard best management practices shall be included on all
construction plans and implemented during construction:
a. Limit construction to between the hours of 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.
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b. Limit work to non-motorized equipment on Sundays and holidays.

c. Locate construction staging areas as far as practical from nearby sensitive receptors.

d. Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power
generators, as far as practical from nearby sensitive receptors.

e. Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in
good condition and appropriate for the equipment. Air compressors and pneumatic equipment should
be equipped with mufflers, and impact tools should be equipped with shrouds or shields.

f.  Prohibit all unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.

Monitoring Noise-3: If noise complaints are received from nearby residents, and they appear to be valid
complaints in Permit Sonoma’s opinion, then Permit Sonoma staff will verify that conditions are met.

b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?

The 2021 lllingworth & Rodkin study identifies noise levels potentially associated with construction-related
vibration for the project. The 2021 noise study assesses typical construction-related vibration levels and
concludes the project will not result in vibrational impacts because potential vibration levels at the nearest
residential building fall well below the generally accepted threshold used by Caltrans. The study clarifies
there no applicable Federal, state, or local quantitatively defined regulations relating to vibration resulting
from construction activities and that a significant impact may occur if buildings adjacent to the proposed
construction site were exposed to vibration levels exceeding a vibration limit of 0.3 in/sec PPV.

The study provides that Caltrans generally accepts a vibration limit of 0.3 in/sec PPV as one which
minimizes damage at buildings of normal conventional construction. The construction of the project may
generate perceptible vibration at nearby residential land uses when heavy equipment or impact tools (e.g.
jackhammers, hoe rams) are used near the perimeter of the site improvement areas. Vibration-producing
activities would occur when heavy equipment is used to during demolition, site preparation work, grading
and excavation, trenching, and paving. Foundation construction techniques involving impact or vibratory
pile driving, which can cause excessive vibration, are not anticipated as part of the project.

Under Table 10, the 2021 noise study identifies typical vibration levels from construction equipment that
may occur within 200 feet from the nearest residential building. The dropping of heavy equipment (e.g.,
clam shovel drop) and vibratory rollers produce vibration levels 0.009 in/sec PPV at 200 feet.
Jackhammers would generate vibration levels of 0.0001 in/sec PPV and drilling would generate vibration
levels of 0.004 in/sec PPV at this distance. Vibration levels would vary depending on soil conditions,
construction methods, and equipment used.

Table 10: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment PPV at 200 ft. (in/sec)
Clam shovel drop 0.009
Vibratory Roller 0.009

Hoe Ram 0.004

Large bulldozer 0.004
Caisson drilling 0.004
Loaded trucks 0.003
Jackhammer 0.002

Small bulldozer 0.0001
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, Federal Transit
Administration, Office of Planning and Environment, U.S. Department of Transportation,
September 2018, as modified by lllingworth & Rodkin, Inc., June 2021.

Impact Level:
No Impact
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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 project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

The site is not within an airport land use plan as designated by Sonoma County or within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport.

Impact Level:
No Impact

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING:

Would the project:

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

The project would not include construction of a substantial amount of homes, businesses or infrastructure
and therefore would not induce substantial population growth.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

The project does not include the displacement of any existing housing or necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere in the County.

Impact Level:
No Impact

15. PUBLIC SERVICES:

Would the project:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services: fire protection, police, schools, parks, other public
facilities?

The project will not increase residents or employees such that governmental services and/or facilities will
have to be expanded. Development impact fees are required to address workforce housing and potential
impacts to schools and traffic.

Specifically:

1. Fire Protection: The County Fire Marshal requires that the Project comply with Fire Safe
Standards, including fire protection methods such as sprinklers in buildings, alarm systems,
extinguishers, vegetation management, hazardous materials management, and management of
flammable or combustible liquids and gases.
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2. Police: The Sonoma County Sheriff provides police protection services.

3. Schools, parks, or other public facilities: The project will not generate additional students; nor will it
significantly increase demand for parks or other public facilities.

4. Other public facilities: No other public facilities would be adversely impacted by this project.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

16. RECREATION:

Would the project:

a) 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?

The proposed project would not involve activities that would cause or accelerate substantial physical
deterioration of parks or recreational facilities.

Impact Level:
No Impact

b) 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 include a recreational facility and is of a project-type that does not require
the construction or expansion of a recreational facility.

Impact Level:
No Impact

17. TRANSPORTATION

Would the project:

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

Three transportation-related plans have been adopted in Sonoma County: the Sonoma County General
Plan 2020 Circulation Element, the Sonoma County Transportation Authority Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (2009), and the Sonoma County Bikeways Plan. The project will not conflict with any
of these plans.

The Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room Project (W-Trans, November 29, 2021) states that
there are no existing bicycle lanes along the project frontage on Spring Hill Road. However, as contained
in the updated project list 2019 of Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan, Sonoma County
Transportation Authority (SCTA), a Class Il bicycle route is planned on Spring Hill Road to be connected
to the existing Class Il bicycle lanes on Western Avenue on the east and planned Class Il bicycle lanes
along Valley Ford Road-Bodega Avenue on the west. As a Class Il route consists of signing only, the
existing physical facilities provide adequate bicycle access to the site, though the planned future signing
would provide additional notification to drivers of the potential for encountering bicycle traffic.
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The traffic study includes the following conclusions:

The proposed tasting room would be expected to generate 22 daily trips on average, including four
trips each during the weekday evening peak hour and weekend midday peak hours. The proposed
125-person events would all be on Saturdays and would be expected to generate an average of
118 trip ends at the driveway, including 80 trips during the weekend midday peak hour.

The lack of existing dedicated facilities for pedestrians in the project vicinity is consistent with the
rural setting and adequate given that no pedestrian or transit trips are anticipated.

Bicycle facilities are absent in the project vicinity, but the existing facilities provide adequate
access for bicyclists and would be enhanced with the completion of planned bike facilities outlined
in the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan.

The project is anticipated to result in a less-than-significant transportation impact on VMT based
on the OPR Guidelines.

Under Existing conditions, Spring Hill Road is operating acceptably at LOS A and would be
expected to continue doing so upon adding trips associated with proposed events.

Adequate sight distances for the advisory speed are available for trips to and from the proposed
project driveways.

The parking lot should be designed to meet Sonoma County Design criteria to achieve adequate
access and circulation for emergency response vehicles.

A left-turn lane is not warranted at the proposed project driveway based on existing plus event
volumes.

The proposed vehicle parking supply is adequate to meet the anticipated parking demand during
typical operations and winery events.

A referral describing the project was sent to Sonoma Public Infrastructure (formerly Department of
Transportation and Public Works), which requested additional information on sight lines, driveway
placement, queuing distances, and potential traffic impacts to the surrounding neighborhood; SPI provided
draft conditions of approval for the project as follows:

Right of Way Requirements:

1.

The Applicant shall offer right-of-way to the County of Sonoma, free of encumbrances, and of
sufficient width:

a. As necessary to create public right-of-way a total of 25 feet wide on the Applicant’s side of
the road, as measured from the existing pavement centerline, for the full length of the
property’s frontage on Spring Hill Rd. This condition shall be void if the existing right-of-
way meets or exceeds the minimum requirement(s) described above.

b. To contain all public drainage facilities.

The Applicant shall dedicate right-of-way as roadway easement. The Applicant shall have
prepared an easement deed, together with the required descriptions and shall submit them to the
County Surveyor for review and approval. A copy of the recorded deed shall be submitted to the
Land Development Section of Permit Sonoma (PRMD) prior to clearance of these conditions.

Intersections of Roads and Driveways:

3.

The Applicant shall construct driveway entrances such that they conform to Board of Forestry Fire
Safety Regulations §1270 et seq. and County standards and meet the following criteria to allow for
concurrent emergency ingress and egress as well as the smooth and safe movement of
passenger vehicles entering and exiting the public road (Spring Hill Road) that provides access to
the property. This condition shall be void if the existing entrances meet these requirements. A
signed and stamped statement from a Registered Civil Engineer, licensed in the State of
California, will be required to prove the driveways (project’s entries to Spring Hill Road) meet these
requirements.
a. A minimum paved throat width of twenty (20) feet.
b. Entrance curves having a minimum pavement radius of 25 feet; the entrance curves shall
begin on a line that is a minimum of 12 feet distant from, and parallel with, the physical
centerline of Spring Hill Road. A 1:10 pavement taper shall be constructed on both sides
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of the entrance if required per County of Sonoma Department of Transportation and Public
Works Construction Standard Drawing 815. Entrance curve radii may be reduced with the
approval of the Fire Prevention of Permit Sonoma (PRMD).
c. The minimum sight distance for vehicles entering and exiting the driveway shall be in
accordance with current County requirements for the speed traveled on Spring Hill Road.
Any monuments and/or signs that result from this proposal shall be located outside of the
necessary sight distance triangles to achieve the minimum County required sight distance
at each driveway. Refer to County of Sonoma Department of Transportation and Public
Works Construction Standard Drawing 812, latest revision, for rural County road driveway
and private road intersections.
d. The entry shall be surfaced with asphalt concrete a minimum distance of 25 feet from the
existing edge of pavement.
e. The entry shall intersect the public road as close to perpendicular as possible, but in no
case shall the entry intersect the public road at more than 20 degrees from perpendicular.
f. Refer to County of Sonoma Department of Transportation and Public Works Construction
Standard Drawing 815, latest revision, for private road and driveway intersection details.
4. Driveway cross-drains within the County right-of-way shall be upgraded to a minimum 18-inch
culvert under the driveways.
5. The Applicant shall maintain all existing and proposed vegetation fronting the site as well as within
the public right-of-way to preserve the sight distance triangles necessary to achieve the minimum
County required sight distance at any project driveway where it intersects a public roadway.

Traffic Safety Gate Setback:

6. The Applicant shall locate driveway gates a minimum distance of 30 feet from the edge of the
pavement, in accordance with Standard Detail 242.

Traffic Study:

7. Left turns from the project onto Spring Hill Rd shall be prohibited as presented in the Traffic Study.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

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

In the traffic study, the project related vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts were assessed based on
guidance provided by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in the publication
Transportation Impacts (SB 743) CEQA Guidelines Update and Technical Advisory, 2018. The OPR
Technical Advisory identifies several criteria that may be used by jurisdictions to identify certain types of
projects that are unlikely to have a VMT impact and can be “screened” from further VMT analysis. One of
these screening criteria pertains to small projects, which OPR identifies as generating fewer than 110 new
vehicle trips per day.

As described in the Revised Focused Traffic Study (February 26, 2025), the tasting room would be
expected to generate an average of 22 trips per day on a typical weekday. Further, the proposed seven
event days per year with an average of 118 daily trips translates to an average of 25 daily trips for the 52
Saturdays in a year. Altogether, the project would generate an annual average of 22 daily trips which falls
well below the OPR threshold. Therefore, the traffic study states that it is reasonable to conclude that the
project can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

c) Substantially increase hazards due to geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
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There are no substantially hazardous design features. The project has been conditioned on driveway
improvements and required parking attendants during events to direct traffic to the parking areas on the
site.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

The parking lot will be designed to meet Sonoma County design criteria, including the width of the drive
aisle and the radii of the curves at the entry and exit. Subject to current standards emergency access
would be adequate.

Impact Level:
No Impact

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

The traffic study analyzed the project to determine if the parking supply proposed for the site is adequate
to accommodate both the anticipated daily parking demand and the demand during events. The proposed
project would supply 59 parking spaces around the site, including 30 spaces for the tasting room and 29
overflow parking spaces.

To accommodate the daily parking demand during typical tasting room operations, there should be at least
one space provided for every employee on-site as well as about one space per 2.5 tasting room guests.
Two tasting room employees and a maximum of 20 tasting room visitors translate to ten parking spaces,
including two for employees and eight for tasting room visitors. Therefore, the proposed 30 permanent
parking spaces near the tasting room would be adequate to accommodate the parking demand during a
typical operation.

The maximum number of parking spaces needed on-site during a 125-person event, for which there would
be up to nine staff, including the two tasting room employees, would be 59 spaces. This assumes one
vehicle per employee and 2.5 guests per vehicle. The maximum of 59 parking spaces needed during an
event is equal to the total parking supply including the permanent (30 tasting room spaces) and overflow
parking (29 spaces). The proposed 59 parking spaces (30 permanent parking spaces; 29 overflow) would
be adequate to accommodate the anticipated parking demand.

Impact Level:
No Impact

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:

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.

Assembly Bill 52 Project Notifications were sent to the Cloverdale Rancheria of Pomo Indians, Dry Creek
Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, Mishewal Wappo Tribe of
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Alexander Valley, Middletown Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians, Lytton Rancheria of California, Kashia
Pomos Stewarts Point Rancheria, and Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria. These Native American
tribes were invited to consult on the project pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and
21080.3.2 but did not request consultation.

There are no known tribal cultural resources on the site, but the project could uncover such resources
during construction. In order to ensure that no tribal cultural or archaeological resources are unearthed
during ground disturbing activities, a standard condition is required for the project as follows:

The following language shall be printed on building or grading plans for ground disturbing activities:

NOTE ON PLANS: “During construction activities, if archaeological remains are uncovered, work
at the place of discovery should be halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate
the finds pursuant to Government Code Section 15064.5. If archaeological materials such as
pottery, arrowheads or midden are found, all work shall cease and Permit Sonoma staff shall be
notified so that the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an archaeologist
registered with the Society of Professional Archaeologists). Artifacts associated with prehistoric
sites include humanly modified stone, shell, bone or other cultural materials such as charcoal, ash
and burned rock indicative of food procurement or processing activities. Prehistoric domestic
features include hearths, fire pits, or house floor depressions whereas typical mortuary features
are represented by human skeletal remains. Historic artifacts potentially include all by-products of
human land use greater than 50 years of age including trash pits older than fifty years of age. The
developer shall designate a Project Manager with authority to implement the mitigation prior to
issuance of a building/grading permit. When contacted, a member of Permit Sonoma Project
Review staff and the archaeologist shall visit the site to determine the extent of the resources and
to develop proper procedures required for the discovery. No work shall commence until a
protection plan is completed and implemented subject to the review and approval of the
archaeologist and Project Review staff. Mitigation may include avoidance, removal, preservation
and/or recordation in accordance with accepted professional archaeological practice.”

In the event that human remains are unearthed during construction, state law requires that the County
Coroner be contacted in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code to
investigate the nature and circumstances of the discovery. If the remains were determined to be Native
American interment, the Coroner will follow the procedure outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15065.5(e).

A standard condition of approval requires the following language be printed on the grading and building
plans:

NOTES ON PLANS: “If human remains are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate
vicinity of the discovered remains and Permit Sonoma staff, County Coroner and a qualified
archaeologist must be notified immediately so that an evaluation can be performed. If the remains
are deemed to be Native American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission
must be contacted by the Coroner so that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated.”

The above standard conditions of approval will ensure that a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource will not occur.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:

Would the project:
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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?

As stated in Section 10(b) above, all water supply will be from groundwater. There is an existing well
(WELL-1321) on the project site that will be utilized for water supply for the proposed development. The
Hydrogeologic Report for General Plan Policy WR-2E (EBA Engineering, February 22, 2022) was
prepared to determine whether there are adequate existing and future groundwater supplies to
accommodate the proposed development demands and to estimate the effects of drawdown, if any, within
the designated cumulative impact area (CIA). The hydrologic report found based on the proposed water
use and the estimates presented in the report, the report concludes that the proposed project will not have
a significant impact on current and future groundwater availability at the project site, nor within the CIA
under existing or foreseeable future use conditions.

As stated above, tasting room domestic wastewater shall be disposed of in a non-standard type septic
system to the west and southwest of the proposed tasting room, in the area of the pre-perc site inspection
performed under SEV07-0960 and the percolation test performed under SEV07-1062. The septic system
shall be designed in accordance with the current OWTS Manual and be sized to accommodate the
domestic wastewater generated by the proposed use, including domestic wastewater generated by
employees, wine tasters, and special event guests. The applicant is working with the Permit Sonoma Well
& Septic Section per the SEP19-0690 permit application for a new nonstandard at-grade mound septic
system. The “limits of the suitable septic system” plus the locations of the tanks per SEP19-0690 are
indicated on the Site Plan (Figure 5 above).

Permit Sonoma Grading & Storm Water Section submitted conditions of approval for drainage
improvements. The conditions state drainage improvements shall maintain off-site natural drainage
patterns, limit post-development storm water quantities and pollutant discharges in compliance with Permit
and Resource Management Department’s (Permit Sonoma’s) best management practices guide, and shall
abide by all applicable standards and provisions of the Sonoma County Code and all other relevant laws
and regulations. Existing drainage patterns shall be maintained, to the maximum extent practicable, to not
adversely impact adjacent properties or drainage systems. Proposed drainage improvements shall not
adversely impact adjacent properties or drainage systems.

The proposed project does not 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.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

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

As stated above in 10.b above, Hydrogeologic Report for General Plan Policy WR-2E (EBA Engineering,
February 22, 2022) was prepared as required by Permit Sonoma for the project due to the property’s
location in a Class 4 Groundwater Availability Zone to comply with requirements set forth in Policy WR-2e
of the Sonoma County General Plan. The purpose of Policy WR-2e is to determine whether there are
adequate existing and future groundwater supplies to accommodate the proposed development demands
and to estimate the effects of drawdown, if any, within the designated cumulative impact area (CIA).

The hydrogeologic report concludes that based on the proposed water use and the estimates presented in
the report, the proposed project will not have a significant impact on current and future groundwater
availability at the project site, nor within the CIA under existing or foreseeable future use conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project has sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.

Impact Level:
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Less than Significant

c) 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?

The project is not served by a wastewater treatment provider. See 9.a above.

Impact Level:
No Impact

d) 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?

The solid waste disposal needs at the existing winery facility will continue to be met. 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
will result from the proposed project.

Impact Level:
No Impact

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

There is no evidence that the existing adjacent winery facility is not complying with all regulations to solid
waste. The tasting room project associated with the adjacent winery will also comply with applicable solid
waste management and reduction requirements.

Impact Level:
No Impact

20. WILDFIRE

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

According to the Wildland Fire Hazard Areas map in the Public Safety Element of the Sonoma County
General Plan, the project site is not located in a High or Very High wildland fire hazard area. The project
site is located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) Fire Protection Responsibility Area. There is no
separate emergency evacuation plan for the County. Furthermore, the project would not cause an
interference with emergency evacuations.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant.

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

Public Resource Code 4202 provides that the State Fire Marshal classify lands within state responsibility

areas into fire hazard severity zones. Government Code 51178 provides that the State Fire Marshal
identify areas in the state as moderate, high, and very high fire hazard severity zones based on consistent
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statewide criteria and based on the severity of fire hazard that is expected to prevail in those areas.
According to 2024 CalFire mapping, the project site is in a State Responsibility Area and designated
Moderate for fire hazard severity. The project site is not located within a high or very high fire severity
zone. The nearest high fire hazard severity zone is approximately 2 miles from the project site. The
construction of a new structure in accordance with current building standards should decrease the risk to
structures on the project parcel.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant.

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

The project site is not located within a high or very high fire severity zone. The nearest high fire hazard
severity zone is approximately 2 miles from the project site. The construction of a new structure in
accordance with current building standards should decrease the risk to structures on the project parcel.
The County Fire Prevention fire safe requirements require the following:

a. Access roads: minimum emergency access is required to provide safe access for emergency fire
equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently, and to allow unobstructed traffic circulation during a
wildfire or other emergency.

¢ Residential and Commercial Roads 20 feet in width required.
e Driveways must have minimum 12 feet in width required.

b. Premises Identification and Road Naming: Approved road names & signs, address numbers,
building numbers or approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and
visible from the street or road shall be provided.

c. Gates: Where gates or similar barriers are installed across access roads, an approved lock shall be
installed as required by the fire code official.

d. Water Supply: An approved water supply capable of supplying the required fire flow for fire
protection shall be provided to premises.

e Building Features: Fire sprinklers and fire alarm system may be required based on existing
and new use.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant.

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

No structures or uses occupied by people exist down slope of the project site that could potentially be at
significant risk from impacts associated with post-fire slope instability. The project is subject to compliance
with standard conditions of approval that work to address potential drainage changes and minimize run-off
related impacts associated with downslope or downstream flooding or landslides. The standard conditions
include the following.

1. A drainage report for the proposed project shall be prepared by a civil engineer, currently
registered in the State of California, be submitted with the grading and/or building permit
application and be subject to review and approval by the Grading & Storm Water Section of Permit
Sonoma. The drainage report shall include, at a minimum, a project narrative, on- and off-site
hydrology maps, hydrologic calculations, hydraulic calculations, pre- and post-development
analysis for all relevant existing and proposed drainage facilities. The drainage report shall abide
by and contain all applicable items in the Drainage Report Required Contents (DRN-006) handout.
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2. Drainage improvements shall be designed by a civil engineer, currently registered in the State of
California, and in accordance with the Sonoma County Water Agency Flood Management Design
Manual. Drainage improvements shall be shown on the grading/site plans and be submitted to the
Grading & Storm Water Section of the Permit and Resource Management Department (Permit
Sonoma) for review and approval. Drainage improvements shall maintain off-site natural drainage
patterns, limit post-development storm water quantities and pollutant discharges in compliance
with Permit and Resource Management Department’s best management practices guide, and shall
abide by all applicable standards and provisions of the Sonoma County Code and all other
relevant laws and regulations. Existing drainage patterns shall be maintained, to the maximum
extent practicable, to not adversely impact adjacent properties or drainage systems. Proposed
drainage improvements shall not adversely impact adjacent properties or drainage systems.

3. As part of the grading plans, the applicant shall include an erosion prevention/sediment control
plan which clearly shows best management practices to be implemented, limits of disturbed
areas/total work, vegetated areas to be preserved, pertinent details, notes, and specifications to
prevent damages or minimize adverse impacts to the surrounding properties and the environment.
Tracking of soil or construction debris into the public right-of-way shall be prohibited. Runoff
containing concrete waste or by-products shall not be allowed to drain to the storm drain system,
waterway(s), or adjacent lands. The erosion prevention/sediment control plan shall abide by and
contain all applicable items in the Grading Permit Required Application Contents (GRD-004)
handout.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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,
substantially 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?

Per the Biological Assessment Report for the site (Updated 10-28-2021 from the original July 2021 report,
prepared by Daniel Edelstein, Consulting Biologist & certified Wildlife Biologist Asc.), there is an absence
of rare, special-status plant species on the project site which is not surprising, given periodic, ongoing
disturbance at the project site. More specifically, its soil bed is consistently subject annually to trampling
and compaction by domestic animals and machines. The Biological Assessment Report concludes that the
proposed project will not result in significant negative impacts upon the site’s biological resources,
including any special-status plant and animal species.

The Biological Assessment Report also concludes that the Project will not result in negative impacts upon
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. The Site does not occur within or
next to any established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors and, in addition, the Project will not
impede any common or rare, special-status species to utilize wildlife nursery sites. No wetland/riparian
setback violation will occur as a result of the Project upon the drainage/watercourse existing south of the
Site’s southern-most boundary.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

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)?

UPE19-0072; IS/MND Page 56 of 57 Date



Cumulative projects are limited in the area and include existing, proposed, and probable future project
development. No significant effects associated with cumulative development have been identified to which
the project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution. As noted in this initial study, this project
will not result in significant adverse impacts related to traffic congestion or safety. The project will not make
a considerable contribution to any other significant cumulative impacts.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The project would not result in any significant changes to the existing environment. The proposed project
will have a less than significant impact on vehicle miles traveled. Aesthetic and Noise mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the project to reduce effects to surrounding neighbors in terms of exterior
lighting and amplified sound. Based on the discussion and information provided in this initial study, the
project environmental effects will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly.

Impact Level:
Less than Significant
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ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN,INC.
/Il Acoustics « Air Quality BN/

429 E. Cotati Avenue
Cotati, CA 94931

Tel: 707-794-0400 Fax: 707-794-0405
www.illingworthrodkin.com illro@illingworthrodkin.com
July 7, 2021
Kamal Azari

Azari Vineyards
1399 Spring Hill Road

Petaluma CA 94952

VIA E-Mail: kamalazari@gmail.com

SUBJECT: Azari Vineyards Tasting Room at 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma
Sonoma County, California — Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis —

Dear Kamal:

This letter presents the evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the
proposed Azari Vineyards Tasting Room project located in the unincorporated Petaluma area of
Sonoma County at 1321 Spring Hill Road.

Project Description

The Use Permit proposal for the development of the Tasting Room at 1321 Spring Hill Road
west of the City of Petaluma (see Figure 1) describes the project as follows:

1.

w

A new 2,809 square foot tasting room building with an approximate 2,409 square-foot tasting
area and a 400 square-foot food preparation area. Restrooms are proposed in a separate 302
square-foot building. Hours of operation for the tasting room would be Thursday-Sunday
between 11am to 5pm,

Approximately 4,973 square feet of patio/walkways are proposed around the perimeter of the
proposed tasting room building with an approximate 2,000 square-foot patio/terrace for
viewing west of the proposed tasting room,

Two new driveways to allow access to the proposed parking lot from Spring Hill Road,

The new tasting room would hold 10 Special Events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2
Industry Wide Events) per year with 200 guests per Event. Special Events will utilize music
and amplified sound and will be held between the hours of 11am-5pm, and

A new parking lot adjacent to the tasting room building with 28 regular parking spaces and 2
handicap parking spaces. An overflow parking area with 53 regular parking spaces will be
located to the east.

As part of the project, there would be no change to wine production.
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Air Quality and GHG Issues
Figure 1: Project site and Surroundings
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Setting and Regulatory |
Background

The project is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s (BAAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality
Guidelines to assess air quality and GHG emissions from land use projects. This analysis was
conducted following guidance provided by BAAQMD.?

Global temperatures are affected by naturally occurring and anthropogenic-generated (generated
by humankind) atmospheric gases, such as water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous
oxide. Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called GHGs. Solar radiation enters the earth’s
atmosphere from space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed at the surface. The earth emits
this radiation back toward space as infrared radiation. GHGs, which are mostly transparent to
incoming solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation and redirecting some of
this back to the earth’s surface. As a result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped
back into space is now retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This is known as the
greenhouse effect.

L W-Trans, “Draft Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room Project”, July 6, 2021.
2 BAAQMD. 2017. Air Quality CEQA Guidelines. May.
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The greenhouse effect helps maintain a habitable climate. Emissions of GHGs from human
activities, such as electricity production, motor vehicle use and agriculture, are elevating the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, and are reported to have led to a trend of unnatural
warming of the earth’s natural climate, known as global warming or global climate change. The
term “global climate change” is often used interchangeably with the term “global warming,” but
“global climate change” is preferred because it implies that there are other consequences to the
global climate in addition to rising temperatures. Other than water vapor, the primary GHGs
contributing to global climate change include the following gases:

e COq, primarily a byproduct of fuel combustion;

e Nitrous oxide (N20), a byproduct of fuel combustion; also associated with agricultural
operations such as the fertilization of crops;

e Methane (CHs), commonly created by off-gassing from agricultural practices (e.g.
livestock), wastewater treatment and landfill operations;

e Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) were used as refrigerants, propellants and cleaning solvents,
but their production has been mostly prohibited by international treaty;

e Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are now widely used as a substitute for chlorofluorocarbons
in refrigeration and cooling; and

e Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs) emissions are commonly created
by industries such as aluminum production and semiconductor manufacturing.

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), a term developed
to compare the propensity of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another GHG.
GWP is based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared
radiation and the length of time of gas remains in the atmosphere. The GWP of each GHG is
measured relative to CO». Accordingly, GHG emissions are typically measured and reported in
terms of equivalent CO. (COze). For instance, SFs is 22,800 times more intense in terms of
global climate change contribution than COa.

The State of California is addressing the issue of GHG through legislation, policy guidance, and
outreach programs. CO is the primary GHG emitted from land use and industrial projects. In
2006 California enacted AB 32 — the Global Warming Solutions Act, which requires that
statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2008, the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan in response to AB 32. This
plan describes the strategies that the State will implement to reduce future emissions by 28% to
meet the 1990 target goal in 2020. BAAQMD’s analysis of future land use development in the
Bay Area and applicable AB 32 GHG reduction strategies lead to the development of emission-
based significance thresholds for the projects in the Bay Area, which are also used in Sonoma
County.
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Climate Action 2020 and Beyond — Sonoma County Regional Climate Action Plan

Climate Action 2020 and Beyond is a regional climate action plan (CAP) established by Sonoma
County to reduce GHG emissions.® The CAP was published in July 2016. According to the
County CAP, the county emitted approximately 3,944,000 MT CO2e in the year 2010. This
countywide inventory identified that 53 percent of the emissions were due to on-road
transportation, 34 percent came from building energy, 7 percent came from fertilizer and
livestock, 4 percent came from solid waste, 2 percent came from off-road transportation and
equipment, and less than one percent was due to wastewater treatment and water conveyance.
Transportation and building energy are the biggest GHG emissions sources in Sonoma County.

The CAP includes measures to reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2020,
which is the primary goal. The CAP’s long-term goals include to reduce GHG emissions by 40
percent in 2030 and by 80 percent in 2050. The CAP includes goals and GHG reduction
measures for six different GHG sources. Additionally, the CAP includes per capita targets to
assess whether the long-term goals are being met. The 2020 County Target is 5.8 MT COze per
capita, while the 2040 and 2050 targets are 2.6 and 1.3 MT COge per capita, respectively. The
CAP also includes a consistency checklist listed as Appendix A Climate Action 2020 Community
Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist Template as a tool for local agencies to evaluate
consistency with the CAP.# However, this CAP is not a valid CAP, and therefore not used for
CEQA purposes.®

BAAQMD CEQA Thresholds

The BAAQMD Air Quality CEQA Guidelines include a bright-line emissions threshold of 1,100
metric tons (MT) of COze or an emission efficiency metric of 4.6 MT of CO2e per year per
service population (future residences and full-time workers) if the bright-line threshold is
exceeded. Projects that have emissions below 1,100 MT of CO2e per year, or 4.6 MT of CO.e
per year per capita, are considered to have less-than-significant GHG emissions. For this analysis,
only the metric ton threshold of 1,100 MT of COe per year would apply.

BAAQMD recommends thresholds for emissions of air pollutants or their precursors also. These
include emissions of ozone precursor pollutants that are reactive organic gases (ROG) and
nitrogen oxides. Particulate matter emissions are a concern also and there are thresholds for
respirable particulate matter, which are particulates with an aerodynamic diameter of 10
micrometers or less (PMz1o) and fine particulate matter that has a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or
less (PM25). Construction and operational daily emission thresholds are 54 pounds per average
day for ROG, NOx and PM2s and 82 pounds per day for PMio. There is an annual threshold for
operation of 10 tons per year for ROG, NOx and PM2; and 15 tons for PMyo.

3 Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection Authority, 2016. Climate Action 2020 and Beyond. July. Web:
https://rcpa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/CA2020 Plan_7-7-16 web.pdf

4 Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection Authority, 2016. Climate Action 2020 and Beyond Appendices. July.
Web: https://rcpa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/CA2020 Appendices 7-7-16_web.pdf

°> Sonoma County, 2018. Resolution Number 18-0166. May.




https://rcpa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/CA2020_Plan_7-7-16_web.pdf

https://rcpa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/CA2020_Appendices_7-7-16_web.pdf
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Construction Emissions

The California Emissions Estimator Model, Version 2020.4.0 (CalEEMod) was used to estimate
construction emissions in the form of COze. CalEEMod is a computer model developed by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District with cooperation of other California Air Districts
to estimate air pollutant and GHG emissions from land use development projects. The model is
recommended by BAAQMD for use in estimating emissions from land use development
projects. An approximate 12-month construction schedule was assumed in the modeling based
on the CalEEMod default for a project of this size and type. The project proposed land uses were
entered as follows:

e 2.81 thousand square feet of “Quality Restaurant” to represent the tasing room,
0.16 acres of “City Park” to represent the patio, walkways, and outdoor use areas,
30-space “Parking Lot” to represent paved parking area,

0.20-acre “Other Asphalt Surfaces” to represent paved driveways, and

0.48-acre “Non-Asphalt Surfaces” to represent overflow parking area.

Default acreages assigned by CalEEMod were used. Since specific construction information was
unknown, the default inputs assigned by CalEEMod were used. This likely provides an
overestimate of the activity since intense construction will not be required for many of the land
uses.

Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions

Under this scenario, construction of the project would emit 226 metric tons of COe. Neither the
County of Sonoma nor the BAAQMD have quantified thresholds for construction activities.
However, the emissions would be below the lowest threshold adopted by BAAQMD and could
be considered less-than-significant. BAAQMD recommends quantifying emissions and
disclosing that GHG emissions would occur during construction. BAAQMD also encourages the
incorporation of best management practices to reduce GHG emissions during construction where
feasible and applicable. Emissions of air pollutants or their precursors would be well below
BAAQMD-recommended thresholds. Table 1 shows the construction period emission estimates.

Table 1. Construction Emissions
Scenario ROG NOx PMaio PM2s GHG
Total Project Construction Emissions 0.21tons | 1l.44tons | 0.07tons | 0.06 tons 2.26
metric tons

Average Daily Emissions
based on 226 workdays computed by 2 Ibs. 13 Ibs. <1 Ibs. <1 Ibs.
CalEEMod

BAAQMD Thresholds | g/ s | 541ps | 821bs* | 541bs*

(avg. Lbs./day)
Significant? No No No No No

*Exhaust portion of emission only.
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Project Operational Emissions

CalEEMod was used to estimate full build-out operational GHG emissions, shown in Table 2.
Unless otherwise noted below, the model defaults for the Sonoma County (San Francisco
portion) were used along with rural trip characteristics. The year 2022 was used for modeling, as
this assumed to be the first full year after construction that the project could be operational.
Annual emissions occurring after 2022 would be lower as vehicle and electricity production
emission rates are anticipated to continually decrease. CalEEMod estimates emissions for
mobile, areas sources, electricity consumption, natural gas combustion, electricity usage
associated with water usage and wastewater discharge, and solid waste land filling and transport.
Table 2 summarizes operational air pollutant and Table 3 summarizes the GHG emissions due to
operation of the project. Additional inputs to CalEEMod for the operational modeling are
described below.

Traffic

The CalEEMod model uses mobile emission factors from the California Air Resources Board’s
EMFAC2017 model. Forecasted project trip generation rates provided by W-Trans were applied
to separate model runs. The weekday, Saturday and Sunday trip rates were assumed to be the
same. The default trip lengths and traffic mix for Sonoma County in CalEEMod for rural settings
were also used. Mobile emissions from planned special events were calculated in a separate
model run and were based on a scenario involving ten 200-person events annually. W-Trans
predicts 22 daily trips and 110 trips for each special event. Mobile emissions for the special
events were based on prorating the annual trips. Annually, the project would generate 8,030 trips
(22 trips times 365 days) and the special events would generate 1,100 trips (110 trips times 10
events). On an annual basis, event trips would represent 14 percent of the typical mobile
emissions. The CalEEMod predicted annual mobile emissions were increased by 14 percent to
account for ten special events per year.

Energy, Natural Gas, Water Usage, and Solid Waste Production

CalEEMod defaults for energy use were used, which include the 2019 Title 24 Building
Standards. Indirect emissions from electricity were computed in CalEEMod. The model has a
default rate of 203.98 pounds of CO. per megawatt of electricity produced, which is based on
PG&E’s 2019 emissions rate. The project is anticipate to use 294,640 gallons of water per year
for domestic uses and 238,336 gallons for irrigation. The wastewater from domestic use would
be treated would be disposed of in a non-standard type septic system. Default model assumptions
for emissions associated with solid waste generation use were applied to the project.

As shown in Table 3, the proposed project would have direct and indirect emissions that are
below the GHG operational threshold (1,100 metric tons of COze per year) recommended by
BAAQMD for new project. Therefore, the project’s GHG emissions would not significantly
contribute to a cumulative impact on global climate change.
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Table 2. Annual Operational Air Pollutant Emissions
Scenario ROG NOx PMzo PMas
Annual Project Operational emissions 0.03 tons 0.04 tons 0.01 tons 0.01 tons
BAAQMD Thresholds (tons per year) 10 tons 10 tons 15 tons 10 tons
Daily Project Operational emissions | 0.2 Ibs/day 0.2 Ibs/day 0.1lbs/day <0.1 Ibs/day
BAAQMD Thresholds (Ibs/day) 54 Ibs/day 54 Ibs/day 82 Ibs/day 54 Ibs/day
Exceed Threshold? No No No No

Table 3. Annual Operational GHG Emissions in Metric Tons of COze
Source Methodology Project Emissions
Area Based on CalEEMod default <1.0
Energy Based on CalEEmod default, based on PG&E 401
Consumption electricity CO2e intensity factor '
Mobile Includes daily traffic generation (22 trips) 10.0
Mobile 1Q Annual Special Events (200 people/110 14
trips per event)
Solid Waste Based on CalEEMod default 13
Water Based on CalEEMod default 2.0
Project Total 55 metric tons

This concludes the assessment of the GHG impacts from the proposed Azari Vineyards Tasting
Room project. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact I&R at (707)
794-0400. We appreciate the opportunity to assist you.

Sincerely,

James A. Reyff

Principal Consultant

Ilingworth & Rodkin, Inc.
Attachment 1: CalEEMod Outputs

I&R Project: 21-068





Attachment 1. CalEEMod Outputs





CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 1 of 1
Date: 7/1/2021 10:30 AM

1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events
Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Igopulation
Quality ﬁestaurant 2.81 1000sqft 0.06 2,810.00 0
City Park 0.16 Acre 0.16 6,969.60 0
Parking Lot 30.00 Space 0.27 12,000.00 0
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.20 Acre 0.20 8,712.00 0
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.48 Acre 0.48 20,908.80 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 75
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Tasting Rm = 2.81 ksf, 6973 sf patio walkways = 0.16acre park, 83 parking spaces (30 spaces + driveways paved and 53 spaces unpaved)

Construction Phase - no demolition

Vehicle Trips - Average rate based on 22 trips per day 22/2.81ksf = 7.83 trip/ksf

Water And Wastewater - Domestic assigned to tasting room and irrigation assigned to patio and walkways. Treated by septic

Table Name I

Column Name

Default Value New Value I

tbl IgrojectCharacteristics

UrbanizationLevel

___
Urban Rural I
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tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.96 0.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 90.04 7.83
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 2.19 0.00
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 71.97 7.83
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 0.78 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 83.84 7.83
tbIWater AerobicPercent 87.46 0.00
tbIWater AerobicPercent 87.46 0.00
tbIWater AerobicPercent 87.46 0.00
tbIWater AerobicPercent 87.46 0.00
tbIWater AerobicPercent 87.46 0.00
tblWater AnaDigestCombDigestGasPercent 100.00 0.00
tbIWater AnaDigestCombDigestGasPercent 100.00 0.00
tblWater AnaDigestCombDigestGasPercent 100.00 0.00
tbIWater AnaDigestCombDigestGasPercent 100.00 0.00
tblWater AnaDigestCombDigestGasPercent 100.00 0.00
tbIWater AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent 2.21 0.00
tblWater AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent 2.21 0.00
tbIWater AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent 2.21 0.00
tblWater AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent 2.21 0.00
tbIWater AnaerobicandFacultativeLagoonsPercent 2.21 0.00
tbiIWater IndoorWaterUseRate 852,929.73 294,640.00
tbIWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 190,637.02 238,336.00
tbIWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 54,442.32 0.00
tblWater SepticTankPercent 10.33 100.00
tblWater SepticTankPercent 10.33 100.00
tblWater SepticTankPercent 10.33 100.00
tblWater SepticTankPercent 10.33 100.00
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tblWater SepticTankPercent 10.33 100.00 I

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX co S02 Fugiive | Exhaust | PMTO Total | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 Total] Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | ChHa N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
E— N
2021 0.0651 0.4990 0.4550  {8.4000e-004; 0.0275 0.0241 0.0516 0.0118 0.0232 0.0349 0.0000 70.9729 | 70.9729 0.0120 8.9000e-004] 71.5398
2022 0.1494 0.9379 0.9878 11.8300e-003] 0.0158 0.0432 0.0590 14.2900e-003] 0.0416 0.0459 0.0000 1532686 | 153.2686 | 0.0244 11.9200e-003] 154.4499
e —— —— I — —
Maximum 0.1494 0.9379 0.9878 |1.8300e-003]| 0.0275 0.0432 0.0590 0.0118 0.0416 0.0459 0.0000 153.2686 | 153.2686 | 0.0244 |[1.9200e-003| 154.4499
Mitigated Construction
_ __ __ __ __ _ ___ __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
E— —
2021 0.0651 0.4990 0.4550  §8.4000e-004; 0.0275 0.0241 0.0516 0.0118 0.0232 0.0349 0.0000 70.9729 | 70.9729 0.0120 {8.9000e-004] 71.5397
2022 0.1494 0.9379 0.9878 :1.8300e-003; 0.0158 0.0432 0.0590 {4.2900e-003; 0.0416 0.0459 0.0000 1532684 | 153.2684 ; 0.0244 1.9200e-003] 154.4497
e — E——————r—y— I — -
Maximum 0.1494 0.9379 0.9878 | 1.8300e-003| 0.0275 0.0432 0.0590 0.0118 0.0416 0.0459 0.0000 153.2684 | 153.2684 | 0.0244 |[1.9200e-003| 154.4497
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

__ __ e I — -
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalj Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I
- e I I
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 0.3788 0.3788
2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 0.4903 0.4903
3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 0.4844 0.4844
4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 0.2961 0.2961
Highest 0.4903 0.4903
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
__ __ e~ _ __ e ————— -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
—
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0161 0.0000 {3.1000e-004; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 {6.0000e-004; 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004
Energy 3.1400e- 0.0286 0.0240 1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003§ 2.1700e-003 2.1700e-003} 2.1700e-003 0.0000 39.8332 39.8332 {2.0100e-003{7.4000e-004; 40.1044
003
Mobile 0.0102 0.0111 0.0713 1.1000e-004{9.6200e-003i1.3000e-004: 9.7400e-003 i 2.5800e-003{ 1.2000e-004} 2.7000e-003 0.0000 9.7600 9.7600 1.0400e-003{6.7000e-004i 9.9851
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5217 0.0000 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2247 0.2247 0.0670 {2.3000e-004; 1.9675
Total 0.0295 0.0396 0.0955  ]2.8000e-004]9.62006-003|2.30000-003]  0.0119  |2.5800e-003]2.2000e-003] 4.8700e-003 0.5217 49.8185 50.3402 0.1008 [1.6400e-003| 53.3501
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Mitigated Operational

__ __ e~ _ __ e ————— -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
—
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0161 0.0000 3.1000e-004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.0000e-004; 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004
Energy 3.1400e- 0.0286 0.0240 1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003; 2.1700e-003 2.1700e-003} 2.1700e-003 0.0000 39.8332 39.8332 12.0100e-003;7.4000e-004; 40.1044
003
Mobile 0.0102 0.0111 0.0713 1.1000e-004{9.6200e-003: 1.3000e-004: 9.7400e-003 {2.5800e-003{1.2000e-004} 2.7000e-003 0.0000 9.7600 9.7600 {1.0400e-003{6.7000e-004¢ 9.9851
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5217 0.0000 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2247 0.2247 0.0670 2.3000e-004{ 1.9675
?otal 0.0295 0.0396 0.0955 2.8000e-0049.6200e-003(2.3000e-003 0.0119 2.5800e-003|2.2900e-003 4.500e-003 0.5217 49.8185 50.3402 0.1008 1.6400e-003| 53.3501
__ __ e __ __ — -
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |[PM2.5 Totall Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Percent Reductionl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
— . A ————— —
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days § Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 0 — 0 . = . G
1 {Site Preparation ite Preparation 9/29/2021 5
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1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

2 Grading Grading 10/1/2021 10/6/2021 5 4
3 Building Construction Building Construction 10/7/2021 7/13/2022 5 200
4 Paving Paving 7/14/2022 7/27/2022 5 10
I5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 7/28/2022 8/10/2022 5 10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1.88

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0.95

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 4,215; Non-Residential Outdoor: 1,405; Striped Parking Area: 2,497 (Architectural

OffRoad Equipment

I Phase Name m ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

IArchitectural Coating Air (-30mpressors 1 6.00 78 0.48]
IPaving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 O.56|
Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 231 0.29|
Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 O.20|
IBuiIding Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.741
IGrading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
ISite Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
IPaving Pavers 1 6.00 130 0.42
IPaving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 132 0.36|
Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 O.38|
IGrading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40|
ISite Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40]
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37]
IGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37]
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37]
ISite Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37]
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

IBuiIding Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle JVendor Vehicle Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Class Vehicle Class
. —— ——
Architectural Coating 1 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IBuilding Construction 7 22.00 8.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
JPaving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
I ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 J
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 6.2-7009-003 0.0000 6.2-7009-003 3.0000e-003{ 0.0000 3.0000e-003 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.5600e- 0.0174 7.5600e-003{2.0000e-005 7.7000e-004{ 7.7000e-004 7.0000e-004i 7.0000e-004 0.0000 1.5118 1.5118 14.9000e-004 0.0000 1.5241
— — I
Total 1.5600e- 0.0174 7.5600e-0032.0000e-005(6.2700e-0037.7000e-004| 7.0400e-003 | 3.0000e-003(7.0000e-004| 3.7000e-003 0.0000 1.5118 1.5118 |4.9000e-004| 0.0000 1.5241

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

I R . ——— T B —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 3.0000e- §3.0000e-005{2.6000e-004! 0.0000 i6.0000e-005{ 0.0000 |6.0000e-005}{2.0000e-005{ 0.0000 2.0000e-005; 0.0000 0.0541 0.0541 0.0000 0.0000 0.0547
005
Total 3.0000e- |3.0000e-005[2.6000e-004] 0.0000 [6.0000e-005] 0.0000 [6.0000e-005[2.0000e-005] 0.0000 [2.0000e-005f§ 0.0000 0.0541 0.0541 0.0000 0.0000 0.0547
005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 6.27006-003]  0.0000 16.27006-:003 3.00006.003] 0.0000 T3.00008-003]  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.5600e- 0.0174  {7.5600e-003;2.0000e-005 7.7000e-004 7.7000e-004 7.0000e-004; 7.0000e-004 ;  0.0000 1.5118 1.5118 14.9000e-004; 0.0000 1.5241
003
— — I
Total 1.5600e- 0.0174 |7.5600e-003[2.0000e-005|6.2700e-003|7.7000e-004| 7.0400e-003 | 3.0000e-003|7.0000e-004| 3.7000e-003] 0.0000 1.5118 1.5118 [4.9000e-004| 0.0000 1.5241
003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

I R . ——— T B —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e- §3.0000e-005{2.6000e-004! 0.0000 i6.0000e-005{ 0.0000 |6.0000e-005}{2.0000e-005{ 0.0000 2.0000e-005; 0.0000 0.0541 0.0541 0.0000 0.0000 0.0547
005

Total 3.0000e- |3.0000e-005[2.6000e-004] 0.0000 [6.0000e-005] 0.0000 [6.0000e-005[2.0000e-005] 0.0000 [2.0000e-005f§ 0.0000 0.0541 0.0541 0.0000 0.0000 0.0547
005
3.3 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0142 0.0000 0.0142  16.8500e-003; 0.0000 6.8500e-003; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6500e- 0.0404 0.0195 {4.0000e-005 1.8300e-003; 1.8300e-003 1.6800e-003; 1.6800e-003§{ 0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 $1.1700e-003; 0.0000 3.6501
003

Total 3.6500e- 0.0404 0.0195  ]4.0000-005] 0.0142 ]1.8300e-003] 0.0160  ]6.5500e-003]1.6800e-003] 8.5300¢-003§  0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 |1.17006-003]  0.0000 3.6501
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

I R . ——— T B —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e- 6.0000e-005{6.6000e-004! 0.0000 {1.6000e-004{ 0.0000 |1.6000e-004{4.0000e-005{ 0.0000 {4.0000e-005] 0.0000 0.1352 0.1352  11.0000e-005{ 0.0000 0.1368
005

Total 8.0000e- |6.0000e-005]6.6000e-004] 0.0000 [1.6000e-004] 0.0000 |1.6000e-004[4.0000e-005] 0.0000 [4.0000e-005f§ 0.0000 0.1352 0.1352  ]1.00006-005]  0.0000 0.1368
005

Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0142 0.0000 0.0142  16.8500e-003; 0.0000 6.8500e-003; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6500e- 0.0404 0.0195 {4.0000e-005 1.8300e-003; 1.8300e-003 1.6800e-003; 1.6800e-003§{ 0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 $1.1700e-003; 0.0000 3.6501
003

Total 3.6500e- 0.0404 0.0195  ]4.0000-005] 0.0142 ]1.8300e-003] 0.0160  ]6.5500e-003]1.6800e-003] 8.5300¢-003§  0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 |1.17006-003]  0.0000 3.6501
003

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

p—
PM10 Total

. ——
Exhaust

p—
PM2.5 Total

—
NBio- CO2

—
Total CO2

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust Fugitive Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 8.0000e- 6.0000e-005{6.6000e-004! 0.0000 {1.6000e-004{ 0.0000 |1.6000e-004{4.0000e-005{ 0.0000 {4.0000e-005] 0.0000 0.1352 0.1352  11.0000e-005{ 0.0000 0.1368
005
Total 8.0000e- |6.0000e-005]6.6000e-004] 0.0000 [1.6000e-004] 0.0000 |1.6000e-004[4.0000e-005] 0.0000 [4.0000e-005f§ 0.0000 0.1352 0.1352  ]1.00006-005]  0.0000 0.1368
005
3.4 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
J— o N I
Off-Road 0.0562 0.4227 0.3999 {6.8000e-004 0.0212 0.0212 0.0205 0.0205 0.0000 56.2798 56.2798 0.0101 0.0000 56.5310
- — —— ——
Total 0.0562 0.4227 0.3999 |6.8000e-004 0.0212 0.0212 0.0205 0.0205 0.0000 56.2798 56.2798 0.0101 0.0000 56.5310

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

p—
PM2.5 Total

—
NBio- CO2

—
Total CO2

e . ——
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust Bio- CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 7.9000e- 0.0162  {4.5200e-003;5.0000e-005 ;1.4600e-003}2.6000e-004; 1.7100e-003 | 4.2000e-004;2.4000e-004; 6.7000e-004 0.0000 4.7609 4.7609 11.0000e-004i7.2000e-004; 4.9785
004
Worker 2.8100e- {2.1400e-003; 0.0226 5.0000e-005:5.3500e-003}{4.0000e-005; 5.3900e-003 } 1.4200e-003;3.0000e-005; 1.4600e-003 0.0000 4.6104 4.6104 11.9000e-004{1.7000e-004; 4.6647
003
— - e —
Total 3.6000e- 0.0184 0.0271 1.0000e-004 |6.8100e-003|3.0000e-004| 7.1000e-003 | 1.8400e-003|2.7000e-004| 2.1300e-003 0.0000 9.3713 9.3713 |2.9000e-004|8.9000e-004| 9.6432
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e ——— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
J— o — I
Off-Road 0.0562 0.4227 0.3999 16.8000e-004 0.0212 0.0212 0.0205 0.0205 0.0000 56.2797 56.2797 0.0101 0.0000 56.5309
- — —— e
Total 0.0562 0.4227 0.3999 [6.8000e-004 0.0212 0.0212 0.0205 0.0205 0.0000 56.2797 56.2797 0.0101 0.0000 56.5309
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
e . —— R —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
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Category tons/yr M?/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 7.9000e- 0.0162  14.5200e-003{5.0000e-005:1.4600e-003!2.6000e-004! 1.7100e-003 {4.2000e-004:2.4000e-004: 6.7000e-004 0.0000 4.7609 4.7609 11.0000e-004i7.2000e-004! 4.9785
004
Worker 2.8100e- 12.1400e-003 0.0226 {5.0000e-0055.3500e-003{4.0000e-005} 5.3900e-003 { 1.4200e-003{3.0000e-005} 1.4600e-003 0.0000 4.6104 46104 11.9000e-004i1.7000e-004i 4.6647
003
Total 3.6000e- 0.0184 0.0271 1.0000e-004|6.8100e-003|3.0000e-004| 7.1000e-003 | 1.8400e-003|2.7000e-004| 2.1300e-003 0.0000 9.3713 9.3713  [2.9000e-004(8.9000e-004]| 9.6432
003
3.4 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
e . ——— T B —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[ e e
Off-Road 0.1138 0.8627 0.8781 1.5200e-003 0.0406 0.0406 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 125.2881 125.2881 0.0218 0.0000 125.8336
Y~~~
Total 0.1138 0.8627 0.8781 1.5200e-003 0.0406 0.0406 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 125.2881 125.2881 0.0218 0.0000 125.8336
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 1.1100e- 0.0299 {8.3300e-0031.1000e-004 ; 3.2400e-0033.0000e-004; 3.5400e-003 | 9.4000e-004;2.8000e-004; 1.2200e-003 0.0000 10.3066 10.3066 §2.0000e-004;1.5600e-003; 10.7770
003
Worker 5.8000e- {4.1800e-003; 0.0457 {1.1000e-004: 0.0119 {8.0000e-005; 0.0120 {3.1700e-003;7.0000e-005; 3.2400e-003 0.0000 9.9550 9.9550 3.8000e-004:3.4000e-004; 10.0655
003
Total 6.9100e- 0.0340 0.0540 [2.2000e-004| 0.0152 |[3.8000e-004] 0.0155 |4.1100e-003|3.5000e-004| 4.4600e-003 0.0000 20.2616 20.2616 |[5.8000e-004|1.9000e-003| 20.8425
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
L B —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[ e e e e
Off-Road 0.1138 0.8627 0.8781 1.5200e-003 0.0406 0.0406 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 125.2879 | 125.2879 0.0218 0.0000 125.8335
Y~~~ B
Total 0.1138 0.8627 0.8781 1.5200e-003 0.0406 0.0406 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 125.2879 | 125.2879 0.0218 0.0000 125.8335
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 1.1100e- 0.0299  {8.3300e-003}1.1000e-004 ; 3.2400e-003}3.0000e-004 3.5400e-003 9.4000e-004;2.8000e-004; 1.2200e-003 0.0000 10.3066 10.3066 §2.0000e-004;1.5600e-003; 10.7770
003

Worker 5.8000e- {4.1800e-003; 0.0457 1.1000e-004; 0.0119 {8.0000e-005; 0.0120 {3.1700e-003;7.0000e-005; 3.2400e-003 0.0000 9.9550 9.9550 3.8000e-004;3.4000e-004; 10.0655
003

Total 6.9100e- 0.0340 0.0540 [2.2000e-004| 0.0152 [3.8000e-004] 0.0155 |4.1100e-003 3.5-000e-004 4.4600e-003 0.0000 20.2616 20.2616 |5.8000e-004|1.9000e-003| 20.8425
003

3.5 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co S02 Fugiive | Exhaust | PMTO Total | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 Total] Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | ChHa N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[ I

Off-Road 344006 1 0.0339 0.0440  17.00008-005 T.74006-003 1.74006-003 T.60006-003] 1.60006-003 1  0.0000 5.6848 | 5.0048 11.87000.003 0.0000 T 509315
003

Paving 6.20006- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 0.0000 1 0.0000
004

Total 4.0600e- | 0.0339 0.0440 |7.0000e-005 1.74006-003] 1.74002-003 1.60006-003] 1.60002-003]  0.0000 5.8848 | 5.8848 |1.87002.003] 0.0000 | 59315
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

_ __ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 2.5000e- ;1.8000e-004;1.9600e-003; 0.0000 :5.1000e-004; 0.0000 ;5.1000e-004 ;1.4000e-004; 0.0000 ; 1.4000e-004;: 0.0000 0.4263 0.4263 $2.0000e-005;1.0000e-005; 0.4310
004
Total 2.5000e- |[1.8000e-004|1.9600e-003| 0.0000 [5.1000e-004] 0.0000 |5.1000e-004 [1.4000e-004| 0.0000 | 1.4000e-004f] 0.0000 0.4263 0.4263 |2.0000e-005(1.0000e-005| 0.4310
004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
J— e
Off-Road 3.4400e- 0.0339 0.0440 ;7.0000e-005 1.7400e-003; 1.7400e-003 1.6000e-003; 1.6000e-003;  0.0000 5.8848 5.8848 :1.8700e-003; 0.0000 5.9314
003
Paving 6.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
004
Total 4.0600e- 0.0339 0.0440 [7.0000e-005 1.7400e-003| 1.7400e-003 1.6000e-003| 1.6000e-003] 0.0000 5.8848 5.8848  |1.87006-003]  0.0000 5.9314
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 2.5000e- ;1.8000e-004: 1.9600e-003 0.0000 5.1000e-004; 0.0000 5.1000e-004 {1.4000e-004; 0.0000 1.4000e-004 0.0000 0.4263 0.4263 :2.0000e-005;1.0000e-005; 0.4310
004
Total 2.5000e- |1.8000e-004|1.9600e-003 0.0000 5.1000e-004| 0.0000 5.1000e-004 | 1.4000e-004| 0.0000 1.4000e-004 0.0000 0.4263 0.4263 [2.0000e-005|1.0000e-005| 0.4310
004
3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.0233 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.0200e- :7.0400e-003:9.0700e-003} 1.0000e-005 4.1000e-004: 4.1000e-004 4.1000e-004: 4.1000e-004 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 $8.0000e-005¢ 0.0000 1.2787
003
- A e~
Total 0.0244 |7.0400e-003|9.0700e-003(1.0000e-005 4.1000e-004| 4.1000e-004 4.1000e-004| 4.1000e-004 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 |8.0000e-005( 0.0000 1.2787
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e- ;6.0000e-005;6.0000e-004; 0.0000 ;1.6000e-004; 0.0000 ;1.6000e-004;4.0000e-005; 0.0000 ;4.0000e-005; 0.0000 0.1312 0.1312  1.0000e-005; 0.0000 0.1326
005

Total 8.0000e- |6.0000e-005]6.0000e-004] 0.0000 [1.6000e-004] 0.0000 |1.6000e-004[4.0000e-005] 0.0000 [4.0000e-005f§ 0.0000 0.1312 0.1312 [1.0000e-005| 0.0000 0.1326
005

Mitigated Construction On-Site
__ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Avrchit. Coating 0.0233 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0200e- }7.0400e-003:9.0700e-003 1.0000e-005 4.1000e-0041 4.1000e-004 4.1000e-004: 4.1000e-004 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 18.0000e-005; 0.0000 1.2787
003

- A e~
Total 0.0244 |7.0400e-003|9.0700e-003 | 1.0000e-005 4.1000e-004| 4.1000e-004 4.1000e-004| 4.1000e-004] 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 [8.0000e-005] 0.0000 1.2787
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
_ __ - __ __ e —— - -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000






CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 1 of 1

Date: 7/1/2021 10:30 AM

1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 8.0000e- {6.0000e-005;6.0000e-004 0.0000 1.6000e-004; 0.0000 1.6000e-004 {4.0000e-005; 0.0000 4.0000e-005 0.0000 0.1312 0.1312 {1.0000e-005; 0.0000 0.1326
005
Total 8.0000e- |6.0000e-005]6.0000e-004 0.0000 1.6000e-004| 0.0000 1.6000e-004 |4.0000e-005( 0.0000 4.0000e-005 0.0000 0.1312 0.1312 [1.0000e-005] 0.0000 0.1326
005
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
I R . ——— T __
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0102 0.0111 0.0713 1.1000e-004{ 9.6200e- i1.3000e-004}9.7400e-003 {2.5800e-003i1.2000e-004 2.7000e-003 0.0000 9.7600 9.7600 11.0400e-003:6.7000e-004; 9.9851
003
Unmitigated 0.0102 0.0111 0.0713 1.1000e-004{ 9.6200e- i1.3000e-004i 9.7400e-003 {2.5800e-003i1.2000e-004 2.7000e-003 0.0000 9.7600 9.7600 i1.0400e-003:i6.7000e-004i 9.9851
003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
-
City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Quality Restaurant 22.00 22.00 22.00 26,126 26,126
—
Total 22.00 22.00 22.00 26,126 26,126
4.3 Trip Type Information
_ - I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
B S —— T T — . .
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW [ H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 14.70 6.60 6.60 33.00 48.00 19.00 66 28 6
Other Asphalt Surfaces 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Parking Lot 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0
Quality Restaurant 14.70 6.60 6.60 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44
4.4 Fleet Mix
e T —— T T T S T S T T — T S — ——— -
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Igark 0.518054 0.061069 0.177567 0.134026 0.039945 0.009365 0.014425 0.006389 0.001 127 0.000304 0.031388 0.001549 0.004
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.518054 0.061069 0.177567;  0.134026 0.039945]  0.009365{  0.014425 0.006389]  0.001127{  0.000304]  0.031388] 0.001549}  0.004'
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.518054 0.061069 0.177567 0.134026 0.039945 0.009365 0.014425 0.006389 0.001127 0.000304 0.031388 0.001549 0.004'
Parking Lot 0.518054 0.061069]  0.177567]  0.134026 0.039945!  0.009365!  0.014425 0.006389]  0.001127]  0.000304]  0.031388!  0.001549]  0.004'
Quality Restaurant 0.518054 0.061069 0.177567 0.134026 0.039945 0.009365 0.014425 0.006389 0.001127 0.000304 0.031388 0.001549 0.004'
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
I R T —— T S R S T v
rRoe NOXx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive | Exhaust |PM25 Total] Bio-CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
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Category tons/yr M?/yr

[ e ——————T— —

Electricity Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.7525 8.7525 11.4200e-0031.7000e-004; 8.8391
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.7525 8.7525 11.4200e-003i1.7000e-004: 8.8391
Unmitigated
NaturalGas 3.1400e- 0.0286 0.0240 1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003i 2.1700e-003 2.1700e-003i 2.1700e-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806 i6.0000e-004i5.7000e-004i 31.2653
Mitigated 003
NaturalGas 3.1400e- 0.0286 0.0240 1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003} 2.1700e-003 2.1700e-003} 2.1700e-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806 i6.0000e-004i5.7000e-004; 31.2653
Unmitigated 003

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

[ L __
NaturaiGas ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
o -
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Quality Restaurant | 582429 i 3.1400e-003  0.0286 0.0240  1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003 {2.1700e-003 2.1700e- | 2.1700e-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806 |6.0000e-004; 5.7000e- 31.2653
003 004
P— - — — —
Total 3.1400e-003  0.0286 0.0240  1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003 |2.1700e-003 2.1700e- | 2.1700e-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806 |6.0000e-004| 5.7000e- 31.2653
003 004

Mitigated
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[ e T T——— __
NaturaiGas ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
o -
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Quality Restaurant ;| 582429 | 3.1400e-003  0.0286 0.0240  1.7000e-004 2.1700e-003 {2.1700e-003 2.1700e- § 2.1700e-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806 6.0000e-004; 5.7000e- 31.2653
003 004
Total 3.1400e-003  0.0286 0.0240  1.70006-004 2.17002-003 | 2.1700e-003 2.1700e- | 2.17002-003 0.0000 31.0806 31.0806  |6.0000¢-004] 5.7000e- 31.2653
003 004
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
R
Electricity | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
-
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 4200 0.3886  6.0000e-005 1.0000e-005  0.3924
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Quality Restaurant | 90397.7 8.3639 1.3500e-003 1.6000e-004  8.4466
?otal 8.7525  1.4100e-003 1.7000e-004  8.8391
Mitigated
__ -
Electricity | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
—
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 4200 0.3886  6.0000e-005 1.0000e-005  0.3924
Quality Restaurant | 90397.7 8.3639 1.3500e-003 1.6000e-004  8.4466
?otal 8.7525  1.4100e-003 1.7000e-004  8.8391

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area





CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0 Page 1 of 1

Date: 7/1/2021 10:30 AM

1321 Spring Hill Rd Winery Tasting Room/Events - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Annual
EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

__ L __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
I
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0161 0.0000 i3.1000e-004i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i6.0000e-004{ 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004
Unmitigated 0.0161 0.0000 i3.1000e-004i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i6.0000e-004{ 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
__ __ __ e~ _ __ e ————— -
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr M?/yr
Architectural 2.3300e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating 003
Consumer Products {  0.0137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Landscaping 3.0000e- 0.0000 {3.1000e-004; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 {6.0000e-004; 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
005 004 004
Total 0.0161 0.0000 |3.1000e-004| 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 |6.0000e-004| 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004

Mitigated
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__ L __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Total | Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr M'-I'/yr
Avrchitectural 2.3300e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating 003
Consumer Products | 0.0137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Landscaping 3.0000e- 0.0000 13.1000e-004i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 {6.0000e-004! 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
005 004 004
Total 0.0161 0.0000 |3.1000e-004| 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 |6.0000e-004| 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 6.4000e-
004 004
7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 | CHA NZ2O CO%e
Category MT/yr
 Mitgated 0.2247 0.0670  2.30006-004] 10675 |
Unmitigated 0.2247 0.0670 12.30006-004]  1.9675

7.2 Water by Land Use
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Unmitigated

Indoor/OUt | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 COze
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
I I e —
City Park 0/ 0.0772 1.0000e-005;  0.0000 0.0779
0.238336
Other Asphalt 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Quality Restaurant 0.29464 / 0 0.1475 0.0669 2.3000e-004; 1.8895
__ I o I
Total 0.2247 0.0670 2.3000e-004| 1.9675
Mitigated
Indoor/OUt | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 COze
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
| I e —
City Park 0/ 0.0772 1.0000e-005;  0.0000 0.0779
0.238336
Other Asphalt 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Quality Restaurant 0.29464 / 0 0.1475 0.0669 2.3000e-004; 1.8895

. - e
Total 0.2247 0.0670 2.3000e-004| 1.9675

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Cateqgory/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr
Mitigated 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925
Unmitigated 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
-
Land Use tons MT/yr
City Park 0.01 {i 2.0300e- i 1.2000e-004 0.0000 5.0300e-
003 003
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Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Quality Restaurant 2.56 0.5197 0.0307 0.0000 1.2874
Total 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
-
Land Use tons MT/yr
City Park 0.01 2.0300e- :1.2000e-004 0.0000 5.0300e-
003 003
Other Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Quality Restaurant 2.56 0.5197 0.0307 0.0000 1.2874
Total 0.5217 0.0308 0.0000 1.2925

9.0 Operational Offroad
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—
Equipment Type I Number Hours/-Day I Bays/Year I Horse Power Load Factor I Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
I Equipment Type I Number Hours/-Day Hours/Year Horse Igower I Load Eactor Fuel Type I

Boilers

I Equipment Type I Number

_—
Heat Input/Day

Heat Input/Year

e ——
Boiler Rating

| Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Consulting Biologist 12 Kingfisher Court DanielEdelstein@att.net
Novato, CA 94949 415-246-5404 (iPhone) WarblerWatch.com

DANIEL EDELSTEIN, CONSULTING BIOLOGIST

December 12, 2023

Adam Sharron

Project Planner, Planning Division
County of Sonoma, 2100 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA

Hello Adam:

(Note this letter was cc’d to Blake Hillegas, William Billeter, and Kamal Azari noted on
the email sent at 3:42 PM today that contained this letter as an attachment)

Regarding the solution we agreed upon during our 2 PM telephone meeting today on
December 12, 2023:

After learning new architectural/building design (i.e., non-biological resource elements)
about the project design since | submitted the original October 28, 2021 Biological
Assessment Report (Report) for 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952 (APN #:
020-050-026) (Site), I believe the owner (Kamal Azari) (Owner) should be allowed to trim
or remove the Blue Gum Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) at his Site.

The two following reasons are the foundation for my amended conclusion:

1. The stand of Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees pose a potential hazard to people (visiting the
Site) and/or the addition of structures that will occur close to where the trees grow.
This non-biological-related design element was not evident to me when | conducted
my Site survey and developed the submitted Report.

2. The County of Sonoma’s regulatory measures do not list the Blue Gum Eucalyptus as a
rare, protected tree species and, in addition, do not designate it as a Heritage Tree
requiring protection.

The only remaining qualification relating to these trees is that trimming or removal of one
or more of them is approved by me if a) a wildlife survey is first conducted to protect the
potential nearby presence of American Badger (Taxidea taxus), a protected mammal that
his highlighted in the Report, and whose occupied burrows could potentially be negatively
impacted by equipment and passersby if and when the trees are trimmed or removed.





In addition, if the trees are trimmed or removed from February 1 through August 31,
annual, then a nesting bird survey should be conducted by an Avian Biologist such as
myself or another qualified Avian Biologist to ensure two state of California regularly
measures (3500 series codes) are satisfied and, in addition, the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act is satisfied.

Note this letter is intended as an “add-on” appendix to the aforementioned Report.

In summary, | believe the Owner’s project should be allowed to move forward without
delay, based on the updated information I share above.

Regards,
Dawniel Edelstein

Daniel Edelstein
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Biological Assessment Report#

(# = Updated 10/28/21 from the original July, 2021 submittal in response to 8/30/21 email
comment from Senior Environmental Specialist Deborah Waller)
For:

Mr. Kamal Azari

Project Site:

1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952
(APN #: 020-050-026)

Mailing address:

1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952

Updated October 28, 2021

Prepared by:
Daniel Edelstein,
Consulting Biologist
&
Certified Wildlife Biologist Asc.

DanielEdelstein@att.net
WarblerWatch.com






Introduction:

Regarding a proposal by Kamal Azari (Owner) to add a public wine tasting room and associated
infrastructure (Project) at 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952 (APN #: 020-050-026) (Site)
(See Appendix A-D), the following Biological Assessment (BA) addresses biological resources and
watercourse/wetland elements to address elements noted in the County of Sonoma’s Permit &
Resource Management Department (PRMD) “Guidelines For Preparing Special-Status Plant Studies”
and “Guidelines For Preparing Biological Resource Studies Or Assessments” handouts (Guidelines).

Important September 8, 2021 update: Responding to an August 30, 2021 email letterfrom a PRMD
Senior Environmental Specialist Deborah Waller, I note this updated Biologist Assessment Report
(BA) provides the following clarifications to each of Ms. Waller’s August 30, 2021 email comments,
such as noting answers to her email, immediately below, and throughout this docuement:

1. The Site assessed in this BA is limited to the aforementioned APN # above, #020-050-026. It is
currently a vacant, upland, ruderal, non-native grassland that also hosts four large Blue Gum
Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) trees. Note: This BA does NOT address the adjoining parcel (APN
# 020-050-009) that hosts the Owner’s residence.

2. See below for more details related to the Site’s description and habitat (Section 2, below),
including Appendix C, Photo 2, 3, and 5 that show the trees, including an overhead photo of the four
Blue Gum Eucalyptus. The diameter at breast height (DBH) of these four trees is also noted in
Section 2, below.

3. Protocol level botanical surveys (Surveys) were conducted on May 19, 2021, June 5, 2021, and
September 6, 2021. In so doing, adhered to methods corresponding to California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW)*! and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)? botanical survey protocol
guidelines. The latter September 8, 2021 survey was conducted expressly to detect the potential
presence of late-blooming rare, special-status botanical species, including Congested-headed
Hayfield Tarplant (Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta). More details about my Surveys’ results
appear below, which did not yield the presence of any rare, special-status animal and floristic species
— including my Surveys’ results that did not yield the presence of Congested-headed Hayfield
Tarplant (Appendix A, Figure 8 shows the closest, past CNDDB observation of Congested-headed
Hayfield Tarplant 2.9 miles from the Site.)

3. The description of the Site below applies, with the following additional details: a) No vernal pools
or standing water were present during the Surveys upon the Site’s dry, upland, ruderal, non-native
grassland habitat. Beyond the aforementioned Survey dates, | also have never seen vernal pools or
standing water on the Site based on my other multiple year-round visits to the Owner’s parcel for
other reasons, including biological and wetland assessments of his property based on a different
Biological Assessment | developed for him in 2017. Hence, | believe no jurisdictional wetland
habitat or waters of California habitat exists on the Site, plus no nexus or connectivity exists from the
Site to the off site watercourse occurs. More details appear below in relation to this dynamic.

1 CNDDB query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle
on September 5, 2021.
2 https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/Results






3

As for the presence or potential for occurrence of special-status at the Site, see an updated table in
Appendix C, below. It continues to feature a column that was present in the initial July, 2021 BA
submittal that states the “Rationale for Species Potential,” thereby ensuring this BA and the Surveys
assessed the four Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy rare, special-status botanical species —
Sebastopol Meadowfoam (Limnanthes vinculans), Burke’s Goldfields (Lasthenia burkei), Sonoma
Sunshine (Blennosperma bakeri) and Many Flowered Navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala ssp.
plientha)— in addition to the potential for occurrence of other rare, special-status botanical species
that could be present at an upland parcel such as the Site beyond the late winter/spring (i.e.,
February-April) blooming period, including, the May-June spectrum when the most recent Surveys
occurred.

All of the Appendix C table botanical special-status species were assessed based on the results of a
query at the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the CNPS web site for the
Petaluma 7.5 minute United States Geological Service (USGS) quadrangle.

In so doing, the “Rational for Potential Occurrence” concludes that none of the botanical species in
the table were observed during the Surveys and, likewise, none are judged to have potential for
occurrence on the Site.

Given my assessment concluded that “no potential for occurrence” exists for these four Santa Rosa
Plain Conservation Strategy botanical species, | do not believe February-April rare plant surveys
would be necessary at the Site. These species along with 16 other rare, special-status species
corresponding to the

The absence of rare, special-status plant species on the Site is not surprising, given periodic, ongoing
disturbance at the Site. More specific, its soil bed is consistently subject annually to trampling and
compaction by domestic animals and machines. For this reason, the species noted during the Surveys
were all typical of non-native grassland habitat dominated by invasive, ruderal species, including
English Plaintain (Plantago lanceolata), Field Mustard (Brassica rapa), and non-native grass species
(Bromus spp.).

In turn, from my 30 years of conducting botanical surveys in similar ruderal habitat conditions
(including dozens of botanical surveys in Sonoma County since 2006), | have never encountered the
rare, special-status botanical species noted on the below table in Appendix C. For example, a late-
season blooming tarweed species — Congested-headed Hayfield Tarplant — is the only rare, listed
tarweed species that appears on the aforementioned queries | conducted via the online CNPS rare
plenty inventory. More details about its absence at the Site for all of the Surveys are noted below.

Given the above information, | do not believe the Project would result in negative impacts upon rare,
special-status botanical species present within the Appendix C table, below.

As for vertebrate species, please note the following updates that address your August 30, 2021 email:

As a 10(a)1(A) federal US Fish and Wildlife Service permit holder (Permit #1017430) for several
species, including the California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii), my initial two surveys yielded no
presence at the Site for this special-status species. | concluded its potential for occurrence at the Site
to be none because:

a) the Site does not provide suitable sheltering, foraging, dispersal or breeding habitat conditions for
this federally-threatened species.
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b) the presence of water flow or pooled water from winter through late spring/summer usually too
shallow or is absent by spring/summer within the drainage/watercourse that begins approximately
190 feet southeast of the Site (See Appendix A, Figure 4 and Appendix B, Photo 4.).

During the Surveys, waterflow in the drainage/watercourse was absent, with only the upper, northern
portion of it immediately adjacent to Spring Hill Road moist and hosting one to two-inches of water.
Then, approximately 100 feet south of Spring Hill Road, the watercourse was merely moist and
devoid of flow. For this reason, dispersal of any CRLF onto the Site in 2021 is unlikely to occur and,
in addition, | believe no CRLF would also likely disperse onto the Site annually, even during above
normal rain seasons.

c) the documented observations of CRLF within a mile of the Site were within ponds or pooled water
conditions that provide suitable conditions for its presence that are absent at the Site and nearby it.

As for figures relating to CRLF in relation to the nearby watercourse and, also, the mapping of trees
on the Site, please see Appendix A, Figure 4 and Figure 6, below. Figure 6 shows the ephemeral
drainage/watercourse is approximately 190 feet south of the Site. The caption underneath it describes
the information you suggested in your August 30, 2021 email letter that | should share.

Likewise, no American Badgers (Taxidea taxus) were observed nor were any burrows seen on the
Site during the Surveys to indicate their presence. Consequently, | do not believe any potential
negative impacts will result from the Project upon these two species. More details related to
avoidance and minimization measure advisories related to the potential presence of this protected
mammal species as well as bird species appears below in the Conclusions and Recommendations
section.

As background, my experience as an Environmental Consulting Biologist since 2001 in California
includes conducting more than 20 BA’s for Sonoma County projects similar to the current Project
assessed in this BA.

In so doing, via Planner Georgia MacDaniel’s advisory to me in a June 4, 2021 email letter, this BA
focuses on assessing the following bullet points related to the Project.

Below, I provide a brief conclusion answer, with explanatory details present in the report beyond this
initial “Introduction” section. Above, on page two and three, updated information appears as
responses to the August 30, 2021 email query from Ms. Deborah Waller.)

a. Will the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Answer: No.
b. Will the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?






Answer: No.

c. Will the Project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Answer: No.

d. Will the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Answer: No.

e. Will the Project have conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Answer: No.

f. Will the Project have Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Answer: No, none exist for the Site or nearby it.

My conclusions outlined below are based on three surveys (Surveys) at the Site — May 19, June 5,
and September 6, 2021 — and online research, combined with printed resources related to the Site’s
biological resources to potentially host rare, special-status plant and wildlife species, in addition to
potentially hosting jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the state*.

{* = This BA assesses in section #5, Watercourses/Wetlands on the Site and Assessment of the
Project in Relation to Sonoma County (PRMD) Setback Requirements, a February 8, 2021 US Army
Corps of Engineers’ letter (USACOE Letter) from Sahrye Cohen (the USACOE’s North Branch
Chief in its Regulatory Division).}

1. Proposed Development Action And Project Description (Project)

The Owner’s goal to receive a Use Permit from PRMD in relation to the Project is based on his
proposed construction action to:

e Add anew 2,809 square-foot tasting room building to the Site, a 16.6 vacant, ruderal upland
parcel that is adjacent to the Owner’s current residence that exists among 17-acres at 1399
Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952. The building will contain an approximately 2,409
square-foot tasting area andan approximately 400 square-foot food preparation area. The food
preparation area is proposed to be utilized to warm prepared food catered for the proposed
special events. The proposed building has a maximum height of 34 feet. Restrooms are
proposed in a separate 302 square foot building located approximately 8 feet from the
proposed tasting room building.
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e Add an approximate total of 4,973 square feet of patio/walkways are proposed around the
perimeter of the proposed tasting room building and an approximately 2,000 square foot
patio/terrace for viewing is proposed to the west of the proposed tasting room.

The tasting room is proposed to accommodate 2 employees and 20 wine tasters a day. Its
proposed hours of operation will be Thursday - Sunday, 11am-5pm
for the tasting room and 11 am - 5 pm for special events.

e Host annually 10 special events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2 Industry Wide Events),
with 200 guests per special event and 3 employees, including 2 tasting room employees. The
tasting room will participate in industrywide events. Portable toilets will be utilized for the
special events and the events will utilize outdoor areas adjacent to the proposed tasting room,
with possible visits to the vineyards. Special events will utilize music and amplified sound.

e Add a new parking lot adjacent to the new tasting room building. It will contain 28 regular
parking spaces and 2 physically-challenged parking spaces. An overflow parking area is
proposed to the east for 53 regular parking spaces. Total combined proposed parking spaces
are 83.

Other details related to the Project’s proposed design:

e Tasting room domestic wastewater shall be disposed of in a non-standard type septic system
to the west and southwest of the proposed tasting room in the area of the pre-perc site
inspection performed under SEV07-0960 and the percolation test performed under SEV07-
1062. The septic system shall be designed in accordance with the current OWTS Manual and
be sized to accommodate the domestic wastewater generated by the proposed use, including
domestic wastewater generated by employees, wine tasters, and special event guests.

e Two new driveways are proposed to allow access to the proposed parking lot from Spring
Hill Road. Driveways will conform to Sonoma County Transportation and PublicWorks
standards and applicable Use Permit conditions. (See Appendix A, Figures)

2. Biological Setting And Vegetation On The Site

Located approximately 2.75 miles west-southwest of central Petaluma, Sonoma County, the
biological resources of the Site occur amid upland, ruderal, highly disturbed habitat dominated by
two different vegetational habitats#:

a) ruderal, frequently disturbed, upland, non-native grassland in addition to b) sporadic Blue Gum
Eucalyptus woodland consisting of four planted, non-native, even-aged 110-foot-tall Blue Gum
Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) trees that grow on the extreme north side of the Site adjacent to
Spring Hill Road (see Appendix A and Appendix C, Photo 2, 3, and 5). Note Photo 5 at Appendix C

3 Sawyer, John O., Todd Keeler-Wolf, and Julie M. Evans. 2009. A Manual of California Vegetation. Second edition.
California Native Plant Society Press, Sacramento, CA. Online version available at: http://vegetation.cnps.org/

4 Holland, Robert F. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California, California
Dept. of Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA.
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shows a photo of the even-aged, 110-foot-tall trees that from east to west are the following diameter
at breast heights (DBH): 113, 112, 102, and 92 inches.

The Site is subject to periodic human disturbance via passersby and usage of equipment (e.g., ATV
vehicles). The Site’s non-native annual grassland should be considered as common and it is not listed
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as a special-status habitat®.

Based on the Surveys, the Site is devoid of native botanical species. Diversity of plant species was
low during the Surveys, with non-native plant species dominating the Site. See below for more
details related to the results of the Surveys.

The Site slopes at approximately 10% from the northwest to the southeast. The soil profile consists
of Steinbeck Loam (SnC) and Los Osos Clay Loam (LoD) per the USDA NRCS Custom Soil
Resource Report®. Note this soil profile is not considered to support wetland vegetation species.

Surrounding usage outside the boundaries of the Site include the Owner’s residence toward the west
and west-southwest. The Owner’s parcel of 17 acres features non-native and native plant species,
along with vineyards that occur south-southwest and southwest of the Site. No vineyards are present
on the Site assessed for this BA (i.e., the proposed for the wine tasting building).

As for the Biological Resources Evaluation Area (i.e., an area that includes all lands within one mile
of the parcel’s boundaries), the nearby area within which the Site exists is primarily dominated by
similar-sized parcels that are, likewise, devoted to agricultural/vineyard/orchard activities along with
dairy/chicken farming operations. No small or large parks, natural areas, or reserves exist within one
mile of the Site in all directions.

More specific, toward the north across from the Site, residences exist amid large, upland, parcels that
also feature landscaped and natural vegetation.

East and southeast of the Site, another residence occurs on similar parcel consisting of upland, non-
native grassland along with cultivated plantings.

More details about the aforementioned watercourse that occurs east and southeast of the Site appear
below.

Immediately west and southwest of the Site, the Owner cultivates a couple of vineyard parcels within
the 1399 Spring Hill Road parcel where he resides. The entrance gate here (see Appendix B, Photos)
grants easement and access to the Site intended for the Project at 1321 Spring Hill Road.

See the Results of the Surveys section below for a discussion related to the plant species on the Site,
in addition to Appendix C for a list of plant species detected during the Surveys detected on the Site
and within 100 feet of it.

5 california Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangle on May 21 and September 4, 2021.
® See: https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx






3. Methodology For Surveys And Field Survey Protocol

The Surveys were conducted with three aims:

1) to determine if any special-status plant and wildlife species occur on the Site, including
whether special-status, listed wildlife species occur within in a buffer zone within 100 feet of
it. See below for the results and discussion related to the Surveys. Appendix D features a list
of plant and wildlife species seen during the Surveys.

2) to assess whether the proposed Project would potentially result in negative impacts upon any
special-status plant and wildlife species; and

3) to determine if the Project could potentially result in negative impacts upon the nearby
aforementioned drainage/watercourse approximately 190 feet south of the Site.

Discussion of these three aims occurs below in the next section.

The “target” special-status species for my Surveys were identified by noting observations nearby the
Site of special-status, listed plant and wildlife species in the aforementioned CNDDB for the
Petaluma 7.5 minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) and by conducting a query of the
California Native Plant Society’s list of rare, special-status species for Sonoma County and the
Petaluma 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle’.

Plant species were identified on the Site by conducting meandering walking surveys throughout the
Site, but no plant species were collected during the Survey. Plant species represented on the Site and
present in the results were primarily limited to non-native grass species. No searches and
identification were conducted for algae, fungi, mosses, lichens, ferns, lycophyta and sphenophyta
because they are absent on the Site.

In addition to the databases noted above, target special-status rare species upon which the Surveys
focused were based on the Site’s vegetation habitat characteristics. That is to say, special-status plant
species typically are rare to absent upon developed, frequently-disturbed, non-native grassland
parcels such as the Site because rare plant species typically require specific habitat conditions. These
conditions are not present on the Site, and vary from one parcel to another, with key variables
centered on a site’s hydrology, climate, soil properties, nutrient composition, aspect, exposure, and
plant competition for growing space.

As for wildlife species, all animals were identified by sight, if present, and by evidence for their
presence such as tracks, nests, scat, whitewash, and feathers. Bird species were judged to be present
based observation of them, in addition to identification them through hearing their songs and calls.
Animals were identified in the field by sight, sign, or call. Binoculars were employed while
meandering walking occurred throughout the parcel as well as its perimeter areas within 250 feet of
the Site’s boundaries.

The sporadic, few shrubs and three previously-noted Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees grow on the Site
they were monitored for the potential presence of nesting common and special-status bird species.
Special monitoring attention was included in the Surveys for the potential presence of the rare,

! https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data and https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/Results




https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data
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special-status species noted in Appendix C, Potential For Occurrence of Rare, Special-Status Species
On The Site.

Beyond birds, the Surveys centered on assessing other signs of common and special-status animal
species, including the ground-burrowing American Badger, Taxidea taxus that sometimes occupy
non-native grassland/pasture habitat similar to the Site’s composition.

In addition, based on the CNDDB, the Surveys focused on detecting the presence of Pallid Bat
(Antrozous pallidus), Western Mastiff Bat (Eumops merotis), Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni),
and Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexxipus) on the Site or within 250 feet of it®.

A list of the plant and wildlife species observed on the Site during the Survey appears in Appendix D,
below. For wildlife species, the observations include those detected within 250 feet of the Site.

4. Results Of The Surveys

Only common plant and wildlife species were seen during the Surveys. No rare, special-status plant
and wildlife species were detected. My findings in relation to the drainage/watercourse south of the
Site are noted below in a section titled Watercourses/Wetlands on the Site.

Dominant common plant species observed on the Site during the Surveys are described above in
section two, with the Non-native Grassland habitat dominated by non-native Bromus genus, Festuca
genus, and Wild Oats (Avena barbata) grasses. The Surveys yielded the following dominant
forb/wildlflower species: English Plaintain (Plantago laceolata) and Wild Radish (Raphanus
sativus).

Consequently, 1 believe the Project will not result in negative impacts upon common or special-status
species plant and wildlife species will occur on the Site or nearby it, including species present on the
Special Animals list® a CNDDB query'® and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)!! databases that
were queried for the Site.

Appendix D features of list of plant species identified during the Surveys on the Site and on its
borders within 50 feet of it.

As for wildlife species observed during the Survey, the Site offers less than ideal foraging, shelter,
and perching habitat for bird species. As a result, few bird species utilize it. Observations of bird
species on the Site were limited to House Finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), Eurasian-collared Dove
(Streptopelia decaocto), Western Bluebird (Sialia mexicana), as well as flyover appearances from
American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), and
Brewer’s Blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus).

8 1bid.

% See: https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109406&inline

10 cNDDB query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle

on May 21 and September 4, 2021

1 http://cnps.site.aplus.net/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi/Search?search=%20b%22Sonoma%20%28SON%29%22 and
https://www.calflora.org/app/taxon?crn=4068
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Based on my aforementioned query of the CNNDB for the Site, special-status wildlife species in the
region that are the most likely candidates to appear at the Site or nearby it include Pallid Bat, Western
Mastiff Bat, Swainson’s Hawk American Badger, and Monarch Butterfly. A list of the potential
presence of special-status plant and wildlife species Petaluma quadrangle (within which the Site
exists) and Sonoma County appears in Appendix C.

No evidence or occurrence of special-status wildlife species was present during the Surveys.
Potential impacts upon the five aforementioned special-status species are discussed in the next
section, below.

No other common or special-status amphibian, reptile, or mammal species were observed on the Site
or nearby it during the Surveys.

5. Watercourses/Wetlands on the Site and Assessment of the Project in Relation to Sonoma
County (PRMD) Setback Requirements

No watercourses occur on the Site, based on the Surveys and my pre-survey research conducted
online.

As mentioned above, a drainage/watercourse exists southeast of the Site, beginning approximately
190 feet from the Site’s southeastern property line (See Appendix A, Figure 4 and Appendix B,
Photo 4).

Given the 190-foot distance of the Site from this drainage/watercourse, | do not believe any setback
violations will occur to initiate concerns expressed in the February 8 USACOE Letter noted above
and attached here as Appendix E.

In a typical, normal-rainfall annual season, no water from the Site would be expected to flow as
runoff into the drainage/watercourse.

Similarly, the steep slope downward from the Site toward the drainage/watercourse would not likely
result in an overflow or major rise of during a typical, normal rain season. Consequently, I do not
believe the drainage/watercourse would ever likely cause negative impacts upon the Site’s biological
resources.

In addition, the soil composition in the profile in this area provides acceptable drainage percolation
for any rising water levels that could potentially occur during the rainy season and/or high rain
episodes. This soil profile composition — Steinbeck Loam (SnC) and Los Osos Clay Loam (LoD),
as mentioned above in section 2 — consists of two different soil types, neither of which is
classified as a “wetland”/hydric soil by the USGS?*?.

As for regulatory measures pertaining to the previously described drainage/watercourse, the
Project’s southern boundary is at least 190 feet from this ephemeral to intermittent watercourse.
Consequently, no wetland/riparian setback violation will occur as a result of the Project, per the
PRMD DRN-005 Waterway Setback Requirements section devoted to waterways*2.

12 See: https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
13 See: https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Instructions-and-Forms/DRN-005-Waterway-Setback-Requirements/
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Given the information in this section (above), it provides an explanation for why | answered “no”
to the #b and #c assessment questions in the “Introduction,” above.

6. Potential Negative Impacts Upon Plant And Animal Species
Due To The Proposed Action

Based on the non-native annual grassland vegetation community present on the Site in combination
with the aforementioned CNDDB and CNPS queries conducted before the Surveys occurred, the Site
has no potential to low potential for occurrence of special-status plant and wildlife species. Again, a
list of the potential special-status species in the Site’s area within the Petaluma USGS 7.5 minute
quadrangle and Sonoma County appears

in Appendix C.

The CNDDB lists several plant species potentially present within the Petaluma USGS 7.5 minute
quadrangle within which the Site exists'* (See Appendix C). Given the aforementioned habitat
conditions on the Site and periodic human intrusions/impacts throughout the parcel, none of these
species would be expected to be present on the Site or adjacent to it when typical flowering times
occur for them in 2021. As noted above, the Surveys did not yield the presence of any rare, special-
status botanical species.

For instance, above, | mentioned the Site does not host suitable habitat for the four rare, special-status
Santa Rosa Plain protected species. As for rare, listed tarweed species potentially occurring in the
7.5” USGS Petaluma quadrangle, the Congested Hayfield Tarplant (Hemizonia congesta ssp.
congesta) grows in valley and foothill grassland habitat, in addition to roadsides at elevations ranging
from 66 to 1,837 feet!>1°,

Accounts of the potential for occurrence of rare, special-status species follow:

Congested-headed Hayfield Tarplant. The closest CNDDB observation for this listed 1b.2
subspecies was in 1930, approximately 2.79 miles east of the Site near Petaluma (See Appendix A,
Figure 8, below.). However, this species was not seen during the Surveys probably due in part to the
previously mentioned periodic disturbance to which the Site is regularly subjected.

Consequently, no negative impacts are expected to occur upon special-status plant species on the Site
or adjacent to it. In turn, no mitigation measures are recommended in association with plant species.

Regarding fauna, the CNDDB lists 24 special-status animal species as potentially present within the
Petaluma USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle within which the Site exists!’ (See Appendix C). Given the
absence of suitable habitat on the Site and adjacent to it, none of these species was expected to be
observed and, indeed, this was the case during the Surveys.

Among the 24 species, the most likely to be present in association with the Site include Pallid Bat,
Western Mastiff Bat, and Swainson’s Hawk, as well as American Badger, and Monarch Butterfly.

14 1bid.

15 CNDDB query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle
on September 5, 2021.

16 See: https://www.calflora.org/app/taxon?crn=4068

17 CNDDB query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle
on May 21, 2021.
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Summaries corresponding to each of these five species follows, along with a determination of their
potential for occurrence on the Site and whether the Action will result in any potential negative
impacts upon them.

Pallid Bat, which is listed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) as a Species
of Special Concern, lives in deserts, grasslands, shrublands, woodlands. It is most common in open
dry habitats with rocky areas for roosting*®. Given suitable habitat for both roosting and maternal
sites is absent on the Site and nearby it, no evidence of this species was detected during the Surveys.
As a result, this species is considered to have zero to low potential for occurrence on the Site and
nearby it. Because no significant impacts are expected to incur upon this species, no avoidance
measures are suggested.

Western Mastiff Bat, which is listed by the California (CDFW) as a Species of Special Concern,
typically frequents canyons, as well as human-made structures such as bridges and abandoned mines.
The Site and habitat near it is devoid of these structures and does not host canyons, bridges, or
abandoned mines. Consequently, this species is considered to have zero to low potential for
occurrence on the Site and nearby it. Because no significant impacts are expected to incur upon this
species, no avoidance measures are suggested.

Swainson’s Hawk, which breeds and forages in grasslands, shrublands, and open woodlands, is
adapted to foraging in agricultural areas, such as wheat and alfalfa fields, where crops do not exceed
the typical height of native grasses. Nests are built in trees located within such a habitat matrix, often
along stream courses or in planted shelterbelts or patches of open woodland. Typical nest trees
include blue gum Eucalyptus, black locusts, junipers, oaks, and cottonwoods™®.

Although no nesting habitat exists for this species on the Site, the nearby blue gum Eucalyptus trees
on the Site offer potential suitable roosting and nesting sites. However, no Swainson’s Hawk
individuals or their nests were seen here during the Surveys.

Note this California Species of Special Concern may possibly nest in Sonoma County, no nearby
nesting records of this species occur in the CNDDB or within ebird (ebird.org)?°, a database of bird
sightings that is coordinated by the Cornell Lab of Ornithology. Because no significant impacts are
expected to incur upon this species, no mitigation measures are suggested.

American Badger, which is designated a California Species of Special Concern, occurs in large,
undisturbed meadows, fields, prairies, and agricultural land. Regular disturbance on the Site preclude
the ability of the American Badger to utilize it. As a result, this species is considered to have no
potential for occurrence on the Site. Given no significant impacts are expected to incur upon this
species, no mitigation measures are suggested.

Although the Monarch Butterfly is not listed by the state of California or federally as a special-
status species, it is considered “sensitive” because its population numbers have decreased. No plant
species on the Site are present to attract this species (e.g., Asclepias genus members = milkweed

18 See: http://www.yoloconservationplan.org/yolo_pdfs/speciesaccounts/mammals/pallid-bat.pdf
19 See: http://www.nmpartnersinflight.org/gpage71.html
20 See: eBird.org, “Explore” section (Cornell Lab of Ornithology, Ithaca, NY)
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genus). Instead, it requires large trees as overwintering roosting sites during the winter, especially in
regions closer to the coast than the Site’s location.

No CNDDB records of this species were noted in the recent query of this CDFW database.
Nonetheless, the three large Eucalyptus trees growing on the Site were assessed during the Surveys.
Because no Monarch Butterfly individuals were seen and because none are listed in the CNDDB for
the area, they are considered absent from the area. Consequently, the Project is not expected to cause
significant negative impacts upon this insect species. In turn, no avoidance measures are suggested.

Regarding the presence of nesting birds, the Surveys occurred during the non-breeding season.
Hence, no nesting avian species would be expected to be negatively impacted.

Given the information in this section (above), it provides an explanation for why | answered “no”
to the #a, #b, and #c assessment questions in the “Introduction,” above.

Moreover, in relation to #d above in the “Introduction,” | believe the Project will not result in
negative impacts upon movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. The Site
does not occur within or next to any established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors and, in
addition, the Project will not impede any common or rare, special-status species to utilize wildlife nursery
sites.

7. Conclusions And Recommendations

Restating the Introduction conclusion again here, | believe the proposed Project will not result in
significant negative impacts upon the Site’s biological resources, including any special-status plant
and animal species.

However, the following avoidance and minimization measures may be necessary before ground-
breaking and construction begins at the Site, including:

a. Pre-construction nesting bird survey

Given the date of this BA submittal, the Project must continue to comply with active bird nest
protection regulatory measures through August 31, 2021 and/or from February 1 through August 31
annually, in relation to CDFW regulations in its 3500 code series and a federal law — the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act — coordinated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Consequently, if the Project begins during the aforementioned time frame, then a qualified Avian
Biologist will be required to conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey centered on detecting the
potential presence of nesting songbird and raptor species on the Site or in buffer zone.

More exact, if construction on the Site occurs between February 1 and August 31, an Avian Biologist
must conduct surveys for nesting songbird and raptor species in accordance with established CDFW
survey protocols. Surveys should cover the Site and all suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of its
boundaries. If nesting songbird or raptor species are detected, the Avian Biologist must establish
buffers around nests that are sufficient to ensure that breeding is not likely to be disrupted or
adversely impacted by construction. Buffers around active songbird nests will be 75 feet and 500 feet
for non-listed raptors, unless a qualified biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient
to avoid impacts to nesting raptors. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will include:
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the presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; locations of
foraging territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity. Buffers will be maintained until
the Avian Biologist has determined that young have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or
parental care for survival.

b. Wetland avoidance measures

As for avoidance measures related to wetlands, as stated above, no wetland/riparian setback
violation will occur as a result of the Project upon the drainage/watercourse existing south of the
Site’s southern-most boundary, per my interpretation of the PRMD’s DRN-005 Waterway Setback
Requirements section devoted to waterways?.

c. Pre-construction survey for American Badger

No American Badger or their burrows were observed during the recent Surveys at the Site.
However, given future potential for occurrence of American Badger exists at the Site (based on
sightings in nearby areas and because the Site’s habitat could potentially host this burrowing
mammal species in the future), a pre-construction survey for American Badger should be
conducted in the future within 14 days of construction beginning at the Site to ensure any impacts
from the Project are less than significant upon this California Species of Special Concern.

Avoidance and minimization measures shall include:

Pre-construction survey for the American Badger should be conducted in development zones no
fewer than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance and/or
construction activities at the Site, or for any Project activity likely to impact the American Badger. If
construction activities (including ground disturbing activities) are phased, then so shall the pre-
construction surveys be phased.

If dens are found within the construction area and require removal, they shall be monitored for
badger presence using a tracking medium or a video probe. Tracking medium must be monitored for
three consecutive days to provide evidence of vacancy. All dens and burrows within the construction
area and which contain badger sign must be hand excavated by a trained Wildlife Biologist. If a den
is found to be occupied by an American Badger, the den shall not be excavated until the badger is
allowed to passively vacate the den.

If dens are located within 100 feet of construction areas, but not within construction areas, they shall
not be removed. Instead, exclusion fencing should be added to ensure no encroachment of equipment

The exclusion fencing around each observed badger burrow shall consist of plastic construction
fencing held in place by t-posts every 25 feet, or by a rope and flagging fence. The purpose of the
fencing is to exclude construction activities occurring near the den (s).

To ensure the above design prescription is executed successfully, an important design feature should
occur: Gaps of three feet should be present every 25 feet in a fence to allow a badger to go in and out.
Consequently, construction equipment will not be able to encroach within 100 feet of a burrow, but
the gaps will allow a badger to get around a fence, if necessary.

21 See: https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Instructions-and-Forms/DRN-005-Waterway-Setback-Requirements/






The fencing should be around the outside of any burrow, equidistant from it 100 feet in all directions
to prevent construction equipment encroachment.

Project-related vehicles shall observe a 20-mph speed limit while on the Site. This is particularly
important at night (between sunset and sunrise) when American badgers are most active.
Construction activities at night (sunset to sunrise) should be prohibited.

To prevent inadvertent entrapment of American badgers or other animals during the construction
phase of the project, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than two feet deep shall be
covered at the close of each working day by plywood or similar materials, or provided with one or
more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes or trenches are
filled, they shall be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals by a qualified biologist or trained
monitor.

In the case of trapped animals, escape ramps or structures shall be installed immediately to allow the
animal(s) to escape. If an entrapped animal is incapable of escaping or is otherwise trapped for an
excess of 12 hours, the California Department of Fish and Game should be contacted for advice.

American Badgers are attracted to den-like structures such as pipes and may enter stored pipe,
becoming trapped or injured. All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of
four-inches or greater that are stored in an unfenced storage yard for one or more overnight periods
should be thoroughly inspected the qualified Wildlife Biologist for American Badgers before the pipe
Is subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in anyway. If necessary, and under the
direct supervision of a Wildlife Biologist, a pipe inhabited by a badger may be moved once to
remove it from the path of construction activity, until the animal has escaped.

d. Tree protection plan for existing trees on the Site

Above, a description of the Site’s Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees occurs. Avoid and minimization
measures to protect them during the Project follow:

All Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees shall be preserved on the Site. At a minimum, a buffer shall be
established to protect each tree’s dripline plus no fewer than five feet from drip line. Temporary
fencing, signage, flagging, and other demarcations shall be established to prevent impacts to the tree
and buffered area for the duration of the Project.

e. Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control

Best Management Practices at the Site should adhere to the PRMD advisory at its web site, per:
https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Eng-and-Constr/Grading-and-Storm-Water/Erosion-
Prevention-and-Sediment-Control/

See Appendix F for a PRMD issued advisory of BMPs that the Owner will be required to satisfy.

As qualification to the above information in this section, note:
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Regarding the presence of nesting birds, the most recent 2021 Surveys stated no nesting songbird and
raptor species is expected to be negatively impacted based on the results of the Surveys that did not
detect any nesting birds on the Site or in buffer zone areas.

In sum, based on the above information, | believe the Project should be allowed to progress without
delay and the Owner should be granted a Use Permit and any other necessary permits to proceed with
his proposed Project.
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APPENDIX A — Area Map- Figure 1

The 17-acre Site footprint upon which the Owner porposes to add a wine tasting building at 1321
Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952 (APN #020-050-026) is approximately 2.75 miles from
Petaluma (that is present at the top right of the above photo).

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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APPENDIX A - Parcel Map - Figure 2

Adjacent parcels along with the center of the site (red text address, above) at 1321 Spring Hill Road,
Petaluma, CA 94952. The site is approximately 2.75 miles west of Petaluma, CA, Sonoma County.

Note the next figure, below: Figure 3 shows the precise boundaries of the site. Figure 4 (also below)
shows the professional architectural rendering of the site.

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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APPENDIX A — Parcel/APN # Map - Figure 3

The 17-acre Site footprint upon which the Owner intends to add a wine tasting building at 1321
Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952 (APN #020-050-026) is approximately 2.75 miles from
Petaluma.

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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APPENDIX A - Architectural Site Plan — Figure 4

The Site Plan for the proposed project appears above, per BC Engineering Group, Inc., a civil
engineering and land planning firm in Santa Rosa, CA. The proposed footprint for the wine tasting
room appears in the middle of the above figure as “Proposed Tasting Room.” Note the following
Figure 5 on the next page shows:

a) the off-site drainage/watercourse (center and top right of the figure, below) that begins at least 190
feet southeast from the proposed construction footprint.
b) the location of the proposed septic system (southwest portion of the Site; see below figure).

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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APPENDIX A — Project Construction Area (i.e., construction and staging areas) — Figure 5
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APPENDIX A - Preliminary Planting Plan For Site — Figure 6

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
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APPENDIX A - Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan — Figure 7
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APPENDIX A - Closest observation of Congested-headed Hayfield Tarplant
(Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta) — Figure 8
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APPENDIX B

PHOTOS
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Photo 1 — Looking south, a well (right-center in photo) is shown
at the site (1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA) along with
some of the owner’s residential parcel’s buildings and vineyards
(background of photo) that occur outside the parcel’s boundaries.

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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Photo 2 — Looking east, the north border of the site is represented by the barbed
wire fence and the Blue Gum Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) tree (left

side of photo). The rest of the site exists on the right side of the photo and
extends south beyond the scene shown above (See Appendix A, Figure 4.).

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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Photo 3 — Looking west, similar to Photo 2, the north border of the site is represented
by the barbed wire fence and a different Blue Gum Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus)
tree (center of photo) that occurs immediately inside the site’s north border adjacent to
Spring Hill Road. The rest of the site exists on the left side of the photo and beyond
toward the south (See Appendix A, Figure 4.).

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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Photo 4 — Looking east from south of the site, a distant view is shown of the trees growing
amid the upper banks of the drainage/watercourse mentioned in the above report’s narrative.
This drainage/watercourse occurs at least 190 feet or more from the south border of the site at
1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA. (See Appendix A, Figure 4.).

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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Photo 5 — Looking from overhead, four Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees are adjacent to each
other adjacent to the fence line on the northern border of the Site at 1321 Spring Hill Road,
Petaluma, CA. See Photo 2 and 3 above.

The even-aged, 110-foot-tall trees are the following diameter at breast heights (DBH)
(from left to right in the above photo): 28, 25, 26.5, and 26 inches.

Daniel Edelstein - Biologist - 12 Kingfisher Court - Novato, CA 94949 - danieledelstein@att.net
415-382-1827 - www.warblerwatch.com
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APPENDIX C

Potential For Rare, Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring
On The Site Or Within 100 Feet Of It
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Appendix C

Potential For Rare, Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring
On The Site Or Within 100 Feet Of It

STATUS! RATIONALE

SPECIES HABITAT
USFWS| CDFW| CNPS FOR SPECIES
POTENTIAL

Plants
! Presence of species on the following table is via a search query at a) https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/Results for the
Petaluma 7.5” USGS quadrangle; and b) CNDDB query included the Petaluma 7.5 US Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangle on May 21, 2021.

Franciscan onion Allium peninsulare Cismontane woodland, None:
var. valley and foothill grassland/ | habitat on
franciscanum - - 1B | clay, often serpentinite site is not
. likely to
Bloom: May-Jun support
species
Sonoma alopecurus | Alopecurus Marshes and swamps None: No
aequalis var. E _ 1B (freshwater), riparian suitable
SONOMENSIS scrub habitat on
Bloom: May-Jul project site
Napa false indigo Amorpha Broadleafed upland forest None: No
californicavar. (openings), chaparral, suitable
napensis - - 1B | cismontane woodland habitat on
Bloom: Apr-Jul project site
Sonoma manzanita | Arctostaphylos Chaparral, lower montane None: No
canescens coniferous forest / suitable
Ssp. sonomensis - - 1B | sometimes serpentinite habitat on
Bloom: Jan-Aor (Jun) project site
Rincon manzanita | Arctostaph Chaparral (rhyolitic), None: No
ylos _ _ 1B | cismontane woodland suitable
stanfordia Bloom: Feb-Aor habitat on
na ssp. ' P project site
Suisun marsh aster | Aster lentus Marshes and swamps None: No
_ _ 1B (brackish and freshwater) suitable
Bloom: May-Nov habitat on
-vay project site
Clara Hunt's Astragalus Open grassy areas and thin Low: habitat
milk-vetch clarianus E T 1B clay soil ?iEeSII:/et:)S not
Bloom: Mar-May support
species
alkali milk vetch Astragalus tener Playas, valley and Low: habitat
var tener foothill grassland (adobe on the project
- - 1B | clay), vernal site is not
pools/alkaline likely to
. i support
Bloom: Mar-Jun species




https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/Results%20for%20the%20Petaluma%207.5

https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/Results%20for%20the%20Petaluma%207.5
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San Joaquin Atriplex Chenopod scrub, meadows Low: habitat
spearscale joaquiniana and seeps, playas, valley | onthe project
- - 1B | and foothill grassland / | siteis not
alkaline likely to
Bloom: Apr-Oct suppprt
species
big-scale Balsamorhiza Chaparral, cismontane Low: habitat
balsamroot macrolepis woodland, valley and on site is not
var. macrolepis - - 1B | foothill grassland / likely to
sometimes serpentinite support
Bloom: Mar-Jun SPecies
Sonoma sunshine Blennosperma Valley and foothill Low: habitat on
bakeri _ _ 1g | 9grassland (mesic), the project site is
vernal pools not likely to
Bloom: Mar-May support species
Narrow-anthered Brodiaea Open forest, chaparral, None: No
California califorica var. _ _ 1g | often serpentine suitable habitat
brodiaea leptandra Bloom: May-Jul on project site
white sedge Carex albida Bogs and fens, marshes None: No
_ _ 1g | @nd swamps suitable habitat
(freshwater) on project site
Bloom: May-Jul
Rincon Ridge Ceanothus Dry shrubby None: No
ceanothus confusus - - 1B looes Bloom: suitable habitat
slopes bBloom: on project site
Feb-Apr
Calistoga ceanothus | Ceanothus Dry shrub-covered None: No
divergens - - 18 | rocky, volcanic slopes suitable habitat
Bloom: Feb-Mar on project site
holly-leaved Ceanothus Dry shrub-covered None: No
ceanothus purpureus _ _ 1B | rocky, volcanic slopes suitable
. habitat on
Bloom: Feb-Jun .
the project
site
Sonoma ceanothus | Ceanothus Chaparral, in sand, None: No
sonomensis - - 18 | serpentine, volcanic soils suitable habitat
Bloom: Feb-Apr on project site
serpentine Cryptantha Chaparral None: No
cryptantha clevelandii 1B - suitable habitat
var. dissita - - (serpentinite) on project site
Bloom: Apr-Jun
dwarf downingia Downingia pusilla ) Vernal pools, roadside None: habitat

ditches

Bloom: Mar-May

on the project
site is not
likely to
support
species on the
project site
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narrow-leaved daisy | Erigeron Chaparral None: No
angustatus - - 18 | (serpentinite or suitable
volcanic) habitat on
Bloom: Mav-Sep project site
streamside daisy Erigeron biolettii Broadleafed upland forest, None: No
cismontane woodland, suitable habitat
- - 3 North Coast coniferous on project site
forest/rocky, mesic
Bloom: Jun-Oct
Tiburon buckwheat | Eriogonum Chaparral, coastal prairie, None: No
luteolum var. Valley and foothill suitable habitat
caninum - - 3 grassland/serpentinite on project site
Bloom: Jun-Sen
Loch Lomond Eryngium Vernal Pools None: No
button-celery constancei E E 1B Bloom: A suitable
oom: Apr- habitat on
Jun project site
Congested- Hemizonia - -~ | 1B.2 | sometimes Marginal,
headed congesta ssp. . suitable habitat
hayfield congesta roadsides, and present;
tarplant valley and foothill however, this
species was not
grassland (66°- detected during
" ) the Surveys,
1,837’); Bloom: including a
Apr. — Nov. 0/8/21 survey.
Two- Hesper Chaparral None: No
carpellate olinon - - 1B - suitable
western flax bicarpe (serpentinite) habitat on
llatum Bloom: May-Jul project site
Brewer's western Hesperlinon Chaparral, grassland, Low: habitat
flax breweri _ _ 1B | sometimes serpentine on the project
] site is not
Bloom: May-Jul likely to
support
species
Napa western flax | Hesperolinon Chaparral Low: habitat
serpentinum - on the
- - 1B | (serpentinite) project site is
Bloom: May-Jul not likely to
support
species
Northern California | Juglans hindsii Canyons, Low: habitat
black walnut _ _ 1B " on the project
valleys site is not
Bloom: Apr- likely to
support
May species
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Contra Costa Lasthenia Cismontane woodland, Low: habitat
goldfields conjugens playas (alkaline), valley on the project
E - 1B | and foothill grassland, site is not
vernal pools/mesic likely to
. i support
Bloom: Mar-Jun species
delta tule pea Lathyrus Marshes and swamps None: No
jepsonii var. - - 18 | (freshwater and brackish) suitable
jepsonii . 5 habitat on
Bloom: May-Jul (Sep) project site
Colusa layia Layia Chaparral, cismontane Low: habitat
serpentrionalis woodland, valley and on the
- - 1B | foothill grassland/sandy, project site
serpentinite is not likely
 Anp to support
Bloom: Apr-May species
Legenere Legenere limosa Vernal pools None: No
- - 1B Bloom: A suitable
oom: Apr- habitat on
Jun project site
Jepson's Leptosiphon Chaparral, oak forest, None: No
leptosiphon . . - - 18 | usually volcanic suitable
jepsonii (syn. a1 Aor-M habitat on
oom: Apr-Ma S
Linanthus PEMIEY project site
Mason’s lilaeopsis | Lilaeopsis masonii Intertidal marshes, None: No
- R 1B reambanks Bloom: A suitable
streambanks Bloom: Apr- habitat on
Nov project site
Sebastopol Limnanthes Meadows and seep, valley None: No
meadowfoam vinculans and foothill grassland, suitable
E E 1B | vernal pools/vernally mesic | habitat on
Bloom: Apr-Mav project site
Cobb Mountain Lupinus sericatus Open wooded None: No
lupine suitable
- - 1B : .
slopes Bloom: habitat on
Mar-Jun project site
Mt Diablo Micropus Broadleafed upland forest, None: No
cottonweed amphibolus chaparral, cismontane suitable
- - 3 | woodland, valley and habitat on
foothill grassland project site
robust monardella | Monardella Open areas Low: habitat
(robust coyote villosa ssp. . . 1B ) on the project
mint) Globosa Bloom: Jun- site is not
Jul likely to
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Baker's navarretia Navarretia Cismontane woodland, Low: habitat
leucocephala lower montane coniferous on the project
ssp. Bakeri - - 1B | forest, meadows and site is not

seeps, valley and foothill likely to
grassland, vernal pools support
few-flowered Navarretia Vernal pools (volcanic ash None: No
navarretia leucocephala E T 1B suitable
ssp. Pauciflora flow) Bloom: May-Jun habitat on
project site
many-flowered Navarretia Vernal pools (volcanic ash None: No
navarretia leucocephala E E 1B flow) Bloom: Mav.J suitable
ssp. Plieantha ow) Bloom: May-Jun habitat on
project site

Marin County Navarretia Closed-cone coniferous None: No

navarretia rosulata - - 18 | forest, suitable

chaparral/serpentinite, habitat on
rocky project site
Bloom: May-Jul

Sonoma Penstemon Outcrops, None: No

beardtongue newberryi var. _ _ ~ | talus Bloom: suitable
sonomensis alus sloom: habitat on

Apr-Aug project site

Calistoga Plagiobothrys Moist sites near hot None: No

popcorn- flower strictus E T 1B 105 Bloom: A suitable

springs Bloom: Apr- habitat on

Napa blue grass Poa napensis Low, sterile ground near None: No

E E 18 | hot springs suitable
) habitat on
Bloom: May-Aug project site

Marin Sidalcea Dry ridges near None: No

checkerbloom hickmanii ssp. - - 1B Bloom: suitable
Viridis coast Bloom: habitat on

May-Aug project site
marsh Sidalcea Wet soil of None: No
checkerbloom oregana ssp. - - 1B | streambanks, suitable
Hydrophila meadows habitat on
Bloom: May-Aug project site

Kenwood Marsh Sidalcea oregana Marshes and None: No

checkerbloom ssp. E E 1B | swamps suitable
vallida (freshwater) habitat on

Bloom: Jun-Sep project site
green jewel- Streptanthus Chaparral (openings), None: No
flower breweri var. - - 1B | cismontane woodland / suitable
hesperidis serpentinite, rocky habitat on

Bloom: May-Jul

project site
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showy Trifolium amoenum Moist, heavy soils, None:
Indian E _ 1g | disturbed areas Presumed
clover ] extinct; no
Bloom: Apr-Jun suitable
habitat on
project site
saline clover Trifolium Salt marshes, grasslands, Low: habitat
depauperatum coastal woodlands, on the project
var. hydrophilum openings, wet meadows, site is not
- - 1B | ditches, roadsides, disturbed | likely to
places, open alkaline or support
spring-moist heavy soils species
Bloom: Apr-Jun
oval- Viburnum ellipticum Chaparral, yellow-pine Low: habitat
leaved . _ 2 forest, generally on north- on the project
viburnum facing slopes site is not
) likely to
Bloom: May-June support
species
Invertebrates
valley Desmocerus Central Valley, None: project
elderberry californicus T - - requires elderberry site is outside
longhorn dimorphus shrubs the species
beetle range
monarch Danaus plexxipus Requires Asclepis genus Low: no
butterfly host plants; overwinters suitable host
in large trees, including plants on
Eycalyptus site; low
potential for
winter roosts
upon Site’s
Eucalyptus
trees
vernal pool Branchinecta lynchi Vernal pools and seasonal None: No
fairy shrimp T - - depressions in Central suitable
Valley, central and south habitat on
Coast Mtns. Site.
California Syncaris pacifica Low elevation, low None: No
freshwater E E __ | gradient streams with suitable
shrimp densely-vegetated margins habitat on
and moderately heavy Site.
riparian cover
Reptiles
western pond Clemmys marmorata Associated with None: No
turtle permanent or semi- suitable
- SSC - .
permanent water habitat on

project site
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Amphibians
California Rana draytonii Lowlands and foothills with | None: No
red- legged T ssC . permanent sources of deep suitable
frog water with dense emergent sheltering,
vegetation; disperse through | foraging, and
upland habitat breeding
habitat on Site
and dispersal
onto Site
unlikely from
watercourse
190 feet
south-
southwest of
parcel
foothill Rana boylii Variety of habitats with None: No
yellow- shallow, flowing water, suitable
legged frog - SSC | - | small to moderate- sized habitat on
streams with some cobble- project site
sized substrate and sparse
riparian cover
Californianewt | Taricha torosa valley-foothill hardwood, None: No
torosa conifer, coastal scrub and suitable
- SsC - mixed chaparral, annual habitat on
grassland and mixed conifer | project
types with breeding sites site
Birds
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperi Riparian and live oak None: No
- SsC - habitats usually, but suitable
variety of habitats near habitat on

water

project site

Swainson’s hawk

Buteo swainsoni

Mixture of grassland,
cropland, shrubs, and
open woodland habitats.

None: No
suitable
habit on
project site

sharp- Accipiter striatus Nesting - riparian, None: No
shinned . ssc | .. | deciduous, mixed conifer. suitable
hawk Prefers riparian habitats habitat on
(isolated) project
site
tricolored Ageliaus tricolor Nesting colony - Central None: No
blackbird Valley and vicinity. Requires | suitable
- SSC | - | openwater, protected nesting | habitat on

substrate (e.g. emergent
vegetation) and foraging
area

project site
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short-eared owl Asio flammeus Annual and perennial None: No
_ ssc | .. | 9rasslands, prairies, dunes, suitable
meadows, and saline and habitat on
freshwater emergent project site
wetlands
long-eared owl Asio otus Riparian woodland None: No
- SsC - suitable
habitat on
project site
burrowing owl Athene cunicularia Burrow sites in open, dry None: No
_ ssc | .. | annualor perennial suitable
grasslands, deserts, and habitat on
scrublands with low project site
growing vegetation
northern harrier | Circus cyanus Foothill and valley Low: habitat
. ssc | .. | 9rasslands, meadows, on the project
emergent wetlands, rarely site is not
found in heavily wooded likely to
areas support
species
yellow warbler Dendroica Riparian woodlands None: No
petechia _ _ suitable
brewsteri SSC habitat on
project site
white-tailed kite | Elanus leucurus Open grassland, meadows, None: No
. Fp __ | oak and deciduous suitable
woodland habitat on
proiect
willow flycatcher | Empidonax traillii Dense willow stands, near None: No
_ E | water suitable
habitat on
project site
California Eremophila alpestris Variety of open habitats Low: habitat
horned lark actia . ssc | - on the project
site is not
likely to
support
species
merlin Falco columbarius Ranges from annual Low: habitat
grasslands to ponderosa pine | on the project
- SsC - and montane hardwood- site is not
conifer habitat (Including likely to
open grasslands and support
woodlands) species
prairie falcon Falco mexicanus Dry open terrain Low: habitat
. SSC . (nesting). Associated on the project
with perennial site is not
grasslands, savannahs, likely to
and rangeland support

species
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American Falco peregrinus Near wetlands, rakes, None: No
peregrine falcon B E Fp| .. | rivers, orother water suitable
' (nesting): on cliffs, dunes, habitat on
mounds, and human made project site
structures
salt-marsh Geothlypid trichas San Francisco Bay None: No
common sinuosa - SsC - Region, salt and fresh suitable
yellowthroat water marshes habitat on
project site
bald eagle Haliaeetus Nests in large, old-growth, None: No
leucocephalus or dominant live tree with suitable
T E.FP - open branchwork, Nest habitat on
usually located near a project
permanent water source. site
loggerhead shrike | Lanius ludovicianus Variety of open Low: habitat
- SSC - habitats, including on the site is
valley foothill, not likely to
woodland and support
riparian species
California black | Laterallus Salt marshes None: No
rail jamaicensis - TFP | - suitable
coturniculus habitat on
project site
purple martin Progne subis (Nesting) Woodlands, Low: habitat
. SSC _. | coniferous, Douglas fir, on the site is
ponderosa pine, Monterey not likely to
pine support
species
Ridgway’s rail Rallus Salt-water and brackish None: No
obsoletus E E,FP | - | marshes in the vicinity of suitable
San Francisco Bay habitat on
project site
Mammals
pallid bat Antrozoas pallidus Deserts, grasslands, Low: limited
_ e __ | shrublands, woodlands. habit exists
Most common in open dry on the project
habitats with rockv areas site
Townsend’s Corynorhinus Humid coastal regions of Low: habitat
western big- townsendii B sSC __ | northern and central Ca. on the project
eared bat townsendii Roost in caves, lava tubes, site is not
and mines likely to
support
species
western mastiff Eumops perotis Foothill and valley Low: habitat
bat _ ssc | -. | 9rassland, chaparral, on the project
coastal and desert scrub, site is not
conifer and deciduous likely to
woodland support

species
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American
badger

Taxidea taxus

SSC

Open grassland, prairies,
savannah, and pasture.

Low: habitat
on the project
site is not
likely to
support
species;
periodic
human
disturbance
includes
grazing and
soil
compaction

salt-marsh
harvest mouse

Reithrodontom
ys raviventris

Saline emergent wetlands
of San Francisco Bay and
its tributaries

None: No
suitable
habitat on
project site

Suisun shrew

Sorex ornatus sinuosus

SSC

Tidal marshes of the
northern shores of San
Pablo and Suisun Bays

None: No
suitable
habitat on
project site






Legal Status Definitions:

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Federal)
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife (State)
Listing Categories:

E= Endangered (legally protected);

T =Threatened (legally protected)

R=Rare (legally protected)

FP = Fully Protected (legally protected, no take allowed)

SSC = California Species of Special Concern (no formal protection)

California Native Plant Society Categories:

1B = Plant species considered rare or endangered in California and elsewhere (but not legally protected under ESA or
CESA)

2= Plant species considered rare or endangered in California but more common elsewhere (but not legally protected under
ESA or CESA)

3= More information is needed to define status (Currently on Review)
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APPENDIX D
Plant Species Seen During The May 19 and June 5, 2021 Surveys On
The Site And Adjacent To It

Botanical Name

Common Name

APIACEAE (CARROT FAMILY)

Foeniculum vulgare

Fennel

Lomatium utriculatum

Yellow Hog Fennel

Daucus carota

Queen Anne’s Lace

ASTERACEAE (SUNFLOWER/COMPOSITE FAMILY)

Achillea millefolium

Yarrow

Carduus pycnocephalus

Italian Thistle

Centaurea solstitialis

Yellow Star-Thistle

Hypochaeris radicata

Hairy Cat's-ear

Picris echioides

Bristly Ox-tongue

BRASSICACEAE (MUSTARD FAMILY)

Brassica rapa

Field Mustard

Raphanus sativus

Radish

CARYOPHYLLACEAE (PINK FAMILY)

Cerastium glomeratum

Mouse-ear Chickweed

CONVOLVULACEAE (MORNING GLORY
FAMILY)

Convolvulus arvensis

Bindweed C

FABACEAE/LEGUMINOSAE (LEGUME
EAMILY)

Lotus corniculatus

Bird's Foot Trefoil

Medicago polymorpha Bur Clover
Trifolium bifidum var. decipiens Clover
Vicia villosa ssp. varia Vetch

FAGACEAE (OAK FAMILY)

Quercus agrifolia var. agrifolia

Coast Live Oak

GERANIACEAE (GERANIUM
FAMILY)

Erodium botrys

Broad-leaf Filaree

Geranium dissectum

Cut-leaved Cranesbill

PAPPAVERACEAE (POPPY FAMILY)

Eschscholzia californica

California Poppy

PLANTAGINACEAE (PLANTAIN FAMILY)

Plantago erecta

Dwarf Plantain

Plantago lanceolata

Narrow-leaved Plantain

Agrostis pallens Bentgrass
POACEAE (GRASS FAMILY)

Avena barbata Slim Oat

Bromus hordeaceus Soft Chess

Festuca californica

California Fescue

Festuca perennis

Italian Rye Grass

Poa annua

Bluegrass






APPENDIX D, Continued

Wildlife Species Seen During The May 19 and June 5, 2021 Surveys On

The Site And Adjacent To It

Scientific Name

Common Name

REPTILES

Sceloporus occidentalis

Western fence lizard

BIRDS

Cathartes aura

Turkey vulture

Calypte anna

Anna’'s hummingbird

Aphelocoma californica

California scrub-jay

Corvus corax

Common raven

Poecile rufescens

Chestnut-backed chickadee

Thryomanes bewickii

Bewick's wren

Junco hyemalis

Dark-eyed junco

Pipilo crissalis

California towhee

MAMMALS

Thomomys bottae

Botta's pocket gopher






APPENDIX E

REGULATORY ADVISORY

Kamal Azari Biological Assessment 2 danieledelstein@att.net &





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 450 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102

February 8, 2021

Regulatory Division
SUBJECT: File Number SPN 2001-00034

Kamal Azari
1399 Spring Hill Road Petaluma, CA 94952 kamalazari@gmail.com (707) 338-4455

Dear Mr. Azari:

This letter is written in response to a request for comments on the Completeness Referral
Package concerning your project for a use permit for a new 3,226 square foot tasting room.

Your project is located near a riparian corridor and drainage at 1321, 1395, 1397, 1399, 1501,
and 1503 Spring Hill Road in Petaluma, Sonoma County, CA. Since this activity may affect the
streamside conservation area and/or drainage, and, therefore, impact a water of the U.S., the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will need to review those portions of your project.

All proposed work and/or structures extending bayward or seaward of the line on shore reached
by mean high water (MHW) in tidal waters or by ordinary high water in non-tidal waters
designated as navigable waters of the United States must be authorized by the Corps of
Engineers pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 33 U.S.C. § 403 et seq..
Additionally, all work and structures proposed in unfilled portions of the interior of diked areas
below former MHW must be authorized under Section 10 of the same statute.

All proposed discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States must be
authorized by the Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.
8 1344 et seq. Waters of the United States generally include tidal waters, lakes, ponds, rivers,
streams (including intermittent streams), and wetlands.

Your proposed work may be within our jurisdiction, and a permit may be required for your
project. Application for Corps authorization should be made to this office using the application
form in the enclosed pamphlet. To avoid delays it is essential that you enter the File Number at
the top of this letter into Item No. 1 of the application. The application must include plans
showing the location, extent, and character of the proposed activity, prepared in accordance with
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the requirements contained in this pamphlet. You should note in planning your project that upon
receipt of a properly completed application and plans, it may be necessary to advertise the
proposed work by issuing a Public Notice for a period of 30 days.

You may refer any questions on this matter to Kendra Spicher of my Regulatory staff by
telephone at 415-503-6832 or by e-mail at kendra.a.spicher@usace.army.mil. All
correspondence should be addressed to the Regulatory Division, North Branch, referencing the
file number at the head of this letter.

Sincerely,

Sahrye Cohen
North Branch Chief, Regulatory Division

Enclosures Copy Furnished:

CA DFW, Fairfield, CA
CA RWQCB, Santa Rosa, CA
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
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From the PRMD web site — https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Eng-and-Constr/Grading-
and-Storm-Water/Erosion-Prevention-and-Sediment-Control/ — the following Best
Management Practices should be implemented for the Project:

1. Perform erosion prevention and sediment control in accordance with chapter 11 and
11a of the Sonoma County Code (SCC).

2. The approved plans shall conform to Permit Sonoma erosion prevention and sediment
control best management practices (BMP’s) guide as posted on the Permit Sonoma
website.

3. The property owner is responsible for preventing storm water pollution generated
from the construction site year round. Work sites with inadequate erosion prevention
and/or sediment control may be subject to a stop work order and/or additional
inspection fees to verify compliance with SCC

4. If discrepancies occur between these notes, material referenced on the approved plans
or manufacturer’s recommendations, then the most protective shall apply.

5. Atall times the property owner is responsible for obtaining and complying with the
state of California national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) general
permit for storm water discharges associated with construction and land disturbing
activities such as clearing, grading, excavation, stockpiling, and reconstruction of
existing facilities involving removal and replacement.

6. The property owner must implement an effective combination of erosion prevention
and sediment control on all disturbed areas during the rainy season (October 1 - April
30). Grading and drainage improvement shall be permitted during the rainy season
only when on-site soil conditions permit the work to be performed in compliance
with SCC

7. During the rainy season, storm water BMP’s referenced or detailed in Permit
Sonoma’s BMP guide shall be implemented and functional on the site at all times and
the area of erodible land exposed at any one time during the work shall not exceed
one acre or 20 percent of the permitted work area, whichever is greater, and the time
of exposure shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

8. During the non-rainy season, on any day when the national weather service forecast is
a chance of rain of 30 percent or greater within the next 24 hours, storm water BMP’s
referenced or detailed in Permit Sonoma’s BMP guide shall be implemented and
functional on the site to prevent soil and other pollutant discharges. At all other
times, BMP’s should be stored on site in preparation for installation prior to rain
events.
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9. Erosion prevention and sediment control BMP’s shall be inspected by the property
owner before foretasted storm events and after storm events to ensure BMP’s are
functioning properly. Erosion prevention and sediment control BMP’s that have
failed or are no longer effective shall be promptly replaced. Erosion prevention and
sediment control BMP’s shall be maintained until disturbed areas are stabilized.

10. The limits of grading shall be defined and marked on site to prevent damage to
surrounding trees and other vegetation. Preservation of existing vegetation shall occur
to the maximum extent practicable. Any existing vegetation within the limits of
grading that is to remain undisturbed by the work shall be identified and protected
from damage by marking, fencing, or other measures.

11. Changes to the erosion prevention and sediment control plan may be made to respond
to field conditions if the alternative BMP’s are equivalent or more protective than
the BMP’s shown on the approved plans. Alternative BMP’s are subject to review
and approval by Permit Sonoma staff.

12. Discharges of potential pollutants from construction sites shall be prevented using
source controls to the maximum extent practicable. Potential pollutants include but
are not limited to: sediment, trash, nutrients, pathogens, petroleum hydrocarbons,
metals, concrete, cement, asphalt, lime, paint, stains, glues, wood products, pesticides,
herbicides, chemicals, hazardous waste, sanitary waste, vehicle or equipment wash
water, and chlorinated water.

13. Entrance(s) to the construction site shall be maintained in a condition that will
prevent tracking or flowing of potential pollutants off site. Potential pollutants
deposited on paved areas within the county right-of- way, such as roadways and
sidewalks, shall be properly disposed of at the end of each working day or more
frequently as necessary. The contractor shall be responsible for cleaning construction
vehicles leaving the site on a daily basis to prevent dust, silt, and dirt from being
released or tracked off site. All sediment deposited on paved roadways shall be
removed at the end of each working day or more often, as necessary.

14. All disturbed areas shall be protected by using erosion prevention BMP’s to the
maximum extent practicable, such as establishing vegetation coverage, hydroseeding,
straw mulch, geotextiles, plastic covers, blankets, or mats. Temporary Revegetation
shall be installed as soon as practical after vegetation removal, but in all cases prior to
October 1. Permanent revegetation or landscaping shall be installed prior to final
inspection.

15. Whenever it is not possible to use erosion prevention BMP’s on exposed slopes,
sediment control bmp’s such as fiber rolls and silt fences shall be installed to prevent
sediment migration. Fiber rolls and silt fences shall be trenched and keyed into the
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soil and installed on contour. Silt fences shall be installed approximately 2 to 5 feet
from toe of slope.

16. Hydroseeding shall be conducted in a three step process. First, evenly apply seed mix
and fertilizer to the exposed slope. Second, evenly apply mulch over the seed and
fertilizer. Third, stabilize the mulch in place. An equivalent single step process, with
seed, fertilizer, water, and bonded fibers is acceptable.

Applications shall be broadcasted mechanically or manually at the rates specified
below. Seed mix and fertilizer shall be worked into the soil by rolling or tamping. If
straw is used as mulch, straw shall be derived from wheat, rice, or barley and be
approximately six to eight inches in length. Stabilization of mulch shall be done
hydraulically by applying an emulsion or mechanically by crimping or punching the
mulch into the soil. Equivalent methods and materials may be used only if they
adequately promote vegetation growth and protect exposed slopes.

Materials and Application Rate (pounds per acre):

Seed mix
o Bromus mollis (blando brome) 40 pounds
o Trifolium hirtum (hykon rose clover) - 20 pounds

Fertilizer
o 16-20-0 & 15% sulphur - 500 pounds

Mulich
o Straw - 4000 pounds

Hydraulic stabilizing
non-asphaltic, derived from plants

o M-binder or sentinel - 75-100 pounds

Equivalent material
o Per manufacturer

17. Dust control shall be provided by contractor during all phases of construction.

18. Storm drain inlets shall be protected from potential pollutants until drainage
conveyance systems are functional and construction is complete.

19. Energy dissipaters shall be installed at storm drain outlets which may convey erosive
storm water flow.

20. Soil, material stockpiles, and fertilizing material shall be properly protected with
plastic covers or equivalent bmp’s to minimize sediment and pollutant transport from
the construction site.
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21. Solid waste, such as trash, discarded building materials and debris, shall be placed in
designated collection areas or containers. The construction site shall be cleared of
solid waste daily or as necessary. Regular removal and proper disposal shall be
coordinated by the contractor.

22. A concrete washout area shall be designated to clean concrete trucks and tools. At no
time shall concrete products and waste be allowed to enter county waterways such as
creeks or storm drains. No washout of concrete, mortar mixers, or trucks shall be
allowed on soil. Concrete waste shall be properly disposed.

23. Proper application, cleaning, and storage of potentially hazardous materials, such as
paints and chemicals, shall be conducted to prevent the discharge of pollutants.

24. Temporary restrooms and sanitary facilities shall be located and maintained during
construction activities to prevent the discharge of pollutants.

25. Appropriate vehicle storage, fueling, maintenance, and cleaning areas shall be
designated and maintained to prevent discharge of pollutants.

Kamal Azari Biological Assessment 9 danieledelstein@att.net &
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		Introduction:

		The Surveys were conducted with three aims:

		1) to determine if any special-status plant and wildlife species occur on the Site, including whether special-status, listed wildlife species occur within in a buffer zone within 100 feet of it. See below for the results and discussion related to the ...

		2) to assess whether the proposed Project would potentially result in negative impacts upon any special-status plant and wildlife species; and

		3) to determine if the Project could potentially result in negative impacts upon the nearby aforementioned drainage/watercourse approximately 190 feet south of the Site.

		6. Potential Negative Impacts Upon Plant And Animal Species

		Due To The Proposed Action

		APPENDIX D

		Plant Species Seen During The May 19 and June 5, 2021 Surveys On

		The Site And Adjacent To It

		APIACEAE (CARROT FAMILY)

		ASTERACEAE (SUNFLOWER/COMPOSITE FAMILY)

		CARYOPHYLLACEAE (PINK FAMILY)

		APPENDIX D, Continued

		Wildlife Species Seen During The May 19 and June 5, 2021 Surveys On

		The Site And Adjacent To It

		Materials and Application Rate (pounds per acre):

		Seed mix

		Fertilizer

		Mulch

		Hydraulic stabilizing
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GLORIA FERRER WINERY — e > G 4 ; et i PROJECT DESCRIPTION

In the tradition of Sonoma County's wineries, the
Azari Tasting Room is a compact, farm-style space
designed for intimate wine tastings and exclusive
industry events. The architecture is deeply rooted in
rural tradition, elevated by a touch of elegance and
care. Inspired by Tuscan wineries and Persian
koushks (orchard pavilions), the building has a quiet,
grounded presence wrapped in warm, muted finishes.
Step past the elevated front porch, and you ’reina
light-filled, high-ceilinged event room that feels
remarkably cozy, opening up to a traditional iwan
S AZARI WINERY (covered porch). Sloped roofs, arches, columns, and
deeply porous entryways all echo a sense of heritage.

Tucked carefully into the hillside along Spring Hill
Road, the building claims sweeping views across the
Petaluma landscape while keeping a low profile. By
breaking the architectural mass into smaller volumes
of decreasing height, the structure sits gently on the
land. Every view is framed deliberately, using
architectural details to transition smoothly from the
indoor space to the wild nature outside.

ST. FRANCIS WINERY

Even the material palette speaks the language of the
local landscape, deeply connecting the building to the
agricultural soul of the area.
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EBA

N ENGINEERING

February 22, 2022

Mr. Kamal Azari
1399 Spring Hill Road
Petaluma, CA 94952

RE: HYDROGEOLOGIC REPORT FOR GENERAL PLAN POLICY WR-2E
1321 SPRING HILL ROAD, PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
SONOMA COUNTY APN 020-050-026
EBA JOB No. 21-2983

Dear Mr. Azari:

This Report presents the results of a groundwater availability study conducted for the
property located at 1321 Spring Hill Road in Petaluma, California, referred to herein as
the “project site” (see Figure 1, Appendix A for site location). The groundwater availability
study was implemented to comply with requirements set forth in Policy WR-2e of the
Sonoma County General Plan (SCGP). Based on information provided to EBA
Engineering (EBA), it is our understanding that a hydrogeologic study is being required
by the County of Sonoma Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) for the
project due to the property’s location in a Class 4 Groundwater Availability Zone. This
revised hydrogeologic report is being required by PRMD to fulfill the additional information
requested in a letter dated October 18, 2021.

The purpose of Policy WR-2e is to determine whether there are adequate existing and
future groundwater supplies to accommodate the proposed development demands and
to estimate the effects of drawdown, if any, within the designated cumulative impact area
(CIA). This report was prepared to meet these objectives.

1.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.1 Project Description

The project site consists of a 16.7-acre (AC) parcel located at 1321 Spring Hill Road, in
Petaluma, California and is further identified as Sonoma County Assessor’'s Parcel
Number (APN) 020-050-026. A site plan illustrating the general project site features is
presented as Figure 2 (Appendix A). Currently, there are no existing structures on the
project site. Additional features on-site include two 5,000-gallon water storage tanks
located within the northwest portion of the existing parcel. The remainder of the property
consists of undeveloped grasslands, vineyard, and minor stands of oak and pine trees.

825 Sonoma Avenue, Suite C ® Santa Rosa, California 95404
(707)544-0784 @ FAX (707)544-0866 ® www.ebagroup.com





Ground elevations across the project site range from approximately 320 to 440 feet above
mean sea level (MSL).

One water supply well currently exists at the project site and is herein identified as WELL-
1321. WELL-1321 is located in the northern portion of the project site, and reportedly
yields 18 gallons per minute (GPM) (Appendix E). According to information received from
the client, WELL-1321 will be utilized for water supply for the proposed development for
the project site. At the time of the site visit on May 26, 2021, EBA personnel measured
the depth to water (DTW) from top of casing (TOC) of WELL-1321 to be approximately
34.20 feet. A well log available for WELL-1321 states the well was completed to a depth
of 400 feet. Please refer to Figure 2 (Appendix A) for the location of this well.

The proposed site improvements include the construction of a 2,809 square foot tasting
room building and a 302 square foot restroom building that will be used for wine tasting
and special events. The remainder of the proposed site improvements include
patio/walkway areas, patio/terrace areas, access driveways, and parking lot areas.

1.2 Local Hydrogeology

The project site is located in a Class/Zone 4 groundwater availability area as defined in
the SCGP. A Class 4 area corresponds to “areas with low or highly variable water yield”.
The regional groundwater flow surrounding the project site likely mirrors regional
topography, which generally flows towards an unnamed intermittent drainage to the
southeast. The unnamed intermittent drainage runs through the project site from the west
to east and has a small streamside conservation area, per the Sonoma County Riparian
Corridor Combining Zone, along the eastern property line. Water was not observed in the
drainage at the time of the May 2021 site visit.

Geologic mapping of the Petaluma Quadrangle by the California Geological Survey
(CGS) (Bezore et al., 2002) provides detail of the units underlying the project site. These
units from youngest to oldest include Miocene Wilson Grove Formation (Twg), Miocene
Sonoma Volcanics (Tv), and Jurassic to Cretaceous age Franciscan bedrock (KJfm). The
geology observed during EBA’s site visit, as well as the well logs reviewed as part of the
preparation of this Report, was generally consistent with the CGS map findings.

A geologic map and cross section of the site vicinity is presented as Figure 3 and 4
(Appendix A), respectively. According to the CGS map, WELL-1321 is completed in Twg.
However, the corresponding WWDR indicates that WELL-1321 is also completed in Tv.
According to the WWDR, the upper 45 feet of WELL-1321 is completed in Twg, while the
portion of the well from 45 to 400 feet below ground surface (BGS) is completed in Tv.
These units are evident in the WWDR by the descriptions indicating the presence of clay,
and “blue volcanics”. According to Bulletin 118-4 (CDWR, 2003), yields of groundwater
to wells in Tv deposits can range from slight to moderate with specific yields ranging from
zero to 15 percent. It should be noted that the geology in the immediate vicinity of the
project site is highly variable, and the cross section (Figure 4, Appendix A) was based
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upon interpretation of WWDRs and large-scale geologic mapping. As such, it should be
considered a generalized interpretation of geologic structure.

1.3 Local Climate

According to the Sonoma County Water Agency’s County Wide Rainfall Map (SCWA,
2005), rainfall at the project site is approximately 32 inches per year. As an update to the
September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-evaluated the mean annual potential
evapotranspiration (ETo) in the vicinity of the project site to be approximately 44.19 inches
per year based on reference ETo Tables provided in the California Irrigation Management
Information System (CIMIS) Reference Evapotranspiration Website (CIMIS, 2022).

2.0 RESEARCH
The following subsections provide a summary of the scope of research performed and
the corresponding findings used to implement the groundwater availability study. The

scope of the research was developed to comply with the Policy WR-2e guidelines.

2.1 Site Reconnaissance

EBA conducted a site reconnaissance of the property on May 20, 2021 and a follow up
DTW measurement for the project site well (WELL-1321) on May 26, 2021. The purpose
of the site reconnaissance was to observe existing site features, site topography, local
geology, etc. At the time of the site reconnaissance, the existing on-site features were
generally consistent with those described in Subsection 1.1 (Project Description) of this
report.

Nearby developments and property use were also observed during the site
reconnaissance. Additionally, no active spring activity was observed in the areas
explored. In regard to water supply wells, six off-site water supply wells were visually
identified in proximity of the project site. Please be advised that due to the limited public
access, visual observations were confined to what could be seen from the property and
public access roads.

Included in the six off-site water supply wells visually identified above, three water supply
wells were located on the property adjacent to the project site at 1399 Spring Hill Road,
Petaluma, California. During the site reconnaissance EBA personnel was able to measure
DTW on two of the three wells at the property located at 1399 Spring Hill Road. The well
(North Well) on the northern portion of the property measured a DTW of 47.1 feet. The
well (South Well) on the southern portion of the property measured a DTW of 60.2 feet.
Please refer to Figure 2, Appendix A for location of these wells.

The site reconnaissance was supplemented with review of Google Earth Pro aerial
imagery for the area. EBA also utilized the web service ParcelQuest and County of
Sonoma GIS services to assess the use of all parcels located in the CIA (discussed below
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in Section 3.0). Findings from this research were generally consistent with the above
descriptions. These sources also provided information that was used for the CIA water
usage and water balance calculations.

2.2 Water Well Drillers Reports (WWDRSs)

WWDRs maintained by the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) were
reviewed to obtain pertinent information for the area regarding water supply use, well
completion depths, yields, etc. The scope of the CDWR research encompassed available
records for wells located within Section 1 of Township 4 North (T4N), Range 8 West
(R8W) and Section 6 of Township 4 North (T4N), Range 7 West (R7W), Mount Diablo
Baseline and Meridian. The off-site search boundary was designed to approximately
mirror the shape of the CIA in order to obtain available information representative of the
local hydrogeologic conditions. The results of this research identified 10 WWDRs for
water supply wells (see Figure 2, Appendix A). Please note that locations were
determined based on information provided in the WWDR, which, for the majority of the
WWDRs, was incomplete or missing. In the case of incomplete or missing well location
information, an assumed location was derived based on air photos and observations as
to the locations of the well. It should be noted that while the project site well (WELL-1321)
is completed in Sonoma Volcanics, most of the wells in the vicinity of the project site are
completed in the Wilson Grove Formation. Due to the project site well being completed in
a different geologic formation than the wells in the vicinity of the project site, an evaluation
based on their successful completion in a water-bearing zone which is geologically
consistent was unable to be completed. The breakdown on the following page provides
a summary of the well/borehole and water supply characteristics as described in the
pertinent WWDRs:

TABLE 1
RESULTS FROM WWDR RESEARCH
Description On-Site Off-Site
Number of Water Supply Wells 1M 9
Drilling Depths (feet BGS) 400 150 to 319
Static Groundwater Levels (feet TOC) 34.20@) 20 to 80
Reported Yields (GPM) 180) 5to 20
Specific Capacity (GPM/ft) 0.1463®) 0.0446 to 0.625*
WWDR: Water Well Drillers Report
BGS: Below Ground Surface
GPM: Gallons per Minute

GPM/ft: Gallons per Minute per Foot of Drawdown
(1): WELL-1321 Well log is available for this well.

@ WELL-1321 as measured during the May 20, 2021 site reconnaissance.
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@ As reported by WELL-1321 well yield test performed on October 3, 2019.

(@) Calculation includes a 20 percent correction factor for drawdown to account for inherent
inefficiencies associated with air lift testing methods.

Please note that the breakdowns provided in Table 1 should be considered estimates
based on interpretation of the WWDR information.

2.3 CASGEM Data

The California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) Program
database was researched to identify historical groundwater elevation data that might be
available in the area. Findings from this research found the closest CASGEM monitoring
well with historical, and current, data (Well ID: 382277N1226740W001) to be located
approximately 3,960 feet to the northeast from WELL-1321. Historical groundwater
elevation data from this well has been recorded since 1989 and exhibits relatively stable
levels
(http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/groundwater/hydrographs/brr_hydro.cfm?CF
GRIDKEY=28237). Although this CASGEM well (Wilson Grove Formation) is completed
in different lithology than the project site well (Sonoma Volcanics), this data appears to
indicate that groundwater recharge in the area is occurring at a similar rate to usage.
Please refer to Appendix D for the hydrograph, provided by CASGEM, which includes the
historical groundwater elevation data in the respective well.

2.4 Assessor’s Parcel Maps

County of Sonoma assessor's parcel maps for the area were reviewed to assist in
identifying neighboring property boundaries and addresses. This information, in turn, was
used to establish the number of properties within the designated CIA area (discussed in
Section 3.0 [Cumulative Impact Areal)) for this study. As an update to the September 28,
2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-evaluated the CIA and reduced its size from 155 acres
to 60 acres. Findings from this exercise identified 10 properties (including the project site)
ranging in size from approximately 1.03 to 16.72 AC. It should be noted that two parcels
within the CIA were not included in this analysis due to their limited area of impact. Of
these 10 properties, well/borehole information was identified for four properties (including
the project site) within the CIA as determined from the WWDRSs.

2.5 Zoning Information

Zoning designation records maintained by PRMD were reviewed for neighboring
properties within the designated CIA to evaluate potential future uses and implications of
the proposed project on future groundwater use in these areas. Findings from this
research revealed that the project site is zoned as Land Extensive Agriculture District
(LEA). The site is zoned as LEA B6 100, RC 50/50 per the County of Sonoma Zoning
Code Regulations. The following is intended to define zoning codes identified at the
project site and surrounding properties within the CIA.

5

N ENGINEERING





“Land Extensive Agriculture District (LEA) is intended to enhance and protect
lands best suited for permanent agricultural use and capable of relatively low
production per acre of land; and to implement the provisions of the Land
Extensive Agriculture land use category of the General Plan and the policies of
the Agricultural Resources Element. (Ord. No. 4643, 1993.)”

“The Riparian Corridor (RC) is intended to protect biotic resource communities,
including critical habitat areas within and along riparian corridors, for their habitat
and environmental value, and to implement the provisions of the General Plan
Open Space and Resource Conservation and Water Resources Elements.”

“Valley Oak Habitat Combining District (VOH) is intended to protect and enhance
valley oaks and valley oak woodlands and to implement the provisions of Section
5.1 of the general plan resource conservation element.”

All the properties adjacent to the project site and within the CIA are also located in a LEA
zone.

With regard to zoning density, combining districts for the County specifying residential
density and/or minimum parcel or lot size for the parcels, lots and/or the area includes
B6. The B6 district designation specifies the maximum permitted density (i.e., minimum
acreage for a single dwelling unit) for individual parcels. In the CIA, the B6 district
designations include densities of 60 to 100 AC.

2.6 Well Yield Certification Tests

A water yield test was performed October 3, 2019 on WELL-1321 by Les Peterson Drilling
and Pump, Inc. The water yield test was conducted by pumping water from WELL-1321
for approximately 8 hours with a total measurement time of 16 hours for water level
recovery. The water level in the well at the start of the test was 37 feet (initial static water
level) from TOC and ended with a post-test water level at 42 feet from TOC, for a percent
recovery of 95.93%. Discharge and drawdown were calculated to be 18 GPM and 123
feet, respectively. Specific capacity was calculated to be 0.1463. Please find a copy of
the water yield test in Appendix E.

2.7 Documentation of Expended Effort

Approximately 50 hours have been expended in identifying existing wells within the area
of interest, as well as other pertinent information with respect to the local hydrogeologic
conditions, property uses, and determination of aquifer characteristics. This estimate
reflects the cumulative time expended by EBA in researching the information (i.e., site
reconnaissance, literature searches, interviews, and telephone calls) and performance of
various calculations.

In an effort to compare present groundwater levels to historical groundwater levels in
water wells in the vicinity of the project site, EBA personnel attempted to contact property
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owners adjacent to the project site with the intention of measuring groundwater levels in
their wells. EBA sent out letters in the mail requesting access to neighboring wells. All
attempts made by EBA to contact owners of neighboring wells failed. However, the owner
of the project site is the owner of the adjacent property to the west of the project site,
which contains two water wells. This property is located at 1399 Spring Hill Road,
Petaluma and contains two water wells with recorded historical groundwater levels. The
historical groundwater levels used for comparison for the wells in the vicinity of the project
site were taken from their respective Department of Water Resources (DWR) driller logs
and were reported by Boudreau in his Geology & Groundwater Potential (2005) report in
2005.

On May 20, 2021 EBA personnel were able to measure the groundwater levels in two of
the existing wells from the Boudreau report located at 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma.
Recent groundwater levels were found to have mildly decreased in both wells from the
historical groundwater levels in the Boudreau report. The well in the northern portion
(North Well) of the property located at 1399 Spring Hill Road decreased from 27 feet to
47.1 feet below TOC. The well in the southern portion (South Well) of the property
decreased from 38 feet to 60.2 feet below TOC. EBA remobilized to the site on June 2,
2021 to measure DTW in WELL-1321. DTW was measured at 35 feet BGS at that time.

It should be noted that during the time of the site visit by EBA to measure groundwater
levels in water wells in the vicinity of the project site, Sonoma County was experiencing
a drought. This prolonged dry period may have lowered the groundwater levels in these
wells below their average values. As such, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater
levels will increase under a normal year or average precipitation. Please refer to Figure
2, Appendix A for the location of these wells.

3.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT AREA

The definition of “cumulative impact area” corresponds to the change in a specific area
resulting from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Based on this criterion, existing
and future site development characteristics and zoning designations for surrounding
properties were considered, coupled with the site hydrogeology and the nature of the
proposed development, to estimate the CIA for the project.

After a discussion with PRMD personnel (Robert Pennington), the boundary of the CIA to
the north, south, east and west of the project site well were updated based upon a
combination of factors including topography and hydrogeology.

Please refer to Figure 2 (Appendix A) for an illustration of the updated CIA boundary as

defined above. The overall size of the CIA is approximately 60 AC and encompasses 10
properties (including the project site).
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4.0 SUMMARY OF EXISTING / PROJECTED GROUNDWATER USE

At the time of this report, there was no water usage reported by the client from WELL-
1321 at the project site. As previously mentioned, the project site will reportedly be utilized
as a tasting room facility. With this proposed project, the existing water required for
domestic and irrigation water use for the tasting room will come from the on-site well
(WELL-1321). As an update to the September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-
evaluated the projected annual groundwater use (domestic and irrigation) for the
proposed project. BC Engineering Group’s projected annual irrigation water use estimate
of 238,336 gallons per year (GPY) was reduced to 9,360 GPY by water conservation
measures estimated by Louise Leff (landscape architect). An 80 percent septic return flow
offset was applied to BC Engineering Group’s projected annual domestic water use
estimate (294,640 GPY), creating a reduction in overall projected groundwater usage
(Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency, 2021). The reduced projected
annual groundwater use for the project site is as follows:

Annual:

BC Engineering Original Group’s Projected Annual Groundwater Use Estimate:

. Domestic = 294,640 gallons per year (GPY)
. Irrigation = 238,336 GPY
TOTAL = Approximately 532,976 GPY

DAILY FLOW = Approximately 1,460 GPD = 1.64 Acre Feet/ Year (AF/yr)

BC Engineering Revised Projected Annual Groundwater Use Estimate:

«  Domestic = (294,640 GPY) — (235,712 GPY, [80% septic return flow]) = 58,928 GPY
. Irrigation = 9,360 GPY
TOTAL = Approximately 304,000 GPY (68,288 GPY after offsets for septic return flow)

DAILY FLOW = Approximately 830 GPD = 0.93 AF/yr. (Approximately 187 GPD = 0.21
AF/yr after offsets for septic return flow.)

The breakdown on Table 2 provides a general synopsis of both the existing and projected
groundwater uses associated with the proposed development, as well as estimates of the
off-site groundwater use on adjoining and nearby properties located within the CIA. The
existing and future groundwater use information for the project site was provided by the
property owner. The off-site groundwater use information, in turn, was estimated by EBA
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using industry standard values for domestic/incidental use. As part of EBA’s analysis, the
website ParcelQuest was utilized to determine the number of bedrooms associated with
existing dwellings. In regard to future development, 3-bedroom dwellings were assumed
for those properties in which an existing dwelling was not identified by ParcelQuest or
parcels that could be subdivided in the future. The ensuing groundwater use estimations
conservatively assume that the water supply well for each of these parcels is located
within the CIA, which may or may not be the case.

As an update to the June 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-evaluated the water use
estimates for the existing vineyards within the project site and within the CIA. While there
is approximately six AC of existing vineyard within the project site, the irrigation for this
vineyard is provided from the neighboring well located on the property at 1399 Spring Hill
Road. Because the project site vineyard is not irrigated from the project site well, water
use for the project site vineyard was included in the estimate of the existing off-site
groundwater use. Water from the well located at 1399 Spring Hill Road is also used to
irrigate approximately 8.5 AC of vineyard located at 1399 Spring Hill Road. A water use
estimate for the existing vineyard on the project site and the existing vineyard on the
property located at 1399 Spring Hill Road was provided by the client. As an update to the
September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-evaluated the water use estimate for
the remaining approximately 2.5 AC of existing off-site vineyards within the CIA. Due to
the reduction in the CIA area for the current report (discussed above in Section 3.0), the
approximately 2.5 AC of existing off-site vineyards within the previous CIA, are no longer
within the updated CIA.

In addition to re-evaluating water use estimates for the existing vineyards within CIA,
future foreseeable water use estimates were re-evaluated for potential off-site vineyards
within the updated CIA. As an update to the September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report,
EBA calculated that 20 AC of grassland were available for future potential off-site vineyard
within the updated CIA. The 6 AC of grassland that were located on a property being used
by a dairy facility are no longer located within the updated CIA due to the reduction of the
CIA. As discussed with Robert Pennington of PRMD, 50% of grasslands in the CIA can
be assumed as future potential vineyards. EBA estimated a total of 10 AC (50% of 20 AC)
of grassland assumed as future potential vineyards within the CIA. The re-evaluated
water use estimates are reflected in Table 2 on the following page.

Water use associated with the 6,000-case winery located at 1399 Spring Hill Road (APN
020-050-009) was estimated as part of the existing off-site groundwater use. According
to Appendix A of the Sonoma County General Plan, Water Resource Element, the volume
of process water for a winery in Sonoma County is 2.15 acre-feet per 100,000 gallons of
wine produced. Taking into consideration the number of gallons in 6,000 cases of wine
and the process water value provided by the County, EBA estimated the water use for a
6,000-case winery to be approximately 0.31 acre-feet.

A groundwater offset associated with the removal of existing irrigated landscaping (lawn)
located at 1399 Spring Hill Road was estimated as part of the existing off-site groundwater
use. According to Appendix A of the Sonoma County General Plan, Water Resource
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Element, the volume of water for a landscaped lawn in Sonoma County is 3.6 AF/yr per
acre of landscaped lawn. Taking into consideration the number of acres (0.115 AC) of
lawn being irrigated and the water value provided by the County, EBA estimated the
groundwater offset for a 0.115 AC lawn to be approximately 0.41 AF.

TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF EXISTING / PROJECTED GROUNDWATER USE
Existin Future Future
Description (AF/ r)g Additional Combined
y (AFlyr) (AFlyr)
Project Site Groundwater Use
Domestic and Irrigation Use(") 0 0.93 0.93
Septic Return Flow Offset @) 0 -0.72 -0.72
Project Site Totals 0 0.21 0.21
Off-Site Groundwater Use
Single Family Dwellings — Domestic Use(® 6.00 0.75 6.75
Single Family Dwellings — Incidental Use) 2.00 0.25 2.25
Vineyard Irrigation® (™ 1.20 6.00 7.20
Winery®) 0.31 0 0.31
Landscape Offset (Lawn) ®) -0.41 0 - 0.41
Off-Site Totals 9.10 7.00 16.10
Combined Groundwater Use
Combined Totals 9.10 7.21 16.31

AF/yr: Acre-Feet per Year

U] Based on revised domestic water use estimate from BC Engineering Group and a reduced irrigation
water use estimate from Louise Leff (landscape architect).

@ Based on an 80% septic return flow applied to the projected annual domestic water use.

&) Based on 24 existing bedrooms and three future additional bedrooms at an incremental water use
of 0.25 AF/yr per bedroom.

“) Based on 8 existing dwellings and one future additional dwelling at an incremental water use of
0.25 AF/yr per dwelling.

®) Based on a water use estimate provided by the client for 14.5 acres of existing vineyard.
®) Based on a 6,000-case winery located at 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma.
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Y] Off-site future additional is based on hypothetical development of vineyards within the CIA. This
estimate should be considered extremely conservative since it assumes that water supply for any
future off-site vineyards would be from a well located within the CIA and within the same formation
as the project site well (Sonoma Volcanics).

®) Based on a 0.115 AC lawn located at 1399 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma.

5.0 GROUNDWATER AVAILABILITY ANALYSIS

As outlined in the introduction of this report, the primary objectives of the groundwater
availability analysis were to evaluate whether there are adequate existing and future
groundwater supplies to accommodate the proposed project and to estimate the effects
of drawdown within the designated CIA. The following subsections address each of these
issues.

5.1 Water Supply Capabilities

Groundwater in Storage

Due to the fact that the project site contains three different geologic formations mapped
on its surface, an estimated volume of water in storage within the entire CIA was not
calculated. However, the estimated volume of water in storage within the geologic
formation (Sonoma Volcanics) in which the project site well (WELL-1321) is completed in
was calculated. As an update to the September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-
evaluated the portion (8.25 AC) of the reduced 60 AC CIA mapped as Sonoma Volcanics.
The estimated volume of water in storage within the Sonoma Volcanics was calculated
by multiplying the volume of the aquifer by its specific yield. The saturated aquifer
thickness of the Sonoma Volcanics was based on the static groundwater level measured
during EBA’s site reconnaissance on May 26, 2021 and the completion depth recorded
in the WWDR of the project site well (WELL-1321). Finally, the aquifer’s specific yield or
secondary porosity volume was based on literature values (Bulletin 118-4 [CDWR, 2003]).
Using this information, the storage capacity for the aquifer (Sonoma Volcanics) was
estimated by multiplying the respective variables.

The following provides a breakdown of the calculations:

Formation 1: Sonoma Volcanics

. Aquifer Area: 8.25 AC

J Average Static Groundwater Level: 34.2 feet BGS

. Aquifer Depth: 400 feet BGS

o Aquifer Thickness: 366 feet

. Effective Porosity: 7.5 percent (literature value)
. Calculated Storage Capacity: 226 acre-feet (AF)

Based on the above calculations, the storage capacity for the Sonoma Volcanics within
the CIA equates to 226 AF. It should be noted that although 226 AF of groundwater is
11
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potentially in storage beneath the Sonoma Volcanics within the CIA, this does not
necessarily represent the amount of groundwater available for use. Due to the nature of
the interaction between groundwater and subsurface geology in the vicinity of the project
site, it is not likely that the entire amount of groundwater in storage is able to be efficiently
extracted.

Water Budget

A water budget analysis was performed by comparing groundwater recharge
characteristics to the projected on-site groundwater use over a given calendar year. In
this regard, the groundwater recharge estimate for the CIA was calculated by assuming
that precipitation represents the primary source of potential inflow into the underlying
aquifer, and run-off, evapotranspiration, canopy interception and springs represent the
primary outflow variables. Whereas other secondary sources of inflow (i.e., groundwater
inflow from upgradient boundaries, recharge from irrigation, etc.) and outflow (i.e.,
groundwater outflow along downgradient boundaries, etc.) contribute to the overall
groundwater recharge characteristics, these secondary sources were assumed to be
relatively equal, resulting in no net gain or loss. Based on this approach, the following
equation was used to calculate potential groundwater recharge:

Groundwater Recharge =P — (R + ETa + Eci+ S)

where “P” is equal to precipitation (in AF/yr), “R” is equal to run-off (in AF/yr), “ETa" is
equal to actual evapotranspiration (in AF/yr), “Eci” is equal to evaporative losses related
to canopy interception (in AF/yr), and “S” is equal to spring flow (in AF/yr). Details
regarding the calculation of each of these variables are presented below.

Precipitation (P)

The total volume of precipitation that falls within the CIA was calculated by multiplying the
average annual precipitation rate (32 inches per year) by the size of the CIA (60 AC).

Run-off (R)

The percentage of the total precipitation that results as outflow (i.e., run-off) was
estimated by comparing the ground slopes within the CIA to run-off coefficients (RCs) for
various types of developed and natural settings (ODOT, 2014). In general, slope surfaces
were separated by areas identified as “flat” (less than 2 percent), “rolling” (2 to 10 percent)
and “hilly” (greater than 10 percent). In this regard, the relative percentages of slopes
within the CIA that align with these categories are approximately 0, 50 and 50 percent,
respectively. These areas, in turn, were further separated by the types of settings. The
following provides a breakdown of the setting types and range of RCs used in the
analysis:

e Woodland / Forest: 7.5AC (RC =0.15-0.20)

e Meadows / Pastureland 51 AC (RC =0.30-0.35)
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e Light Residential 1.5 AC (RC = 0.40 - 0.45)

Using the aforementioned variables, the annual run-off volume for each area was
calculated by multiplying the respective areas by the annual precipitation volume,
followed by multiplying the corresponding products by the applicable RC. The summation
of all the area run-off volumes equates to the total annual run-off volume for the entire
CIA.

Actual Evapotranspiration (ET,)

As previously noted in Subsection 1.3 (Local Climate), the mean annual potential
evapotranspiration (ETo) for the area is estimated to be 44.19 inches per year. The ETa,
in turn, was calculated by multiplying the annual ETo by a coefficient of 0.33. This
coefficient, determined in Geohydrology and Water Chemistry of the Alexander Valley,
Sonoma County, California (USGS) (Metzger et al, 2006), represents the ratio between
the soil moisture deficit and the ETo observed during the months of May through
September.

Canopy Interception (Ec)

Canopy interception corresponds to the fraction of rainfall that is intercepted by the
canopy of trees and shrubs (assumed to be negligible for grassland areas) and
subsequently lost to evaporation. This fraction was estimated using equations developed
by Helvey and Patric (1965) that utilize gross rainfall, throughput (i.e., rainfall that reaches
the ground through spaces in the vegetative canopy and as drip from leaves, twigs and
stems), and stemflow (i.e., rainfall that is caught on the canopy and reaches the ground
by running down stems) variables. The calculation excluded grassland and vineyard
areas as the fraction of canopy interception for these areas is assumed to be negligible.
With that being said, all other areas within the CIA were assumed to be subject to canopy
interception losses.

Spring Activity (S)

Although spring flow was not observed at the time of the site visit, spring flow was
assumed to have occurred within the CIA due to the known occurrence of spring flow in
the area. Given that the entire CIA drains to one point on the project site, EBA assigned
spring activity 10% of the total calculated runoff within the CIA.

The results of the water balance calculations using the aforementioned parameters are
presented in Table 3 on the following page.
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TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF WATER BALANCE CALCULATIONS
Description Average (AF/yr)

Precipitation (inflow) +160
Run-Off (outflow) -49
Actual Evapotranspiration (outflow) -73
Canopy Interception (outflow) -1
Springs (outflow) -5
Total +32

AF/yr:  Acre-Feet per Year

As presented in Table 3, the estimated volume of water potentially available for
groundwater recharge is approximately 32 AF/yr. In regard to the total estimated future
groundwater supply requirement (existing plus future development) within the CIA (16.31
AF/yr), this volume equates to approximately 50 percent of the water potentially available
for recharge. Conversely, the total estimated future groundwater supply requirement
(existing plus future development) for the project site (0.21 AF/yr) equates to less than
one percent of the water potentially available for recharge.

5.2 Drought Conditions

The water budget calculations were also performed simulating drought conditions. To
accomplish this, EBA assumed 60 percent of the average annual rainfall (19.2 inches per
year). The precipitation, run-off, canopy interception, actual evapotranspiration, and
spring flow variables in the potential groundwater recharge equation presented in the
previous subsection were adjusted accordingly. The results of this exercise indicated that
despite the assumed drought conditions, a positive water balance exists during 60
percent of average annual rainfall. Recharge during drought conditions would be
approximately 19 AF/yr prior to any groundwater extraction within the CIA. The future
combined water use at the project site (0.21 AF/yr) equates to approximately one percent
of the water potentially available for recharge during drought years. The total (existing
plus future) water use within the CIA (16.31 AF/yr) equates to approximately 86 percent
of the water potentially available for recharge during drought years.

It is important to note that while the assumed drought scenario calculations do provide
some context to evaluate recharge under periods of extremely limited rainfall, years
exhibiting above average rainfall would provide an excess of water being available for
recharge. In essence, the historical rainfall amounts used herein account for drought
scenarios.
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5.3 Drawdown Characteristics

Projected drawdown characteristics associated with the proposed project was estimated
through the performance of a preliminary analysis using the projected site-specific usage
rates, data from the limited pumping test conducted for WELL-2890 on October 16, 2018,
and an analytical computer model. The following subsections provide a summary of the
various parameters considered in the analysis and the corresponding results.

Daily Water Demand

As an update to the September 28, 2021 hydrogeologic report, EBA re-evaluated the
projected total annual groundwater use for the proposed project (0.93 AF/yr), as
presented in Table 2, which is equivalent to an annual water demand of approximately
303,041 gallons. Therefore, the projected total annual groundwater use for the proposed
project of 0.93 AF/yr is equivalent to a maximum daily water demand of approximately
830 gallons per day (GPD).

Pumping Rate and Duration

As presented above, the daily water demand is approximately 830 GPD. Whereas the
demand would likely occur intermittently throughout the day, the total volume was
assumed to be pumped at one time as a conservative measure. Based on the reported
pumping rate of WELL-1321 of approximately 18 GPM (Appendix E), the pumping
duration required to meet the maximum daily water demand is approximately 46 minutes.
Based on known drawdown and recharge characteristics of WELL-1321 it is likely that
this well will be solely capable of providing water supply for the proposed project.

Aquifer Transmissivity

Determination of aquifer transmissivity was accomplished using available data from the
recent pumping test for WELL-1321. The average yield (18 GPM) and drawdown (123
feet) data from the pumping test were used in an empirical transmissivity equation
published in Groundwater and Wells (Driscoll, 1986). This equation presented is as
follows:

1500

Q T
S

for a confined aquifer, where “Q” is discharge rate (GPM), “s” is feet of drawdown in the
well, and “T” is transmissivity (gallons per day per foot [GPD/ft]). For the purpose of this
analysis, the aquifer is assumed to be partially confined based on the description given

by the well driller at the time of well installation. The corresponding results from the
calculation indicated a transmissivity value of 220 GPD/ft.
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Well Interference Characteristics

Due to the project site well (WELL-1321) being completed in a different geologic formation
than the rest of the off-site wells within the CIA, an evaluation of well interference was not
conducted for the off-site wells. Given that the Wilson Grove overlays the Sonoma
Volcanics, the likelihood of negative impacts to wells within the Wilson Grove would
appear low. With that being said, assuming a similar well was completed in the same
formation as WELL-1321 (i.e., Sonoma Volcanics), EBA calculated an estimated
drawdown of approximately five feet at a distance of 50 feet from the well.

6.0 SURFACE WATER /AQUATIC HABITAT

Policy WR-2e requires that the scope of the groundwater assessment encompass
potential impacts to surface waters and aquatic habitats. As previously mentioned, the
most prominent surface water feature in proximity of the project site is an unnamed
intermittent drainage. This drainage runs through the project site from the west to east
and has a small streamside conservation area, per the Sonoma County Riparian Corridor
Combining Zone, along the eastern property line. There is a 50-foot riparian corridor
setback from top of bank for this drainage in the streamside conservation area. The
proposed tasting room and associated improvements are located over 200 feet from the
drainage at its nearest point and are approximately 750 feet from the streamside
conservation area. WELL-1321 is located approximately 625 feet at its nearest point from
the streamside conservation area and 50-foot riparian corridor setback. Given the
distance from WELL-1321 to the streamside conservation area (approximately 625 feet),
as well as the relatively limited pumping rate associated with WELL-1321 (18 GPM), it is
unlikely that pumping would influence surface water flow or aquatic habitat in this location.

7.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the proposed water use and the estimates presented herein, it appears that the
proposed project will not have a significant impact on current and future groundwater
availability at the project site, nor within the CIA under existing or foreseeable future use
conditions. This conclusion is based on the following:

. The projected estimated annual water supply requirement for the hypothetical
future development and existing uses (16.31 AF/yr) for the entire CIA equates to
approximately seven percent of the groundwater in storage within the Sonoma
Volcanics (8.25 AC) within the CIA and approximately 50 percent of the amount of
potential annual groundwater recharge (32 AF/yr). It is important to note that off-
site future additional usage is based on hypothetical development of vineyards
within the CIA. This estimate should be considered extremely conservative since
it assumes that water supply for any future off-site vineyards would be from a well
located within the CIA and within the same formation as the project site well
(Sonoma Volcanics).
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. A water yield test was performed October 3, 2019 on WELL-1321 demonstrating
a discharge, drawdown, and specific capacity of 18 GPM, 123 feet, and 0.1463,
respectively. The yield characteristics of WELL-1321 appear to be sufficient to
accommodate the proposed project site water demand.

. Based on the analysis presented herein, it does not appear that pumping in WELL-
1321 will be able to substantially influence any existing neighboring wells or
surface water habitats. The potential for influence on surface water habitats near
the streamside conservation area (approximately 625 feet) from pumping in WELL-
1321, is unlikely.

o In regard to drought considerations, the total water use for the project site (0.21
AF/yr) equates to approximately one percent of the annual groundwater recharge
during drought conditions. While the assumed drought scenario calculations do
provide some context to evaluate recharge under periods of extremely limited
rainfall, years exhibiting above average rainfall would provide an excess of water
being available for recharge.

o A comparison of groundwater levels in water wells in the vicinity of the project site
was conducted. EBA compared historical groundwater level values recorded in
wells from the Geology & Groundwater Potential (Boudreau, 2005) report to the
groundwater levels measured during EBA’s recent site visit in May 2021. All
attempts made by EBA to contact owners of neighboring wells failed. However,
EBA personnel were able to measure two of the existing wells from the Boudreau
report. The two wells measured were located at 1399 Spring Hill Road in Petaluma.
Current groundwater levels were found to have mildly decreased in both wells from
the historical groundwater levels in the Boudreau report. It should be noted that
during the time of the site visit by EBA to measure groundwater levels in water
wells in the vicinity of the project site, Sonoma County was experiencing a drought.
This prolonged dry period may have lowered the groundwater levels in these wells
below their average values. As such, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater
levels will increase under a normal year or average precipitation.

It is important to note that some influences in the groundwater elevation immediately
adjacent to WELL-1321 should be expected, although such influences may be temporal
in nature. The amount of influence can be minimized through the employment of water
management practices.

8.0 LIMITATIONS

This report was prepared in accordance with generally accepted standards of
professional hydrogeologic consulting principles and practices at the place and time this

study was performed. This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties, either expressed or
17
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implied. The conclusions presented herein are based solely on information made
available to us by others, and includes professional interpretations based on limited
research and data. Based on these circumstances, the decision to conduct additional
investigative work to substantiate the findings and conclusions presented herein is the
sole responsibility of the client. This report has been prepared solely for the client and
any reliance on this report by third parties shall be at such party's sole risk.

9.0 CLOSING

EBA appreciates the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. If you should have
any questions regarding the information contained herein, please do not hesitate to
contact our office at (707) 544-0784.

Sincerely,
EBA ENGINEERING

(Aa & -
lan Penn
Staff Geologist

Matthew J. Earnshaw, P.G., C.E.G., C.Hg., QSD
Senior Geologist

Appendices: Appendix A: Figures
Appendix B: WELL-1321- Water Well Drillers Report
Appendix C: Nearby Wells - Water Well Drillers Report
Appendix D: CASGEM Hydrograph
Appendix E: Well Yield Certification Test
Appendix F: BC Engineering Group Water Use Estimate
Appendix G: Landscape Architect Use Estimate
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: ! ESTIMATED YIELD®_ 1@ (GPM) & TEST TYPE ATR F¥Fp— ——
TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING 310 . (Feet) TEST LENGTH 4 (Hre.) TOTAL DRAWDOWN gga— (F1)
-TOTAL DEPTH OF COMPLETED WELL 30Q5. . (Feel) * May nat be vepresemuative of a well’s long-term yield. 1% pM @_200" :
DEPTH SORE. CASING(S) r— ANNULAR MATERIAL
FROM SURFACE HOLE TYPE (¥ SLOT SizE FROM SURFACE TYPE
DIA. MATERIAL; |INTERNAL| GAUGE CE- | BEN-
4 DIAMETER{ OR WALL IF ANY FILTER PACK
f. w R | Uhed E g 8§ g GRADE (oches) | THIGKNESS |  (nches) Fl. to Ft 'ﬁ";”?‘f? Fﬂ"i (TYPE/SIZE)
[ 1
0 135 X gn £200 Py e
135 ; 155 g% — X " 1] n N9 0 1 Jf M ._; ; iy
* = c g — LT A »J B
155 + 175 | »  Ix n n_ " : 74 x178
3
175 1215 | = % n n o | _gas ;
215 . 235 | 0 X n n — :
. 235 . 305 | @ n n n . :
—— ATTAGHMENTS (-f) CEREICATION STATEMENT
| Geclogio Log I, the undersigned, cerilfy that this report is complete and accurete to the bast of my knowledge and belle!.
. Wil Construction Diagrem . || name LES PETERSEN DRILLING & PUMP, INC.
ad - Logtes {FCRSON, TIRIE, OR GDRPORATION) (1TPED OR PRINTED)
— Soll/Water Chemica! Analyses 5434 OLD REBWOOD ROSA CA. - zm
. Other -
ATTACH ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, IF IT Extars. || Staned o0 BRILLER :mmm - 4/20/93 %&‘ﬁ_ o T

DWR 186 REY. 7-50 IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, USE NEXT CONSECUTIVELY NUMBERED FORM & é é






ORIGINAL : STATE OF CALIFORNIA Do not fill in
THE RESOURCES AGENCY

File with DWR DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES No. 177456
Ne=' ~of Intent No. WATER WELL DRILLERS REPORT State Well No.
Lo Jdermit No. or Date_ 37 =8l Other welt No O ORLOC |
(1} (12) WELL LOG: Totat deptn_ 319 #. Depth of completed well 31Ge.
Addre from ft, to ft. Fprmation (Describe by color, character, size or material}
City_ C- 2 Topsocil
2- 32 Brown sandstone
E:?JBWLOCASP%I?CF PF WELL ‘Seeéiifr'i°§i?fllmbe, 020-050-05 32- 133 Ledge af blue sandstone
Well address if different from above. 1707 Sprlnghlll Road : 33 _ 1;8 Brown &\dstone
Township, Petaluma Range. Section 1-1-8 - 66 Blue Sanh\m sandstone
Distance from cities, roads, railroads, fences, etc 66 = 201{ m- SandSEC)ne with streaks of
- cl blue sand
20L - 319¢\ Biu Jsandstone with streaks of
- \blue sand
(3) TYPE OF WORK: 2 Y

New Well (R Deepening [

NN R
Reconstruction O - \\\} <</>
Reconditioning O Q\ - @V
Horizontal Well [} \&\ - ,\\\@‘)
Destruction [J (Describe \\S;b”‘ \\S}) @

procednies i oo N 74
(4) PROPOSED RN AN
Domestic ~ ? . _\\\.\:’/ AN \\
Irrigation Y o e \k_ N 2 /:\1} v
Industrial \>\ O QQL\B‘V v\h\

‘ \ 0 o\ - N

_ X4 NN
WELL LOCATION SKETCH Y ] > -r o v
{5) EQUIPMENT: (6) cmvh% «,{” N
Rotary X Reverse [ 324 No (&\&
Cable O Air O Q er of bore, ﬁ\\\{\“} ¥
Other [J Bucket [1 \h\ om__2 N
{7) CASING INSTALLED: (8)“PERFORA’ : % N _
Steel []  Plastic fg c& Type o&%‘{f& e of screen/y [ -
From To,~. Dis. GM j2 \@' To %ﬁ’; -
ft. £#t{CPin. | Wall R fr. 4 \Lig Z
Q 21958 cr200] 60-80 [100-12G0 /8 x 3 -
N 140-160 18050178 x 3 -
220-21,0 P6QRB0-{1/8 x 3. -
(9) WELL SEAL: 300=320 -
Was surface sanitary seal provided? Yes &) No O If yes, to deptb_25_ft. -
Were strata sealed agalméopﬁ]éuf,l% eYeCs‘n pagﬁﬂ Interval -
Method of sealing Work started_..__ 10711 _19_81._ Completed__ 10717 _ 19__81,
(10) WATER LEVELS: _ WELL DRILLER’S STATEMENT: 4 ) ;
Depth of first water, if known, ft

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and thef

Standing level after well completion LO17 . | knowledge and belief. -
(11} WELL TESTS: Swenep._Gerald G, Thompson, By Ward Thompso
Was well test made? Yes No [J If yes, by whom? Heeks (Well Driller)
Type of test Pomp Badler Air 5t NaME_WEEKS DRILLING AND PUMP COMPANY
Depth to water at start of wst__..ho...__.ﬂ. At end of test_ﬂ)__ﬂ {Person, firm gr corporation) (Typed or printed)
Dieharge 20 gal/min after_3_h Wate:; perature, cool | Address P. 0. Box 1 7
)@1‘ : LR G Sebastopol, CA i IOLT2
C . analysis made? Yes O No fg If yes, by whom? £ =S 7 681 Ock 55 198[.;_
Was electric log made?  Yes [J No [g If yes, attach copy to this report LicetsdNo Co7-177 Date of this report hd !

DWR 188 (rev. 7-76)  IF ADDITIONAL SPACE I8 NEEDED. USE NEXT CQNSECUTIVELY NUMBERED FORM

—





ORIGINAL STATE OF CALIFORNIA Do not fill in
THE RESOURCES AGENCY

File with DWR DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES No. 066157
{ },f Intent No WATER WELL DRILLERS REPORT State Well No.
Local Permit No. or Date Other Well N o.%&_&lﬁl__
(1) (12) WELL LOG: 7otat aepth 281 ¢ Depet of completed wett 270 s
Addres from ft, to ft. Formation {Describe by color, character, size or material)
City_3 3 - % Brown sandy sOil
(2) LOCATION OF WELL (See instructions ): 5 - oc Srown sandy clay
County, __S0ONOMa Owner’s Well Number, H _7)2 - 83 Brown Sﬁnd stone
Well address if different from above_same 83 - 280 Blue SW Stone ¥ medium hard
Township. 4N Range Bw Section G - a \W
Distance from cities, roads, railroads, fences, etc. 2 mil s Wwe St 0 f — \k "
city of Petaluma off Spring Hill Rd, - NV
“Jell is 300" south of road _ N ¥
APE20- 050D - 22 - N\
W (3) TYPE OF WORK: /7
"5 FFe -;_-,)r i / New Well é{ Deepening ] 05\\ Py
{ Reconstruction O - \\ &&0
3 DR /ELe ""7 A Reconditioning ] /\\\ - A @_\v
Horizontal Well O \&\ - (\x@
Shemnce e Drmeton 1 erere | N\ D) Q
2 =t procedures in Item A Q « ~—~ \W
'; (4) PROPOSED 2N\ IZARN)
} Domestic 7 B N \ N @ \\
Wesiz=ras Lrrigation G RN A
Ry . Todustrin \) o [ ORYY N
L. : . %&\\\\3\\%“ Q\\ <
Cr' Ty em /:"577“41J 722 b - &
7 /;“ Mm\> XK AR,
WELL LOCATION SKETCH  “\\/pOther & al” -2
{5) EQUIFMENT: (6} GRAV ACK: X <</>‘ ~
Rotary d( Reverse [ ]:}( \:§ Siz&& ((\\\0
Cable O Air % Q r of bore_ 9" f\\\\\)) -
Other [J Bucket [J o, ?-Lh \'B 278 a—\\\\\ Vo

{7) CASING INSTALLED: (S)YEBFO}\A% \Q\v -

Steel 3 Plastic K] Co ) Type of pe e of scmer@w ™~ -
: N

From To (‘ Dia. 1 GM Fr&\) To \@ -

ft. (i, | Wall f& | e A si _

0 278NN 160 [ 60 [ 278 N/ V6x3T -
S Vv
a\%\%nb -
ALY -
(9) WELL SEAL: ~N z "
Was surface sanitary seal provided? Yes {j( No O X yes, to depth 2}_{ ft. - LU T
Were strata sealed against pollution? Yes [J No @{ Interval _______ ft. - _ - o R
Method of sealing Concrete Work started. 1L OED 19 1Y Completed_! & REP 19 (7
(10) WATER LEVELS: 58 WELL DRILLER’S STATEMENT: .
Depth of first water, if known ft. | This well was. drilled under my jurisdigtion and this report is true to the best of my
Standing level after well completion - ft, knowledge and. belief.
{11y WELL TESTS: . . | SieNED. ‘ /
Was well test made? Yes No 1 If yes, by whom?, g {Well Driller)
Type of test Pump g{ Bailer [J Air Kife § namve_ A & K Drllllng
Depth to water at start of test___ . _ft. At end of test_ .. ft 1708 Person, ﬁrm or ,jorporatmn) {Typed or printed)
“ggaze, 20 gal/min after. L" hours Water temperature Address ? u -
‘x . awfetaluma CA 7o JHID
w_dital analysis made? Yes [J ND)S{ If yes, by whom?. 1 800 6 NOV ?9
Was electric log made? Yes [} No If yes, attach copy to this report License No 3 07 Date of this report

DWR 188 (REV. 7-76) IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, USE NEXT CONSECUTIVELY NUMBERED FORM





'ORIGINAL
" File with DWR

Notice of Intent No

Local, Permit No. or Date
(1, k NI

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

WATER WELL DRILLERS REPORT

Do not fill in
No.34591

State Well No
Other Well N04A{/8w - !

I

12) WELL LOG: Total depth_] Q0 #t. Depth of completed well_____ it

Address, m, ft. to ft. Formation (Describe. by color, character, size or material)
City 415 yellow sandstone
(2) LOCATION OF WELL (See fnstructions): - 100 bl?e sandstone/shells/gravel
County. sonoma . Owner’'s Well Number. 100 4115 ' - " " "
Well-address if different from above same 'LlS 14 > blue (&ay
Township, Range Section ) 4390 blue ¢ hale
Distance from cities, roads, railroads, fences, etc.. — <\ hd
- AN
N N
S \ N
(3) TYPE OF WORK: O NN
New ‘Well XX Deepening [ é\\ v
Reconstruction ] g\\ <<A
Reconditioning oy Q\ - W @ v
Horizontal Well a N - AQ\ v
. = e
Pomen D, Dot | NQ- ) Q
procedures in Item 1\> . N A w\
(4) PROPOSED N N Y
Domestic S\\‘\\)j /r_;\/ \ ~
Irrigaﬁor@ - % ?\\52,\ N>
Industrial N O ((\\,\\y V\‘§\\‘"ﬂ
\) up ~
L) 2
/" WELL LOCATION SKETCH  \N_A)
. (5) EQUIFPMENT: (6) GRA
: Rotary BEIX Reverse [] X
Cable 0O Air 0 ter of bore o ~ \\ N
Other Il ] Bucket [ \K rom_7;_._ \'\'\\V -
" (7) CASING INSTALLED (MERFOBW NAAE
Steel l] Plastistg CQ%\\\ Type of pe@’\on obhMize of scree?/& 9 -
From T Dia. ¥ F@@ To Q@ -
ft. O\ in. | Wall R ft. \\ 2 Z
118535 162> | 18 N\ -
= 82 AN -
QRN D -
(9) WELL SEAL: AN -
Was surface sanitary seal provided? Yes Q No O If ves, to depth_2_4__.ff. -
Were strata sealed against pollution? Yes J No O Interval ___________ft. -
‘Method of sealing ready mix Work started. 12730 1976 Completed. 1/ 4 /77 19
{10} WATER LEVELS: WELL DRILLER’S STATEMENT:
Depth of first water, if known ft. | This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is true to the best of my
Standing jevel after well completion. 20 it knowledge and f:elie)‘. .
(11) WELL TESTS: Sionep__ R1M Koenig
Was well test made? YRR No [J If ves, by whom? (Well Driller)
Type of test Pump O Bailer 4] Air lift O NAME LES PETERSEN DRILLING & PUMP,INC,.
Depth to water at start of test .. ft. At end of test 1O £ (Person, firm, or corporation) (Typed or printed)
Discharge_ 200 gal/min after__ fhours Water temperature Address%old_Redwggé_Hj?g.l.qwaH_—
Chemical analysis made? Yes 0 No [J If yes, by whom? ity Santa Rosa, Californize
3 Nectric log ynade? Yes {7 No [] If yes, attach copy to this report License No 26108 4 Date of this report. 1 /1 1/77

“ o "
‘B _A8s (rev. 7.78)

IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED. USE NEXT CONSECUTIVELY NUMBERED FORM

43016950 7-76 50M QuAD KDT osp





o

ORIGINAL
File with DWR

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
WATER WELIL DRILLERS REPORT

Do Not Fill In

- N? 123451

State Well No

- -
Other Well NO.M

(1) OWNER:

N
A

{2) LOCATION OF WELL:
Sonoma

County

QOwner’s number, if any

(11) WELL LOG:

Total depth 100 ft. Depth of completed well fr.
Formation: Describe by color, character, size of material, end struciure
ft. 16 fr.
=1 top seil

95 wellow sandstone——
vell _

Township, Range, and Secrion

Distance from cisies, roads, railroads, etc,

(ol S o)

5 =390 blue sgandsteone——

'

(3) TYPE OF WORK (check}:

New Well 31 Deepening [ Reconditioning [} Destroying []
1f destruction, describe material and procedure in ltem 11.
(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (5) EQUIPMENT:
Domestic 7 Industrial [7] Municipal [] Rotary O
Irrigation [[] Test Well [ Other [] Cable &1
. Other ]
(6) CASING INSTALLED:
STEEL: OTHER: If gravel packed
SINGLE B DOUBLE [l
Gage Diameter
From To or of From To
fr. 1 fe Diam. Wall Bore ft. fr.
100 s"
H ﬂ% £l A .
FriNPZ0=-6Tp-007-6
Size of shoe ur well ring: @& L} Size of gravel:
Describe juint welAd
(7) PERFORATIONS OR SCREEN:
Type of pecforatiun vr name of screen
Perf, Rows
From To per per Size
fr. fr. row ft. in. x in.
Nane
(8) CONSTRUCTION:
Was a surface sanitary seal provided? Yes E No O3 To what depth Lo ¥a) ft.
_— N
Were any strata sealed against pollution?  Yes [J No [ If yes, note depth of strata
Erom f1. to ft.
From fr. to fr. Work started 11 /1 2 = Completed 19
L L/ 2 A
Method of sealing . &é'y-ﬁi‘ﬁi WELL DRILLER'S STATEMENT:

(9) WATER LEVELS:

of my knowledge and belief.

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this veporé is frue fo the best

Drepth ar which water was first found, if known {t. . .

Standing level before perforating, if known fr. NAME Les Petersen Drllllng & Pump ! Inc -
Standing level after perforating and developing  * £~ i, (Person, firm, or corporation) (Tyf‘d or printed)

(10) WELL TESTS: bail A Address 5434 0ld Redwood H:Lghway

Nees portp ¢ made? Ver [ Mo [0 ¥ ves. by whom? Tanta Rosa, california

Bad:  on gal.fmin. with 1 An fr. drawdown after o brs. [SioNED]

Temperaturc‘:)t\'lwatzr W:-s:’c\l:emical analysis made? Yes [ “ No [J (Well Dritler)

Yes

Was eleceric log made of well?

No [OJ

Tf ves, attach copy

DWR 188 (REvV. 9.68}

SKETCH LOCATION OF WELL ON REVERSE SIDE

License NO.MW_D“&&_M#@_, 19—

87129-780 9-72 s0M Trir (D1 osp





okIGINAL * .
File Original, Duplicate and Triplicafe with 1he r
DIVISION -OF WATER RESOURCES

P. O. BOX. 1079
SACRAMENTO 5, CALIFORNIA

4

ATER WELL DRILLERS REP

STATE COF CALIFORNIA——DEPARTMENT OF PUBL[C WQRKS%

i

| 49005

(Sections 7076, 7077, 7078, Wnter Code)

DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES 77

Other Well No.

Region

- 7

4

Do Not Fillln , =
_ Weli No 4/!;’4@1/“ V44 /

/

s

N

\) ﬁ‘, 'DRILLER: (person, firm, or corporation)

“Mame (heptots plumhing & Well Drilling

(8) LOCATION OF WELL:

County Svnpmg

Addtess 421 Vashington St

R.F.D. or Street No.

RtZ Box 809, Petzluna

‘Petaluna, Calif,
/[ Foo & )
OWN (27007 5/
Name e
Addre —— 1] (9) WELL LOG:
Total depth of well 2 95 fi
Formation: Mention size of water gravel—

(2)- Proposed Use (Check) Equipment O few 50 4 sandy yellow clay
Domestic £ Industrial O Rotary 20 ; o Lrown sand suone
mest Cable o 73 < 170 -« Blue _n i

Trrigation T3 Test Well ] Dug Well O 170 SZa o« 1 1 .
Municipal O  Other ] Other O DEN 205 1 t 1
(3) CASING:
A0y fr, of = in '? 1b./ga. casing 4ﬂ left in well
Type and size of shoe or well ring 21 ateal %»Y'ﬁ n

4) PERFORATIONS:

'} Hype of perforator used none —
Perforated ft, to ft. holes per in. _
Diameter of perforations in,, [ength in. —_—
(5) WATER LEVELS: ER — S
Was electric log made of well? [] Yes @cNo If yes, attach copy. . . :

Depth at which water was first found AB fe, a w _ .
Seanding level before perforating fr. ™ “ WR_W
Standing level after perforating i, e .« B
Naote your observation of any cliange in watar level while drilling no
Wras a surface sanirary seal provided? - yes «
{6) WELL PUMPING TEST: Work sarted  S=025.52 1 Compleeed S=-280-5Z 1
Capacity 12%‘ gal./min, 51 fr. draw down | Dace of Report Sept . 18 -5% . , 19
. WELL DRILLER’S STATEMENT:
Was well gravel packed? nao T bis well was drilled under mry mmrfwfmn and this report is true fo tbe Im
"%e any seraca sealed against pollution? Oy of my knowledge and b('f :cf
mﬁ}eraﬂnm Was 2 chemical analysis made? nOAc:;;h [S1GNEB] (%’ 7 ;
1f zbandened was well capped? Well Driller
By Aa.d.0berto.
(7) TYPE. OF WORK (check): 102227 SCs7

New well &
Deepening existing well [

Reconditioning of well [

License No

Classification

Dated . JULly 1-10952

46370 7-51 30M UIN D sPo

YRS





De 850 UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR .
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY No. W/8-1K1:
WATER RESOURCES pbivision 77—~
OTHER NOS. oo,
WELL LOG
State Calif. County Sonoma Subarea Petaluma : W
Owner / /. S’
Location ___51132111&_3111_&1. |
Drilled by ¥a_¥._ McDonald Address 330 Bodega Ave,, Petaluma
Date 1948 2 Casing diam. Land-surf. alt. L50
Source of data_...... Driller
(Enter type of well, perforations, yield, and drawdown at end of log)

CORRELATION MATERIAL TI?E;E?)ESS ](DfEel;{I{I
_______________________ Sell & elay . e O30
_______________________ 88y BYNE | 04180
............................................. BOO. GePate e
RECORD BY DaTE ‘ ) SHEET ... ...- OF oo

U, 8, GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 16—0L587-1





APPENDIX D

CASGEM HYDROGRAPH
WELL ID: 382277N1226740W001






Groundwater Levels for Well 382277N1226740W001

200 ft

Elevation (1)
B e
=i -

1201
o n -,. A o . '\ By B I = al & s 2 i e ™
i o s 5 oA & & s e ra oy o i3 o o =k b s ol
o \ ) [ Ayt W b Ak v ) i ok v vig i W ¥ Ly
o o A _:-\.1‘_‘]"" - G .E'_"p 1 o} b Pl --;:\\' o & L2t e R B ik
i ._:“.__"\ o A n:F) I_g’\ i B b ,ﬁ_‘lﬂ oL o A x'."\ bl {nle '\d‘}’ r:_}"\ "1_‘;‘ Q-""L.
o & & & N S & Q & L & n & nF & " 9 N S

-# Water Surface — « Ground Surface -# Questionable Data





APPENDIX E

WELL YIELD CERTIFICATION TEST






COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

3 2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829
Y . (707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103

CERTIFICATION OF WATER YIELD IN WATER SCARCE AREAS
The Permit and Resource Management Department shall be notified 24 hours in advance of this test

water vield # WEL | P- QY83 | Well Permit # (/N IKNO U N

-

I. Individual performing test: JAQL_MMJ%
II. Type of license/registration, number and expiration date: C5 7 ++ 2'6 l Og 7 &)lﬂ lﬂ—"] ) ’/ 7

lll. Location lI: - -— _

Address: lzﬁl ‘S Eﬁlaé H’M& Kgc), AP #:_02\0 ’Ow 0)-6
IV. Type and model of test pump: / W S mMeoel. Viikim oumn

V. Test pump setting depth: I 60 ' '

V1. Maximum reported yield for this pump type at this setting: L)~
VII. Type of discharge measurement method: ;5 Gt BUCHET x STOP laqTid-

VIII. Type and model of flow meter (or provide an accurate description of weir or orifice plate):

. o ! - v4
Geographic coordinates (Plane Coordinate Method or distance from fixed landmarks): 33’ / 3 08 . 7 5 /V

IX. Estimated elevation of well head:‘ 92-«7 ‘ ‘22° 90’ 5- 6. % v w

X. Initial static water level (include measuring points such as top of casing, surface seal, access port): 3 7 ’ W az
_OWSinG AOPREY [ uBos GRADES
Xl. Date & time of initial static water level measuremeang 0/ i I‘M@p.m.

A. Discharge Rate: l ,E ’ﬂ ,'4’)

B. Dynamic Water Level: __ / 61 )

C. Specific Capacity: _ Qe / 943
D. Pump Test duration: 8" FHLS

XIl. Immediately after the test take the following measurements:

/
A. Dynamic water level: / 60
B. Final discharge rate: ___ |

XIll. Post - Test Measurement;

A. Dyn?micwater Ie.vel: 92" ’

C. pacetegs ot ooy ottt vt 290 3.2
Testing performed by (signature):roﬂ—'/

7
Date: / 0 '«3 - / 7 Company:

Phone Number: <3 ZQ-"mde

&>
DRiLlime X Pump

Approved Denied Specialist Date

“F\WLS-010 Certification of Water Yield-in Water Scarce Areas.wpd ~ — - SRR





ETERSEN Test Pump Log

Drilling & Pump Inc.

JOB: Kamal Azari PUMP SIZE: 1-HP SUBMERSIBLE PUMP
LOCATION: 1321 Spring Hill Rd SETTING: 160'
WELL DEPTH: Unknown CASING SIZE: 6" STATIC LEVEL: 37
DATE STARTED: 9/30/2019 DATE FINISHED: 10/3/2019 JOB # WEL19-0483
TIME TEST DATA
DATE: Interval LEVEL | G.P.M. COMMENTS

9/30/19| 9:30 AM| 1 Min 37 32

9/30/19] 9:21 AM! 1 Min 41 32

9/30/19| 9:32 AM| 1 Min 45 32

9/30/19| 9:33AM| 1 Min 48 32

9/30/19| 9:34 AM| 1 Min 52 32

9/30/19| 9:39 AM| 5 Min 63 32

9/30/19| 9:44 AM| 5 Min 75 31

9/30/19| 9:49 AM| 5 Min 89 31

9/30/19| 9:54 AM| 5 Min 102 31

9/30M9| 9:59 AM| 5 Min 125 30

9/30/19| 10:04 AM| 5 Min 136 30

9/30/19| 10:09 AM| 5 Min 144 29

9/30/19] 10:14 AM| 5 Min 150 29

9/30/18| 10:19 AM| 5 Min 158 22

©/30/19| 10:24 AM| 5 Min 160 20

9/30/19| 10:29 AM| 5 Min 160 20

9/30/19] 10:34 AM| 5 Min 160 19.5

9/30/19| 10:54 AM| 20 Min 160 19.5

9/30/19| 11:14 AM| 20 Min 160 19

9/30/19( 11:34 AM| 20 Min 160 19

9/30/19| 12:04 PM| 30 Min 160 18.5

9/30/19| 12:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18.5

9/30/19| 1:04 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 1:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 2:04 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 2:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 3:.04 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30119| 3:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/118| 4:04 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 4:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18

8/30/19| 5:04 PM| 30 Min 160 18

9/30/19| 5:34 PM| 30 Min 160 18 End of pump test

10/3/18| 1:30 PM| 68-Hrs 42 NA Recovery = 95.93%

Page 1 of §





Initial Static Water Level

Post test water level

Time (Hours) of measurement
Stabilized pumping level
Draw Down

Recovery

Percent of Recovery

Discharge rate in GPM
Draw Down in feet

Specific capacity

WEL19-0483 Recovery Data

37 a
42 b
16 b-1
160 ¢
123 d
118 e

956.93% f

Specific Capacity

18
123

0.1463





“ . t '
COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT & RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
WELL & SEPTIC SECTION '
’ 2550 VENTURA AVENUE
* SANTA ROSA, 95403
(707) 565-1900

wew aooress | D\ SO¢ \N‘ﬁ\ﬁ‘\\\ R\.

emv_Pet 0 99’?.53

aluna (&,

prorerty owner _VoSco M ede (oS

aooress 20 - CooX QBOS pot. Cr. 79953

DRILUNG CONTRACTOR Koend) Q~. &) 'LL

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT
WATER WELL

APPLICATION No, we LO 4 - O l O O

ASsE8SOR'S PARCEL No,_ O RO — OSo-0!1 Lot &
PHONE No. 778 (&) g06

CONTRACTOR LICENSE No. 78 619\

ADDRESS e P\ . Ch. 2 pHoneNe__ (664~ 1102
mifl(?':) CInuI& g:rlr':ii"c] Well ;:c:::‘:::g ;:::mu DmructD Cther;

PROPOSED Domestic, Domestic, i _

sty ) Sge Famin i popse () imoston ) tncustriat ] Other
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APPENDIX F

BC ENGINEERING GROUP
WATER USE ESTIMATE






BC Engineering Group

& Civil Engineering & Land Planning

March 24, 2021 Job # 1103-18

Use Permit Proposal Statement

1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952
APN 020-050-026

¢ A new 2,809 square foot tasting room building located at subject property in Petaluma is
proposed. The building will contain an approximately 2,409 square foot tasting area and
an approximately 400 square foot food preparation area. The food preparation area is
proposed to be utilized to warm prepared food catered for the proposed special events.
The proposed building has a maximum height of 34 feet. Restrooms are proposed in a
separate 302 square foot building located approximately 8 feet from the proposed
tasting room building.

e An approximate total of 4,973 square feet of patio/walkways are proposed around the
perimeter of the proposed tasting room building and an approximately 2,000 square foot
patio/terrace for viewing is proposed to the west of the proposed tasting room.

e The tasting room is proposed to accommodate 2 employees and 20 wine tasters a day.

e 10 special events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2 Industry Wide Events) per year
are proposed at the tasting room with 200 guests per special event and 3 employees,
which include the 2 tasting room employees. The tasting room will participate in industry
wide events. Portable toilets will be utilized for the special events and the events will
utilize outdoor areas adjacent to the proposed tasting room, with possible visits to the
vineyards. Special events will utilize music and amplified sound.

e A new parking lot is proposed adjacent to the new tasting room building and will contain
28 regular parking spaces and 2 handicap parking spaces. An overflow parking area is
proposed to the east which consists of 53 regular parking spaces. Total combined
proposed parking spaces are 83.

e Tasting room domestic wastewater shall be disposed of in a non-standard type septic
system to the west and southwest of the proposed tasting room, in the area of the pre-
perc site inspection performed under SEV07-0960 and the percolation test performed
under SEV07-1062. The septic system shall be designed in accordance with the current
OWTS Manual and be sized to accommodate the domestic wastewater generated by the
proposed use, including domestic wastewater generated by employees, wine tasters,
and special event guests.

e The water source for the subject parcel and the domestic and irrigation water for the
proposed tasting room is an existing well located on the parcel. Estimated proposed
annual water usage associated with the tasting room is 294,640 gallons for domestic
water use and 238,336 for irrigation water use, totaling 532,976 gallons annually.

e Two new driveways are proposed to allow access to the proposed parking lot from
Spring Hill Road. Driveways will conform to Sonoma County Transportation and Public
Works standards and applicable Use Permit conditions.

e The Assessor’s Parcel Number of the project site is 020-050-026 and the parcel has a
total area of 16.60 acres. The parcel is zoned LEA B6 100, RC50/50.

¢ An existing drainage runs through the parcel from the west to east and has a small
streamside conservation area, per the Sonoma County Riparian Corridor Combining

www.bcengineeringgroup.com SANTA ROSA OFFICE UKIAH OFFICE

Phone: 707-542-4321 418 B Street, Third Floor 603 S. State Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 Ukiah, CA 95442





BC Engineering Group

N‘ Civil Engineering & Land Planning

Zone, along the eastern property line. The proposed tasting room and associated
improvements are located over 200’ from the drainage at its nearest point and are
approximately 750’ from the streamside conservation area.

e The existing site slopes at approximately 10% from the northwest to the southeast and
consists primarily of native grassland with trees and shrubs located along the property
line. The site soils consist of Steinbeck Loam (SnC) and Los Osos Clay Loam (LoD) per
the USDA NRCS Custom Soil Resource Report.

e Hours of Operation

o Tasting Room: Thursday-Sunday, 11am-5pm
o Special Events: 11am-5pm

www.bcengineeringgroup.com SANTA ROSA OFFICE UKIAH OFFICE
Phone: 707-542-4321 418 B Street, Third Floor 603 S. State Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 Ukiah, CA 95442
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PLANT SCHEDULE

TREES CODE  BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY

CC Cotinus coggygria “Royal Purple’ Royal Purple Smoke Tree 15 gal. 10

oM Olea europaea Olive Multi-Trunk 15 gal. 20

%

*+  PLACE JUTE MESH ON ALL SLOPES GREATER THAN 3%.

*  MULCH ALL PLANTED AND DISTURBED AREAS WITH MIN. 3"
CHIPPED WOOD.

* INSTALL 3 EACH 2 GPH EMITTERS AT EACH TREE.

* RUN IRRIGATION FOR 2&© MINUTES 2 TIMES A WEEK FOR THE
FIRST YEAR.

TOTAL WATER BUDGET e© GPH 3 TIMES A WEEK FOR ONE YEAR.
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ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.
/IIIN Acoustics « Air Quahty /[l
429 East Cotati Avenue
Cotati, California 94931
Tel: 707-794-0400 Fax: 707-794-0405
www.illingworthrodkin.com illro@illingworthrodkin.com

June 26, 2026

Mr. Kamal Azari

Azari Vineyards

1399 Spring Hill Road

Petaluma CA 94952

Via Email: demae@summit-sr.com

Subject: Event Noise Mitigation Options with Tasting Room and Site Plan update.

Dear Mr. Azari:

Ilingworth & Rodkin, Inc. (I&R) is pleased to submit this review and analysis of the changes in
outdoor event noise and mitigation options at the closest adjacent non-applicant owned residential
uses analyzed in our June 29, 2021, Environmental Noise Assessment for the Azari Vineyards
Tasting Room project based on the new site and tasting room plan dated 6/15/2026. The new
tasting room site plan and the closest adjacent non- apphcant owned residential uses shown in
Figure 1.

As with the analysis in our
original noise study, though
events are expected to
primarily occur within the
tasting room building, it is
considered possible that
events may occur outdoors
at patios adjacent to the
tasting room. Based on a
review of the new Tasting
Room area plan we have
considered that outdoor
events activities may occur
in the patio areas to the
west, south, and east of the
Tasting Room or at the gAY
outdoor viewing pad further Figure 1: Tasting Room Site Plan and Adjacent Res1dences
east. A closer detail of the Tasting room plan and these outdoor event areas are shown in Figure 2,
following.
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Figuré 2: Tasting Room Site Plan and Outdoor Event Areas considered in this analysis

Considering the new design and orientation of the Tasting Room, the orientation of these outdoor
patios relative to the Tasting Room and topographical relationship of the patio areas and tasting
room to the property lines of the adjacent noise sensitive uses as shown in the site grading plan,
I&R has determined that the acoustic center of outdoor activities in these four event areas shown
in Figure 2 would be as shown in Table 1, below;

Table 1: Distances from outdoor event area to Property Line of Adjacent Residences

Outdoor Event Distance to Acoustic center of outdoor events (feet)
Area Residence 1 Residence 2 Residence 3
Viewing Pad 320 170 435
Eastern Patio 375 165 400
Southern Patio 450 195 325
Western Patio 490 165 300

Considering these distance relationships and the modeled intervening terrain and building noise
shielding based on the topographical relationships of the outdoor areas to the near property lines
of Residences 1, 2, and 3, we have calculated the Lso sound levels for outdoor events in each of
these four areas events at the near property lines of the closest adjacent residences. This analysis
of Outdoor event noise versus County Noise Standards is presented and summarized in Tables 2a,
2b, 2¢ and 2d following (note the green shaded table calls indicate conditions which meet County
Noise Standards):
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Table 2a: Noise Levels from Viewing Pad Events, Lso (ABA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 59 49
2. Amplified Speech 50 57 47
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 54 44
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 41 31
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 45 35
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 48 38
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 53 43
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2 Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2
No: 3,4,5,6,7 No: 4,56 No: 3,4,5,6,7
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2,3 -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2
ambient (0 or -5) -5:3,4,5,6,7 -5:4,5,6 -5:3,4,5,6,7
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2
45: 3,4,5,6,7 45:4,5,6 45: 3,4,5,6,7
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 | Yes: 1,2,3,6,7 Yes: 1,2
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 4.5 No: 3.4,5.6.7

Table 2b: Noise Levels from Eastern Patio Events, Lso (dBA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

QOutdoor Event Ls Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 54 62 41
2. Amplified Speech 52 60 39
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 49 57 36
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 36 44 23
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 40 48 27
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 43 51 30
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 48 56 35
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7 No: all
No: 4,5,6 No: 4,5,6 :
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2,3,7 5 all
ambient (0 or -5) -5:4,5,6 -5:4,5,6 ’
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2,3,7 45: all
45:4,5,6 45:4,5,6 )
. Yes: 1,237 |Yes: 1,2,3,5,6,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4,5.6 No: 4 No: all
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Table 2¢: Noise Levels from Southern Patio Events, Lso (ABA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 48 55
2. Amplified Speech 50 46 53
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 43 50
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 30 37
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 34 41
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 37 44
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 42 49
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2 No: all Yes: 1,2,3,7
No: 3.4,5,6,7 ) No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2 _5: all -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (0 or -5) -5:3,4,5,6,7 ) -5:4,5,6
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2 45: all 40: 1,2,3,7
45: 3,4,5,6,7 ) 45:4,5,6
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2 Yes: 1,2,3,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 3.4,5.6,7 No: 4.5.6

Table 2d: Noise Levels from Western Patio Events, Lso (dBA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls, Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 39 62 56
2. Amplified Speech 37 60 54
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 34 57 51
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 21 44 38
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 25 48 42
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 28 51 43
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 33 56 50
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No: all Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7
: No: 4,5,6 No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) _5: all -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (0 or -5) ) -5:4,5,6 -5:4,5,6
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 45: all 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2,3,7
) 45:4,5,6 45:4,5,6

Yes: 1,2,3,5,6,7| Yes: 1,2,3,7

. e .
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: all No: 4 No: 4.5.6
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Based on the findings shown in Tables 2a through 2d, without additional mitigation, outdoor
events with background music and the following number of guests could be held at each of the
outdoor event areas:

Outdoor events with up to 50 Guests could be held at the Viewing Pad,

Outdoor events with up to 20 Guests could be held on the Eastern Patio,

Outdoor events with up to 100 Guests could be held on the Southern Patio, and

Outdoor events with up to 20 Guests could be held on the Western Patio.

To reduce the sound levels due to outdoor events at Residence 2, and thereby increase the number
of allowable Guests at outdoor events at the Eastern and Western patios, a noise barrier could be
built on top of the one and one half (1.5) foot tall berm currently proposed between the parking
area and Spring Hill Road north of the Tasting Room. Based on acoustic modeling, a four (4) foot
high noise barrier installed on top of the berm to reduce sound outdoor event sound levels at
Residence 2 to a level which would allow 100 guests at outdoor events in the Eastern and Western
patios. It should, however, be noted that due to the positioning of such a barrier, it would not be
fully effective in reducing sound levels at the property line of Residence 2 from events at the
Viewing Pad.

To be effective as a barrier, this 4 foot tall wall must be built without cracks or gaps in the face or
large or continuous gaps at the base and have a minimum surface weight of 3 Ibs. per sq. ft.
Acceptable materials for such walls include masonry block walls, a 2x4 wood framed wall with
wood or stucco finishes, and solid wood fencing. For wood fencing to meet these requirements,
we recommend that the fence be double faced with butted vertical fence boards on each side with
a continuous layer of 1/2” plywood. Using plywood ensures continued effectiveness of the barrier
with age, since wood slats alone have a tendency to warp and separate with age allowing gaps to
form and the barrier effect of the wall to diminish.

The plan and section relationship of the 1.5-foot tall berm and the 4-foot tall barrier to the project
site and are shown in Figures 3 and 4, below.

APPROXIMATE
| PROPERTY
. UNE, TYP

\ - 4 ft. tall noise barrier

. |
)/’ on top of 1.5 ft. tall berm !
- |

SPAING HILL RD

Figure 3: Plan view of berm and noise barrier placement
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Figure 4: Sectional view of berm and noise barrier

The result of the analysis of Outdoor event noise versus County Noise Standards with the
installation of a 4 foot high noise barrier on top of the 1.5 ft. tall berm is presented and summarized
in Tables 3a, 3b, 3¢ and 3d following (again, note the green shaded table calls indicate conditions
which meet County Noise Standards):

Table 3a: Noise Levels from Viewing Pad Events with a 4 ft noise barrier, Lso (dBA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Qutdoor Event Ls, Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 59 49
2. Amplified Speech 50 57 47
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 54 44
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 41 31
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 45 35
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 48 38
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 53 43
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2 Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2
No: 3,4,5,6,7 No: 4,5,6 No: 3,4,5,6,7
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2,3 -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2
ambient (0 or -5) -5:3,4,5,6,7 -5:4,5,6 -5:3,4,5,6,7
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2
45:3,4,5,6,7 45: 4,5,6 45: 3,4,5,6,7
. Yes: 1,237 | Yes: 1,2,3,6,7 Yes: 1,2
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 4.5 No: 3.4,5.6.7
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Table 3b: Noise Levels from Eastern Patio Events with a 4 ft noise barrier, Lso (dBA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 54 56 41
2. Amplified Speech 52 54 39
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 49 51 36
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 36 38 23
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 40 42 27
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 43 45 30
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 48 50 35
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2 No: all
No: 4,5,6 No: 3.4,5.6 :
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2 _5: all
ambient (0 or -5) -5:4,5,6 -5:3,4,5,6,7 )
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2 45: all
45:4,5,6 45: 3,4,5,6,7 )
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: 4.5.6 No: all

Table 3c¢: Noise Levels from Southern Patio Events with a 4 ft noise barrier, Lso (ABA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls, Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 52 43 55
2. Amplified Speech 50 41 53
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 47 38 50
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 34 25 37
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 29 41
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 41 32 44
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 46 37 49
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2 No: all Yes: 1,2,3,7
No: 3.4,5,6,7 ) No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2 _5: all -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (0 or -5) -5:3,4,5,6,7 ) -5:4,5,6
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40: 1,2 45: all 40: 1,2,3,7
45: 3,4,5,6,7 ) 45:4,5,6
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: 4.5.6 No: all No: 4.5.6
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Table 3d: Noise Levels from Western Patio Events with a 4 ft noise barrier, Lso (dBA)

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Residence number (see Figure 2)

Qutdoor Event Ls) Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 39 56 56
2. Amplified Speech 37 54 54
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 34 51 51
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 21 38 38
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 25 42 42
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 28 45 43
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 33 50 50
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No: all Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7
: No: 4,5,6 No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) _5: all -10: 1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (0 or -5) ) -5:4,5,6 -5:4,5,6
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 45: all 40: 1,2,3,7 40: 1,2,3,7
) 45:4,5,6 45:4,5,6
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 Yes: 1,2,3,7
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-27, No: all No: 4.5.6 No: 4.5.6

Based on the findings shown in Tables 3a through 3d, with the installation of a 4 foot high noise
barrier on top of the 1.5 ft. tall berm as shown in Figures 3 and 4, outdoor events with background
music and the following number of guests could be held at each of the outdoor event areas:

e Outdoor events with up to 50 Guests could be held at the Viewing Pad,

e Outdoor events with up to 100 Guests could be held on the Eastern Patio,

e Outdoor events with up to 100 Guests could be held on the Southern Patio, and

e Outdoor events with up to 100 Guests could be held on the Western Patio.

However, as found in I&R’s June 29, 2021, Environmental Noise Assessment no events held
outdoors should include outdoor music performances or amplified speech.

This concludes I&R’s review and analysis of the changes in outdoor event noise and mitigation
options at the closest adjacent non-applicant owned residential uses for the Azari Vineyards

Tasting Room project.

Please do not hesitate to call with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

L e

red M. Svinth, INCE, Assoc., AIA
Principal and Senior Consultant
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the assessment of noise resulting from the proposed Azari Vineyards
Tasting Room at 1321 < 7%

Spring Hill Road near the
City of Petaluma in
unincorporated Sonoma [&
County.  This assessment j ol e
was completed with respect [ S,
to the regulatory criteria ?
established by the Sonoma
County General Plan and the [
Sonoma County Guidelines RESIDENTIAL
for the Preparation of Noise =
Analysis. The report first
describes the project, and
then summarizes the
applicable regulatory criteria

used in the assessment. | .~ APPLICANT
Existing noise levels in the ~ _ OWNED -
project vicinity are PARCEL
described,  followed by A
evaluations  of  project- ol
generated noise levels. A |
brief discussion of the
fundamentals of
environmental noise and
vibration is presented in
Appendix A for those
unfamiliar with acoustical
terms or concepts. Figure 1: Project site and Surroundings

* RESIDENTIAL
USES
1

.

VINEYARDS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Use Permit proposal for the development of the Tasting Room at 1321 Spring Hill Road west

of the City of Petaluma (see Figure 1) describes the project as follows:

1. A new 2,809 square foot tasting room building with approximately 2,409 square foot tasting
area and 400 square foot food preparation area. Restrooms are proposed in a separate 302
square foot building. Hours of operation for the tasting room will be Thursday-Sunday between
11am to 5pm.

2. Approximately 4,973 square feet of patio/walkways are proposed around the perimeter of the

proposed tasting room building with an approximately 2,000 square foot patio/terrace for

viewing west of the proposed tasting room,

Two new driveways to allow access to the proposed parking lot from Spring Hill Road,

4. The new tasting room will hold 10 Special Events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2
Industry Wide Events) per year with 200 guests per Event. Special Events will utilize music
and amplified sound and will be held between the hours of 11am-5pm, and

5. A new parking lot adjacent to the tasting room building with 28 regular parking spaces and 2
handicap parking spaces. An overflow parking area with 53 regular parking spaces will be
located to the east.

w
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NOISE ANALYSIS STUDY AREA

The project site is located in the unincorporated Sonoma County west of the City of Petaluma on
the northern unplanted portion of a sloping vineyard parcel which overlooks rural residential and
agricultural lands to the south and east. The project site is bordered by rural residential uses to the
east, Spring Hill Road and rural residential uses beyond to the north, Azari vineyards lands and
winery buildings to the west, and agricultural lands to the south.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Goals, objectives, and policies designed to protect noise-sensitive uses from exposure to excessive
noise are set forth in the Noise Element of the Sonoma General Plan 2020. The primary goal of
the Noise Element is to “Protect people from the adverse effects of exposure to excessive noise
bad to achieve an environment in which people and land uses function without impairment from
noise.” Objectives and policies of the Noise Element that are applicable in the assessment of the
proposed project are as follows:

Objective NE-1.1: Provide noise exposure information so that noise impacts may be effectively

evaluated in land use planning and project review.

Objective NE-1.2: Develop and implement measures to avoid exposure of people to excessive
noise levels.

Objective NE-1.3: Protect the present noise environment and prevent intrusion of new noise
sources which would substantially alter the noise environment.

Objective NE-1.4: Mitigate noise from recreational and visitor serving uses.

Policy NE-1a: Designate areas within Sonoma County as noise impacted if they are exposed to
existing or projected exterior noise levels exceeding 60 dB Ldn, 60 dB CNEL, or the performance
standards of Table NE-2.

Policy NE-1b: Avoid noise sensitive land use development in noise impacted areas unless effective
measures are included to reduce noise levels. For noise due to traffic on public roadways,
railroads and airports, reduce exterior noise to 60 dBA Ldn or less in outdoor activity areas
and interior noise levels to 45 dBA Ldn or less with windows and doors closed. Where it is
not possible to meet this 60 dBA Ldn standard using practical application of best available
noise reduction technology, a maximum level up to 65 dBA Ldn may be allowed but interior
noise level shall be maintained so as not to exceed 45 dBA Ldn. For uses such as Single
Room Occupancy, Work-Live, Mixed Use Projects and Caretaker Units, exterior noise levels
above 65 dBA Ldn or the Table NE-2 standards may be considered if the interior standards
of 45 dBA Ldn can be met. For schools, libraries, offices, and other similar uses, the interior
noise standard shall be 45 dBA Leq in the worst-case hours when the building is in use.

Policy NE-1c: Control non-transportation related noise from new projects. The total noise level
resulting from new sources shall not exceed the standards in Table NE-2 as measured at the
exterior property line of any adjacent noise sensitive land use. Limit exceptions to the
following:

(1) If the ambient noise level exceeds the standard in Table NE-2, adjust the standard to
equal the ambient level, up to a maximum of 5 dBA above the standard, provided that no
measurable increase (i.e. +/- 1.5 dBA) shall be allowed.

(2) Reduce the applicable standards in Table NE-2 by five dBA for simple tone noises, noises
consisting primarily of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises, such as pile
drivers and dog barking at kennels.
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(3) Reduce the applicable standards in Table NE-2 by 5 decibels if the proposed use exceeds
the ambient level by 10 or more decibels

(4) For short term noise sources which are permitted to operate no more than six days per
year, such as concerts or race events, the allowable noise exposures shown in Table NE-
2 may be increased by 5 dB. These events shall be subject to a noise management plan
including provisions for maximum noise level limits, noise monitoring, complaint
response and allowable hours of operation. The plan shall address potential cumulative
noise impacts from all events in the area.

(5) Noise levels may be measured at the location of the outdoor activity area of the noise
sensitive land use, instead of the exterior property line of the adjacent noise sensitive land
use where:

(a) the property on which the noise sensitive use is located has already been substantially
developed pursuant to its existing zoning, and

(b) there is available open land on those noise sensitive lands for noise attenuation.

This exception may not be used on vacant properties which are zoned to allow noise
sensitive uses.

TABLE NE-2:

Maximum Allowable Exterior Noise Exposures for Non-transportation Noise Sources
Hourly Noise Metrict, dBA Daytime: 7 am to 10 pm Nighttime: 10 pm to 7 am
Lso (30 minutes in any hour) 50 45
L2s (15 minutes in any hour) 55 50

Los (5 minutes in any hour) 60 55
Lo2 (1 minute in any hour) 65 60

! The sound level exceeded n% of the time in any hour. For example, the Lso is the value exceeded 50% of the time or 30
minutes in any hour; this is the median noise level. The Loz is the sound level exceeded 1 minute in any hour.

It is clear for the footnote of Table NE-2 that the applicable noise standard is based on the
“sound level exceeded n% of the time in any hour”, such that the Lso is the value exceeded 50%
of the time or 30 minutes in any hour or more, the Los is the value exceeded 25% of the time or
15 minutes in any hour or more, Log is the value exceeded 8% of the time or 5 minutes in any
hour or more, and the Loz is the value exceeded 2% of the time or 1 minute in any hour or more.

Policy NE-1d: Consider requiring an acoustical analysis prior to approval of any discretionary
project involving a potentially significant new noise source or a noise sensitive land use in a
noise impacted area.

Policy NE-1e: Continue to follow building permit procedures to ensure that requirements based
upon the acoustical analysis are implemented.

Policy NE-1f: Require development projects that do not include or affect residential uses or other
noise sensitive uses to include noise mitigation measures where necessary to maintain noise
levels compatible with activities planned for the project site and vicinity.
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Figure 2: Project Site Development Area, Surrounding uses and Noise Measurement Locations
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EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

A noise survey was conducted between Friday, June 11" and Tuesday, June 15", 2021 to document
existing noise conditions at the closest noise sensitive rural residential property lines to the
proposed tasting room and event activities. The noise monitoring survey included two long-term
(96-hour duration) measurement and one short term (10-minute duration) measurement. The
measurement locations, the proposed project development area, and the closest adjacent non-
applicant owned residential uses shown in Figure 2. The noise levels were measured with Larson-
Davis LXT Type | sound level meters fitted with ¥%-inch pre-polarized condenser microphones
and windscreens. The meters were calibrated before and after the surveys with a Larson Davis
acoustical calibrator.

The first long-term sound level measurement (see LT-1 in Figure 2) was made on the eastern side
of the site on the property line of the nearest residence to the east as shown in Figure 2 and
identified as Residence 1. The monitoring equipment was installed in the branches of an existing
redwood tree on the property line at a height of approximately 10 feet above the surrounding grade
and at a distance of approximately 110 feet from the centerline of Spring Hill Road.

Noise levels measured at this site primarily resulted from afternoon and evening wind on the leaves
of area Eucalyptus trees, distant sound from passing vehicles on the Spring Hill Road, with sounds
from the use of the adjacent residence and the existing vineyard activities also contributing to
background sound levels during low winds or periods without vehicles passing on the roadway.
The noise measurement results at this location are considered representative of the noise exposure
at the near project property line shared with Residence 1 as identified in Figure 2. The hourly
trend in noise levels at this location, including the energy equivalent noise level (Leq), maximum
(Lmax), minimum (Lmin), and the noise levels exceeded 2, 8, 25, and 50 percent of the time
(indicated as Lo, Ls, L2s, and Lso) are shown on Chart 1, following.

A review of Chart 1 shows that the average weekday noise levels at LT-1 ranged from 37 to 62
dBA Leq during the day, and 27 to 57 dBA Leq at night, and average weekend noise levels ranged
from 39 to 62 dBA Leq during the day and 29 to 52 dBA Leq at night. The calculated average
day/night noise level (Lan) at this location was 58 dBA for weekdays and 55 dBA for weekends.
The average, maximum, minimum levels measured for the daytime and nighttime periods for the
entire LT-1 measurement along with the corresponding Sonoma County Table NE-2 Noise
Standards are shown in Table 3, following.

The second long-term sound level measurement (see LT-2 in Figure 2) was made on the northern
side of Spring Hill Road at the property of the nearest residence to the north as shown in Figure 2
and identified as Residence 2. The monitoring equipment was installed on a utility pole at a height
of approximately 10 feet above grade and at a distance of approximately 25 feet from the centerline
of Spring Hill Road.

Noise levels measured at this site also resulted from afternoon and evening wind on the leaves of
area trees and the sound of passing vehicles on the Spring Hill Road, with sounds from the use of
the adjacent residences and area agricultural activities also contributing to background sound
levels. The noise measurement results at this location are considered representative of the noise
exposure at the project property line shared with Residence 2. The hourly trend in noise levels at
this location are shown on Chart 2, following.

A review of Chart 2 shows that the average weekday noise levels at LT-2 ranged from 50 to 64
dBA Leq during the day, and 32 to 52 dBA Leq at night, and average weekend noise levels ranged
from 49 to 62 dBA Leq during the day and 41 to 51 dBA Leq at night. The calculated average
day/night noise level (Ldn) at this location was 60 dBA for weekdays and 57 dBA for weekends.
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The average, maximum, minimum levels measured for the daytime and nighttime periods for the
entire measurement period at LT-2 along with the corresponding Sonoma County Table NE-2
Noise Standards are shown in Table 1, below.

Table 1: Comparison of Long-term Noise Measurements and Sonoma County Noise Standards

Noise Levels at LT-1, dBA Noise Levels at LT-2, dBA

Type of Level Lso L2s Ls L2 Lso L2s Ls L2

Daytime NE-2 Nois_e Standard | 50 55 60 65 50 55 60 65

Levels Measured Ambient Leve.ll 38 42 47 52 43 46 51 60
Measured Range (Max/Min)| 59/31 | 63/34 | 66/38 | 69/44 | 57/31 | 59/34 | 63/41 | 69/53

Nighttime NE-2 Noige Standard | 45 50 55 60 45 50 55 60

Levels Measured Ambient Leve_l1 29 31 33 37 32 34 35 40
Measured Range (Max/Min)| 54/24 | 57/24 | 60/27 | 62/31 | 52/29 | 54/29 | 55/30 | 63/35

1 Calculated based on an average of the four quietest Leq for daytime or nighttime hours in each 24-hour period

The short-term sound level measurement (see ST-1 in Figure 1) was made simultaneously with
measurements at both long-term monitoring sites on the western property line of the site
development area shared the adjacent Azari winery parcel to the west and closest to Residence 3
as identified in Figure 2. This measurement was conducted between 1:40 and 1:50 pm on June
15™, 2021 at a height of 5 feet above grade and approximately 180 feet from the centerline of
Spring Hill Road. The measurement results at this location are at the same setback from Spring
Hill Road as Residence 3 as shown in Figure 2, so are considered representative of ambient
conditions at the near property line of this non applicant owned property.

The average day-night noise level (Ldn) at the short-term measurement locations was estimated by
correlating the short-term measurement data to the data gathered during the corresponding period of
time at the long-term site. The short-term measurement and simultaneous measurement results at
the long-term locations are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of Short-Term Noise Measurement Data, dBA

Noise Measurement Location | Lso Las Leg Los Loz | Weekday Ldn [Weekend Ldn
ST-1: Western Property line 49 51 51 55 59 51 48
LT-1: Eastern Property line 62 61 64 67 70 58 55
LT-2: Northern Property line 56 57 61 66 73 60 57

Note: Lan is approximated by correlation to the corresponding measurement period at the long-term sites.

Based on the noise measurement results the daytime and nighttime noise descriptors used to
interpret the County’s Noise Standards at the near property lines of the closest identified noise
sensitive uses (Residences 1, 2, & 3 in Figure 2) have been established using the measurement
results and the differences between the long and short-term measurements. The results are shown
in Table 3.

Table 3: Noise Levels at property lines of adjacent Residential Uses

Hourly Exterior Ambient Noise Levels, dBA!
Noise Residence 1 (LT-1) Residence 2 (LT-2) Residence 3 (ST-1)
Metric Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime
Lso (30 Min.) 38 29 43 32 35 24
L2s (15 min.) 42 31 46 34 38 26
Los (5 Min.) 47 33 51 35 43 27
Loz (1 min.) 52 37 60 40 51 33

! Based on an average of the four quietest Leq for daytime or nighttime hours in each 24-hour period
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NOISE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Estimating the expected noise produced by, and impacts from, the proposed changes to the existing
use permit at adjacent noise sensitive uses requires three elements; the first is an assessment of
what noise producing operations are likely to occur, the second is typical noise source levels for
those operations, and the third is to determine the temporal nature of the operations.

I. Identification of Noise Producing operations/uses
There are several operations associated with tasting room use and events at the proposed facility
that will produce noise. These include:

1. Parking and On-site Visitor Traffic,

2. Tasting room activities, and

3. Promotional Event and Activity Noise.

I1. Typical Noise Source Levels

To estimate the noise levels associated with project operations, some attention must be given to
the temporal nature of the noise produced. Below each of the major winery related noise producing
operations outlined above are discussed:

Tasting Room and Event Activity Vehicle Noise

Guest and employee automobile and light vehicle traffic to and from the tasting room, activities
and events would reach the facility via the existing access driveways on the site. This traffic will
occur during the daytime hours and noise produced is expected to include the sounds of vehicles
accessing the site from Spring Hill Road along with noise from engine starts and door slams in the
parking areas. These noises typically produce maximum (Lmax) sound levels ranging from of 53
dBA to 63 dBA at 50 feet, with average maximum sound level sound levels of 58 dBA.
Automobile and light vehicle traffic traveling at constant speeds on the access driveway would be
expected to produce a sound level of 56 dBA at 50 feet?.

Wine Tasting Activities

Wine tasting activities will occur within the interior of the proposed winery building and
patio/terrace during normal business hours, between 10am-5pm. These activities are expected to
be comprised of small sized groups of patrons in conversation and some background music within
the production building tasting room. Based on a consideration of published? relaxed, normal and
raised conversational voice levels, the sound levels from groups of 5 to 15 patrons could range
from 47 to 67 dBA at 10 feet within the tasting room and between 39 to 59 dBA at 25 feet outdoors.

Promotional Event and Activity Noise

The project requests up to a total of 10 Special Events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2
Industry Wide Events) per year with up to 200 guests per event. These special events will utilize
music and amplified sound and will be held between the hours of 11am-5pm. Table 4, following,
summarizes typical noise levels generated by moderate to large sized events at distances of 50 feet
from the source which have been developed from measurements conducted by Illingworth &
Rodkin at events in the Northbay and throughout the Bay Area.

1 Reported sound levels are calculated considering a driveway speed of 20 mph with the use of the California Vehicle Noise
Reference Energy Mean Emissions Levels (REMELS) per Cal Trans Technical Advisory, Noise TAN 95-03, Page 2.
2 Harris, Cyril M., “Effects of Noise on Speech”, Handbook of Noise Control, 2™ Ed., McGraw Hill, 1979, Pg. 14-2
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Table 4: Typical Noise Source Levels for Events (A-Weighted Leq Levels)

Event or Activity Typical Noise Level @ 50 ft.
Amplified Music Performances 72 dBA!
Amplified Speech 70 dBA
Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 67 dBA!
20 Guests in Raised Conversation with Background Music 54 dBA
50 Guests in Raised Conversation with Background Music 58 dBA
100 Guests in Raised Conversation with Background Music 61 dBA
200 Guests in Raised Conversation with Background Music 66 dBA

1Based on the results of measurements conducted at wineries and other event venues, &R has found that
Music performances are louder than multiple (100 person) guests with background music. In general, we
have found that when music is only used as a background for dinner, tasting, and similar events it is played
at a lower level to encourage conversation. Conversely, where Music performances are a focal point of an
event, they typically produce higher sound levels than simple background music.

Based upon a review of the project plans and experience with other wineries, events may occur
inside the Tasting Room Building and outside on the Patio/Terrace Patio shown in Figure 3.

I11. Propagation of sound

The final step in estimating the project noise levels is assessing the propagation of sound to the
sensitive receptors. To do this, it is necessary to assume some rate of sound attenuation between
the operations and receiver locations. The most dominant physical effect is due to the spreading
out of sound waves with distance. Depending on ground absorption conditions noise from traffic
noise sources can be considered to attenuate at 3 to 4.5 dB per doubling of distance from the source
while noise from fixed project source can be considered to attenuate at a rate of 6 to 7.5 dB per
doubling of distance from the source. Considering the vegetative over much of the site, distance
attenuation rates of 4.5 dB per distance doubling for traffic noise sources and 7.5 dB per distance
doubling for fixed noise sources are used in this analysis. Other effects can modify these fall-off
rates such as partial shielding from buildings or topography, atmospheric attenuation of sound, and
meteorological effects. These effects almost always reduce the noise in addition to that due to
sound divergence. As most of these effects will vary with time due to changing environmental
conditions, it is most conservative to assume only attenuation due to divergence for outdoor
activities, minimum terrain or building shielding factors (6 dBA) where intervening terrain or
structures break the line of sight from source to receiver. Where operations and events take place
within a building structure a minimum building interior to exterior attenuation rate of 12 dBA is
considered for non-conditioned spaces where windows and/or exterior doors may b e open when
not in use and a minimum interior to exterior attenuation rate of 20 dBA is used for conditioned
spaces where doors and windows are typically maintained in closed positions when not in use.

NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The project proposes to construct a new 2,809 square foot Tasting Room on the parcel at 1321

Spring Hill Road, immediately east of the parcel where the Azari Vineyards winery is located.

Other site improvements will include:

1. Patios/walkways at around the perimeter of the tasting room building,

2. An approximately 2,000 square foot patio/terrace,

3. Anew parking lot adjacent to the tasting room building with contain 28 regular parking spaces
and 2 handicap parking spaces, and

4. Two new driveways to allow access to the Tasting Room parking lot from Spring Hill Road.

The proposed site development plan is shown in Figure 3, following.
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Impact 1: Vehicle Parking Lot Activities

The project proposes a paved parking lot on the northern side of the site adjacent to Spring Hill
Road with 28 regular and 2 handicap parking spaces and an overflow parking area with 53 regular
parking spaces to the east in order to accommodate attendees during events. Vehicle circulation,
engine starts, and door slams on the site would be the primary sources of noise associated with the
parking lots. For this analysis the center of the parking areas is assumed to credibly represent the
acoustic center of parking lot noise sources. Based on a review of the project site plan and distance
information obtained via Goggle Earth®, the closest non-applicant noise sensitive use to the parking
areas will be Residences 1, 2 and 3 as shown in Figure 2. The property line of these residences
will, respectively, be approximately 200, 90, and 300 feet from the center of the main or overflow
parking areas. Other noise sensitive non-applicant owned residential uses in the project vicinity
will be at greater distances from these driveway and parking areas.

Given the small size of the f tasting room proposed, most visitor parking is expected to occur in
the eastern parking areas adjacent to Spring Hill Road though if needed, overflow parking will be
accommodated in the overflow parking area. Considering these distances to the near (non-
applicant owned) rural residential property lines and the source levels discussed above, the average
maximum noise generated by automobile and light vehicles in the parking areas would be 46 dBA,
53 dBA and 42 dBA at the respective property lines of Residences 1, 2, and 3.

Given the expected visitor and employee use, the maximum noise levels produced by engine starts
and door slams would be expected to occur for less than 15 minutes out of an hour and fall in the
5 to 15 minutes per hour or the Los NE-2 daytime category of 60 dBA (see Table 3). Table 5,
following, presents and summarizes the assessment of passenger vehicle noise.

Table 5: Parking Lot Noise Levels

Los (Noise Level Exceeded 5 to 15 min. in an Hour), dBA
Residence number (see Figure 2)

1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 60 60 60
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 47 51 43
Parking lot Noise at Receiver 46 53 42
Operations Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No No No
NE-2 Adjustment 0 0 0
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 60 60 60
Parking Lot Noise Exceeds NE-2? No No No

Considering the findings shown in Table 5, noise levels associated with automobiles and light
vehicles in the winery parking areas would not exceed the daytime NE-2 noise standards at the
property lines of the closest adjacent residences.

Impact 2: Tasting Room Activities

Wine tasting activities will occur from Thursday through Sunday between 11am and 5pm within
the interior of the new Tasting Room Building with the possibility of small groups of tasters at
outdoor patios adjacent to the tasting room building or at the viewing patio to the east. Based on
a review of the project site plan, the interior of the Tasting Room will be as close as 400, 140, and
280 feet from the respective property lines of Residences 1,2, and 3, while the outdoor tastings
could occur as close as 300, 135, and 450 feet from these respective property lines. Other noise

% The distances determined from Google Earth are the line of sight distances, not the distances over intervening terrain or
buildings, which may be greater.
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sensitive residential uses in the project vicinity will be further from these areas. Considering this,
along with the source levels discussed above, and that the tasting room is proposed to
accommodate 20 wine tasters a day, the sound level produced by 10 to 15 guests* in raised
conversation® within the Tasting Room would be between 21 to 23 dBA at the property line of
Residence 1, between 30 to 32 dBA at the property line of Residence 2, and between 24 to 26 dBA
at the property line of Residence 3. With the same number of tasting room guests outdoors in
raised conversation the sound levels would be between 35 to 37 dBA at the property line of
Residence 1, between 42 to 44 dBA at the property line of Residence 2, and between 35 to 37 dBA
at the property line of Residence 3. Table 6 following presents and summarize the assessment of
tasting room related noise versus County Noise Standards.

Table 6: Tasting Room Lso Noise Levels

Lso (Noise Level Exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour), dBA
Residence number (see Figure 2)

1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
Interior Tasting Room sound at Receiver 211023 30 to 32 24 10 26
Exterior Tasting Room sound at Receiver 35 to 37 42t044 35to 37
Operations Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No No No
NE-2 Adjustment 0 0 0
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 45 45 45
Tasting Room Noise Exceeds NE-2? No No No

Considering the findings shown in Table 6, the noise associated with Wine Tasting Activities
would not result in noise levels which exceed the daytime NE-2 noise standards at the property
lines of the closest identified adjacent residences.

Impact 3: Special Event Noise

The project requests 10 Special Events (8 Agricultural Promotional Events, 2 Industry Wide
Events) per year with 200 guests per Event which will utilize music and amplified sound and will
be held between the hours of 11am-5pm. These events are expected to be held within the new
Tasting Room and the adjacent outdoor patios, with the possibility of event activities at the outdoor
viewing patio to the east. All events will conclude by 10 pm, are thus considered a daytime only
use per County Noise Standards.

A review of the development plan and distance information obtained via Goggle Earth indicates
that indoor events could be as close as 400, 140 and 280 feet from the respective near property
lines of Residences 1, 2, and 3. Though the events are expected to occur within winery buildings,
because it is possible that events could occur outdoors at patios adjacent to the tasting room or at
the outdoor viewing terrace to the east, event activities are also analyzed in these areas. A review
of Goggle Earth information indicates that event activities in these areas could be as close as 300,
135 and 450 feet from the respective near property lines of Residences 1, 2, and 3. Using these
distances and considering that indoor events would receive either a minimum 12 dBA of interior
to exterior attenuation when windows and doors are open when not in use or a minimum of 20

4 Based on the total daily visitation number of 20 tasters this number of tasting guests is considered the maximum number of
guests that could reasonably be expected at the facility at any one time.
5 Tasting room guests would are more commonly be expected to converse on normal or quiet voices, however, to conduct a
conservative (worst case) analysis guests conversing in raised voices has been used.
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dBA when windows and doors are maintained closed when not in use, and the Lso sound levels
for events have been calculated at the near property lines of the closest adjacent residences. Table
7 presents and summarizes the assessment of Outdoor event related noise versus County Noise
Standards and Tables 8a and 8b presents and summarizes the assessment of Indoor events related
noise versus County Noise Standards.

Table 7: Outdoor Event Lso Noise Levels

Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)
Residence number (see Figure 2)
Outdoor Event Ls Levels at Receivers 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 56 63 53
2.Amplified Speech 54 61 51
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 51 58 48
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 38 45 35
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 42 49 39
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 45 52 42
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 50 57 47
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? Yes: 1,2,3,7 |Yes:1,2,35,6,7| Yes: 1,237
No: 4,5,6 No: 4 No: 4,5,6
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) -10: 1,2,3,7 -10:1,2,3,7 -10: 1,2,3,7
ambient (O or-5) -5:45,6 -5:45,6 5:45,6
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 40:1,2,3,7 40: 1,2,3,7 40:1,2,3,7
45: 45,6 45: 45,6 45: 45,6
. Yes: 1,2,3,7 |Yes: 1,2,35,6,7| Yes: 1,237
Outdoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-27? No: 4.5.6 No: 4 No: 4.5.6

Considering the findings shown in Table 7, noise associated with music performances or amplified
speech at outdoor events would exceed the County NE-2 standards at the property lines of all
adjacent residences. Additionally, outdoor gatherings of more than 20 guests during events have
the potential to exceed the County NE-2 standards at the property lines of the adjacent residences.

Based on this we recommend that winery events should not include outdoor music performances
or amplified speech, that events be planned so as to take place largely within the proposed tasting
room building, and that outdoor gatherings during events be limited to 20 guests or less to meet
County NE-2 standards and limit the potential for noise disturbances at the property lines of
adjacent residential uses.
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Table 8a: Indoor Event Lso Noise Levels (windows and doors OPEN when not in use)
Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Indoor Event Lso Levels at Receivers with Residence number (see Figure 2)
Windows and Doors OPEN when not in use 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 42 51 45
2. Amplified Speech 40 49 43
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 37 46 40
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 24 33 27
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 28 37 31
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 31 40 34
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 36 45 39
Events Exceed Ambient by 10 dBA? No: all No: all N _Yes. 1
0: all others
Total NE-2 Adjustments: speech/music (0 or -5) 5 all 5 all -10: 1
ambient (O or-5) ) ) -5: all others
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 45: all 45: all 40:1
45: all others
. Yes: 1,2,3 Yes: 1
Indoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: all NO: 4.5.6.7 No: all others

Table 8b: Indoor Event Lso Noise Levels (windows and doors CLOSED when not in use)
Lso (Noise Level exceeded 30 min. or more in an Hour)

Indoor Event Lso Levels at Receivers with Residence number (see Figure 2)
Windows and Doors CLOSED when not in use 1 2 3
Unadjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 50 50 50
NE-2 Adjustment for speech and/or music -5 -5 -5
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels (see Table 3) 38 43 35
1. Amplified Music Performances 34 43 37
2.Amplified Speech 32 41 35
3.Non-amplified (acoustic) Music Performances 29 38 32
4.20 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 16 25 19
5.50 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 20 29 23
6.100 Guests in Raised Conversation w/Bkg. Music 23 32 26
7.200 Guests in Normal Conversation w/Bkg. Music 28 37 31
Events Exceed Ambient by more than 10 dBA? No: all No: all No: all
Total NE-2 Adjustments: spee(_:h/musu: (0 or-5) 5 all 5 all 5 all
ambient (O or-5)
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime Limit 45 45 45
Indoor Event Noise Exceeds NE-2? No: all No: all No: all

Considering the findings shown in Tables 8a and 8b, noise associated with non-music performance
related event sound would meet County NE-2 standards at the property lines of all adjacent
residences with or without the tasting room windows and doors open. However, the findings
shown in these tables indicate that noise associated with indoor music performances would exceed
County NE-2 standards at the adjacent residential property lines the tasting room windows and
doors open and comply with County NE-2 standards with closed windows and doors.
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Based on this we recommend that winery events which include indoor music performances or
amplified speech should only occur within the tasing room building with windows and doors
closed to meet County NE-2 standards and limit the potential for noise disturbances at the property
lines of adjacent residential uses.

Impact 4: Construction Noise

Noise impacts resulting from construction depend on the noise generated by various pieces of
construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, the distance
between construction noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors, any shielding provided by
intervening structures or terrain, and ambient noise levels. Construction noise impacts primarily
result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning,
evening, or nighttime hours), when construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-
sensitive land uses, or when construction durations last over extended periods of time.

Each construction phase would include a different mix of equipment operating. The highest noise
levels are typically generated when impact tools are used (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams). Site
grading and excavation activities would also generate high noise levels as these phases often
require the simultaneous use of multiple pieces of heavy equipment, such as dozers, excavators,
scrapers, and loaders. Lower noise levels result from construction activities when less heavy
equipment is required to complete the tasks. Pile driving is not anticipated for project construction.

Typical construction noise levels at a distance of 50 feet are shown in Tables 8 and 9. Table 8
illustrates the average noise level range by typical construction phase type and Table 9 shows the
maximum noise level range for different construction equipment.

TABLE 8: Typical Ranges of Noise Levels at 50 Feet from Construction Sites (dBA Leq)

Office Building, Parking Garage, Public Works
Hotel, Hospital, | Religious Amusement & Roads &
Domestic | School, Public Recreations, Store, Highways, Sewers,
Housing Works Service Station and Trenches
I ] I ] I ] I ]
Ground 83 | 83 | 84 84 84 83 84 84
Clearing
Excavation 88 | 75 89 79 89 71 88 78
Foundations | 81 | 81 78 78 77 77 88 88
Erection 81 | 65 87 75 84 72 79 78
Finishing 88 | 72 89 75 89 74 84 84

I - All pertinent equipment present at site.
I - Minimum required equipment present at site.
Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1973, Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2-104.

TABLE 9: Construction Equipment 50-foot Noise Emission Limits

Equipment Category Lmax Level (dBA)*? Impact/Continuous
Arc Welder 73 Continuous
Auger Drill Rig 85 Continuous
Backhoe 80 Continuous
Bar Bender 80 Continuous
Boring Jack Power Unit 80 Continuous
Chain Saw 85 Continuous
Compressor? 70 Continuous

Page 16





Equipment Category Lmax Level (dBA)*? Impact/Continuous
Compressor (other) 80 Continuous
Concrete Mixer 85 Continuous
Concrete Pump 82 Continuous
Concrete Saw 90 Continuous
Concrete Vibrator 80 Continuous
Crane 85 Continuous
Dozer 85 Continuous
Excavator 85 Continuous
Front End Loader 80 Continuous
Generator 82 Continuous
Generator (25 KVA or less) 70 Continuous
Gradall 85 Continuous
Grader 85 Continuous
Grinder Saw 85 Continuous
Horizontal Boring Hydro Jack 80 Continuous
Hydra Break Ram 90 Impact
Impact Pile Driver 105 Impact
Insitu Soil Sampling Rig 84 Continuous
Jackhammer 85 Impact
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram) 90 Impact
Paver 85 Continuous
Pneumatic Tools 85 Continuous
Pumps 77 Continuous
Rock Drill 85 Continuous
Scraper 85 Continuous
Slurry Trenching Machine 82 Continuous
Soil Mix Drill Rig 80 Continuous
Street Sweeper 80 Continuous
Tractor 84 Continuous
Truck (dump, delivery) 84 Continuous
Vacuum Excavator Truck (vac-truck) 85 Continuous
Vibratory Compactor 80 Continuous
Vibratory Pile Driver 95 Continuous
All other equipment with engines larger than 5 HP 85 Continuous
Notes:

1 Measured at 50 feet from the construction equipment, with a “slow” (1 sec.) time constant.
2 Noise limits apply to total noise emitted from equipment and associated components operating at full power while engaged
in its intended operation.
3 Portable Air Compressor rated at 75 cfm or greater and that operates at greater than 50 psi.
Source: Mitigation of Nighttime Construction Noise, Vibrations and Other Nuisances, National Cooperative
Highway Research Program, 1999.

Construction would be conducted within the allowable hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm. Extreme
noise generating construction methods, such as impact pile driving, are not proposed. Given the
small project area, multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment are also not anticipated.

The nearest residential property line would be located over 60 feet and the nearest residential
structure would be located over 200 feet from areas of the site that would undergo major
construction activities. Construction noise levels may exceed 87 dBA Leq at 60 feet and 77 dBA at
200 feet during busy construction periods and would drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling
of distance between the noise source and the receptor. Construction noise levels would range from
63 to 74 dBA Leq at 100 feet.

Page 17





Standard best management practices would be implemented to limit construction hours to daytime
periods only, reduce construction noise levels emanating from the site, and minimize disruption
and annoyance at adjacent noise sensitive uses:

» Limit construction to between the hours of 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.
» Limit work to non-motorized equipment on Sundays and holidays.
» Locate construction staging areas as far as practical from nearby sensitive receptors.

» Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power
generators, as far as practical from nearby sensitive receptors.

» Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. Air compressors and pneumatic
equipment should be equipped with mufflers, and impact tools should be equipped with
shrouds or shields.

* Prohibit all unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.

Construction Vibration

The construction of the project may generate perceptible vibration at nearby residential land uses
when heavy equipment or impact tools (e.g. jackhammers, hoe rams) are used near the perimeter
of the site improvement areas. Vibration-producing activities would occur when heavy equipment
is used to during demolition, site preparation work, grading and excavation, trenching, and paving.
Foundation construction techniques involving impact or vibratory pile driving, which can cause
excessive vibration, are not anticipated as part of the project.

There are no applicable Federal, state, or local quantitatively defined regulations relating to
vibration resulting from construction activities. Based on the thresholds provided by Caltrans, a
vibration limit of 0.3 in/sec PPV would minimize damage at buildings of normal conventional
construction. A significant impact would occur if buildings adjacent to the proposed construction
site were exposed to vibration levels in excess of 0.3 in/sec PPV.

Table 10 presents typical vibration levels that could be expected from construction equipment at a
distance of 200 feet which is representative of the nearest residential building to the project site.
The dropping of heavy equipment (e.g., clam shovel drop) and vibratory rollers produce vibration
levels 0.009 in/sec PPV at 200 feet. Jackhammers would generate vibration levels of 0.0001 in/sec
PPV and drilling would generate vibration levels of 0.004 in/sec PPV at this distance. Vibration
levels would vary depending on soil conditions, construction methods, and equipment used.
Considering this we find that vibration levels due to construction activities would be well below
the 0.3 in/sec PPV threshold for construction activities at the nearest residential building to the
project site.

TABLE 10: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment PPV at 200 ft. (in/sec)
Clam shovel drop 0.009
Vibratory Roller 0.009
Hoe Ram 0.004
Large bulldozer 0.004
Caisson drilling 0.004
Loaded trucks 0.003
Jackhammer 0.002
Small bulldozer 0.0001

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, Federal Transit Administration, Office of Planning
and Environment, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 2018, as modified by Illingworth &
Rodkin, Inc., June 2021.
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CUMULATIVE NOISE ENVIRONMENT

There are a few other wineries in the project vicinity, however the closest of these wineries are
between over 3,000 feet from the project site. To determine the cumulative effect of events at
these wineries on the noise environment at the identified residential receivers (1, 2 and 3, in
Figure2) adjacent to the project site, a worst-case condition where all of these nearby wineries held
outdoor events on the same day and time as the project winery was analyzed. The result if this
analysis indicated that under this worst-case condition, cumulative noise levels at the identified
residential receivers adjacent to the project site the increase would increase by less than 1 dBA.
As a result, this we find that cumulative noise impacts would be identical to the project impacts
described above.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact 3a: Outdoor Event Noise
The findings of this noise assessment show that noise associated with outdoor gatherings of
greater than 20 guests, outdoor music performances or amplified speech could exceed County
NE-2 standards at the property lines of Residences 1, 2, and 3. To allow the County noise
standards to be met, we offer the following noise mitigation measures:

Mitigation 3a.1:
Winery events should not include outdoor amplified speech or outdoor amplified or acoustic
music performances.

Mitigation 3a.2:
Large events should primarily occur within the winery tasting room building and outdoor
gatherings during events be limited to 20 guests or less in the outdoor patios adjacent to the
tasting room building or at the outdoor viewing patio east of the tasting room.

The implementation of these measure will reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Impact 3b: Indoor Event Noise
The findings of this noise assessment show that noise associated with indoor music
performances or amplified speech could exceed County NE-2 standards at the property lines of
Residences 1, 2, and 3. To allow the County noise standards to be met, we offer the following
noise mitigation measure:

Mitigation 3b:
Music performances during winery events should occur within the Tasting Room building
with closed windows and doors closed when not in use.

The implementation of this measure will reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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CEQA INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST QUESTIONS

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes qualitative guidelines for determining
the significance of environmental noise impacts. The CEQA Initial Study checklist questions are
listed below:

(@)

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

With the incorporation of the mitigation measures outlined in this report tasting room and
event noise from the project will be in compliance with the Sonoma County limits are not
anticipated to result in a substantial increase in noise in the site vicinity. Less-than-Significant
Impact.

Construction would be conducted within allowable hours. Pile driving is not anticipated as a
method of construction. With implementation of standard best management practices this
would be a Less-than-Significant Impact.

(b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;

(©

Project construction or operation would not generate any significant ground borne vibration
at surrounding residential uses. No Impact.

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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, if
the project would expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels.

The project is located more than 2 miles of the Petaluma Municipal Airport. Therefore, we find
that Petaluma Municipal Airport operations would not expose persons in the project area to
excessive airport-related noise. No Impact.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above findings, noise associated with project operations would be reduced to levels
below the Sonoma County noise standards residential properties in the site vicinity with the
incorporation of recommended mitigation measures. Disruption and annoyance from temporary
construction noise at adjacent noise sensitive uses would be minimized by the implementation of
standard best management practices.
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Appendix A — Noise and Vibration Fundamentals

Fundamentals of Environmental Noise

Noise may be defined as unwanted sound. Noise is usually objectionable because it is disturbing
or annoying. The objectionable nature of sound could be caused by its pitch or its loudness. Pitch
is the height or depth of a tone or sound, depending on the relative rapidity (frequency) of the
vibrations by which it is produced. Higher pitched signals sound louder to humans than sounds
with a lower pitch. Loudness is intensity of sound waves combined with the reception
characteristics of the ear. Intensity may be compared with the height of an ocean wave in that it is
a measure of the amplitude of the sound wave.

In addition to the concepts of pitch and loudness, there are several noise measurement scales which
are used to describe noise in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement which
indicates the relative amplitude of a sound. The zero on the decibel scale is based on the lowest
sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. Sound levels in decibels are
calculated on a logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 decibels represents a ten-fold increase in
acoustic energy, while 20 decibels is 100 times more intense, 30 decibels is 1,000 times more
intense, etc. There is a relationship between the subjective noisiness or loudness of a sound and its
intensity. Each 10 decibel increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of
loudness over a fairly wide range of intensities. Technical terms are defined in Table Al.

There are several methods of characterizing sound. The most common in California is the A-
weighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which
the human ear is most sensitive. Representative outdoor and indoor noise levels in units of dBA
are shown in Table A2. Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short period of time, a
method for describing either the average character of the sound or the statistical behavior of the
variations must be utilized. Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms of an
average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying events.
This energy-equivalent sound/noise descriptor is called Leq. The most common averaging period
is hourly, but Leq can describe any series of noise events of arbitrary duration.

The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter. Sound level meters can
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. Various
computer models are used to predict environmental noise levels from sources, such as roadways
and airports. The accuracy of the predicted models depends upon the distance the receptor is from
the noise source. Close to the noise source, the models are accurate to within about plus or minus
1to 2 dBA.

Since the sensitivity to noise increases during the evening and at night -- because excessive noise
interferes with the ability to sleep -- 24-hour descriptors have been developed that incorporate
artificial noise penalties added to quiet-time noise events. The Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) is a measure of the cumulative noise exposure in a community, with a 5 dB penalty added
to evening (7:00 pm - 10:00 pm) and a 10 dB addition to nocturnal (10:00 pm - 7:00 am) noise
levels. The Day/Night Average Sound Level (Lan) is essentially the same as CNEL, with the
exception that the evening time period is dropped and all occurrences during this three-hour period
are grouped into the daytime period.
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Effects of Noise

Sleep and Speech Interference

The thresholds for speech interference indoors are about 45 dBA if the noise is steady and above
55 dBA if the noise is fluctuating. Outdoors the thresholds are about 15 dBA higher. Steady noises
of sufficient intensity (above 35 dBA) and fluctuating noise levels above about 45 dBA have been
shown to affect sleep. Interior residential standards for multi-family dwellings are set by the State
of California at 45 dBA Lan. Typically, the highest steady traffic noise level during the daytime is
about equal to the Ldn and nighttime levels are 10 dBA lower. The standard is designed for sleep
and speech protection and most jurisdictions apply the same criterion for all residential uses.
Typical structural attenuation is 12 to 17 dBA with open windows. With closed windows in good
condition, the noise attenuation factor is around 20 dBA for an older structure and 25 dBA for a
newer dwelling. Sleep and speech interference are therefore possible when exterior noise levels
are about 57 to 62 dBA Lgn with open windows and 65 to 70 dBA Lan with standard construction
if the windows are closed.

Annoyance

Attitude surveys are used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises intruding
into homes or affecting outdoor activity areas. In these surveys, it was determined that the causes
for annoyance include interference with speech, radio and television, house vibrations, and
interference with sleep and rest. The Lqn as @ measure of noise has been found to provide a valid
correlation of noise level and the percentage of people annoyed. People have been asked to judge
the annoyance caused by aircraft noise and ground transportation noise. There continues to be
disagreement about the relative annoyance of these different sources. When measuring the
percentage of the population highly annoyed, the threshold for ground vehicle noise is about 50
dBA Lan. At a Lan of about 60 dBA, approximately 12 percent of the population is highly annoyed.
When the Lqgn increases to 70 dBA, the percentage of the population highly annoyed increases to
about 25 to 30 percent of the population. There is, therefore, an increase of about 2 percent per
dBA Dbetween a Lgn of 60 to 70 dBA. Between a Lqn Of 70 to 80 dBA, each decibel increase,
increases by about 3 percent, the percentage of the population highly annoyed. People appear to
respond more adversely to aircraft noise. When the Lqn is 60 dBA, approximately 30 to 35 percent
of the population is believed to be highly annoyed.
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TABLE Al Definition of Acoustical Terms Used in this Report
Term Definition
Decibel, dB A unit describing, the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm

to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the
reference pressure. The reference pressure for air is 20 micro Pascals.

Sound Pressure Level

Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micro
Pascals (or 20 micro Newtons per square meter), where 1 Pascal is the
pressure resulting from a force of 1 Newton exerted over an area of 1 square
meter. The sound pressure level is expressed in decibels as 20 times the
logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the pressures exerted by the
sound to a reference sound pressure (e. g., 20 micro Pascals). Sound
pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured by a sound level
meter.

Frequency, Hz

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below
atmospheric pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and 20,000
Hz. Infrasonic sound are below 20 Hz and Ultrasonic sounds are above
20,000 Hz.

A-Weighted Sound Level,
dBA

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter
using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes
the very low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner
similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with
subjective reactions to noise.

Equivalent Noise Level, Leg

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.

Lmax, Lmin

The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level
measurement period.

during the

Lo, L1o, Lso, Lo

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% of
the time during the measurement period.

Day/Night Noise Level, Lgn
or DNL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 pm and
7:00 am.

Community Noise
Equivalent Level, CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 5 decibels in the evening from 7:00 pm to 10:00 pm and after
addition of 10 decibels to sound levels measured in the night between 10:00
pm and 7:00 am.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing
level of environmental noise at a given location.

Intrusive

That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Source: Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, Harris, 1998.
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TABLE A2

Typical Noise Levels in the Environment

Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)

Common Indoor Activities

Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet

Gas lawn mower at 3 feet

Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph

Noisy urban area, daytime

Gas lawn mower, 100 feet
Commercial area

Heavy traffic at 300 feet

Quiet urban daytime

Quiet urban nighttime
Quiet suburban nighttime

Quiet rural nighttime

110 dBA

100 dBA

90 dBA

80 dBA

70 dBA

60 dBA

50 dBA

40 dBA

30 dBA

20 dBA

10 dBA

0dBA

Rock band

Food blender at 3 feet

Garbage disposal at 3 feet

Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet

Normal speech at 3 feet

Large business office

Dishwasher in next room

Theater, large conference room

Library

Bedroom at night, concert hall
(background)

Broadcast/recording studio

Source: Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), California Department of Transportation, September 2013.
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Fundamentals of Groundborne Vibration

Ground vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of zero.
Several different methods are typically used to quantify vibration amplitude. One method is the
Peak Particle Velocity (PPV). The PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or
negative peak of the vibration wave. In this report, a PPV descriptor with units of mm/sec or in/sec
is used to evaluate construction generated vibration for building damage and human complaints.
Table A3 displays the reactions of people and the effects on buildings that continuous vibration
levels produce. The guidelines in Table A3 represent syntheses of vibration criteria for human
response and potential damage to buildings resulting from construction vibration.

Construction activities can cause vibration that varies in intensity depending on several factors.
The use of pile driving and vibratory compaction equipment typically generates the highest
construction related groundborne vibration levels. Because of the impulsive nature of such
activities, the use of the PPV descriptor has been routinely used to measure and assess groundborne
vibration and almost exclusively to assess the potential of vibration to induce structural damage
and the degree of annoyance for humans.

The two primary concerns with construction-induced vibration, the potential to damage a structure
and the potential to interfere with the enjoyment of life, are evaluated against different vibration
limits. Human perception to vibration varies with the individual and is a function of physical
setting and the type of vibration. Persons exposed to elevated ambient vibration levels, such as
people in an urban environment, may tolerate a higher vibration level.

Structural damage can be classified as cosmetic only, such as paint flaking or minimal extension
of cracks in building surfaces; minor, including limited surface cracking; or major, that may
threaten the structural integrity of the building. Safe vibration limits that can be applied to assess
the potential for damaging a structure vary by researcher. The damage criteria presented in Table
A3 include several categories for ancient, fragile, and historic structures, the types of structures
most at risk to damage. Most buildings are included within the categories ranging from “Historic
and some old buildings” to “Modern industrial/commercial buildings”. Construction-induced
vibration that can be detrimental to the building is very rare and has only been observed in
instances where the structure is at a high state of disrepair and the construction activity occurs
immediately adjacent to the structure.

The annoyance levels shown in Table A3 should be interpreted with care since vibration may be
found to be annoying at lower levels than those shown, depending on the level of activity or the
sensitivity of the individual. To sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of
perception can be annoying. Low-level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration,
such as a slight rattling of windows, doors, or stacked dishes. The rattling sound can give rise to
exaggerated vibration complaints, even though there is very little risk of actual structural damage.
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TABLE A3 Reaction of People and Damage to Buildings from Continuous or Frequent Intermittent
Vibration Levels

Velocity Level,
PPV (in/sec)

Human Reaction

Effect on Buildings

unpleasant

0.01 Barely perceptible No effect
0.04 Distinctly perceptible Vibration unlikely to cause damage of any type to any
structure
Distinctly perceptible to Recommended upper level of the vibration to which
0.08 - : . -
strongly perceptible ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected
. Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to fragile
0.1 Strongly perceptible buildings with no risk of damage to most buildings
. Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to historic
0.25 Strongly perceptible to severe and some old buildings.
. Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to older
0.3 Strongly perceptible to severe residential structures
05 Severe - Vibrations considered | Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to new

residential and modern commercial/industrial structures

Source: Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, California Department of Transportation,
September 2013.
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February 26, 2025 @'TI'B ns

Mr. Kamal Azari

Azari Winery

1321 Spring Hill Road
Petaluma, CA 94952

Revised Final Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room
Project

Dear Mr. Azari;

As requested, W-Trans has prepared a focused transportation analysis for the proposed Azari Tasting Room
project to be located at 1321 Spring Hill Road in the unincorporated part of Sonoma County. The purpose
of this letter is to present the project’s trip generation as well as an analysis of the transportation-related
issues required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The following analysis is consistent
with standard traffic engineering techniques. This version of the letter includes additional analysis requested
by County staff and supersedes and replaces in its entirety the version dated November 29, 2021.

Project Description

The proposed Azari Tasting Room Project includes a total of 3,111 square feet of building space to house a
2,409 square foot tasting room, 400 square feet for food preparation, and a 302 square foot restroom. It is
noted that two employees are proposed for the tasting room to accommodate up to 20 visitors a day during
the operating hours of 11:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Seven special events per year are also proposed, including
five Agricultural Promotion Events and two Industry-Wide Events. All the proposed events would be held at
the tasting room with a maximum of 125 guests accommodated by up to nine staff, which includes the two
tasting room employees.

A total of 59 parking spaces are proposed on the project site, including 30 parking spaces adjacent to the
tasting room and 29 spaces in an overflow parking lot on the east of the proposed buildings. The project
would be accessed via two one-way driveways on Spring Hill Road. The site plan is enclosed.

e File Number: UPE19-0072

e Address: 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952
e APN: 020-050-026

e Project Name: Azari Tasting Room Project

e Applicant Name: Kamal Azari

e Property Owner Name: Kamal Azari

Trip Generation

Sonoma County’s Winery Trip Generation form was used to determine the potential trip generation for the
proposed conditions since standard trip generation rates include trips related to production as well as
visitation and this project does not include that component. For employees, an average of three trips per
day were assumed, including one each during the evening weekday and weekend midday peak hours.

Per County policy, assuming an average of 2.5 persons per vehicle, the tasting room operation would
generate up to 20 visitors and 16 trips on peak days. For the purpose of estimating peak hour traffic on a

490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 201 Santa Rosa, CA 95401 707.542.9500 w-trans.com
SANTA ROSA - OAKLAND
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typical day, it was assumed that 10 percent of visitor traffic would occur during the weekday p.m. peak hour

and 12 percent would occur during the weekend peak hour.

The County of Sonoma’s Winery Traffic Information/Trip Generation Sheet does not include guidance on
inbound versus outbound trips, so it was assumed that all trips would be outbound during the weekday
p.m. peak hour due to employees and customers leaving at closure of the winery. For the weekend midday
peak hour, it was assumed that inbound and outbound trips would be evenly split.

Based on the application of these assumptions, the proposed project would be expected to generate an
average of 22 trips on a daily basis with four trips each during the evening and weekend midday peak hours.
These results are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 - Trip Generation Summary

Generator Units Daily PM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour
Rate Trips | Trips In Out | Trips In Out
Tasting Room Employees 2 3 6 2 0 2 2 1 1
Tasting Room Visitors 20 0.8 16 2 0 2 1 1
Total Trips 22 4 0 4 4 2 2

The anticipated trip generations for 125-person events were also estimated, as shown in Table 2. Using an
occupancy rate of 2.5 persons per vehicle for visitors and solo occupancy for the nine staff members, a 125-
person event would be expected to generate 118 trip ends at the driveway. As all events are proposed to
be on weekends, no event trips would occur on weekdays. For weekend events, given that the events would
be of an “open house” type, it was assumed that guests would arrive over an extended period of time, with
one-quarter of the total visitors assumed to arrive or depart during the midday peak hour. Event employees
would travel outside of the arrival and departure hours of the guests as they would be on-site for set-up
prior to guest arrival and would remain after the event to clean up. These trips are therefore not included
in the peak hour analysis. These assumptions are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 - Trip Generation Summary for 200-Person Events

Trip Generator Units Daily MD Peak Hour
Rate Trips | Trips In Out
Event Employees 9 2 18 0 0 0
Event Guests 125 0.8 100 25 12 13
200-Person Event Total 118 25 12 13

Because the proposed winery events are expected to generate 25 peak hour trips, a segment analysis was
prepared for Spring Hill Road to assess the impacts of the proposed events on the surrounding
transportation network.
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Trip Distribution

The pattern used to allocate new project trips to the street network was based on knowledge of the area
and surrounding region. To be conservative, 100 percent of trips were assumed to be to/from the east on
Spring Hill Road as the City of Petaluma as well as access to highways are located to the east.

CEQA Analysis

Transportation Facilities

This section addresses the first transportation bullet point on the CEQA checklist, which relates to the
potential for a project to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

Policy CT-1h

Avoid construction of circulation and transit system components not identified on Figures CT-1a though
CT-1i, and CT-2 that encourage growth in rural areas.

Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signal phases, curb ramps, curb extensions,
and various streetscape amenities such as lighting, benches, etc. There are no sidewalks along the project
frontage on Spring Hill Road. However, given the rural character of the area, a limited amount of pedestrian
traffic occurs and the condition wherein pedestrians are expected to walk on the grass shoulders on each
side of the roadway is considered acceptable for the rural setting and low traffic volumes. The project would
therefore be consistent with County policy.

Bicycle Facilities

There are no existing bicycle lanes along the project frontage on Spring Hill Road. However, as contained
in the updated project list 2019 of Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan, Sonoma County
Transportation Authority (SCTA), a Class Il bicycle route is planned on Spring Hill Road to be connected to
the existing Class Il bicycle lanes on Western Avenue on the east and planned Class Il bicycle lanes along
Valley Ford Road-Bodega Avenue on the west. As a Class Il route consists of signing only, the existing
physical facilities provide adequate bicycle access to the site, though the planned future signing would
provide additional notification to drivers of the potential for encountering bicycle traffic. The project
therefore complies with County policy.

Transit Facilities

There are no bus stops within a walkable distance of the project site; the nearest bus stop is located 2.7
miles east of the project site near the intersection of Western Avenue/Keller Street in the City of Petaluma.
While there are no adequate transit facilities within the walkable distance from the project site, low demand
for transit to and from the project site is anticipated given the rural nature of the project area so this
condition is considered acceptable. No transit facilities are planned, so the project would not conflict with
any existing plans or policies.

Significance Finding — The proposed project would not conflict with existing County policies regarding
transportation facilities. It would therefore have a less-than-significant impact in this regard.
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Vehicle Miles Traveled

Senate Bill (SB) 743 established Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a result of a project as the basis for
determining impacts with respect to transportation and traffic under CEQA. The potential for the project to
conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b) was evaluated based on the
project’s anticipated Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).

As of the date of this analysis, Sonoma County has not yet adopted thresholds of significance related to
VMT. As a result, project-related VMT impacts were assessed based on guidance published by the California
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in the publication Transportation Impacts (SB 743) CEQA
Guidelines Update and Technical Advisory, 2018. The OPR guidelines identify several criteria that may be
used by jurisdictions to identify certain types of projects that are unlikely to have a significant VMT impact
and can be “screened” from further analysis. One of these screening criteria pertains to “small projects,”
which OPR identifies as generating fewer than 110 new vehicle trips per typical weekday.

As shown in Table 1, the tasting room would be expected to generate an average of 22 trips per day on a
typical weekday. Further, the proposed seven event days per year with a maximum of 118 daily trips
translates to an average of 16 daily trips for the 52 Saturdays in a year. Altogether, the project would
generate an annual average of 38 daily trips which falls well below the OPR threshold. It is noted that trips
associated with events were added to provide a conservative analysis although events are planned to be
held only on Saturdays and weekend traffic is generally not relevant to VMT analyses. As a result, it is
reasonable to conclude that the project can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.

Significance Finding — The proposed project would be presumed to have a less-than-significant VMT
impact given its low trip generation.

Safety Considerations

The potential for the project to impact safety was evaluated in terms of the adequacy of sight distance and
need for turn lanes at the project access as well as conflicts associated with queuing. This section addresses
the third transportation bullet on the CEQA checklist which is whether the project would substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

Vehicle Access

The project as proposed would have two driveways on Spring Hill Road. The parking lot is proposed with a
one-way circulation scheme that would include traffic entering at the westerly driveway and right-turn-only
exiting at the easterly driveway. Based on the speed survey taken on Friday July 26 and Saturday July 27,
2024, for the nearly 600 vehicles sampled, the eastbound traffic on Spring Hill Road had an 85™ percentile
speed of 44 mph on Friday and 43 mph on Saturday near the curve to the east of the easterly driveway,
which is above the advisory speed of 30 mph, but below the prima facie speed limit of 55 mph. Copies of
the count data are enclosed.

Sight Distance

Sight distance along Spring Hill Road at the location for the project driveways was evaluated based on sight
distance criteria contained in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets published by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) together with County
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Standard 812. The recommended sight distances for driveway approaches are based on stopping sight
distance with approach travel speed used as the basis for determining the recommended sight distance.

Based on the 85" percentile approach speed of approximately 44 mph measured on Spring Hill Road, which
was rounded up to 45 mph, the minimum stopping sight distance needed is 360 feet. As shown on the
enclosed site plan, sight lines for the easterly driveway on Spring Hill Road extend to more than 360 feet to
the west, which is adequate for the measured approach speed. Sight lines to the east were not documented
as left turns from the driveway would be prohibited and would be discouraged by the presence of a
channelization island at the eastern driveway. Additionally, adequate stopping sight distance of more than
450 feet is available for a following driver to notice and react to a queue of up to two vehicles stopped to
turn left into the western driveway.

Left-Turn Lane Warrant

The need for a left-turn lane on Spring Hill Road at the proposed project entry (westerly) driveway was
evaluated based on criteria contained in the Intersection Channelization Design Guide, National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report No. 279, Transportation Research Board, 1985, as well as an
update of the methodology developed by the Washington State Department of Transportation and
published in the Method For Prioritizing Intersection Improvements, January 1997. The NCHRP report
references a methodology developed by M. D. Harmelink that includes equations that can be applied to
expected or actual traffic volumes to determine the need for a left-turn pocket based on safety issues.

Based on Existing Saturday p.m. peak hour volumes during an event, which represents the worst-case
scenario, a left-turn lane is not warranted on Spring Hill Road at the proposed project driveway. A copy of
the turn lane warrant spreadsheet is enclosed.

Queuing

Queuing at the project’s inbound driveway was analyzed for the 95™ percentile queue length. Under the
Existing plus Project volumes, the projected 95™ percentile queue for left-turning traffic was determined
using a methodology published in Estimating Maximum Queue Length at Unsignalized Intersections, John T.
Gard, 2001. During the Saturday midday peak hour, which represents the worst-case condition at the start
of an event, the 95 percentile queue length for traffic turning left onto the project site was determined to
be one car length or about 25 feet. As the driveway for 1400 Springhill Road is separated from the project
driveway by more than 50 feet, the project is expected to have no effect on the driveway on 1400 Springhill
Road. A copy of the queuing calculations is enclosed,

Significance Finding — The project driveway locations have adequate sight lines for the prevailing speed,
a left-turn lane is not warranted at the driveway, and the queue that would form at the driveway will not
block any nearby driveways. The project would therefore be expected to have a less-than-significant impact
as regards safety considerations.

Emergency Access

The parking lot should be designed to meet Sonoma County design criteria, including the width of the drive
aisle and the radii of the curves at the entry and exit. Assuming these criteria are met, emergency access
would be adequate.





Mr. Kamal Azari Page 6 February 26, 2025
Promotional Event Sensitivity Analysis
Existing Conditions

Study Area and Periods

The study area for the proposed project consists of the one-mile section of Spring Hill Road fronting the
proposed project access points. The Promotional Event Sensitivity Analysis (PESA) requires analysis of any
intersections with all legs being a collector or higher functional classified road within one-half mile of the
project site. As there are no intersections satisfying this criterion no intersection analysis was completed,
though operation of Spring Hill Road was assessed.

Operating conditions during the Saturday p.m. peak period were evaluated as proposed events are planned
to be held only on Saturdays. It is noted that based on a traffic count collected on July 27, 2024, the daily
traffic volume is about 350 vehicles with the afternoon peak hour for westbound traffic between 2:00 p.m.
and 3:00 p.m. and the eastbound peak hour between 1:45 p.m. and 2:45 p.m. Copies of the counts are
enclosed for reference.

Study Roadway

Spring Hill Road is a two-lane local road and generally runs east-west in the rural area of Sonoma County.
The roadway has a width of nearly 20 feet without any paved shoulders. While Spring Hill Road has a prima
facie speed limit of 55 mph, the 85" percentile speed was measured at 43 mph based on 48 hours of speed
measurements obtained on July 26 and July 27, 2024.

Two-Lane Highway Segment Level of Service Methodology

The roadway segment Level of Service methodology found in Chapter 15, "Two-Lane Highways," of the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is the basis of the automobile LOS analysis. The methodology considers
traffic volumes, terrain, roadway cross-section, the proportion of heavy vehicles, and the availability of passing
zones. The LOS criteria for two-lane highways differs depending on whether the highway is considered “Class
,” “Class Il," or “Class Ill." Class lll highways are those that generally carry less traffic, pass through towns and
communities, and have a mix of local traffic and through traffic. For the analysis, Spring Hill Road was defined
as a Class Ill highway.

The measure of effectiveness by which the Level of Service is determined on Class Il highways is the
percentage of time spent following (PTSF), or the proportion of time that drivers on the highway are limited
in their speed by a driver in front of them. Based on the methodology, a base free-flow speed must be
determined from either field data or an estimation based on knowledge of similar facilities or guidance
from the HCM. For the purposes of this analysis in accordance with guidance from the HCM, the base free-
flow speed of 54.3 mph for eastbound and 55.8 mph for westbound movement were estimated for the
study segment.

Traffic Operation Standards

The Level of Service Standard for County roadway operations is to maintain a Level of Service C per Policy
CT-4.1. Per County standards, if a roadway is already operating unacceptably at LOS D, a project is
determined to have an adverse effect if the addition of project trips results in a reduction of the average
travel speed by two mph or more.
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Existing and Existing plus Project Conditions

The Existing Conditions scenario provides an evaluation of current operation based on existing traffic
volumes during the Saturday p.m. peak periods.

Count data were collected between June 18 and 20, 2021, and July 26 and 27, 2024, on Spring Hill Road.
Based on the Saturday data collected on June 19, 2021, peak hour factors (PHFs) were calculated based on
the counts obtained and used in the LOS calculations.

Under Existing Conditions, Spring Hill Road operates acceptably at LOS A for both westbound and
eastbound directions. With the addition of event-related traffic, Spring Hill Road would be expected to
continue operating at the same service level and speeds. A summary of the roadway segment level of service
calculations is shown in Table 3, and copies of the Level of Service calculations are enclosed.

Table 3 — Peak Hour Roadway Segment Levels of Service

Study Segment Existing PM Peak Existing plus Event PM
Direction Peak
PTSF  Speed LOS PTSF  Speed LOS
Spring Hill Rd
Westbound 11.8 55.8 A 19.0 55.8 A
Eastbound 11.2 543 A 20.0 543 A
Notes: PTSF = Percentage Time Spent Following; Speed is measured in miles per hour;

LOS = Level of Service

It should be noted that the analysis is based on peak hour volumes even though the events may not
generate traffic during the peak hour. To address the potential effects of event trips regardless of the time
of day when they might occur, this conservative approach was taken using volumes that represent the
worst-case condition for adding event trips to the study segment. The finding that Spring Hill Road would
continue to operate acceptably during the peak hour with event traffic added indicates that the roadway
would operate acceptably regardless of the start/end times for the proposed event.

The average headway between vehicles driving on Spring Hill Road was evaluated to determine whether
the project would have an adverse effect on vehicles turning into or out of the driveways at 1320 and 1400
Spring Hill Road. With the addition of project-generated trips Spring Hill Road would have a peak hour
volume of about 75 vehicles near the project site which is equal to an average headway of about 48 seconds
per vehicle. According to the Highway Design Manual (HDM) published by Caltrans a passenger vehicle
making a right turn needs 6.5 seconds and a left-turning vehicle needs 7.5 seconds to complete their
respective turns. With an average spacing of about 48 seconds between vehicles traveling through the area,
turning vehicles would have enough time to complete a turn into or out of the driveways at 1320 and 1400
Spring Hill Road with little to no delay. The project as proposed is therefore not expected to have an adverse
effect on vehicles turning into or out of the driveways at 1320 and 1400 Spring Hill Road.
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Parking

The project was analyzed to determine if the parking supply proposed for the site is adequate to
accommodate both the anticipated daily parking demand and the demand during events. The proposed
project would supply 59 parking spaces around the site, including 30 spaces for the tasting room and 29
overflow parking spaces. Two of the permanent spaces would be disables accessible.

To accommodate the daily parking demand during typical tasting room operations, there should be at least
one space provided for every employee on-site as well as about one space per 2.5 tasting room guests. Two
tasting room employees and a maximum of 20 tasting room visitors translate to ten parking spaces, including
two for employees and eight for tasting room visitors. Therefore, the proposed 30 permanent parking spaces
near the tasting room would be more than adequate to accommodate the parking demand during a typical
operation with a surplus of 20 parking spaces.

The maximum number of parking spaces needed on-site would be during a 125-person event, for which
there would typically be about nine staff, including the two tasting room employees. Such events typically
draw guests over the course of six hours or more, but it was conservatively assumed that all guests would
be on-site simultaneously. Assuming one vehicle per staff member and 2.5 guests per vehicle, a maximum
of 59 vehicles would need to be parked during an event, assuming all 125 guests are on-site at the same
time, which is equal to the total parking supply including the permanent parking supply. With an overflow
area having 29 spaces the proposed parking supply would be adequate to accommodate the assumed peak
parking demand.

Conclusions and Recommendations

e The proposed tasting room would be expected to generate 22 daily trips on average, including four
trips each during the weekday evening peak hour and weekend midday peak hours. The proposed 125-
person events would all be on Saturdays and would be expected to generate an average of 118 trip
ends at the driveway, including 25 trips during the weekend midday peak hour.

e The lack of existing dedicated facilities for pedestrians or transit users in the project vicinity is consistent
with County policy for the rural setting.

e Bicycle facilities are absent in the project vicinity, but the existing facilities provide adequate access for
bicyclists and would be enhanced with the completion of planned bike facilities outlined in the
Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan. The project would not affect the County's ability to
implement any planned facilities, so would have a less-than-significant impact. The project is anticipated
to result in a less-than-significant transportation impact on VMT based on the OPR Guidelines.

e Adequate sight distances for the measured critical speed are available for trips to and from the
proposed project driveways. A left-turn lane is not warranted at the proposed inbound project driveway
based on existing plus event volumes.

e The 95™ percentile queue length under Existing Saturday plus Project volumes is expected to be no
more than 25 feet and would therefore not block any nearby driveways.

e The parking lot should be designed to meet Sonoma County Design criteria to achieve adequate access
and circulation for emergency response vehicles.
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e Under Existing volumes, Spring Hill Road is operating acceptably at LOS A and would be expected to
continue doing so upon adding trips associated with proposed events.

e Under the Existing Saturday and Existing Saturday plus Project volumes Spring Hill Road along the
project site is expected to have adequate headways for vehicles to turn into and out of nearby
driveways.

e The proposed vehicle parking supply is adequate to meet the assumed peak parking demand during
typical operations and winery events.

Thank you for giving W-Trans the opportunity to provide these services. Please call if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

William Andrews, EIT
Assistant Engineer

Dalene J. Whittock, PE (Civil, Traffic), PTOE
Senior Principal

DJW/wia/SOX717.L1

Enclosures: Site Plan, Turn Lane Warrant, Queuing Calculations, Traffic Counts, Level of Service
Calculations
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Turn Lane Warrant Analysis - Tee Intersections

Study Intersection: Spring Hill Road/Project Driveway

Study Scenario: Saturday Existing plus Events PM

Direction of Analysis Street: East/West

Spring HIll Rd

Eastbound Volumes (veh/hr)

Cross Street Intersects: From the South

Spring Hill Rd

Westbound Volumes  (veh/hr)

Through Volume = 27
Right Turn Volume =

| E—
=

Eastbound Speed Limit: 55 mph

Eastbound Configuration: 2 Lanes - Undivided

Project Driveway

P 35
~c 12

= Through Volume
= Left Turn Volume

Westbound Speed Limit:
Westbound Configuration:

55 mph
2 Lanes - Undivided

Eastbound Right Turn Lane Warrants
1. Check for right turn volume criteria

NOT WARRANTED Less than 40 vehicles

2. Check advance volume threshold criteria for turn lane
Advancing Volume Threshold AV = -
Advancing Volume Va = 27
If AV<Va then warrant is met -

| Right Turn Lane Warranted: NO ]

Eastbound Right Turn Taper Warrants
(evaluate if right turn lane is unwarranted)

1. Check taper volume criteria

| NOT WARRANTED - Less than 20 vehicles |

2. Check advance volume threshold criteria for taper
Advancing Volume Threshold AV = -

Advancing Volume Va = 27
If AV<Va then warrant is met -

| Right Turn Taper Warranted: NO |

Westbound Left Turn Lane Warrants
Percentage Left Turns %It 255 %
Advancing Volume Threshold AV 381 veh/hr

If AV<Va then warrant is met

Opposing Volume (Vo)

500

450 \

400 \

350 \

300 \

250 \

200 \

150 \
AN

100

50

*

0 100 200 300 400 500
Advancing Volume (Va)

>

Study Intersection
Two lane roadway warrant threshold for: 55 mph

Turn lane warranted if point falls to right of warrant threshold line

Left Turn Lane Warranted: NO |

Methodology based on Washington State Transportation Center Research Report Method For Prioritizing Intersection Improvements, January 1997.
The right turn lane and taper analysis is based on work conducted by Cottrell in 1981.

The left turn lane analysis is based on work conducted by M.D. Harmelink in 1967, and modified by Kikuchi and Chakroborty in 1991.

W-Trans

1/8/12025





Through Street: Spring Hill Road

Maximum Queue Length
Two-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections

Scenario: Saturday Existing plus Events

Side Street: Project Driveway

Stop Controlled Legs: North/South

Volume Inputs (veh/hr) Uncontrolled Legs Speed Limit: 55 mph
° # Lanes on Uncontrolled Legs: 1 Lanes
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Source: John T. Gard, ITE Journal, November 2001, "Estimating Maximum Queue Length at Unsignalized

Intersections”





Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
SPEED
Spring Hill Rd W/0O 1321 Spring Hill Rd
Day: Friday City: Petaluma
Date: 7/26/2024 Project #: CA24_080193_001

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTALS

HOURLY BREAKDOWN

Totals
00:00 - 12:00 1 2 3 16 28 42 30 6 14 50 21 23 12 2 2 1 0 0 0) 133] 3 8 17 66 49 65 42 17 6 2 0 [ 0| 275
% 0% 1% 1% 4% 8%  12% 8% 2% a%|  14% 6% 6% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 37%| 1% 2% 5%|  18%|  14%  18%  12% 5% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 76%
Peak Hour| 9:30 115 9:15 9:00 11:45 8:45 10:15 7:30 9:00| 11:15 9:45 11:45 8:15 11:30 7:30 5:00 0:00 0:00 0:00] 11:30 9:30 7:30 9:00|  11:00 9:15 11:45 10:15 7:30 8:15 0:45 0:00 0:00 0:00] 11:30
Peak Volume| 1 1 2 S 8 13 11 3 5 17 10 S 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 32 2 3 6 19 16 17 13 7 2 1 0 0 0 62
12:00 - 24:00| 3 1 6 13 48 80 49 3 19 56 68 50 43 10 2 3 0 0 0) 257| 6 4 25 69 116 130 92 25 5 5 0 [ 0| 477
%| 1% 0% 2% a%|  13%| 2% 14% 1% S%|  15%| 19%| 14%| 12% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 71%| 2% 1% 7% 19%|  32%  36%  25% 7% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%  132%
PeakHour| 13:00| 15:15| 16:30| 12:15| 12:30| 1415 15:00 19:30| 12:30| 1230 15:00| 1545 1515 1645 12:00] 12:15| 12:00| 12:00| 12:00f  15:15| 12:00| 19:30| 12:30| 1230 16:15| 1545 1500 15:15| 20:45 12:15] 12:00| 1200 12:00f  15:30
Peak Volume| 1 1 2 4 14 18 11 2 7 17 18 12 7 3 1 1 0 0 0 50 2 2 8 20 27 29 16 7 2 2 0 0 0 90
07:00 - 09:00 0 0 1 4 7 8 7 3 2 14 2 5 5 1 1 0 0 0 0) 34 1 3 3 18 9 13 12 9 1 0 0 [ 0| 69
% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 4% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0% 1% 1% 5% 2% 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 19%
Peak Hour| 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:45 7:30 7:00 7:30 7:45 7:45 8:00 7:30 8:00 7:00 7:30 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:45 7:00 7:30 7:00 7:45 7:45 7:30 7:00 7:30 7:30 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:45
Peak Volume| 0 0 1 2 5 7 6 3 2 9 2 4 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 23 1 3 2 11 6 11 7 7 1 0 0 0 0 43
16:00 - 18:00| 1 1 2 1 14 27 11 1 3 7 22 19 11 4 0 1 0 0 0 68 1 2 5 8 36 46 22 5 0 2 0 [ 0| 127
%| 0% 0% 1% 0% 4% 7% 3% 0% 1% 2% 6% 5% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 19% 0% 1% 1% 2% 10%  13% 6% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 35%
Peak Hour|  16:00 16:00 16:30 16:00 16:15 16:00 16:45 16:30 16:00 16:00 16:15 16:15 16:30 16:45 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00) 16:00| 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:45 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00) 16:00
Peak Volume| 1 1 2 1 10 18 8 1 3 S 17 10 7 3 0 1 0 0 0 40 1 1 4 6 27 28 13 4 0 2 0 0 0 76






Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

VOLUME
Spring Hill Rd W/O 1321 Spring Hill Rd
Day: Friday City: Petaluma
Date: 7/26/2024 Project #: CA24_080193_001

DAILY TOTALS DAILY TOTALS

15-Minutes Interval

TIME NB WB TOTAL TIME NB SB WB TOTAL TIME

m
W

0:00 1 1 2 12:00 7 7 14 00:00 01:00 2 1 3
0:15 0 0 0 12:15 12 9 21 01:00 02:00 2 2 4
0:30 1 0 1 12:30 7 7 14 02:00 03:00 4 2 6
0:45 0 0 0 12:45 9 11 20 03:00 04:00 1 0 1
1:00 1 1 2 13:00 7 10 17 04:00 05:00 2 2 4
1:15 0 0 0 13:15 8 7 15 05:00 06:00 4 5 9
1:30 1 1 2 13:30 7 3 10 06:00 07:00 10 7 17
1:45 0 0 0 13:45 5 8 13 07:00 08:00 18 12 30
2:00 1 0 1 14:00 6 10 16 08:00 09:00 17 22 39
2:15 0 0 0 14:15 8 7 15 09:00 10:00 31 27 58
2:30 3 2 5 14:30 11 7 18 10:00 11:00 24 28 52
2:45 0 0 0 14:45 4 6 10 11:00 12:00 27 25 52
3:00 1 0 1 15:00 7 10 17 12:00 13:00 35 34 69
3:15 0 0 0 15:15 5 14 19 13:00 14:00 27 28 55
3:30 0 0 0 15:30 10 10 20 14:00 15:00 29 30 59
3:45 0 0 0 15:45 10 15 25 15:00 16:00 32 49 81
4:00 0 0 0 16:00 8 11 19 16:00 17:00 36 40 76
4:15 0 1 1 16:15 14 12 26 17:00 18:00 23 28 51
4:30 0 0 0 16:30 6 11 17 18:00 19:00 15 12 27
4:45 2 1 3 16:45 8 6 14 19:00 20:00 7 15 22
5:00 0 0 0 17:00 10 7 17 20:00 21:00 11 10 21
5:15 0 0 0 17:15 6 8 14 21:00 22:00 0 7 7
5:30 1 3 4 17:30 5 6 11 22:00 23:00 4 3 7
5:45 3 2 5 17:45 2 7 9 23:00 00:00 1 1 2
6:00 3 0 3 18:00 5 5 10 STATISTICS
6:15 3 1 4 18:15 2 2 4 NB SB EB WB TOTAL
6:30 4 2 6 18:30 5 2 7 Peak Period|| 00:00 to  12:00
6:45 0 4 4 18:45 3 3 6 Volume 142 133 275
7:00 3 2 5 19:00 2 3 5 Peak Hour 9:00 9:45 9:00
7:15 4 4 8 19:15 1 4 5 Peak Vol 31 29 58
7:30 7 1 8 19:30 1 4 5 Peak Hour Factor| 0.775  0.906 [ 0.853
7:45 4 5 9 19:45 3 4 7
8:00 3 2 5 20:00 2 4 6 Peak Period|| 12:00 to  00:00
8:15 8 7 15 20:15 4 2 6 Volume 220 257 477
8:30 5 9 14 20:30 2 3 5 Peak Hour 15:30  15:15 | 15:30
8:45 1 4 5 20:45 3 1 4 Peak Volume 42 50 90
9:00 10 7 17 21:00 0 3 3 Peak Hour Factor| 0.750  0.833 | 0.865
9:15 8 8 16 21:15 0 1 1
9:30 9 4 13 21:30 0 2 2 Peak Period| 07:00 to  09:00
9:45 4 8 12 21:45 0 1 1 Volume 35 34 69
10:00 7 7 14 22:00 2 1 3 Peak Hour 7:30 7:45 7:45
10:15 4 6 10 22:15 1 2 3 Peak Volume 22 23 43
10:30 6 8 14 22:30 1 0 1 Peak Hour Factor| 0.688  0.639 | 0.717
10:45 7 7 14 22:45 0 0 0
11:00 12 2 14 23:00 1 0 1 Peak Period| 16:00 to  18:00
11:15 4 7 11 23:15 0 0 0 Volume 59 68 127
11:30 7 7 14 23:30 0 1 1 Peak Hour 16:15  16:00 | 16:00
11:45 4 9 13 23:45 0 0 0 Peak Volume 38 40 76
TOTALS| 0 0 142 133 275 |TOTALS 0 0 220 257 477 Peak Hour Factor| 0.679  0.833 || 0.731
SPLIT%| 0% 0% 52%  48% | 37% |sPuT%| 0% 0% 46%  54% | 63%

an
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SPEED
Spring Hill Rd W/0O 1321 Spring Hill Rd
Day: Saturday City: Petaluma
Date: 7/27/2024 Project #: CA24_080193_001

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTALS

HOURLY BREAKDOWN

9% of Totals|

00:00 - 12:00 0 3 4 10 13 15 22 8 4 2 5 10 18 23 14 5 1 3 0 0 0) 82 1 5 9 20 31 38 36 13 5 7 0 [ 0| 165

%| 0% 1% 2% 4% 6% 6% 9% 3% 2% 1% 2% 4% 8% 10% 6% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%} 35% 0% 2% 4% 8% 13% 16% 15% 6% 2% 3% 0% 0% 0%} 70%

Peak Hour| 0:00 8:45 8:30 8:30 11:45 11:45 9:15 6:15 6:00 5:00 7:30 9:00 9:00|  11:45 9:15 10:30 115 11:00 0:00 0:00 0:00] 9:00 830 1130 9:00 9:00 11:45 11:45 9:15 10:00 6:00/  11:00 0:00 0:00 0:00 9:15
Peak Volume)| 0 2 2 3 8 5 8 2 2 1 2 6 6 7 4 3 1 2 0 0 0 23 1 3 4 8 13 12 12 4 2 3 0 0 0 47

12:00 - 24:00| 3 7 12 27 38 45 14 4 2 3 14 34 57 35 13 9 3 [ 0 0 0) 172| 7 10 26 61 95 80 27 13 5 1 0 [ 0| 325

%| 1% 3% 5% 11% 16% 19% 6% 2% 1% 1% 6% 14% 24% 15% 6% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 73% 3% 4% 1% 26% 40% 34% 1% 6% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%} 138%

PeakHour| 13:00) 15:00| 15:30| 14:30| 12:15 13:00| 1345 1200 13:15 14:15| 14:30) 1315 13:30| 12:00| 15:15| 14:45| 15:00| 12:00| 12:00| 12:00| 12:00 15:00 14:30 15:00| 1545 15:00| 13:00| 13:00| 15:30| 1500 15:00| 17:00| 12:00] 12:00|  12:00| 15:00
Peak Volume| 1 2 3 7 9 11 4 1 1 2 4 7 11 7 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 35 3 4 7 11 16 17 7 6 3 1 0 0 0 55

07:00 - 09:00 0 0 0 1 3 4 3 1 2 0 2 1 1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0) 10| 0 0 2 2 4 9 3 2 2 1 0 [ 0| 25

%| 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%} 4%) 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 4% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%} 11%

Peak Hour| 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:45 8:00 7:45 8:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:30 7:00 7:15 8:00 7:00 7:15 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 7:00 8:00 7:00 7:00 7:30 7:00 8:00 8:00 8:00 7:00 7:00 7:45 7:00 7:00 7:00) 8:00
Peak Volume)| 0 0 0 1 2 4 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 2 1 3 7 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 18

16:00 - 18:00| 0 1 3 5 9 9 3 1 0 [ 3 5 9 7 3 2 0 [ 0 0 0 29 0 1 6 10 18 16 6 3 0 1 0 [ 0| 61

%| 0% 0% 1% 2% 4% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 4% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 12%| 0% 0% 3% 4% 8% 7% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%} 26%

Peak Hour|  16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:15 16:00 16:00 16:00 17:00 16:30 16:30 16:00 17:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00) 16:30] 16:00 16:00 16:00 17:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 17:00 16:00 17:00 16:00 16:00 16:00) 16:00
Peak Volume)| 0 1 2 3 8 S 3 1 0 0 3 4 7 S 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 5 6 14 9 5 3 0 1 0 0 0 38






Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

VOLUME
Spring Hill Rd W/O 1321 Spring Hill Rd
Day: Saturday City: Petaluma
Date: 7/27/2024 Project #: CA24_080193_001

tal

DAILY TOTALS >=a | 490 DAILY TOTALS

15-Minutes Interval Hourly Intervals

TIME NB SB WB TOTAL TIME NB WB TOTAL TIME NB SB

®
®
=
@®

0:00 0 0 0 12:00 5 5 10 00:00 01:00 1 1 2
0:15 0 1 1 12:15 4 6 10 01:00 02:00 2 3 5
0:30 1 0 1 12:30 8 3 11 02:00 03:00 2 2 4
0:45 0 0 0 12:45 3 4 7 03:00 04:00 2 1 3
1:00 1 1 2 13:00 7 7 14 04:00 05:00 2 2 4
1:15 1 1 2 13:15 4 2 6 05:00 06:00 2 2 4
1:30 0 0 0 13:30 5 7 12 06:00 07:00 7 3 10
1:45 0 1 1 13:45 8 7 15 07:00 08:00 4 3 7
2:00 0 2 2 14:00 6 7 13 08:00 09:00 11 7 18
2:15 2 0 2 14:15 1 2 3 09:00 10:00 23 23 46
2:30 0 0 0 14:30 12 6 18 10:00 11:00 9 16 25
2:45 0 0 0 14:45 2 3 5 11:00 12:00 18 19 37
3:00 1 0 1 15:00 6 9 15 12:00 13:00 20 18 38
3:15 0 0 0 15:15 5 7 12 13:00 14:00 24 23 47
3:30 0 0 0 15:30 2 11 13 14:00 15:00 21 18 39
3:45 1 1 2 15:45 7 8 15 15:00 16:00 20 35 55
4:00 0 0 0 16:00 7 5 12 16:00 17:00 22 16 38
4:15 0 1 1 16:15 7 1 8 17:00 18:00 10 13 23
4:30 1 0 1 16:30 4 6 10 18:00 19:00 14 15 29
4:45 1 1 2 16:45 4 4 8 19:00 20:00 8 13 21
5:00 0 0 0 17:00 2 3 5 20:00 21:00 8 10 18
5:15 1 0 1 17:15 1 5 6 21:00 22:00 1 8 9
5:30 0 1 1 17:30 0 1 1 22:00 23:00 1 0 1
5:45 1 1 2 17:45 7 4 11 23:00 00:00 4 3 7
6:00 1 0 1 18:00 3 2 5 STATISTICS
6:15 1 0 1 18:15 5 5 10 NB SB EB WB TOTAL
6:30 2 2 4 18:30 2 2 4 Peak Period|| 00:00 to  12:00
6:45 3 1 4 18:45 4 6 10 Volume 83 82 165
7:00 2 2 4 19:00 3 4 7 Peak Hour 9:15 9:00 9:15
7:15 1 0 1 19:15 2 3 5 Peak Vol 24 23 47
7:30 1 1 2 19:30 0 4 4 Peak Hour Factor| 0.667  0.719 | 0.734
7:45 0 0 0 19:45 3 2 5
8:00 2 3 5 20:00 1 2 3 Peak Period|| 12:00 to  00:00
8:15 3 1 4 20:15 3 2 5 Volume 153 172 325
8:30 4 1 5 20:30 3 3 6 Peak Hour 13:45  15:00 | 15:00
8:45 2 2 4 20:45 1 3 4 Peak Volume 27 35 55
9:00 2 3 5 21:00 0 3 3 Peak Hour Factor| 0.563  0.795 [ 0.917
9:15 8 8 16 21:15 0 1 1
9:30 9 4 13 21:30 0 2 2 Peak Period| 07:00 to  09:00
9:45 4 8 12 21:45 1 2 3 Volume 15 10 25
10:00 3 3 6 22:00 0 0 0 Peak Hour 8:00 8:00 8:00
10:15 2 3 5 22:15 0 0 0 Peak Volume 11 7 18
10:30 1 4 5 22:30 1 0 1 Peak Hour Factor| 0.688  0.583 [ 0.900
10:45 3 6 9 22:45 0 0 0
11:00 2 5 7 23:00 4 0 4 Peak Period|| 16:00 to  18:00
11:15 4 6 10 23:15 0 0 0 Volume 32 29 61
11:30 5 3 8 23:30 0 2 2 Peak Hour 16:00  16:30 | 16:00
11:45 7 5 12 23:45 0 1 1 Peak Volume 22 18 38
TOTALS| 0 0 83 82 165 |TOTALS| 0 0 153 172 325 Peak Hour Factor| 0.786  0.750 | 0.792
SPLIT%| 0% 0% 50%  50% | 34% |sPUT%| 0% 0% 47%  53% | 66%






HCS7 Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information
Analyst Jade Kim Date 6/24/2021
Agency W-Trans Analysis Year 2021
Jurisdiction Sonoma County Time Analyzed Saturday Existing PM
Project Description Spring HIll Road WB Units U.S. Customary
Segment 1
Vehicle Inputs
Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5280
Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.0
Demand and Capacity
Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 43 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 Total Trucks, % 0.00
Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.03
Intermediate Results
Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8
Speed Slope Coefficient 3.58453 Speed Power Coefficient 0.41674
PF Slope Coefficient -1.33081 PF Power Coefficient 0.74924
In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/In 0.1
%lmproved % Followers 0.0 % Improved Avg Speed 0.0
Subsegment Data
# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h
1 Tangent 5280 = = 55.8
Vehicle Results
Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 11.8
Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.08 Follower Density, followers/mi/In 0.1
Vehicle LOS A
Facility Results
T Follower Density, followers/mi/In LOS
1 0.1 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCST™ Two-Lane Version 7.9.6

Saturday Existing WB PM.xuf

Generated: 07/02/2021 17:29:35





HCS7 Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information
Analyst Jade Kim Date 6/29/2021
Agency W-Trans Analysis Year 2021
Jurisdiction Sonoma County Time Analyzed Saturday Existing PM
Project Description Spring HIll Road EB Units U.S. Customary
Segment 1
Vehicle Inputs
Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5280
Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0
Demand and Capacity
Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 38 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -
Peak Hour Factor 0.78 Total Trucks, % 0.00
Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.02
Intermediate Results
Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3
Speed Slope Coefficient 3.50323 Speed Power Coefficient 0.41674
PF Slope Coefficient -1.34142 PF Power Coefficient 0.74509
In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/In 0.1
%lmproved % Followers 0.0 % Improved Avg Speed 0.0
Subsegment Data
# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h
1 Tangent 5280 = = 543
Vehicle Results
Average Speed, mi/h 54.3 Percent Followers, % 11.2
Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.10 Follower Density, followers/mi/In 0.1
Vehicle LOS A
Facility Results
T Follower Density, followers/mi/In LOS
1 0.1 A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCST™ Two-Lane Version 7.9.6
Saturday Existing EB PM.xuf

Generated: 07/02/2021 17:35:00





HCS7 Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst Jade Kim Date 6/24/2021
Agency W-Trans Analysis Year 2021
Jurisdiction Napa County Time Analyzed Saturday Existing plus
Event PM
Project Description Spring HIll Rod WB Units U.S. Customary
Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5280
Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 6.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 86 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 Total Trucks, % 0.00
Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 55.8
Speed Slope Coefficient 3.58453 Speed Power Coefficient 0.41674
PF Slope Coefficient -1.33081 PF Power Coefficient 0.74924
In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/In 0.3
%lmproved % Followers 0.0 % Improved Avg Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5280 = = 55.8

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 55.8 Percent Followers, % 19.0
Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.08 Follower Density, followers/mi/In 03
Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T Follower Density, followers/mi/In LOS
1 0.3 A
Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCST™ Two-Lane Version 7.9.6 Generated: 07/21/2021 21:58:16

Saturday Existing plus Event WB PM.xuf





HCS7 Two-Lane Highway Report

Project Information

Analyst Jade Kim Date 6/29/2021
Agency W-Trans Analysis Year 2021
Jurisdiction Sonoma County Time Analyzed Saturday Existing plus
Event PM
Project Description Spring HIll Road EB Units U.S. Customary
Segment 1

Vehicle Inputs

Segment Type Passing Constrained Length, ft 5280
Lane Width, ft 10 Shoulder Width, ft 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 55 Access Point Density, pts/mi 12.0

Demand and Capacity

Directional Demand Flow Rate, veh/h 90 Opposing Demand Flow Rate, veh/h -
Peak Hour Factor 0.78 Total Trucks, % 0.00
Segment Capacity, veh/h 1700 Demand/Capacity (D/C) 0.05

Intermediate Results

Segment Vertical Class 1 Free-Flow Speed, mi/h 54.3
Speed Slope Coefficient 3.50323 Speed Power Coefficient 0.41674
PF Slope Coefficient -1.34142 PF Power Coefficient 0.74509
In Passing Lane Effective Length? No Total Segment Density, veh/mi/In 0.3
%lmproved % Followers 0.0 % Improved Avg Speed 0.0

Subsegment Data

# Segment Type Length, ft Radius, ft Superelevation, % Average Speed, mi/h

1 Tangent 5280 = = 543

Vehicle Results

Average Speed, mi/h 543 Percent Followers, % 20.0
Segment Travel Time, minutes 1.10 Follower Density, followers/mi/In 03
Vehicle LOS A

Facility Results

T Follower Density, followers/mi/In LOS
1 0.3 A
Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCST™ Two-Lane Version 7.9.6 Generated: 07/21/2021 21:56:06

Saturday Existing plus Event EB PM.xuf






@-Trans

Mr. Kamal Azari

Azari Winery

1321 Spring Hill Road
Petaluma, CA 94952

Traffic Management Plan for the Azari Tasting Room Project

Dear Mr. Azari;

As requested, W-Trans has prepared a traffic management plan for the proposed Azari Tasting Room project to be
located at 1321 Spring Hill Road in the unincorporated part of Sonoma County. The following plan meets the
requirements of County Code Section 26-18-260 (E) (8).

Project Description

The proposed Azari Tasting Room Project includes a total of 3,111 square feet of building space to house a 2,409
square foot tasting room, 400 square feet for food preparation, and a 302 square foot restroom. It is noted that
two employees are proposed for the tasting room to accommodate up to 20 visitors a day during the operating
hours of 11:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Seven special events per year are also proposed, including five Agricultural
Promotion Events and two Industry-Wide Events. All the proposed events would be held at the tasting room with
a maximum of 125 guests accommodated by up to nine staff, which includes the two tasting room employees.

A total of 59 parking spaces are proposed on the project site, including 30 parking spaces adjacent to the tasting
room and 29 spaces in an overflow parking lot on the east of the proposed buildings. The project would be
accessed via two one-way driveways on Spring Hill Road. The site plan is enclosed.

e  File Number: UPE19-0072

e Address: 1321 Spring Hill Road, Petaluma, CA 94952
e APN:020-050-026

e Project Name: Azari Tasting Room Project

o Applicant Name: Kamal Azari

e  Property Owner Name: Kamal Azari

County Code Requirement

Per County Code Section 26-18-260 (E) (8), the project is required to provide a traffic management and parking
plan to address the maximum number of people visiting during winery visitor serving activities and winery events.
For events exceeding one hundred (100) participants and for events that require use of overflow parking, the
traffic management plan must include specific provisions for event coordination, parking attendants, queueing
and other needs.

Parking and Traffic Summary

According to the “Revised Final Focused Traffic Study for the Azari Tasting Room Project,” W-Trans, 2025, the
project’s proposed parking supply will be able to accommodate peak parking demand from all visitors and
employees during maximum occupancy events of 125 persons, assuming all guests are driving or ridesharing and
that all guests are on-site simultaneously. In addition, Spring Hill Road will continue to operate acceptably at Level
of Service (LOS) A during events with no queues occurring onto Spring Hill Road. Given the lack of other wineries
and visitor-serving uses nearby (Rusty Hinges Ranch and Achadinha Cheese Company being the closest at 1.4 and

490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 201 Santa Rosa, CA 95401 707.542.9500 w-trans.com
SANTA ROSA - OAKLAND





Mr. Kamal Azari Page 2 April 24,2025

2.7 miles away, respectively, on Chileno Valley Road), no event coordination is necessary to ensure acceptable
traffic operations.

Traffic Management Plan

It is recommended that a single staff person (one of the nine employees working during events) be designated to
serve as a traffic and parking attendant during special events to monitor the flow of traffic, assist visitors in finding
parking, and enforce parking restrictions as necessary. Given the anticipated absence of on-street parking
spillover, traffic, or queuing during special events, no other measures (such as a shuttle service or “park and ride”
lot) are recommended at this time, but conditions should be monitored to determine if additional staff or
strategies are required.

Conclusions and Recommendations

e The project’s proposed parking supply would be able to accommodate the anticipated peak parking demand
from all visitors and employees during a maximum occupancy event and Spring Hill Road would continue to
operate acceptably at LOS A during events with no queues occurring onto Spring Hill Road.

e Asingle staff person should be designated to serve as a traffic and parking attendant during special events to
monitor the flow of traffic, assist visitors in finding parking, and enforce parking restrictions as necessary.

Thank you for giving W-Trans the opportunity to provide these services. Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Brian Canepa, TDM-CP
Principal

BC/SOX717.L2







