
 

 

 
 

Proposed 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: December 5, 2025 
Public Review Period:  30 days 

 State Clearinghouse Number: 
  Permit Sonoma File Number: PLP24-0019 
 Prepared by:  Derik Michaelson 
 Phone/email:  707.565.3095 

derik.michaelson@ 
sonomacounty.gov  

 
 
Pursuant to Section 15071 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this proposed 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 Name: Sonoma Grove Assisted Living Facility Expansion 
Project Applicant: Sonoma Grove, Inc. - Alexander Varshavsky 
Project Address: 765 Donald Street, Sonoma 
APN: 127-094-019 and 127-094-020 
 
General Plan: UR 1 (Urban Residential 1) 
Zoning: R1 (Low density residential); B8 (Minimum parcel size of 8 ac); X (vacation rental exclusion) 
 
Decision Body: Board of Zoning Adjustments. 
Appeal Body: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
 
Description: The applicant proposes to expand and operate a new 21,705 SF non-medical Residential 
Care for the Elderly (RCFE) building with 2,350 SF of outdoor covered area located on a 3.16-acre parcel 
at 765 Donald St. The new building includes 29 rooms with a maximum of 40 residents, a full kitchen, 
dining and lounge areas, offices, and storage. There is an existing facility that is 10,915 SF and an 
existing storage/laundry building that is 1,250 SF.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The project potentially affects the following environmental factors as discussed within the attached Initial 
Study. Those checked under “Yes” involve at least one impact identified as either “Potentially Significant” 
or “Less than Significant with Mitigation”. Those checked under “No” are determined “Less than 
Significant” or “No Impact”. 

Environmental Factors Abbreviation 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 ENERGY  X 

7. Geology and Soils GEO  X 
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8. Greenhouse Gas Emission GHG  X 

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials HAZ  X 

10. Hydrology and Water Quality HYDRO  X 

11. Land Use and Planning LU X 

12. Mineral Resources MIN  X 

13. Noise NOISE  X 

14. Population and Housing POP  X 

15. Public Services PS  X 

16. Recreation REC  X 

17. Transportation TRANS  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  Dredge or fill potential 

US waters/wetlands 
on Clean Water Act, Section 401 

Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (San Francisco Bay) 

Discharge potential into 
State waters/wetlands 
 
Dredge or fill potential on 
State waters/wetlands 

California Clean Water Act (Porter 
Cologen) 
 
Clean Water Act, Section 404 

State Water 
Board 

Resources Control Generating stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES)  

California Department 
and Wildlife 

of Fish Lake or streambed 
alteration 

Fish and Game Code, Section 1600

Bay Area Air 
Management 

Quality 
District (BAAQMD) 

Stationary air emissions  

Northern Sonoma County Air 
Pollution Control District 
(NSCAPCD) 

Stationary air emissions  

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) and or National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

Incidental take permit for 
listed plant and animal 
species 

Endangered Species Act 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING: 

Based on the evaluation in the attached Expanded Initial Study, I find that the project described above will 
not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, provided the mitigation measures identified in 
the Initial Study are included as conditions of approval for the project and a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is proposed.  The applicant has agreed in writing to incorporate identified mitigation measure 
into the project plans 

December 5, 2025_____________________________________ 
Prepared by:   

__________________ 
Date 
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Expanded Initial Study
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900     FAX (707) 565-1103

I. INTRODUCTION:   
 

Sonoma Grove, Inc. has filed a Use Permit and Design Review application for the construction and 
operation of a new 21,705 square foot non-medical Residential Care for the Elderly (RCFE) building with 
2,350 SF of outdoor covered area located on 3.16 acres at 765 Donald Street. The new building is 
proposed to include 29 rooms with a maximum of 40 residents, a full kitchen, dining and lounge areas, 
offices, and storage. The proposed building is an expansion of an existing facility housing up to 18 
residents in a 10,915 square foot building with an existing storage/laundry building that is 1,250 square 
foot. A referral letter was sent to the appropriate local, state and federal agencies and interest groups who 
may wish to comment on the project. 
 
This report is the Initial Study required for the project by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
The report was prepared by Summit Engineering, Inc on behalf of the Planning Division for the Sonoma 
County Permit and Resource Management Department. Information on the project was provided by 
Sonoma Grove, Inc. Technical studies were provided by qualified consultants of the applicant including 
Strening Architects, ALTA archaeological consulting, Swift Biological Consulting, Illingworth & Rodkin 
acoustical engineers, Adobe Associate engineers, Merlin Arborist Group, Steve Kovanis landscape 
architect, and W-trans. This initial study provides analysis and conclusions based on the technical studies 
submitted as part of the project. A copy of this draft initial study and of the technical studies, other reports, 
documents, and maps referred to in this document are available for review through the Project Planner at 
the Permit and Resource Management Department (Permit Sonoma), and may be downloaded for review 
from the following site: https://share.sonoma-county.org/link/O3GKtpbBSuw/ 

For further information of general inquiries regarding this project, please contact the Project Planner, 
Derik Michaelson, at (707) 565-3095, or derik.michaelson@sonoma-county.org. 

II. EXISTING FACILITY 
 
The site is comprised of a 3.16-acre parcel (APN 127-094-019) with an adjacent 0.26-acre parcel (APN 
127-094-020). A voluntary merger to merge both parcels, VMG24-0023, is currently being processed. The 
parcel is located along Donald Street, with the nearest cross street being Robinson Road. The site is 
located in the southern portion of Sonoma County in the El Verano community near the City of Sonoma. 
The project site is zoned as R1 (Low Density Residential) with B8 and X combining districts. The B8 
combining district prohibits any further subdivisions on the parcel and the X combining district excludes 
new vacation rentals on the property.  
 
The existing facility was established in 1955, prior to the requirement of a use permit. The facility was 
approved as a legally non-conforming use in 1997 by ORD97-0011. The project site currently operates 
the approved 17-room Senior Memory Care Facility that is 10,915 SF with an existing storage/laundry 
building that is 1,250 SF. There is an existing well used for irrigation and the site is served by city water 
and sewer.  
 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Sonoma Grove proposes to expand the existing use with an additional 21,705 square foot non-medical 
Residential Care for the Elderly (RCFE) facility that will include 29 rooms (maximum 40 residents) to allow 
a total maximum capacity of 58 residents. Within the facility, there will be a full kitchen, dining and lounge 
areas, offices, and storage. The project will also include 2,350 SF of outdoor covered area. The site’s 
existing care facility is 10,915 SF and has an existing storage/laundry building that is 1,250 SF.  
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Project Site Plan (Not to Scale)

Proposed Operations

The assisted living and memory care facility provides services 7 days a week and 24 hours a day to assist 
with the activities of daily living, such as dressing, bathing, and eating. These hours ensure that residents 
receive personalized care and attention whenever it is needed. 

Services: The facility provides individual and shared rooms that include a full bathroom with ADA access. 
The facility will continue to prepare and serve three meals and two snacks onsite, with assistance 
provided to residents who require it. Several care services are provided, including assistance with all 
activities of daily living (dressing, grooming, toileting, and mobility), showering assistance, medication 
assistance, and daily wellness checks. For residents requiring memory care services, there are 
personalized memory care programs, sensory activities, environments designed to promote comfort and 
familiarity, and all staff receive training in dementia care for those with Alzheimer’s Disease and other 
forms of dementia. Laundry services are provided for all residents. 

Shift Schedule: The expanded facility will operate under the same 24-hour daily schedule as existing, 
including daytime, evening, and overnight shifts. The proposed expansion will increase daytime and 
evening shifts to a total of 15 on-site employees per shift. The overnight shift adds two additional 
caregiver employees for a total of 17 staff on-site from 11:00 pm to 6:00 am. Typical daytime and evening 
shifts between 6:00am and 11:00pm will each consist of the following:
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Daytime and evening shift:  6:00 am - 11:00 pm 
 

Employees             Existing            Proposed            Total 
Caregivers                       4                        +5                  9                   
Cleaners                          1                        +1                  2                 
Kitchen                             1                        +1                 2                 
Administrator                    1                        +1                 2                         
TOTAL                             7                        +8               15  

 
Overnight shift: 11:00 pm - 6:00 am 
                

+2 Caregivers: +10 proposed = 17 total 
 
Visiting Hours: Visitation hours are 9am-5pm. On average, there are up to 13 visitors a day to the facility. 
Up to 5 of these visits are personal visits and up to 5 of these are nurse visits. For entertainment, there 
are 3 visits a week to the facility. These live entertainment events are musical experiences, but do not 
include amplified or outdoors music.  
 
Emergency Preparedness: To provide safety measures in times of emergencies, the facility will have 24/7 
on-site staff trained for medical and environmental emergencies, call systems in each room, fire safety 
systems, regular evacuation drills, and disaster preparedness plans for natural disasters. 

Proposed Design and Site Improvements 
 
The applicant proposes to expand the existing use with an additional 21,705 square foot non-medical 
Residential Care for the Elderly (RCFE) facility that will include 29 rooms (maximum 40 residents) to allow 
a total maximum capacity of 58 residents. Within the facility, there will be a full kitchen, dining and lounge 
areas, offices, and storage. The project will also include 2,350 SF of outdoor covered area. The site’s 
existing care facility is 10,915 SF and has an existing storage/laundry building that is 1,250 SF. 

Architectural Design Style: The proposed project design is simple agricultural gable forms and massed to 
minimize the size of the project and blend in with the neighboring context. The common area of the 
building is a simple gable structure, with the narrow end facing the street to present as little bulk at the 
street as possible. The residence wing is simple gable forms with ‘eyebrow’ openings for the individual 
resident patio spaces. The materials for the proposed project are intended to maintain the palette at a 
residential context and scale and include a combination of simple board and batten siding, a metal roof, 
and wood and stucco accents.    

Landscaping and Fencing: The planting concept is intended to add visual interest to the proposed 
development and existing property. Tree removal will occur as a result of the new facility, and a Tree 
Mitigation plan has been prepared. The plant palette includes drought tolerant species that are low 
maintenance as they are suited to local climate and soils. New deciduous and evergreen trees are 
proposed to blend with existing trees to remain and provide shade for parking and other paved areas. 
Around the new buildings, there will be a 5’ buffer of pavement or other non-combustible material to 
provide a fire defensible space zone. An automatic irrigation system will be installed and will include an 
automatic irrigation controller with weather sensors, drip irrigation for all proposed ground cover and 
shrub plantings, and surface and subsurface bubblers for new trees. To match the existing fencing, new 
6’ tall, galvanized wire mesh fencing with metal stakes is proposed.  
 
Circulation and Parking: The project is located within a residential neighborhood. Donald Street is not a 
major transportation corridor or a through street. Per the traffic study prepared by W-Trans, the proposed 
project will generate less than 25 trips per hour during peak hours, and the traffic is anticipated to include 
employees in shifts, nurses’ visits, entertainment, and visitors. The proposed project includes 15 parking 
spots, 2 of which will be ADA compliant and 2 of which will be covered.  
 
There are two existing driveways to the existing facility located on parcel APN 127-094-019. One 
additional driveway is proposed on parcel APN 127-094-020 and will connect to the existing parking lot. 
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An emergency vehicle access (EVA) is also proposed, leading from the proposed parking lot to APN 127-
094-019 and will not add an additional driveway to the project site.  
 
Drainage and Grading: Slopes onsite range from 1-15% and contain Clough Gravelly Loam which falls 
under Hydrological Soil Group D. Most of the site’s runoff currently travels east of the project site towards 
an existing swale. It then travels south through storm drainpipes past the property. Sonoma Creek is 
roughly 4,100 feet to the west of the project site. The Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plans submitted 
with the project application shows site drainage complies with the Sonoma County Grading Ordinance, 
which includes the use of storm water treatment and infiltration in site design. 
 
As described in the stormwater control plan for the site prepared by Adobe Associates, runoff from the 
proposed buildings will be directed towards bioretention facilities, including an additional bioswale 
proposed under this use permit, through downspouts and a storm drain system.  

This design utilizes the Best Management Practices outlined and discussed in the BASMAA manual in 
order to limit post-development stormwater levels and pollutant discharges in compliance with Permit 
Sonoma’s BMP guides.  
 
Utilities and Services 
 
Water: The project is served by Valley of the Moon Water district and has a current yearly water demand 
of 380 gallons per resident; about 15,000 gallons per year. For water conservation, the project is 
designed to meet all CALGreen requirements, including, but not limited to, installation of low-fixtures and 
best available conservation technologies for all water uses. 

Sewage and Waste Disposal: For sewage, the project is served by Valley of the Moon Water district. 
There are two smaller trash enclosures proposed at the end of the new building for daily disposal and one 
larger trash enclosure on site for collection by the trash hauler.   

Fire and Emergency: The project is in a local fire responsibility area and a very high fire hazard severity 
zone. The project will comply with current Sonoma County fire safe standards. 

Energy Conservation: The project is intended to provide a solar array on all of the south facing gables so 
that all electrical needs of the project are provided with on-site solar array. The project is designed to 
meet all T-24 Energy and CALGreen requirements.  
 

IV. SETTING 
 
The project site is located in Sonoma County at 765 Donald St., Sonoma, and is near the border of the 
city limit of the City of Sonoma. The parcel contains an existing care facility called Sonoma Grove 
Assisted Living & Memory Care. There is also an existing storage and laundry building on the project site. 
The care facility currently has 17 rooms. The site is served by public water and public sewer. All adjacent 
parcels directly north, east, south and west of the site are also low-density residential lots. Near the site 
location, there are rural residential lots, medium density residential lots, limited commercial lots, public 
facilities spaces, and resources & rural development lots. The nearby recreational spaces include 
Maxwell Farms Regional Park to the west that has soccer fields, tennis courts, skate park, walking trails, 
and Sonoma Creek. Additionally, to the east, there is the Montini Open Space Preserve, Sonoma State 
Historic Park, and Sonoma Plaza.  
 

V. ISSUES RAISED BY THE PUBLIC OR AGENCIES 
  
Permit Sonoma has prepared and circulated a project referral packet informing and providing opportunity 
for comments to selected relevant local, state and federal agencies; and to special interest groups that 
were anticipated to take interest in the project. Participating local agencies have responded with 
recommended conditions of approval for the project. At the time of this initial study, no responding public 
agency or interest group has raised a particular issue concerning the current proposal. 
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Native American Consultation 
Assembly Bill 52, which went into effect in July 2015, is an amendment to CEQA Section 5097.94 of the 
Public Resources Code. AB52 established a consultation process with all California Native American 
tribes identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) with cultural ties to an area and 
created a new class of resources under CEQA known as Tribal Cultural Resource. The County of 
Sonoma, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, is responsible for complying with the requirements of CEQA 
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code. 
 
On October 17, 2024, Permit Sonoma sent formal consultation letters to tribal groups associated with the 
project area to ensure compliance with Assembly Bill 52. On November 8, 2024, the Tribal Heritage 
Preservation Officer for the Federated Tribes of Graton Rancheria responded to formally request 
consultation for this project. To date, no other responses or communications have been received from the 
native community regarding this project.  
 
On December 11, 2024, Permit Sonoma met with representatives of the Federated Tribes of Graton 
Rancheria for consultation under AB52. Permit Sonoma advised Graton Rancheria the applicant is in the 
process of preparing the required archaeological study for the project and a confidential copy of the study 
will be forwarded for the Tribe’s review when available. The Tribe requested further time to review the 
project area and the cultural study once received. 
 
On October 21, 2025, Permit Sonoma forwarded to Graton Rancheria a copy of the cultural study and 
requested a follow-up consultation meeting. As of the of scheduling this initial study for publication, Permit 
Sonoma has not received a response for Graton Rancheria regarding a follow-up consultation meeting. 
Permit Sonoma acknowledges the Tribe has the right to review and provide input on the recommended 
mitigation measures for the project in response to 30-day public review period required this Initial Study 
following its formal publication. 
 

VI. INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 
 
This checklist is taken from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For each item, one of four 
responses is given: 
 

No Impact:  The project would not have the impact described. The project may have a beneficial 
effect, but there is no potential to create or add increment to the impact described. 
 
Less Than Significant:  The project would have the impact described, but the impact would not 
be significant. Mitigation is not required, although the project applicant may choose to modify the 
project to avoid the impacts. 
 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation:  The project would have the impact described, and the 
impact could be significant. One or more mitigation measures have been identified that will 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Potentially Significant Impact:  The project would have the impact described, and the impact 
could be significant. The impact cannot be reduced to less than significant by incorporating 
mitigation measures. An environmental impact report must be prepared for this project

Each question was answered by evaluating the project as proposed, that is, without considering the effect 
of any added mitigation measures.  The Initial Study includes a discussion of the potential impacts and 
mitigation measures that have been identified.  
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VII. SOURCE DOCUMENTS 
 
The following documents were referenced or developed in preparation of the Initial Study checklist and 
are hereby incorporated as part of this publication. Items 1 and 2 may be downloaded from the Project 
File link referenced below. All other documents are available by reference at the Permit and Resource 
Management Department via PermitSonoma.org, or as listed on the website of the individual public 
agency referenced below. 
 
Project File (Download link): https://share.sonoma-county.org/link/O3GKtpbBSuw/ 

1. Project Application and Design Plans:  
2. Project Technical Reports: 

a. Biological Resources Assessment, 765 Donald Street, Sonoma, Swift Biological 
Consulting LLC., March 2025. 

b. Biological Resources Assessment – Follow-up Botanical Surveys, Sonoma Grove – 
Assisted Living Facility Expansion Project, Swift Biological Consulting LLC., May 8, 2025. 

c. Draft Focused Transportation Impact Study for the Sonoma Grove Project, W-Trans, 
January 2, 2025. 

d. Emergency Evacuation Plan: Sonoma Grove Assisted Living and Memory Care Facility. 
e. Preliminary Report, Old Republic Title Company, January 13, 2020. 
f. Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan for Regulated Project for Sonoma Grove, Adobe 

Associates, Inc., November 26, 2024. 
g. Sonoma Grove Project Noise Assessment APN 127-094-019, Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., 

August 30, 2024.  
h. Tree Inventory Report, Sonoma Grove Senior Living, Merlin Schlumberger, Merlin 

Arborist Group, October 1, 2024. 
i. Tree Mitigation Plan, Sonoma Grove Assisted Living, Steve Kovanis Landscape 

Architect, December 4, 2024. 
j. Confidential Reports (not available to the public): 

i. Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Resource Evaluation, 765 Donald St, 
Sonoma, Alta Archaeological Consulting, February 24, 2024. 

3. Agency Referral Comments and Correspondence 
4. Sonoma County General Plan and EIR 
5. Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance 
6. Tree Protection Ordinance (Ord.No. 6478); Sonoma County 
7. Other Regulatory References: 

a. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
b. Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones; State of California; 1983. 

www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/alquist-priolo 
c. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

www.arb.ca.gov 
d. California Environmental Protection Agency 

www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/corteseList/default.htm 
e. California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov 
f. California Department of Toxic Substances Control Management Board 

https://dtsc.ca.gov/dtscs-cortese-list 
g. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/ 
h. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), September 2014. 

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-
Management 

i. Santa Rosa Plain Watershed Groundwater Management Plan, Advisory Panel, 2014 
https://rpcity.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=518&meta_id=43080 
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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?  
 
Comment:  
The project is not located in an area designated as a scenic landscape unit by the Sonoma County 
General Plan, it is not located on a scenic hillside and does not have land use or zoning designation 
protecting scenic resources. Therefore, the project will not have a significant impact on a scenic vista.  

 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 
 

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

Comment: 
The project site is not located on a site visible from a designated state scenic highway and is not 
within a historic district. The project does involve the removal of trees but is not within a state scenic 
highway. There will be no removal of any rock outcroppings and historic building, therefore, the 
project will not have a significant impact on the scenic resources.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than significant 

 
c) 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? 

 
Comment: 
Using the County’s Visual Assessment Guidelines, the project site ranks “low” in visual sensitivity due 
to not having land use or zoning designations protecting scenic resources, surrounded by urban 
zoning designations, has no historic character, not a gateway to a community, predominantly flat, not 
on a ridgeline, and does not have significant natural vegetation of aesthetic value. Using the same 
guidelines, the project ranks “subordinate” in visual dominance due to being visible from a public 
road, does not contrast with the existing structure, and contains vegetation between the project and 
the public road. The project design is low in visual sensitivity and is subordinate in visual dominance, 
therefore, using the thresholds of significance for visual impact analysis, the project will have a less 
than significant impact on a scenic vista.  

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant  

 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime view in the area? 
 

Comment: 
The project will add new structures to the site and therefore introduce new sources of light and glare. 
The County’s standard development regulations minimizes the impact of new development by 
ensuring thar the exterior lighting is designed to prevent glare, and preclude the trespass of light onto 
adjoining properties and into the night sky. Additionally, the project proposes that the lighting will be 
shielded, and directed downward to prevent “wash out” onto adjacent properties.  The project will also 
require exterior lighting as necessary to comply with the California Building Code. A standard 
condition of approval requires new exterior lighting to be dark sky compliant, low mounted, downward 
casting and fully shielded to prevent glare. Flood lights are not permitted. Prior to final occupancy of 

PLP24-0019 Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration  Page 10
 



the project, the applicant is required to demonstrate compliance with exterior lighting requirements.  
By incorporating standard conditions of approval, the project will not result in a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would aversely affect day and nighttime view in the area. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 

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? 

 
Comment: 
The entirety of the project site is designated as low density urban residential and the California 
Resources Agency classifies the parcel as Urban and Built-up Land and not as Farmland. Therefore, 
the site will not convert any type of farmland to non-agricultural us. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 

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

Comment: 
The project site is zoned R1 (Low Density Residential) and is not under a Williamson Act contract. 
Therefore, the project will not conflict with agricultural uses or Williamson Act contracts.  
 
Significance 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)? 

 
Comment: 
The project site is zoned R1 (Low Density Residential) and contains no forest land or timberland 
zoned for Timberland Production with which or for which construction of this facility may otherwise 
conflict or require rezoning. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 

 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 

Comment: 
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See comment under section 2(c) above. 
 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
The project does not have changes in the existing environment that will convert farmland into non-
agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.  
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact
 

3. AIR QUALITY:

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 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? 
 

Comment:  
The project site falls under 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, state PM10 standards, and state and federal PM2.5 standards. BAAQMD has adopted a 
Clean Air Plan in compliance with federal and state requirements. The plan focuses on meeting 
regional near- and long-term greenhouse gas reduction targets by reducing emissions of ozone 
precursors (reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)), fine particulate matter, and 
toxic air contaminants. This project will not conflict with the plans currently adopted by the BAAQMD 
as the proposed use is significantly below the emission thresholds for ROGs, Nox, and fine 
particulate matter. Please see further discussion below.   
 
Significance Level:  
Less than significant  

 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality 
standard? 

 
Comment:  
Per the BAAQMD CEQA guidelines, if a project meets the BAAQMD’s screening levels for single land 
use construction and operations (Table 4-1 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines), the project will not 
result in the generation of operational criteria air pollutants or precursors that exceed the thresholds 
of significance for regional criteria air pollutants and precursors (Table 3-1 of the BAAQMD 2022 
CEQA Guidelines). If a significant adverse air quality impact is not caused by a project, then detailed 
air quality assessment of the project is not required.  
 
The proposed project will result in an expansion of a non-medical Residential Care for the Elderly 
(RCFE) with a maximum of 58 residents. The closest land use description to the facility in the 
screening criteria is congregate care/retirement community. The construction screening level for this 
land use is 416 dwelling units. The operation screening level for this land use is 1,008 dwelling units. 
The number of dwelling units proposed as part of this project is well below these screening levels, 
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meaning a detailed air quality study is not required and emissions of criteria pollutants from the 
project would be less than significant. The project will not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for the project region.  
 
CO is the pollutant of major concern along roadways because motor vehicle emissions are the 
primary source of CO. For this reason, concentrations of CO generated by a roadway network are 
usually indicative of the local air quality and are thus used as an indicator of potential local air quality 
impacts. Sonoma County has not yet adopted a policy or thresholds of significance regarding VMT, 
so 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.  
 
Certain types of projects, including small projects which OPR identifies as generating fewer than 110 
new vehicle trips per day, are unlikely to have a VMT impact and can therefore be screened from 
further VMT analysis. The proposed Project was thus screened as part of the Traffic Impact Study 
(W-Trans 2025), and based on the calculated final ADT volume of 104 average daily trips, which 
assumes an average of 2.5 occupants per vehicle for guests and event attendees, and single-
occupancy employee commutes, the increase in average daily traffic volumes due to project 
operations was below the screening threshold. Therefore, no further VMT analysis was conducted. 
 
In addition to the construction period thresholds of significance, the BAAQMD requires the 
implementation of Basic Construction Mitigation Measures to reduce construction fugitive dust 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Regulatory Control Mitigation Measure AIR-
1 would ensure that the proposed project incorporates the Basic Construction Mitigation Measures 
and ensures that short-term construction period air quality impacts would be less than significant  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Mitigation:  
AIR-1 Mitigation: The following BAAQMD standard construction mitigation measures shall be 
implemented during construction:  

a. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.  

b. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site shall be covered.  
c. All visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet 

power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited.  

d. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.  
e. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible.  
f. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders 

are used.  
g. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing 

the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxics Control 
Measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall 
be provided for construction workers at all access points.  

h. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturers’ specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.  

i. A publicly-visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact at 
Sonoma County regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective 
action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations.  

 
AIR-1 Monitoring: Permit Sonoma staff shall verify that AIR-1 measures are included on all site 
alteration, grading, building, or improvement plans prior to issuance of grading or building permits. 
The applicant shall submit documentation to Permit Sonoma staff that a Construction Coordinator has 
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been designated and that appropriate signage has been posted including the Coordinator’s phone 
number. Documentation may include photographic evidence or a site inspection, at the discretion of 
Permit Sonoma staff.  

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 

Comment:  
The proposed project parcels fall within the low density residential zoning district. Residential dwelling 
units, which are considered sensitive receptors, surround the project site. The project will not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations based on the analysis under Section 3 b. 
above. However, the project will generate short-term emissions during construction that would impact 
nearby residents. The proposed project would result in the short-term emissions of diesel particulate 
matter (DPM) in the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used during the construction 
phase. Construction activities associated with the proposed project will occur for approximately one 
year and will utilize relatively few pieces of off-road diesel equipment thus, both DPM concentrations 
and exposure durations would be limited. The highly dispersive properties of DPM would further 
reduce the likelihood of significant TAC exposures. Therefore, the proposed project would not pose a 
substantial health risk to nearby sensitive receptors. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 

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

number of people? 
 

Comment:  
The proposed project and surrounding land uses are not considered to be odor-generating land uses. 
Construction onsite may temporarily generate odors onsite such as diesel exhaust emission from 
equipment operating on site. Such odors would not be unfamiliar or necessarily objectionable. 
Additionally, the odors would be temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source.  
 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
A biological resources assessment was conducted by Swift Biological Consulting LLC to identify the 
project site’s sensitive biological communities and special-status species and their habitats, evaluate 
potential impacts on sensitive resources resulting from the proposed project, and recommend 
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts. Swift Biological presented their 
conclusions in their Biological Resources Assessment in March 2025.  
 
Information on special-status species and habitats was compiled through a review of background 
literature and databases. The search focused on the known occurrences of special-status species on 
the Sonoma 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle where the project is located and the surrounding 
quadrangles. The following resources were consulted to determine species and habitats within the  
site:  
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 The California Natural Diversity Database2 (CNDDB) maintained by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW 2025a); RareFind Version 5.3.0, BIOS 6 Version 
6.25.0026 (including unprocessed data from CNDDB Online Field Survey Forms), CNDDB 
GIS Data Version March 4, 2025; this included species reported within a 5-mile buffer around 
the project,  

 CDFW’s Special Animals List, January 2025 (CDFW 2025b),   
 CDFW’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List, January 2025 (CDFW 

2025c),  
 CDFW’s California Sensitive Natural Communities, February 27, 2025 (CDFW 2025d),  
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database 

(USFWS 2025a),  
 California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) A Manual of California Vegetation Online (CNPS 

2025a),  
 California Native Plant Society’s Rare Plant Inventory (CNPS 2025b),  
 Calflora’s Observation Search and Search for Plants databases (Calflora 2025),  
 USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey (WSS; NRCS 2025b),   
 USDA Soil Survey for Sonoma County (USDA 1972),  
 National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS 2025b)  
 Google Earth aerial images,   
 USGS topographic maps,   
 Sonoma County Vegetation Mapping and LIDAR Program (Sonoma Veg Map; Ag + Open 

Space and SCWA 2017), and   
 Historical and current accounts of biological resources within the Sonoma Valley and 

species-specific information are presented in other technical reports, publications, and field 
guides. 

 
Swift Biological completed biological surveys of the property on December 18, 2024, and March 5, 
2025. The field surveys followed the methods described in CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and 
Evaluating Impacts to Special-status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW 
2009) and Sonoma County’s Guidelines for Preparing Biological Resource Studies or Assessments 
(Agricultural Commission 2014). No special-status plants or animals were observed during the 
biological surveys of the project site and no special-status plants or animals are expected to be found 
on the project site due to the site being highly disturbed and therefore unsuitable for special-status 
species.  
 
The project site supports breeding habitat for native bird species. Breeding birds are protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, California Fish and Game Code, and federal and state ESAs. Project 
activities (including vegetation removal, grading, or other ground-disturbing activities) could result in 
the alteration of the nesting habitat and disruption of nesting activities. Construction activities can 
result in the destruction of eggs or occupied nests, mortality of young, and the abandonment of nests 
with eggs or young birds before fledging. To avoid nesting disturbance and therefore reduce impact 
potential to less than significant levels for this species, adequate mitigation measures are identified 
under Bio-1 below.  
 
The project site supports potential roosting (tree) and foraging habitat for special-status and common 
bat species. Bats may be present within the trees during construction and forage over the site. Work 
will be restricted to daylight hours; therefore, no impacts on foraging bats are anticipated. Project 
construction activities could result in direct impacts on roosting bats if suitable roost trees are 
removed or significantly trimmed. Indirect impacts can occur as a result of increased human presence 
and noise during construction. To avoid nesting disturbance and therefore reduce impact potential to 
less than significant levels for this species, adequate mitigation measures are identified under Bio-2 
below. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation  

Mitigation:  
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BIO-1 Mitigation: Preconstruction nesting bird surveys will be completed from February 1- August 
31. A survey will be completed within 7 days before the beginning of project-related activities. The 
survey area will include the project site and an appropriate buffer around the site to identify any 
nesting that could be impacted directly or indirectly by the project-related activities. The survey will 
follow established nesting search protocols described in Martin and Geupel (1993) and CDFW and 
USFWS protocols, where appropriate. If the qualified biologist finds no active nests or breeding 
activity indicating nests are present, then work can proceed without restrictions. If there is a lapse in 
project-related activities for 7 days or more, then a follow-up survey may be required per the 
recommendations of the qualified biologist. 
 
If active nests are identified during the survey and the nests are within the project site or the buffer 
area and nesting would be adversely affected, a “No Work Zone” buffer area will be demarcated 
around each nest site by the qualified biologist. Buffer distances for each bird nest will be site-specific 
and established to protect the bird’s normal behavior to prevent nesting failure or abandonment. The 
buffer distance will vary by species, nest location, existing visual and topographical buffers, and 
intensity and extent of the construction-related disturbance. The buffer area may be as small as 25-50 
feet for common, disturbance-adapted species or much larger (e.g., 100-250 feet) for sensitive 
species like raptors and owls. The “No Work Zone” will be established in the field with flagging, 
fencing, or other appropriate material and remain in place until all young in the nest have fledged or 
the nest otherwise becomes inactive due to predation or other natural causes as determined by the 
qualified biologist. The qualified biologist will continue to monitor the behavior of the birds at the nest 
site during construction activities to ensure that they are not disturbed by the project work. Nest 
monitoring will continue until the nesting attempt is complete. If state and/or federally-listed birds are 
found breeding within the area, consultation with the CDFW and USFWS may be required. 
 
If initial ground-disturbing activities occur outside of the nesting season (September 1 through 
January 31), then a preconstruction survey would not be required and construction could begin 
unimpeded 
 
BIO-1 Monitoring: Permit Sonoma Planning shall verify before clearing any permit involving ground 
disturbing activities the notation of this (BIO-1) mitigation measure on the plans and applicant 
confirmation of completing pre-construction surveys with notification to CDFW and if identified, the 
placement of protective fencing for active bird nests. 

 
BIO-2 Mitigation: Before tree removal/trimming (branches over 12” DBH), a qualified biologist will 
survey for potential bat roosts and occupied habitats. If active bat roosts are identified within the trees 
to be removed, disturbance activities shall not commence until the roost is abandoned or unoccupied. 
 
If tree trimming/removal is postponed or interrupted for more than two weeks from the date of the 
initial bat survey, the biologist will repeat the pre-construction survey. Tree removal or trimming is 
recommended from September 1 to October 15 or March 1 to April 15 to avoid the bat maternity roost 
and winter hibernation season. To the extent feasible, tree work should be avoided between April 15 
and September 1 during the maternity roost season [bats are especially vulnerable during this period 
when females are nursing pups and the pups are non-volant (not capable of true flight)]. 
 
BIO-2 Monitoring: Permit Sonoma Planning shall verify before clearing any permit involving ground 
disturbing activities the notation of the BIO-2 Mitigation Measure and Monitoring on the plans and 
applicant confirmation of CDFW written acceptance for the bat habitat assessment and if identified, 
implementation of the protection measures. 

 
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? 

 
Comment:  
Based on current guidance from the Corps and the US Environmental Protection Agency, it is unlikely 
that the man-made drainage ditch, adjacent wetland, or man-made swale would be considered 
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jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the US. Under current regulations, the Corps has not been 
asserting jurisdiction over “swales or erosional features (e.g., gullies and small washes characterized 
by low volume or infrequent or short duration flow) or ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated 
wholly in and draining only uplands and that did not carry a relatively permanent flow of water.” 
Regulated wetlands also need to exhibit a “continuous surface connection to requisite covered water 
making it difficult to determine where the water ends, and wetland begins.” Based on current 
guidance, these aquatic resources are not likely to fall under the CWA jurisdiction. Work in the 
channel below the top of the active banks could be subject to CDFW jurisdiction; however, no riparian 
plant community is present. 

 
Sensitive natural communities are vegetation communities that are considered sensitive by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife based on the range and distribution of a given type of 
vegetation, the proportion of occurrences that are of good ecological integrity, and threats and trends. 
Communities are evaluated at both a global (full range within and outside of California) and state 
(within California) using NatureServe’s Heritage Program methodology. Rankings include a single G 
(global) and S (state) rank ranging from 1 (very rare and threatened) to 5 (demonstrably secure) 
(CDFW 2023a). CDFW maintains a current list of vegetation alliances, associations, special stands, 
and their global and state rarity ranks.  
  
The Biological Resource Analysis prepared for the project site found that a majority of the property is 
fully developed with the existing facility and accessory buildings, driveways, parking lot, and graveled 
areas. Developed areas are surrounded by ornamental plants and turf grass with both native and 
non-native trees. Ornamental plantings, non-native annual grassland, and non-native eucalyptus 
stands dominate the area proposed for development. There is a man-made drainage ditch and swale 
running through the site, and a small wetland area is caused by overflow from the drainage ditch. The 
swale and wetland area support hydrophytic vegetation and other wetland parameters. These could 
be considered sensitive based on their wetland nature. Remnant coast live oak and valley oak trees 
are present. The individual trees do not represent an intact valley oak and coast live oak woodland, 
but the individual trees are protected under local ordinance. 
 
A total of 15 special status plans species were considered for their potential to occur within the project 
boundaries. No special-status plants were observed during the December 2024 and March 2025 
surveys. Special-status plant species have been determined to have no potential for occurrence. The 
site is highly disturbed. It has been graded, paved, and otherwise disturbed, making it unsuitable for 
special-status plants. The site is highly managed, and most of the site is planted in non-native turf 
grass, and areas not planted are frequently mown. The site lacks native vegetation communities, 
hydrological (e.g., natural swales or vernal pools), topographic conditions, and unique soil 
characteristics necessary to support species-status plants. 

 
Significance 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? 
 
Comment:  
Per the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project by Swift Biological Consulting, as 
assessment of potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters was conducted on the property. There is a 
well-developed drainage ditch that exists along the eastern and a portion of the southern edge of the 
property. Due to overflows from the drainage ditch, a small wetland area has developed at the 
northeast corner. A low-lying constructed swale runs through the southeast corner of the site and 
flows to the drainage ditch along the southern property line. 

 
The setback distance for wetlands designated as Biotic Habitat Areas in the general plan is 100 feet. 
The setback is 50 feet for all other wetlands unless a wetland report recommends a lesser or greater 
setback. The wetland delineated within the property is not designated in the general plan, and the 50-
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foot setback would apply. However, the wetland conditions have developed due to the site’s 
stormwater management. This wetland supports low plant diversity and limited persistent water. The 
proposed project will include wetland enhancement at the northeast corner of the property to protect 
the existing wetland and address overflows from the drainage ditch when its capacity is exceeded. A 
vegetated swale is also being implemented between the EVA road and the proposed development to 
address additional overland flows. The vegetated swale will connect with the bioretention basin on the 
south side of the proposed development. 
 
It is not likely the existing aquatic resources mentioned here would fall under the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) or the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) due to 
the drainage ditch and swale being man-made. These features do not exhibit “continuous surface 
connection to requisite covered water making it difficult to determine where the water ends, and 
wetland begins”. The proposed project is not anticipated to have a substantial adverse effect on state 
or federally protected wetlands.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 
 
Mitigation:  
BIO-3 Mitigation: In order to reduce potential impacts on protected wetlands the project applicant 
shall implement under supervision of a qualified biologist or restoration ecologist the wetland 
enhancement plan as described in the project design for the northeast corner of the property, 
including grading and planting to improve hydrologic function, increase plant diversity, and provide 
floodwater storage. The applicant shall construct and maintain the proposed vegetated swale and 
bioretention basin to capture and treat stormwater flows, reducing overflows into the wetland and 
drainage ditch.  
 
The applicant shall monitor and annually report to the Permit Sonoma Planning file (PLP24-0019) on 
the performance of the enhancement plan for up to five years after installation, or until meeting the 
following performance criteria: 

 Minimum 70% survival of planted native species after 3 years. 
 Increase in native plant cover relative to baseline (target 50% native cover by Year 5). 
 Evidence of hydrologic function (no persistent erosion, ponding consistent with design). 

 
BIO-3 Monitoring: Permit Sonoma Planning shall verify before clearing any permit involving ground 
disturbing activities the notation of the BIO-3 Mitigation Measure and Monitoring on the plans and 
applicant confirmation of implementing the required wetland enhancement plan and of tentative 
preparations for annually monitoring and reporting plan performance to the Permit Sonoma Planning 
file  

 
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? 

 
Comment:  
Wildlife movement is essential for their survival. This includes both the day-to-day movements 
needed for wildlife to acquire food, shelter, and mates, but also for dispersal and migration to ensure 
gene flow, recolonization of unoccupied habitat, and geographic shifts in response to climate change. 
Movement is necessary to maintain healthy ecological and evolutionary processes. Habitat linkages 
are landscape connections that facilitate movement between large, core habitat areas for diverse 
organisms and processes. These can be critical at both the local and regional levels. Wildlife 
crossings are structures that allow animals to cross over human-made barriers to allow collections 
between habitats or allow animals to navigate through areas where they would be prone to vehicle 
collisions. Barriers can include urban development, roads, fences, and open areas with limited cover. 
Crossings can range in size from small culverts and underpasses to larger overpasses or green 
bridges.  
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The project is located within an area of existing residential development. It is bordered by residences 
on all sides, with a larger rural lot to the east. Donald Street, a paved residential street, forms the 
eastern boundary. The eastern, southern, and western edges are fenced for the security of the 
residents of the existing facility. The development will be concentrated in an existing residential 
neighborhood and outside of any critical wildlife corridor. This area supports wildlife species adapted 
to urban habitat conditions and is unlikely to have a negative impact on wildlife connectivity. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact
 

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

 
Comment:  
Native trees in Sonoma County are protected under the Tree Protection Ordinance (Code Section 26-
88-015, which requires a zoning permit and mitigation (e.g., replanting, preservation, or in-lieu fees) 
when removing certain tree species over 6 inches in diameter; Oak Woodland Ordinance (Code 
Section 26-67); Valley Oak Habitat (VOH) Combining Zone (Code Section 26-67); Heritage and 
Landmark Tree Ordinance (Code Chapter 26D); Riparian Corridor Combining Zone (Code Section 
26-65); Commercial Timberland and Timber Harvesting; and Coastal Zone.  The project will require 
the removal of non-native and native trees. Merlin Arborist Group prepared a tree inventory to identify 
which trees are protected by the Sonoma County Tree Protection ordinance. A tree mitigation plan 
that includes tree protection measures for construction such as tree protection fencing, tree protection 
zone restrictions, education regarding tree care and pruning protocols, and implementing monitoring 
by a qualified arborist, was prepared for this project.  
 
The tree inventory identified 171 trees on the property, including 21 different species (Merlin Arborist 
Group 2024). Several trees on the property, including the valley oak, coast live oak, ponderosa pine, 
and Northern California black walnut, are protected by the Sonoma County Tree Protection 
Ordinance. Many trees, protected and otherwise, will need to be removed for the project to be built. 
Steve Kovanis, Landscape Architect, has developed a Tree Mitigation Plan for the project, which 
identifies the trees to be removed and protected and proposes mitigation trees based on the Merlin 
Arborist Group (2024).  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 

 
Mitigation: 
BIO-4 Mitigation: The applicant shall implement the Tree Mitigation Plan as prepared for the project 
by the project arborist and landscape architect, including: 

 Replanting and/or payment of in-lieu fees for removal of protected trees consistent with the 
ratios outlined in the Tree Mitigation Plan and established by the Sonoma County Tree 
Protection Ordinance under zoning section 26-88-015. 

 Installation of tree protection fencing around all trees to be preserved, consistent with the tree 
protection zones (TPZs) identified in the Tree Mitigation Plan. 

 Prohibition of grading, trenching, soil compaction, or storage of equipment and materials within 
TPZs. 

 Adherence to arborist-recommended pruning and tree care protocols. 
 
BIO-4 Monitoring: Permit Sonoma Planning shall verify before clearing any permit involving ground 
disturbing activities the following: (a) submittal of the required replanting plan and/or payment of 
applicable in-lieu fees, (b) notation of the BIO-4 Mitigation Measure and Monitoring on the submitted 
plans, and (c) submitted plan details on the design and installation of required tree protection fencing, 
and (d) applicant confirmation of preparations and scheduling of the arborist inspection and 
monitoring of required tree protection fencing. 
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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? 

 
Comment:  
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. As a result, no impact 
is anticipated.  
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 
 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES: 

Would the project: 
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 

§15064.5? 
 

Comment: 
An archaeological survey report and historic resource evaluation satisfying the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as codified in in Public Resources Code sections 5097, 
and its implementing guidelines 21082 and 21083.2, was conducted by Alta Archaeological 
Consulting in February of 2025. ALTA conducted its archaeological field survey of the subject 
property on February 11, 2025. One historic-era resource (2025-012-SITE-01) was identified as a 
result of the literature review and field survey. The evaluation found that the assisted living facility 
meets basic aspects of integrity, but the facility does not meet any of the four criteria for eligibility for 
the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). Therefore, the project will not cause substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  

 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 
 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

 
Comment: 
No prehistoric artifact, features or sites were identified as part of the literature review and field survey. 
See mitigation below, for application of the County’s standard condition of approval to ensure that any 
cultural or archaeological resources which may be discovered on the project site during development 
are protected if unearthed during ground disturbing activities. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Mitigation:  
CUL-1 Mitigation: the following NOTE shall be printed on all grading and building permit plan sheets:  

“In the event historic or cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, Project 
personnel shall halt all activities in the immediate area and notify a qualifies archaeologist to 
determine the appropriate course of action.” 

 
“The final disposition of archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources recovered on 
State lands under the jurisdiction of the California State Lands Commission must be approved by 
the Commission.” 
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CUL-1 Monitoring: 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. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
Comment: 
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 found during project 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.(e). 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation

Mitigation:  
CUL-2 Mitigation: the following NOTES shall be printed on all grading and building permit plan 
sheets:  
 

“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 Descendent” can be designated.” 

 
“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 150.64.5. If archaeological materials such as pottery, 
arrowheads, or midden are found, all work shall cease and PRMD 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 PRMD 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.” 
 
“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 
outlines in CEQA Guidelines Section 15060.5(e). 

 
CUL-2 Monitoring: 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.  
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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? 
 

Comment:  
Construction activities and the use of construction equipment associated with the project will 
contribute to an increased short-term energy demand. The expansion of the facility will lead to an 
increased long-term energy demand onsite from the additional demand of the proposed rooms. The 
project will not result in significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation. Standard construction 
practices will be used. The project includes efficient use of land, orienting buildings to capture solar 
energy to the extent feasible, use of renewable and energy efficient building materials and systems, 
and reduced reliance on non-renewable resources as required by Title 24 of the California Building 
Code.  
 
Significance Level: 
Less than significant impact 
 

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

Comment:  
The project is required to comply with Title 24 of the California Building Code, is not subject to a local 
renewable energy plan, and does not conflict with any of the Sonoma County General Plan’s policies 
intended to encourage development of renewable energy systems. The project will be addressing its 
increased energy demand with an onsite solar array.  
 
Significance 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. 

 
Comment: 
The project site is not located within a fault zone as defined by the most recent Alquist-Priolo fault 
maps or on a fault zone in the General Plan Public Safety Element Figure PS-1b: Fault Zone. The 
closest active fault line shown on both maps is the Rodgers Creek Fault, located approximately 4.40 
miles south-west of the project site. 
 
The Uniform Building Code has been developed to address seismic events in California and 
development which complies with the Code will result in buildings which should withstand the most 
severe reasonably anticipated seismic event.   
  
Significance Level:  
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Less than significant 
 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

Comment: 
Sonoma County, located near the San Andreas, Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek, and other faults, is 
subject to seismic ground shaking resulting from earthquakes along these faults. It is impossible to 
predict seismic events or completely mitigate the impacts of potential seismic events. However, 
widely-accepted and appropriate engineering practices can be used to reduce the potential of people 
being injured or property being damaged as a result of a major earthquake.  
 
The design and construction of the new assisted living facility structures are subject to load and 
strength standards of the California Building Code (CBC) as adopted and amended by the County of 
Sonoma, which account for seismic shaking. Project conditions of approval require building permits 
be obtained prior to the start of construction and that the project meet all applicable requirements of 
the CBC. The project would therefore meet CBC seismic standards and would not expose people to 
substantial risk of injury from seismic shaking.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than significant 

 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Comment:  
Strong ground shaking can result in liquefaction, the sudden loss of sheer strength in saturated sandy 
material, resulting in ground failure. According to the “Liquefaction Hazard Areas” map from the 
Sonoma County General Plan Public Safety Element, the project site is not located within an area of 
liquefaction. The California Building Code (CBC) and the municipal codes and policies adopted by the 
County of Sonoma address seismic-related ground failure and liquefaction to the most reasonable 
extent possible. The development will have to comply with the design and construction in compliance 
with the seismic design requirements of the CBC as noted above.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than significant.  
 
iv. Landslides? 

 
Comment: 
The proposed project site is located in an area categorized as “Surficial Deposits” for landslide 
hazards according to the “Hazard Map Viewer” from the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG). Near the site, there are areas designated as “Few landslides” and “Most landslides”. The 
proposed project is subject to the standards of the California Building Code, required for all permitted 
design and construction activities in Sonoma County. Therefore, the project is unlikely to expose 
people to substantial adverse effects from landslides. 

 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

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

Comment: 
The project includes grading, cuts, and fills which require the issuance of a grading permit. 
Unregulated grading during construction and post construction has the potential to increase the 
volume of runoff from the site. Erosion and sediment control provisions of the Drainage and 
Stormwater Management Ordinance (Chapter 11, Sonoma County Code) and Building ordinance 
require implementation of flow control best management practices (BMPs), mandated limitations on 
work in wet weather, and standard grading inspection requirements, will be applied to the project, and 
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are specifically designed to prevent soil erosion and loss of topsoil. 
 
The County adopted grading ordinances, standards, and related conditions of approval are specific, 
and require compliance with all standards and regulations adopted by the State and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, such as the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 
requirements, Low Impact Development (LID) and any other adopted BMPs. Therefore, the project is 
not expected to result in adverse soil erosion or related soil erosion water impacts due to the 
mandated conditions and standards that need to be met. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
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? 

 
Comment: 
The project site is not located in a landslide prone area, fault zone, or a liquefaction area. The project 
site is generally flat. The design and construction of new structures are subject to engineering 
standards of the California Building code and the municipal codes and policies, which consider soil 
properties, seismic shaking, and foundation type. PRMD requires the obtainment of grading permits 
to ensure that potential instability related to buildings permits will be reviewed and methods will be put 
in place so that no landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse occurs on or off-
site.  
 
Significance 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 risks to life or property?     

 
Comment: 
Potential impacts due to expansive soil will be addressed through appropriate structural design and 
construction standards.  Soil stability shall be further addressed in a project preliminary geotechnical 
study to confirm that soils on the project site are not considered expansive. The project will also be 
conditioned to require building permits to be approved in compliance with Building Code standards  
 
Significance 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? 

Comment: 
The existing and proposed facilities will be served by public sewer, therefore, the project will not 
require the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 
 

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

 
Comment: 
An Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted on the project 
site, and the findings were presented on February 24, 2025. The report did not identify any unique 
paleontological or geologic features were identified. Therefore, it is unlikely that the project will 
encounter either resources on the site. 

Significance Level:  
No Impact 
 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:

Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 
     

Comment: 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) establishes the thresholds of significance 
for greenhouse gas emissions for land use projects. In 2022, BAAQMD, through the Air District Board 
of Directors, adopted the CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate Impacts from 
Land Use Projects and Plans. In these guidelines, the Air District’s thresholds of significance for use 
in determining whether a proposed project will have a significant impact on climate change are 
presented. Those thresholds are included below.  
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 Construction Operational 

Related* 
Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors (Regional) 

Pollutant  Average Daily Average Daily Maximum Annual 
Emissions (lb/day) Emissions (lb/day) Emissions (tpy) 

ROG 54 54 10 
NOX 54 54 10
PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10
PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive Best management None
dust) practices ** 
Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour 

average) 
Local Risks and Hazards 

Risks and hazards for Same as operational Cancer Risk: > 100 in OR Compliance with 
new sources and thresholds a million (from all local Qualified Community 
receptors (cumulative sources) Risk Reduction Plan 
threshold) Non-cancer: > 10.0 

Hazard Index (chronic, 
from all local sources) 
PM2.5: > 0.8 µg/m3 
annual average (from 
all local sources) 

Risks and hazards for Same as operational Increased Cancer Risk OR Compliance with 
new sources and thresholds >10.0 in a million Qualified Community 
receptors (individual Increased Non-cancer Risk Reduction Plan 
project) > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(chronic or acute) 
PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 
µg/m3 annual average 

 Construction Related Operational 
Accidental release of acutely hazardous air pollutants  
 None Storage or use of  

acutely hazardous 
materials locating near 
receptors or new 
receptors locating near 
stored or used acutely 
hazardous materials 
considered significant  

Odors    
 None Five confirmed  

complaints per year 
averaged over 3 years 

Notes: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; 
PM2.5= fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = respirable 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ppm = parts per million; ROG = reactive 
organic gases; TACs = toxic air contaminants; tpy = tons per year; VMT =vehicle miles traveled.  
The air quality project-level thresholds of significance were adopted by the Air District’s Board of Directors on June 2, 2010. 
* The Air District recommends for construction projects that require less than 1 year to complete, lead agencies should 
annualize impacts over the scope of actual days that peak impacts would occur rather than over the full year. Additionally, for 
phased projects that results in concurrent construction and operational emissions. Construction-related exhaust emissions 
should be combined with operational emissions for all phases where construction and operations overlap.  
** PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive dust) is also recognized to impact local communities. The Air District strongly recommends 
implementing all feasible fugitive dust management practices especially when construction projects are located near sensitive 
communities, including schools, residential areas, or other sensitive land uses. These measures are detailed in Chapter 5, 
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Section 5.2.2 Construction-Related Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions. 

In Appendix B, “CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate Impacts”, it states that a 
new land use development project being built today needs to either be consist with local GHG 
reduction strategies that meets the criteria under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b) or 
incorporate the following design elements to achieve its fair share of implementing the goal of carbon 
neutrality by 2045: 
 
A. 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-generation vehicles 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 locally7 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: 
 i. Residential projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per capita 
 ii. Office projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per employee 
 iii. Retail projects: no net increase in existing VMT 
b. Achieve compliance with off-street electric vehicle requirements in the most recently 
adopted version of CALGreen Tier 2.  
 

The proposed buildings will not include any natural gas appliances or plumbing. Since the project will use 
a solar array to provide its energy, it will not result in any wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy 
usage based on the State CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, the traffic impact study prepared by W-Trans 
for the project states that the project falls below the 110 new vehicle trips per day screening threshold.  

 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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

 
Comment: 
In 2018, Sonoma County adopted a Climate Change Action Resolution which aims to reduce GHG 
emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, as well as specific 
strategies that can further reduce greenhouse gas emissions. By incorporating GHG reduction 
measures that are consistent with the County’s resolution, the project will not significantly conflict with 
a plan, policy, or regulation meant to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
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The project does not propose the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. However, 
the ongoing maintenance of the proposed project would require the use of small quantities of 
potentially hazardous materials. It is possible that improper handling or storage could result in minor 
spills or drips of hazardous materials during or after construction such as oil or paint. The risks of the 
project creating a significant hazard to the public and the environment would be reduced to a less 
than a significant level as the project would adhere to local, State, and federal requirements for the 
use of hazardous materials.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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? 

 
Comment: 
The project does not propose the use of hazardous materials. See discussion in 9(a) above.  

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 

or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 

Comment: 
The project site is not within a one-quarter mile of any existing or proposed school. Therefore, the 
project will not result in hazardous emissions or hazardous materials interacting with schools. 
 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the project site is not included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites based on the review of the following databases on July 31, 2025: 

- Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database 
- State Water Board’s GeoTracker database 

 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
The project site is not within any of the Airport Referral Areas within Sonoma County as established 
by the Airport Land Use Commission. The nearest airport is Sonoma Skypark 0Q9 and is 
approximately 3.6 miles away. 

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

emergency evacuation plan?  
 

Comment: 
There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for Sonoma County. The proposed project prepared 
an emergency evacuation plan for the existing care facility and the proposed extension of the facility. 
The evacuation plan is designed to safely evacuate all residents and staff, utilizing staggered 
departure times and minimizing traffic congestion in compliance with fire marshal regulations. The 
proposed project would not significantly generate new traffic, and therefore, would not interfere with 
emergency routes, see Section 17 Transportation for further discussion. 

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 

death involving wildland fires? 
 

Comment: 
In the Sonoma County General Plan 2020, the Wildland Fire Hazard Areas map, Figure PS-1i, 
designates the project site under a local responsibility area (LRA) and a high fire hazard severity 
zone. The County Fire Marshal’s fire safe requirements require that new structures be installed with 
fire sprinklers with the intent to contain or prevent fires from spreading. The proposed project has 
developed an emergency evacuation plan in compliance with fire marshal regulations. Chapter 4 of 
the 2022 California Fire Code, amended by Sonoma County Fire Codes, requires that the project 
shall comply with emergency preparedness requirements which includes fire safety plans, evacuation 
plans, evacuation drills, and employee training. The fire safe requirements set forth by the County 
and State would reduce the project’s impact on exposing people or structures to wildland fire hazards 
to less than significant. 
 
Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
The project site is located in the Sonoma Creek watershed and is not located within a riparian corridor 
requiring setbacks for Sonoma Creek or its tributaries. The project would result in grading which will 
be constructed and designed in accordance with County and state water quality and waste discharge 
standards. 
 
In compliance with Chapter 11 of the Sonoma County Code of Ordinances, a Preliminary Grading 
and Drainage Plan and Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan for Regulated Project was prepared for 
Sonoma Grove by Adobe Associates, Inc. The preliminary drainage concept of the proposed facility is 
located in the Preliminary Grading & Drainage plan. All the proposed improvements have been 
directed to the proposed bioretention facilities for stormwater treatment. All stormwater which lands 
on the roof of the buildings is directed towards bioretention facilities through downspouts. Stormwater 
from the parking lot and adjacent hardscaping either sheet flows or drains are also directed towards 
the bioretention facilities through a storm drain system.  
 
The Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan includes Low Impact Development (LID) design strategies 
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and source control measures. The LID design strategy that will be implemented is optimization of site 
layout in which proposed improvements will be placed as close to existing grade as possible to 
minimize total site grading and preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practicable. For 
source control measures, potential sources of runoff pollutants are from landscape/outdoor pesticide 
use, onsite drain inlets, road and street maintenance, and trash storage areas. The implemented best 
management practices (BMPs) include maintaining landscaping using minimum or no pesticides, 
maintaining storm drain inlet protection with a sediment filter, maintaining a consistent sweeping 
schedule for the road and street, and maintaining the applicable operation BMPs for trash storage 
areas in the CASQA Stormwater Quality Handbook. An Operation and Maintenance Plan will be 
provided in the Final Storm Water Control Plan.  
 
Therefore, under the requirements of the County and State water requirements, the impact would be 
reduced to a less than significant level.  
 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
The project will receive water supply from the Valley of the Moon Water District and is located within a 
Class 1- Major Groundwater Basin Area. This project is not anticipated to substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.  
 
Significance 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 including the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

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

 
Comment: 
The proposed project includes grading which requires the issuance of a grading permit. For a grading 
permit, Permit Sonoma requires the applicant to submit an Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control 
Plan which must include the implemented best management practices (BMP), the details and 
specifications of the BMPs, applicable protective fencing for waterways and sensitive areas, and 
limits of disturbed areas. 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, waterways or adjacent lands. The Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plan is 
subject to the review and approval of Permit Sonoma.  
 
Proposed bioretention facilities will provide filtration treatments. Stormwater from roof, parking areas, 
and hardscaping would be directed to the bioretention facilities. A final drainage study is required with 
the grading permit application, and is subject to the review and approval of Permit Sonoma. 
Therefore, due to County requirements and for on- or off-site erosion or siltation, the impact would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
Significance 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; 
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Comment: 
See discussion in subsection (i) above, the project will not substantially increase surface runoff that 
would result in flooding on- or offsite. 
 
Significance 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 

 
Comment: 
See discussion in subsection (i) above, the project will not substantially create or contribute runoff 
water.  

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

 
Comment: 
The Sonoma County General Plan’s Public Safety Element’s “Flood Hazard Areas” map shows that 
the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. The project site is not located in 
either a Floodway (F1) or Floodplain (F2) combining district. The project would not impede or redirect 
flood flows. 

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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

Comment: 
The project site is not located with a flood zone and the project site is not zoned as Floodway 
Combining District (F1) or a Floodplain Combining District (F2). Therefore, the project will not release 
pollutants due to project inundation. 
 
The project site is located approximately 29 miles directly east of the Pacific Ocean and, therefore, 
not susceptible to tsunami or seiche.  
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 

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

groundwater management plan?  
 

Comment: 
The project site will be provided by the Valley of the Moon Water District and is located within a Class 
1- Major Groundwater Basin Area. Therefore, the project does not conflict with County sustainable 
groundwater management plans and policies.  
 
The proposed project site will incorporate runoff control measures and best management practices for 
water runoff. The project’s accordance with the County Grading Ordinance and adopted BMPs will 
reduce the project’s impact on water quality to a less than significant impact. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING: 

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

Comment: 
The project does not involve the construction or the removal of a structure that could impair the 
mobility within the community or to the adjacent communities and areas. The proposed facility would 
be constructed within the boundaries of the project site and would not expand beyond the site 
boundaries. Therefore, the project will not physically divide the established community. 

Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
The proposed project is an expansion of the current senior care facility on the site and is consistent 
with the Sonoma County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance with the use permit. The proposed 
senior care facility is consistent with the General Plan Land Use of Urban Residential and consistent 
with the Zoning District of Low Density Residential as large community care facilities are designated 
as a conditional use. Therefore, the project is unlikely to cause significant environmental impact due 
to conflicting with the County’s land use plan, policies, or regulations for mitigation. 
 
Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
There are no known mineral resources on the project site and the site is not zoned as a mineral 
resource (MR). Therefore, the project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value. 
 
Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
The project site is not zoned as a mineral resource (MR). Therefore, there is no locally important 
mineral resource recovery site located on the property that is delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan. 

Significance Level:  
No Impact 
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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? 

Comment: 
The project proposes the extension of the existing care facility, and the noise levels were modeled to 
comply with county standards set forth in the Noise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan. A 
noise assessment was prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. for the proposed project site (August 
2024). The assessment measured the daily trend in ambient noise levels between Thursday, August 
1, 2024 and Tuesday, August 6, 2024 at Site LT-1, a noise measurement location selected to 
represent ambient noise levels at existing residential land uses north and east of the proposed project 
representing both the receptors potentially most affected by operational noise and the noise levels at 
the project site itself. Additionally, ST-1 and ST-2 were noise measurement sites selected to 
represent the ambient noise environment at residential land uses located to the east and closest to 
the proposed parking lot.  
 
The noise data collect at Site LT-1 was approximately 75 feet south of Donald Street, and the 
predominant noise source was vehicle traffic along Donald Street. The noise data shows sound levels 
increasing during the daytime and noise levels decreasing at night, reflecting traffic volumes on the 
roadway. The average noise levels ranged from 46 to 48 dBA Ldn. The ambient noise data collected 
at Site LT-1 are summarized in terms of metrics appropriate for the Sonoma County noise 
performance standards and for hourly Leq in Table 1 in which daytime noise levels were determined 
based on the average of the four quietest hours (Leq) during the daytime and nighttime periods. 

 
Table 1. Ambient Average Noise Levels at LT-1, ST-1, ST-2 

Site Time Average Hourly Noise Level, dBA 
Period L02 L08 L25 L50 Leq

LT-1 Daytime 45 40 37 36 38 
Nighttime 29 27 26 26 26 

 
Short-term noise measurements ST-1 and ST-2 were made near the east boundary of the project site 
between 10:30 am and 10:50 am on August 1, 2024. The ambient noise levels were primarily the 
result of slow speed traffic on Donald Street and birds, and no audible sounds were observed from 
the existing facility. The average noise measurements were 20 dBA Leq.  
 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility Analysis: The Sonoma County General Plan limits exterior 
noise levels at residential land uses to 60 dBA Ldn at residential land uses. The existing ambient 
noises range from 46 to 48 dBA Ldn. The future Ldn at the site would remain well below the 60 dBA Ldn 
residential noise limit based on the assumption that future noise levels at the site would increase by 
up to 1 dBA Ldn above the existing noise levels due to the assumption that traffic volumes could 
increase by one percent per year.  
 
The Sonoma County General Plan and State Building Code limits interior noise levels within new 
residential units to be maintained at or below 45 dBA Ldn. Where exterior noise levels are 60 dBA Ldn 
or less, standard residential construction with windows in the open or closed position would be 
anticipated to reduce interior levels to 45 dBA Ldn or less. Therefore, no special noise controls are 
required to reduce exterior or interior noise levels at the project site. 
 
Operational Noise Impact Analysis: The primary noise sources on and near the project site are 
vehicle traffic and parking lot activity.  
 
For vehicle traffic on the roadway network, a significant permanent traffic noise increase would occur 
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if noise levels were to increase by 3 dBA Ldn. The Transportation Impact Study stated that the 
proposed project would be expected to generate an average of 104 trips per day. The traffic volumes 
generate by the proposed project are expected to be relatively small in comparison with existing trips 
along Donald St and, therefore, would not result in a 3dBA Ldn or greater. 
 
In the parking lot, the primary sources of noise are from vehicle circulation, engine starts, and door 
slams which produce maximum noise levels from 50 to 60 dBA at 50 feet. The total duration of noise 
from these intermittent sounds is expected to be more than one minute but less than 5 minutes in any 
hour, falling into the L02 category. In order to assess the parking lot noise, noise levels are projected 
from the acoustic center of the parking lot to represent average conditions. The findings are shown in 
Table 2. Based on these findings, noise levels from automobiles and light vehicles in the parking lot 
would not exceed daytime Table NE-2 noise standards at the closest adjacent residences (80 feet 
north and 100 feet east). 

 
Table 2. Parking Lot Noise Levels at Nearest Receptors, L02 

L02, dBA (Noise Level Exceeded 1 Minute in any Hour
Nearest Residential Property Nearest Residential Property 
Line (North 80 feet) Line (East 100 feet) 

Unadjusted Table NE-2 65 65 
Daytime Limit 
Daytime Ambient Noise Levels 45 45 
Ambient Exceeds NE-2 Limit? No No 
Parking Lot Noise at Receiving 46 to 56 44 to 54 
Property Line 
Operations Exceed Ambient by Yes Yes 
10 dBA? 
Ne-2 Adjustment  -5 -5 
Adjusted Table NE-2 Daytime 60 60 
Limit  
Parking Lot Noise exceeds No No 
Table NE-2? 

 
Based on these findings, noise levels associated with project operations are not expected to generate 
substantial temporary or permanent ambient noise levels that would exceed Sonoma County noise 
standards at any residential property in the site vicinity. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 

Comment: 
The project includes construction activities that may generate ground-borne vibration and noise. 
These levels would not be significant because they would be short-term and temporary and would be 
limited to daytime hours. There is no heavy equipment associated with the project that will generate 
significant vibration. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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? 
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Comment: 
The project site is not located within a Sonoma County Airport Referral Area identified by the Airport 
Land Use Commission. The nearest airport is Sonoma Skypark and it is approximately 3.6 miles. 
Therefore, the project will not expose its employees or residents to excessive noise levels.  
 
Significance 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)?   

Comment: 
The project proposes the expansion of an existing senior care facility, with a maximum of 58 
residents. The expanded facility will increase the number of employees working per day. During the 
6:00 am – 11:00 pm shift, the number of working employees will increase from 7 to 15 per shift. 
During the 11:00 pm – 6 am shift, the number of working employees will increase from 2 to 4. This 
increase in employees is not a substantial, unplanned growth in the number of people on the project 
site. The number of incoming residents would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
the area as the project meets existing senior care demand. 
 
Significance Level:  
No Impact 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 
 

Comment: 
The project proposes to expand the existing facility that will provide care and assistance for seniors. 
Therefore, the project will not displace a substantial number of existing housing. 
 
Significance 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 rations, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

 
i. Fire protection? 

 
Comment: 
The project is located within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA). Fire protection services are provided 
by the Sonoma Valley Fire Rescue Authority District. There are three fire stations near the site: 
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Sonoma Valley Fire Department, Sonoma Valley Fire Station No. 2, and Sonoma Valley Fire & 
Rescue Authority Station 3. The project will comply to the Fire Safe Standards in the Sonoma County 
Fire Safety Ordinance including fire protection methods.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
ii. Police? 

 
Comment: 
The Sonoma County Sheriff provides police protection services to the project site. The project will not 
induce substantial population growth, therefore, there will be no need for construction of additional 
police protection services. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
iii. Schools? 

 
Comment: 
The proposed project provides care for senior residents and will not contribute to an increased need 
for expanded or additional schools. 

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
iv. Parks? 

 
Comment: 
The project proposes an outdoor area on the site for activities for residents. The facility also provides 
activities and entertainment for residents within the project area. Therefore, the project will not result 
in substantial demand for new or expanded park facilities.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
v. Other public facilities? 

 
Comment: 
The proposed project will provide care services for no more than 58 residents. The facility will 
continue to be served by public water and sewer. The facility will also have its own kitchen providing 
its own food services. Therefore, the project is not expected to cause a significant demand for public 
facilities. 
 
Significance 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? 

 
Comment: 
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The proposed project is not a residential or family use as it is a senior care facility with its own 
proposed outdoor area to provide outdoor recreational activities on the project site. Additionally, the 
facility provides activities and entertainment for residents to experience on the site. Therefore, the 
project will not cause substantial physical deterioration of any recreational facilities. 
 
Significance 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 proposed care facility includes recreational amenities and activities for the residents to 
experience indoors and outdoors. The project will not require or increase the demand for the 
construction or expansion of public recreational facilities.  

Significance 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? 
 

Comment: 
A draft Focused Transportation Impact Study for the Sonoma Grove Project was prepared by W-
Trans (January 2025). The study found that for pedestrian facilities, the lack of sidewalk along the 
frontage of the project appears appropriate due to the semi-rural residential nature of the immediate 
vicinity and the capabilities of the residents who would reside in the facility. For bicycle facilities, the 
study found that the project would not impact existing or planned bicycle facilities and that the existing 
and proposed bicycle facilities would be adequate to serve site-generated bicycle trips. They 
recommended incorporating parking for two bicycles for employees. For transit facilities, W-trans 
found that the nearest bus stop is more than one-half mile away making the existing fixed-route 
transit facilities inadequate to serve the project, but that the site could be adequately served by 
Sonoma County Transit’s Dial-a-Ride service. Therefore, the project would not conflict with programs 
plans, ordinance, or policies relative to the circulation system for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit 
riders, and would have a less than significant impact on these modes.   
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
 

Comment: 
The County of Sonoma has not yet adopted a policy of thresholds of significance regarding Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT), so W-Trans evaluated project potential for creation of VMT based upon 
guidance provides 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 significant VMT impact and can be “screened” 
from further analysis. Certain types of projects, including small projects, which OPR identifies as 
generating fewer than 110 new vehicle trips per day, are unlikely to have a VMT impact and can 
therefore be “screened from further VMT analysis.  
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W-Trans found that the proposed project is anticipate to generate approximately 104 daily vehicle 
trips, which is less than the 110-trip threshold. Therefore, VMT impacts generated by the proposed 
project can be presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT. 
 
Significance 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)? 
 

Comment: 
The draft Traffic Impact Study prepared by W-Trans determined that given that the site is near the 
end of a dead-end street and all trips would come from the west and turn right into the site, a left-turn 
pocket would not be warranted. Sight distance will be maintained by ensuring that foliage is trimmed 
to less than three feet in height and trees trimmed to more than seven feet above the pavement within 
the sight triangle. The proposed driveway is designed consistently with County safety standards. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially increase hazards or introduce incompatible uses to the 
roadway system.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Comment: 
The proposed project would include a 26-foot-wide site access driveway on Donald Street and a 
parking lot drive aisle of similar width, providing easy access to the site. There is an additional 
emergency vehicle access proposed that would connect the existing and proposed parking lots 
without adding an additional driveway to the project site. W-trans found that site access and 
circulation are expected to function acceptably for emergency response vehicles and that emergency 
response vehicles would not be affected by the increase of vehicle trips on Donald Street as they can 
claim the right-of-way by using their lights and sirens.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
accommodate emergency response vehicles and would not impede emergency responders and 
would have a less than significant impact on emergency response. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant
 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:  

Would the project: 
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a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is:  
 
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or  
 
ii) A resource determined by the lead agency. In its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe.  

 
Comment: 
Alta Archaeological prepared an Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Resource Evaluation 
(February 2025) to identify cultural resources within the project site. The report addresses the 
responsibilities of CEQA, as codified in Public Resources Code sections 5097, and its implementing 
guidelines 21082 and 21083.2.  
 
The historic resource evaluation found that the property does not meet any of the criteria for eligibility 
for the California Register of Historical Resources. 
 
On January 29, 2025, Alta contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a 
revied of the Sacred Lands file for information on Native American cultural resources in the project 
site area and to request a list of Native American contacts in this area. The NAHC responded on 
January 30, 2025, indicating that a search of the Sacred Lands File returned a negative result, along 
with a contact list of suggested tribal entities.  
 
On January 31, 2025, a letter was sent to the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) or 
appropriate representative of each tribal group. On February 11, 2025, a tribal monitor participated in 
the archaeological field survey. 
 
The study found that the project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
Tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resource Code section 21074. However, if tribal cultural 
resources were to be found during the development of the proposed project, mitigation measures 
take place to ensure that cultural resources are not adversely affected. 
 
Native American Consultation 
Assembly Bill 52, which went into effect in July 2015, is an amendment to CEQA Section 5097.94 of 
the Public Resources Code. AB52 established a consultation process with all California Native 
American tribes identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) with cultural ties to 
an area and created a new class of resources under CEQA known as Tribal Cultural Resource. The 
County of Sonoma, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, is responsible for complying with the 
requirements of CEQA Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code. 

On October 17, 2024, Permit Sonoma sent formal consultation letters to tribal groups associated with 
the project area to ensure compliance with Assembly Bill 52. On November 8, 2024, the Tribal 
Heritage Preservation Officer for the Federated Tribes of Graton Rancheria responded to formally 
request consultation for this project. To date, no other responses or communications have been 
received from the native community regarding this project.  
 
On December 11, 2024, Permit Sonoma met with representatives of the Federated Tribes of Graton 
Rancheria for consultation under AB52. Permit Sonoma advised Graton Rancheria the applicant is in 
the process of preparing the required archaeological study for the project and a confidential copy of 
the study will be forwarded for the Tribe’s review when available. The Tribe requested further time to 
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review the project area and the cultural study once received. 
 
On October 21, 2025, Permit Sonoma forwarded to Graton Rancheria a copy of the cultural study and 
requested a follow-up consultation meeting. As of the of scheduling this initial study for publication, 
Permit Sonoma has not received a response for Graton Rancheria regarding a follow-up consultation 
meeting. Permit Sonoma acknowledges the Tribe has the right to review and provide input on the 
recommended mitigation measures for the project in response to 30-day public review period required 
this Initial Study following its formal publication. 

 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Mitigation: 
Mitigation TCR-1: Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. If previously unidentified cultural 
resources are encountered during project implementation, avoid altering the materials and their 
stratigraphic context. A qualified professional archaeologist should be contacted to evaluate the 
situation. Project personnel should not collect cultural resources. Resources associated with Native 
peoples include, but are not limited to, chert or obsidian flakes, projectile points, mortars, pestles, and 
dark friable soil containing shell and bone dietary debris, heat-affected rock, or human burials. 
Historic resources include stone or abode foundations or walls; structures and remains with square 
nails; and refuse deposits or bottle dumps, often located in old wells or privies. 
 
Monitoring TCR-1: Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, Permit Sonoma shall verify the 
above mitigation language is printed on all permit plans involving ground disturbing activities. 

Mitigation TCR-2: Encountering Native American Remains. If human remains are encountered, all 
work must stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovered remains and the 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 
and further recommendations regarding treatment of the remains is provided.  
 
Monitoring TCR-2: Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, Permit Sonoma shall verify the 
above mitigation language is printed on all permit plans involving ground disturbing activities.  
 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:

Would the project: 
 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 

treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 
 
Comment: 
The proposed project is located on a site that is served by existing utilities. The project would not 
result in the relocation or construction of new electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities. The project site will receive water supply and sewer disposal from the Valley of the Moon 
Water District. The design utilizes the Best Management Practices (BMPs) outlined and discussed in 
the BASMAA manual in order to limit post-development stormwater levels and pollutant discharges in 
compliance with Permit Sonoma’s BMP guides. Bioretention facilities are proposed to capture and 
treat storm water runoff. Stormwater that lands on the roofs of the buildings would be directed through 
downspouts to the bioretention facilities. Stormwater from the parking lot and adjacent hardscaping is 
directed to the bioretention areas through a storm drain system. Electric demands will be 
supplemented via solar panels and no natural gas appliances are proposed. 
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Significance 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? 

Comment: 
Sufficient water supplies will be provided by the Valley of the Moon Water District to the project site. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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

 
Comment: 
The project site is located in one of Sonoma County’s urban service areas identified in the General 
Plan. The project is within the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District and has a design capacity of 
3,000,000 gallons per day. It is unlikely that the proposed project will result in a determination that the 
wastewater treatment provider cannot serve the project’s demand and existing commitments.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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? 

 
Comment: 
Sonoma County has a solid waste management program in place that provides solid waste collection 
and disposal services for the entire County. The program can accommodate the permitted collection 
and disposal of the waste that would result from the proposed project. The project will not generate 
excess solid waste. 

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?  
 
Comment: 
The proposed project is compliant with the County’s solid waste requirements. Trash and recycling 
enclosures are proposed and will be reviewed and approved by PRMD’s Environmental Health 
Specialist and the Building Plan Check Section. Sonoma County Code states that trash trucks must 
have at least a 32-foot turning radius at the trash enclosure and must have 16 feet of overhead 
clearance. The proposed trash enclosure is covered with a roof. The project will comply with 
applicable solid waste management and reduction requirements. 

Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 

 
 

20. WILDFIRE 
 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire severity zones, 
would the project: 
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According to Cal Fire’s “Fire Hazard Severity Zones” map and Sonoma County’s “Zoning and Land Use 
Map”, the project site is located in a Very High fire severity zone and in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA).  
 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 

Comment: 
There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for Sonoma County. The proposed project includes 
an emergency evacuation plan for the care facility, see discussion 9(a). Sonoma County requires a 
Fire Prevention inspection from a Fire Inspector for fire and life safety compliance prior to 
construction and after construction. Therefore, the project would not substantially impar 
implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant

 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire?  

 
Comment: 
The site has slopes ranging between 1% and 15%. Projects located in a High and Very High Fire 
Severity Zones are required by state and County code to have detailed vegetation management plan 
developed and review by the Sonoma County Fire Prevention Division before a building permit can 
be issued. The project is subject to compliance with Conty Fire Code and Fire Safe Regulations. Cal 
Fire and Sonoma County Fire officials require that construction and operation at the site must 
conform with State standards to reduce the risk of wildfire. Therefore, the proposed project’s 
compliance with requirements and standards would reduce the project’s impact to less than 
significant.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant 
 

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

Comment: 
The proposed project would utilize existing roads and powerlines, and the new facility would be 
connected to existing utilities. The Board of Forestry Fire Safety Regulations and Chapter 13A of the 
Sonoma County Code require vegetation maintenance to reduce wildfire risk. Therefore, the project 
would not require the installation or maintenance of associate infrastructure that may exacerbate fire 
risk. 
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Significance Level:  
Less than Significant
 

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

 
Comment: 
As noted above in Sections 7 (Geology and Soils) and 10 (Hydrology), the project site is not located 
in a flood zone. Appropriate foundation and grading design will be utilized to ensure there are no 
significant impacts related to slope stability and landslide hazards, and the project plans include 
drainage is provided onsite, reducing any potential for offsite impacts related to possible post-wild fire 
impacts. Additionally, with the incorporation of multiple BMP’s into the overall project’s design, 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.  
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant. 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

 
Comment: 
Potential project impacts on special status plant, fish/wildlife species and habitat are addressed in 
Section 4. Implementation of the required mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, 
BIO-3, and BIO-4) would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Potential 
adverse project impacts to cultural resources are addressed in Section 5. A standard condition of 
approval to ensure that cultural or archaeological resources are protected if unearthed during ground 
disturbing activities is provided in Section 18a. Implementation of this standard condition of approval 
would reduce any potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation  

(See Mitigations BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, CUL-1, CUL-2, TCR-1, and TCR-2) 
 

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

 
Comment: 
No project impacts have been identified in this Initial Study that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable. The project would contribute to impacts related to biological resources, 
cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources, which maybe cumulative off-site, but, where 
appropriate in response to potentially significant impacts, mitigations have been identified which 
would reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 
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(See Mitigations AIR-1, BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, CUL-1, CUL-2, TCR-1, and TCR-2) 
 

 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 

Comment: 
The proposed project has the potential to cause substantial adverse impacts on human being, both 
directly and indirectly. With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the project would 
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant with Mitigation 

(See Mitigations AIR-1, BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, CUL-1, CUL-2, TCR-1, and TCR-2) 
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