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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
INTRODUCTION

1 INTRODUCTION

The Final EIR for the Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation project (the "Project™) consists of
the Draft EIR, and the comments, responses to comments and replacement pages found in this volume.

Since circulation of the Draft EIR the Applicant has made refinements to Alternative 1. These changes
include reducing the height of the Fitness Center, reducing the number of parking spaces, change in the
type of outdoor lighting fixtures, incorporation of low impact development features, and adding sidewalk.
These changes are detailed on the replacement pages for Chapter 3 Alternatives Description of the Draft
EIR included herein in Chapter 3 Replacement Pages. A new site plan also is included in Replacement
Figure 3-1. Analysis of those changes is included in the replacement pages for Chapter 5 Alternatives
Analysis of the Draft EIR.

CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

The Santa Rosa Planning Commission will consider the Final EIR and provide a recommendation to the
City Council on whether to certify the EIR, at its regular scheduled meeting on August 12, 2010, at the
Santa Rosa City Council Chambers, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue. The City Council will consider certification
of the EIR at a regularly scheduled future meeting. The date for that meeting was not known at the time
of publication of this EIR. The City Council meetings are also held at the Santa Rosa City Council
Chambers, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue. To certify the Final EIR, the Council must find that:

1) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; and

2) the Final EIR was presented to the decision making body of the lead agency and that the
decision making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior
to selection of a Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).

At the time of project approval the City Council, as the decision-making body, must consider the
information presented in the Final EIR. A public agency may not decide to approve a project unless the
agency has: a) eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment; and/or b)
determined that any remaining significant effects are acceptable due to benefits of the project which
override the remaining effects. The decision makers must balance the benefits of the project against its
unavoidable environmental risks. If they determine that benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” If the City
Council makes such a determination, it must support the action by adopting a written Statement of
Overriding Considerations ("SOC") citing the basis for its decision and include the SOC in the record of
project approval (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).

PuBLIC INVOLVEMENT DURING THE DRAFT EIR AND FINAL EIR PHASE

On April 17, 2009, a Notice of Preparation of an EIR was mailed to interested individuals, organizations,
and neighbors of Spring Lake Village. On April 20, 2009, the Notice of Preparation was distributed by
the State Clearinghouse to the reviewing state agencies, triggering the start of a 30-day scoping period.
On April 29, 2009, the City held a Scoping Meeting, at Douglas Whited Elementary School in Santa
Rosa, to solicit input regarding the issues that should be addressed in the EIR. The scoping period ended
May 20, 2009. Twelve letters (via mail and email) were received during the scoping period, including
three from State Agencies and nine from interested individuals and organizations.

City of Santa Rosa Page 1 Winzler & Kelly
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INTRODUCTION

The public comment period for the Draft EIR began on October 15, 2009, with the distribution of the
Draft EIR by the City of Santa Rosa. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was mailed to various
interested groups and individuals, and published in the Press Democrat and posted with the County Clerk
on October 15, 2009.  The Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state
agencies. In addition, the Draft EIR was made available at City Hall and the Downtown and Rincon
Valley Libraries. On November 12, 2009, a public hearing on the Draft EIR was held before the Santa
Rosa Planning Commission. On November 30, 2009 the circulation period was extended to December
14, 2009. Notification of the extension was sent to the neighbors, interested groups, the State
Clearinghouse, and posted at the County Clerk’s office.

The Final EIR will be sent to those public agencies who commented on the Draft EIR 10 days prior to
certification of the EIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. There is no other notification or public
review process for Final EIRs required by CEQA.

ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC AND AGENCY RESPONSE

During the 61-day public comment period, the City received twenty-seven comment letters, which
included 264 comments on the Draft EIR. A total of 12 members of the public and Planning Commission
presented 37 comments during the public hearing. Every comment was counted regardless of whether it
duplicated a comment made in a previous comment letter or at the public hearing. The comments were
received from individuals and agencies, as shown in Table 1-1.

TABLE 1-1
Type of Commenter
Letters/Speakers

Number Percentage
State Agencies 5 13%
Regional/Local Agencies 1 2%
Individuals 21 54%
Public Hearing Speakers 12 31%
Total 39 100 %

CONSIDERATION OF RECIRCULATION

If significant new information is added to an EIR after public review, the lead agency is required to re-
circulate the revised document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). “Significant new information”
includes, for example, a new significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a
significant impact. New information is not considered significant unless the document is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the proponent
has declined to implement. No new information has been submitted to indicate that the Project would
cause a new significant impact or substantially more severe impact. Therefore, there is no need to
recirculate a revised Draft EIR for the Project.

City of Santa Rosa Page 2 Winzler & Kelly
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
INTRODUCTION

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR consists of three sections, which include the responses to comments, both written and oral,
received on the Draft EIR, as well as other material which is related to the responses to comments. These
three sections are:

Chapter 1 — Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction and summarizes the CEQA
instructions to the lead agency for preparation of responses to substantive public comments on the
Draft EIR.

Chapter 2 — Responses to Comments. Copies of the comment letters and the comments from the
two public hearings, and the responses to comments are included in this chapter. All comments
received during the comment period are responded to in this Chapter.

Chapter 3 — Replacement Pages. Replacement pages represent the edits to the Draft EIR caused
by the response to comments and those changes to the Draft EIR generated by the Lead Agency.
As noted in the first part of the Introduction, the Applicant has made refinements to the
Alternative 1 Project Description. Therefore, the replacement pages also include edits to
Chapters 3 and 5 of the Draft EIR to reflect these changes. The pages have been designed for
insertion into the Draft EIR making the revised Draft EIR a stand-alone document. Replacement
pages are formatted in revision fashion: strikeeuts indicate deleted text and underlines indicate
additional text.

COMMENTS RECEIVED

A list of the comment letters and oral comments received is shown below in Table 1-2. Comment letters
received during the review period are numbered starting with 100; oral comments received at the public

hearings are numbered from PH 1 to PH 37.

TABLE 1-2
Comments Received
Letters Received
Letter Agency/Organization Last Name First Name Letter Date
100a State of California Morgan Scott 11/30/09
Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research
100b State of California Morgan Scott 12/17/09
Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research
101 North Coast Regional Water Dougherty Mona 11/30/09
Quality Control Board
102 State of California Carboni Lisa 12/30/09
Dept. of Transportation
103 State of California Carboni Lisa 01/20/10
Dept. of Transportation
104 State of California Carboni Lisa 02/16/10
Dept. of Transportation
City of Santa Rosa Page 3 Winzler & Kelly
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR

INTRODUCTION
TABLE 1-2
Comments Received
200 - Sawyer W. A. 10/19/09
201 - Linker John J. 10/21/09
202 - Guerrazzi Michael 11/11/09
203 - Hillestad Mark & Lois 11/14/09
204 Tomaras & Ogas, LLP Tomaras Brenda 11/17/09
205 Melitta Station Inn Thresh Tim & Jackie 11/17/09
206 - Escola La Dell 11/23/09
207 - Nelson Bill 11/27/09
208 - Fraze Margaret 11/30/09
209 - Hillestad Mark & Lois undated
210 - Guerin Eleanor 11/30/09
211 - Roberts-Lindauer Paula Kay 12/10/09
212 - Vogl Nancy 12/12/09
213 Sierra Club Birdlebough Steve 12/13/09
214 - Wells Ken 12/14/09
215 Provencher & Flatt Mansfield-Howlett Rachel 12/14/09
216 - Guerin Eleanor 12/14/09
217 Balance Hydrologics, Inc Hecht Barry 12/14/09
218 - Martin Wayne 12/12/09
219 - Pappas Ann 12/12/09
220 Oakmont Village Assoc. Millar Susan 12/16/09
Public Hearing Comments
Comments Agency/Organization Last Name First Name Hearing Date
PH1 to PH5 - Hillestad Mark 11/12/09
PH6 to PH7 - Escola Ladell 11/12/09
PH9 to PH12 - Martin Wayne 11/12/09
PH13 to PH14 - Fong Laurie 11/12/09
PH15 to PH16 Hull Paul 11/12/09
PH17 Planning Commission Paulson David 11/12/09
PH18 Planning Commission Allen Michael 11/12/09
PH19 Planning Commission Bartley Scott 11/12/09
PH20 to PH24 Planning Commission Banuelos Caroline 11/12/09
PH25 Planning Commission Cisco Patti 11/12/09
PH26 to PH28 Planning Commission Caston Nick 11/12/09
PH29 to 37 Planning Commission Dugan Vicki 11/12/09
City of Santa Rosa Page 4 Winzler & Kelly
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This chapter includes two sections. The first section is the Master Responses that address issues that were
frequently cited in the comments on the Draft EIR. The second section is the response to specific
comments received during the comment period. Unless otherwise noted in the individual response, when
the response applies to the Project it also is applicable to Alternative 1. Included are copies of the written
comments received by the City through November 30, 2009, and summaries of the oral comments
received at the public hearing on November 12, 2009. Letters were received from Caltrans after the close
of the comment period, but have also been included.

When changes to the Draft EIR are necessitated, the change is indicated by indented text. Text that has
been added to the document is indicated in underline font, while text that has been deleted is indicated

with strikethrough font.

MASTER RESPONSES

Review of the written and oral comments made on the Draft EIR indicated that some comments were
made frequently, demonstrating a common concern. To allow presentation of a response that addresses
all aspects of these related comments, a Master Response has been prepared. Master Responses are
intended to allow a well-integrated response addressing all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piece-
meal responses to each individual comment, which may not have portrayed the full complexity of the
issue. The use of a Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the importance of the individual
comments.

City of Santa Rosa Page 5 Winzler & Kelly
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

MASTER RESPONSE A — EXPANSION AREA AS WILDLIFE CORRIDOR

Comment Summary: Numerous comments expressed concern that the Project would have a significant
impact on a wildlife corridor.

This master response to comments addresses the finding made in the Draft EIR regarding:

“BlO-4. Will the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors?”

The Environmental Checklist Form of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
Appendix G(4), recommends a finding of a significant biological impact for a project that interferes
substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

The Draft EIR made a finding of “no impact” for both (1) the Spring Lake Village improvements and
expansion and (2) the annexation parcels not included in the SLV expansion. Regarding the Spring Lake
Village improvements and expansion, the Draft EIR concluded “the Project site is not used as a wildlife
corridor.” Regarding the annexation parcels, the Draft EIR concluded that “the Project does not include
any improvements or activities that would interfere...”

Commentors questioned the Draft EIR’s finding in regard to the Spring Lake Village improvements and
expansion, which is the focus of this master response to comments. Comments variously noted the
following:

Loss of a wildlife movement corridor on the Project site would constitute a direct significant
impact as well as a cumulative impact.

Whatever the merits of other potential wildlife access corridors (e.g., the Melita
Road/Montgomery Drive area where Santa Rosa Creek flows from Annadel State Park, the
diversion channel west of Brey Road between Spring Lake Park and Santa Rosa Creek, and the
area about 2,000 feet west of Brey Road where Spring Lake Park is adjacent to Santa Rosa
Creek), these features do not compensate for Project impacts. A map of these alternative corridors
was not included in the Draft EIR.

The existing two residences on the annexation Project site have large unfenced areas, which
presently allow wildlife movement between Santa Rosa Creek and the parks.

The diversion channel west of the site is not a suitable wildlife corridor.

Deer, foxes, turkeys, raccoons, opossums, skunks, coyotes, birds, and other wildlife use the
annexation Project site. Photographs of wildlife using the Expansion Project site are available, but
were not published in the Draft EIR.

The annexation Project site has good value for wildlife, particularly native birds. Similarly, the
Project site is the “least disturbed and most undeveloped” of the potential wildlife corridors.
Methods
In addition to the biological resources chapter of the Draft EIR and the relevant comments on the Draft
EIR, the following documents were reviewed:

Biological Constraints Analysis, Spring Lake Village Project, prepared by Lucy Macmillan and
Roy Buck (April 2008).

City of Santa Rosa Page 6 Winzler & Kelly
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

California Red-legged Frog Habitat Assessment, Spring Lake Village Project, prepared by Monk
& Associates (April 2008).

Biological Resources Analysis, Krebb’s Parcel Episcopal Senior Communities, prepared by
Monk & Associates (May 2009).

Letter from Caitlin Cornwall, Sonoma Ecology Center (September 1, 2008).

A field visit was conducted over the entire expansion area on April 22, 2010. In addition, areas within the
project vicinity were visited, including the diversion channel and Brey Road and portions of Santa Rosa
Creek, Spring Lake Park, and Annadel State Park.

Key Questions and Responses

To determine whether there is a significant adverse effect regarding the BI1O-4 evaluation criterion (see
above), the following key questions are examined in light of the comments in the Draft EIR, followed by
responses.

What is the existing habitat value of the Project site? The importance of the existing habitat value was
raised in the comments in reference to the corridor issue (evaluation criterion BIO-4). The habitat value
of the expansion area was appropriately addressed elsewhere in the Draft EIR under evaluation criteria
BI10-1 and BIO-2. A corridor, while sometimes related to habitat, can also exist independent from high
quality habitat.

For example, Santa Rosa Creek flows through a culvert under Montgomery Drive from Annadel State
Park in the vicinity of Melita Road. This culvert could be a vital movement corridor for steelhead, and
blocking such a movement corridor would trigger a mandatory finding of significant impact under CEQA.
However, the culvert itself does not have the usual habitat values of a salmonid stream, such as a gravelly
bottom (this is provided as an example only, the Project would not block the culvert).

In short, the analysis of the corridor issue should not be confounded with other environmental issues
addressed elsewhere in the Draft EIR. For example, the expansion area could have extremely low “habitat
values” and still be a vital movement corridor for wildlife. In this case, however, the Project site does not
contain a wildlife movement corridor, as discussed further below.

What is a wildlife movement corridor in the context of CEQA? The applicant’s biologists, Monk &
Associates (M&A), correctly characterized the CEQA definition of a movement corridor in their May
2009 study. In summary, M&A (2009) describes wildlife corridors as features that provide connectivity to
other natural communities through otherwise inhospitable landscapes. In this instance, Annadel State
Park, Spring Lake Park, and Santa Rosa Creek could all be considered natural communities and the
intervening suburban development could be considered inhospitable. M&A cite the authoritative Beier
and Loe (A checklist for evaluating the impacts to wildlife movement corridors, Wildlife Society Bulletin,
1992, 20:434-440) in describing the functions of a qualified wildlife corridor.

An example of a wildlife corridor would be the avenue traversed by a migratory deer herd from its
wintering grounds to its summer range as with the herds on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada in
California. The deer in Sonoma County are not migratory. There are, however, migratory animals in
Sonoma County that on a regular, seasonal basis move along corridors such as the migratory coho,
steelhead, and Chinook salmon in protected streams, which connect spawning beds with the ocean.
Another Sonoma County species whose seasonal movements could trigger CEQA consideration would be
the California tiger salamander’s use of breeding ponds in the late winter and early spring and their
subsequent migration to upland estivation habitat.

City of Santa Rosa Page 7 Winzler & Kelly
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The types of wildlife movement cited above should not be confused with what wildlife biologists
characterize as “vagility,” which is simple dispersal movement or wandering within a landscape. For
instance, a northern raccoon crossing properties along Brey Road, a Virginia opossum foraging in various
backyards, or a black-tailed deer sampling the neighborhood’s landscaping or bedding down in the field
are not types of wildlife movement that are viewed as sensitive to project changes.

In short, not all movement by animals within the landscape triggers CEQA consideration and not all
landscapes are movement corridors.

What are the target species that would use the movement corridors? Movement corridors are species-
specific. For example, the culvert under Montgomery Drive described above is a vital movement corridor
for salmonids but is an unsafe structure for deer. In order to qualify as a movement corridor, the corridor
in question needs to be used by a specific species or collection of specific species.

The species using the expansion area cited in the comments include the following: deer, foxes, turkeys,
raccoons, opossums, skunks, and coyotes. The photographs provided of these species using the Project
site were used in the CEQA analysis and are acknowledged.

The life histories of these species in Sonoma County do not generally require movement corridors. All of
these species are considered commensals with humans; that is, animals that to some degree co-exist in
human-altered landscapes. In fact, for most of these species, population densities are often higher in
human-altered landscapes than in natural settings, because these species have learned to feed on garbage,
pet food left outdoors, ornamental landscaping, and pets (as in the case of coyotes and domestic cats left
outdoors). For this suite of species, suburban development can be an attractant rather than a deterrent.

Neither the investigations performed for this Master Response nor those cited in the Draft EIR identified
other wildlife species that could potentially use the existing Project site that would require movement
corridors. On the contrary, the species using the Project site are those that acclimate to a human-altered
landscape and are able to move through that landscape. Fences and hostile pet dogs can pose impediments
to some movement (in sensu vagility), but the deer, skunks, raccoons, and so forth still manage to make
their way through the suburban landscape.

Would the proposed Project adversely and significantly alter existing wildlife movement corridor
conditions? The existing expansion site is surrounded on all sides by suburban development and does not
currently prove a significant movement corridor for any particular species of wildlife or set of species.

The south end of the Project site is bordered by Montgomery Drive. As the Sierra Club and other
comments noted, Montgomery Drive is a heavily trafficked thoroughfare that is a hazard to wildlife
movement. The Sierra Club, in fact, recommended that a wildlife passageway be constructed under
Montgomery Drive as a mitigation measure. In another location, such a highway may have been
considered a barrier to migratory deer. The paved expanse of Montgomery Drive and the high volumes of
traffic isolate the Project site.

Two existing suburban residences on the south end of the expansion site with fences further isolate the
site. The expansion site is isolated on the west and north sides by suburban residences with fences and by
the existing Spring Lake Village complex to the east. The expansion area is an island of open space
surrounded by suburban development, except that the expansion area includes existing outbuildings and
landscaping which is surrounded by a deer-proof fence.

The comments correctly note that some wildlife have found entry into the expansion site through the 12-
foot-wide gap in the fence that would allow the surviving wildlife crossing Montgomery Drive to enter
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the site from the south. Elsewhere, there is evidence of wildlife finding other holes in the fences, crawling
under fences, and weaving through and around suburban buildings. This demonstrates that the site is
penetrable to some species of urban-adapted wildlife, but it does not demonstrate that the site is a
movement corridor.

Avre there viable alternative wildlife movement corridors and what relevance do they have for the impact
analysis? The Draft EIR cites the existence of other alternative movement corridors in the Project
vicinity, making the argument that Santa Rosa Creek would not be isolated by the proposed Project
because wildlife would still use these other corridors. The comments correctly note the deficiency of the
diversion channel west of the Project site. But the larger argument of whether or not there are adequate
alternative movement corridors is not relevant, because the proposed Project would not adversely impact
an existing movement corridor. Likewise, a map of these potentially present alternative wildlife
movement corridors does not need to be published.

Conclusions

The Draft EIR correctly made a finding of no impact regarding BIO-4, wildlife movement corridors. The
expansion area is open space, but not a wildlife movement corridor. The open space is used by some
urban-adapted wildlife that wander through the area, but the site is largely isolated and is not a wildlife
movement corridor.

In summary, the issue of the quality of wildlife habitat on the existing Project site is largely independent
of the wildlife movement corridor issue. Of the wildlife species that could potentially use the Project site,
none would require wildlife movement corridors. The proposed Project site is an island of open space
within a suburban landscape and is already isolated. Because the Project site is not a viable wildlife
movement corridor, the availability and adequacy of alternative wildlife movement corridors is not
relevant to this analysis. Nor would the Project contribute to cumulative impacts due to the loss of
wildlife movement corridors.
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MASTER RESPONSE B — VISUAL IMPACTS

Comment Summary: Several commentors asked for clarification on why Villas 1 and 2 were found to
have a significant impact on visual resources but not Villas 3 and 4. In addition, concerns were
expressed about the height and density of the Project and its compatibility with the existing neighborhood
character.

The visual impact of the Project was evaluated on pages 4.12-8 through 4.12-10 in the Visual Resources
section of the Draft EIR. The villas were not analyzed separately. The Project was analyzed as a whole
and the impact was found to be significant. The villas were, however, called out as elements of the
Project that, if modified, would improve the overall visual quality of the Project. The conclusion of the
Draft EIR was that “As a group, the three-story villas would not integrate with the existing rural
neighborhood with respect to scale and mass.” The Project was not necessarily analyzed for its visual
impacts on a parcel-specific basis but on the surrounding neighborhood as a whole.

Mitigation Measure VR-2 provides the option of reducing the height of the villas or shifting the
placement of the buildings. It does not specify which villas would be modified but does allow for the
retention of three-story villas in the northern portion of the expansion area which is not only less visible
from Montgomery Drive, but visible by far fewer neighbors. This reduced visibility is due to view
obstructions, such as buildings and trees, as well as a reduced and feathered roof on Villa 4.

Alternative 1 reduces the height of Villas 1 and 2, which was found in the Draft EIR to reduce visual
impacts to less than significant provided that the remainder of Mitigation Measure VR-2 regarding
architecture and massing is implemented.

The following provides additional context regarding the Brey Road and Montgomery Drive
neighborhoods.

Density: General Plan land use designations along Montgomery Drive, approaching Spring Lake Village
from the west, range from Very Low Density at 0.2 to 2.0 units per acre, to Low Density at 2 to 8 units
per acre. The parcels along Brey Road are designated Very Low Density, with the parcels to the
immediate west and northwest designated Low Density. Actual density on Brey Road is approximately 2
units per acre. To the east is the existing Spring Lake Village campus with a designation of Medium
Density at 8 to 18 units per acre, with actual density being 14 units per acre. The expansion area would
have a density of 11 units per acre.

Height: As noted in Section 4.7, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the allowed building height along Brey
Road is 35 feet. While most homes do not take advantage of this allowable height, a few properties do
have homes that are two stories. The allowable height on the existing campus is 45 feet. This would be
true for the expansion parcels as well. The Project, however, does not take advantage of the 45-foot
height limit. The building heights of the new structures would range from 19°5” to 36’8”. The highest
building in the expansion area would be 1’8’ taller than the height allowed along Brey Road.

In summary, a variety of densities and heights exist within the surrounding Project area. Development of
the expansion area closest to the Brey Road residents would be single story cottages while the taller
Villas, in general, are closer to the existing campus with its 2-story buildings, providing a transition from
the Brey Road residences to the existing campus. Densities also would provide a transition from 2 units
per acre along Brey Road, to 11 units per acre on the expansion parcel to 14 units per acre on the existing
campus. In addition, there are many places throughout Santa Rosa where Medium Density development
interfaces with Very Low and Low Density development.
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MASTER RESPONSE C — HYDROLOGY

Comment Summary: Several comments were received with concerns about the potential for flooding of
the Brey Road ditch and the potential for additional maintenance burdens for the Brey Road
homeowners.

The Draft EIR evaluated the potential for the Project to substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site. As noted on pages 4.6-12 and
4.6-13 in the Draft EIR, the Project would not be expected to cause on- or off-site flooding given that
post-construction runoff would be detained on site and limited to pre-construction runoff rates, and that
proper installation and long-term maintenance of the storm water controls would be required.

Since the Draft EIR was made available, the proposed Project and alternatives have incorporated several
low impact development (LID) best management practices (BMPSs) in accordance with recent changes to
the City of Santa Rosa’s Standard Urban Storm Water Management Plan (SUSMP). The changes to the
SUSMP prioritize the use of LID and the capture of small storm volume for infiltration on-site.

The BMPs incorporated into the proposed Project and alternatives include:
elimination of a portion of the street curbs to allow sheet flow to landscape areas;
rain gardens;
subterranean bio-retention infiltration areas;
bioswales;
disconnected roof drain leaders; and

permeable pavement surfaces in parking areas.

To account for the new BMPs, a revised Storm Water Management Plan and Drainage Analysis for the
Project was prepared. In response to concerns from Brey Road homeowners, the City of Santa Rosa also
required the applicant to revise the original Drainage Analysis to include an evaluation of existing
conditions and future conditions at the Brey Road ditch. The results of the modeling confirm the findings
of the Draft EIR that the Project would not cause on- or off-site flooding, and that conditions would
improve. The information used to reach this conclusion is summarized below.

Reduced Runoff Rates to Brey Road: The revised Drainage Analysis included a study of three points
along the Brey Road ditch: above the project outlet to Brey Road, at the project outlet, and downstream of
the project outlet. As part of the study, the existing Brey Road pipe capacities and existing runoff
conditions were evaluated. Table 2-1 below summarizes the runoff flow rates under existing conditions
and Project conditions and shows that the Project reduces the stormwater runoff to Brey Road regardless
of the size of the storm event.
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TABLE 2-1
Existing and Project Condition Flow Rates at Brey Road
Location 2-year 10-year 100-year
Runoff (cfs) Runoff (cfs) Runoff (cfs)
Existing | Project | Existing | Project | Existing | Project

A 5.13 2.04 6.71 3.05 9.90 4.37
B 5.39 4.49 7.07 5.81 10.45 8.68
C 5.42 4.66 7.12 6.07 10.55 9.05

Note: A = above the Project outlet; B = at the Project outlet; C = downstream of the Project outlet.

TABLE 2-2
Existing and Project Condition Pipe Capacities at Brey Road
Location Existing 12 Pipe New 18 Pipe
Capacity (cfs) Capacity (cfs)
A 5.0 10.5
B 3.4 10
C 3.6 10.2

Note: The Brey Road culvert improvements are contingent on receiving
permission from property owners whose driveways would be affected.

Brey Road Improvements: Because the flooding along Brey Road is an existing condition, and because
the Project would limit runoff rates from the expansion area to pre-development rates, the Project would
not exacerbate the existing problem and would not be required to provide mitigation. The proposed Brey
Road improvements summarized on page 2-5 in the Draft EIR would be funded and constructed as “good
neighbor” improvements to help address existing flooding and drainage concerns; they are not required as
part of project mitigation. Proposed improvements include upgrading the ditch and culverts along Brey
Road to City standards. The Brey Road culvert improvements are contingent on receiving permission
from property owners whose driveways would be affected by the improvements for culvert replacement.
As shown in Table 2-2 above, replacing the 12-inch diameter culverts with 18-inch diameter culverts
according to City standards and increasing the ditch capacities would allow stormwater to remain within
the Brey Road drainage system for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm events.

Drainage Re-Routing to Prevent Flooding: The Project would reroute surface drainage along the west
boundary of the Project to eliminate surface runoff to the properties to the west, thus alleviating potential
sources of existing flooding. This would require placement of up to 2 feet of fill in some areas along the
west boundary to allow ground slopes to route surface drainage to the north. Stormwater runoff would be
routed through bioswales and a linear detention system to a single discharge point into the Brey Road
ditch.

In response to comments, an exhibit entitled, “Perimeter Grading Exhibit” has been prepared and included
as Appendix A in the Final EIR. The exhibit is based on the Alternative 1 site plan. The finished grade
elevations along the west boundary for Alternative 1 are the same as the original proposed elevations.
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The elevation difference between the existing grades (EG) and the finished grades (FG) is shown in
parenthesis on the exhibit.

No Increase in Maintenance Responsibilities: The maintenance responsibilities of Brey Road
homeowners would not change. They would remain responsible for maintenance of the individual
driveway culverts adjacent to their property. The City of Santa Rosa has confirmed that it has
responsibility for maintenance of the Brey Road ditch. Maintenance of the onsite drainage system would
be the responsibility of Spring Lake Village, as described below.

All bioswales and subdrain systems are planned to be maintained in accordance with the maintenance
checklist and guidelines provided in the City’s SUSMP. The SUSMP Guidelines state that the
responsibility for the maintenance of source and treatment controls belongs to the Project and/or property
owner unless other specific arrangements have been made. The City of Santa Rosa municipal storm water
NPDES permit also requires that the project applicant provide a signed statement accepting responsibility
for maintenance until this responsibility is legally transferred (Provision 35).

Maintenance activities that would be performed on the bioswales by Spring Lake Village staff include
weeding, mowing, repair of eroded areas, and sediment removal from pipe systems. Maintenance on the
Project site will be conducted by Spring Lake Village’s full time ground keeping staff. The direct
underground and overland flow route of the drainage from Montgomery Drive will have a public storm
drain maintenance easement to Brey Road, as required by the City of Santa Rosa. The City will retain the
right to access the improvements should they need to conduct maintenance.

City of Santa Rosa Page 13 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

MASTER RESPONSE D — GROUNDWATER

Comment Summary: Several commenters expressed concerns over the potential for the Project to
negatively impact the groundwater supply that the Brey Road neighborhood is dependent upon.

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the Project to substantially deplete groundwater supplies as well
as interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a lowering of the local
groundwater table level. The threshold of significance for these potential impacts is identified as the
lowering of the water level in nearby domestic groundwater wells such that the production rates of the
wells would not support existing uses.

As part of a hydrogeologic assessment performed by EBA Engineering for the Project, available water
well driller reports for properties along Brey Road and Montgomery Drive were obtained from the
California Department of Water Resources (CDWR). The CDWR database contained 11 well driller
reports for neighboring properties along Brey Road and Montgomery Drive. The completion depths for
the 11 well driller reports for neighboring properties along Brey Road and Montgomery Drive ranged
from 76 feet to 319 feet below ground surface (bgs). During a CEQA scoping meeting held for the
Project on May 29, 2009, two members of the public reported that they live on Brey Road and have wells
that are 32 and 35 feet deep. Although the CDWR database, as well as the Sonoma County Permit and
Resource Management District did not include well driller reports or well permits for the addresses with
the shallower wells, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts on these shallower wells.

Operational Impacts

As described on pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-11 of the Draft EIR, operation (i.e., the day to day functioning of
the Project following construction) would not be expected to have an effect on the groundwater supplies
available to the Brey Road neighborhood. The information used to reach this conclusion is summarized
below.

No Increase in Pumping for Irrigation: The amount of groundwater that would be used for landscape
irrigation at the Project site would not increase from the amount currently being used for irrigation of the
existing campus. In other words, no additional groundwater pumping would occur from the Project. The
groundwater for landscape irrigation would be supplied from an existing campus well. Modification
would be made to the landscaping on the existing campus such that no additional groundwater would be
needed for irrigation of the expansion. Modifications would include the removal and replacement of turf
with low water demand landscaping, as described on pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-11 in the Draft EIR. By not
resulting in any additional groundwater pumping, the Project would not put any additional demand on the
groundwater aquifer.

No Significant Interference with Groundwater Recharge: The drainage plan for the Project includes
additional low impact development features, including four rain gardens, stormwater infiltration devices,
and pervious material in certain parking areas. These design elements are required by the City’s new
Storm Water Management Plan and are considered by the State Water Resources Control Board to be a
sustainable practice that benefits water supply and contributes to water quality protection. The Project
uses these storm water designs to maintain the site’s pre-development runoff rates. The Project would
capture and infiltrate rainfall from the 2-year storm, which constitutes approximately 85 percent of storms
in typical years, and which are the main contributors to groundwater recharge. Through these measures,
the increases in new impervious surfaces would be offset and groundwater recharge would not be
significantly diminished.

No Interference with Groundwater Flow: As noted on page 4.6-10 in the Draft EIR, the placement of the
underground garage is not anticipated to have an influence on the groundwater table. Groundwater would
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travel beneath and around the underground garage, then converge back towards the original flow regime
at a point downgradient. The garage’s foundation and sidewalls would be waterproofed and constructed
to withstand full hydrostatic pressure forces imparted during periods of high groundwater. The structure
would not need to be equipped with a permanent dewatering system for the purpose of groundwater
intrusion, and therefore no additional groundwater losses would occur.

Construction Impacts

The concern for potential construction phase impacts to the local aquifer is focused on the potential
lowering of the local aquifer during the six-month construction period in which the underground garage
would be constructed. This construction period may require temporary dewatering to complete the
excavation for the underground garage. This would be completed by temporarily pumping groundwater
from the excavation until the construction was completed. After the excavation was complete, the
pumping of groundwater would stop. As described in the section above for operational impacts, the day
to day operation of the Project after construction would not have a significant impact on the local aquifer.

As described on page 4.6-10, construction of the underground garage would not be expected to have an
impact on the groundwater supplies available to the Brey Road neighborhood. The determination was
based on several factors, including the shallow depth of the excavation. If excavation dewatering is
necessary, pumping of groundwater would lower groundwater levels to only the minimal depth needed,
which would be just below the bottom of the excavation, which is 14.5 feet bgs. Data reported in EBA’s
Hydrogeologic Assessment, included as Appendix B in the Final EIR, indicates that groundwater levels
may naturally fall below the depth of the excavation (lower than 14.5 feet bgs) during the summertime.

The Hydrologic Assessment included a summary of groundwater data from five monitoring wells on the
Spring Lake Village property. Periodic depth-to-groundwater measurements have been conducted in
these monitoring wells since December 2007. For dry periods in which groundwater levels declined
between monitoring events, the average rate of decline was approximately 0.06 feet per day. As noted on
page 4.6-9 in the Draft EIR, depth to groundwater was measured in March 2009 in an inactive water
supply well located adjacent to the western footprint of the proposed garage, with water levels recorded at
12.6 feet bgs and 14.4 feet bgs on two different occasions. Using a rate of decline of approximately 0.06
feet per day, the Hydrologic Assessment estimated that the water table may fall below the base of the
excavation in May, and remain below the base of excavation for the remainder of the construction period.

As noted on page 4.6-8 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure HWQ-1b requires, to the extent feasible, the
sequencing of construction of the underground garage in the late spring to early fall to coincide with the
period of the lowest groundwater levels at the site. This may completely eliminate the need for
dewatering.

If excavation dewatering is necessary, pumping of groundwater would only lower groundwater levels to
the extent needed, which would be to just below 14.5 feet bgs. The completion depths for Brey Road
wells range from 32 feet to 319 feet bgs. The shallowest well of 32 feet, which is over 200 feet away,
would extend approximately 15 feet below the bottom of the excavation, while the deeper wells would
extend more than 300 feet below the excavation. Therefore, even if dewatering were necessary, it would
not affect the shallow wells ability to draw water. In addition, the area of influence associated with any
groundwater dewatering would represent a minor percentage of the overall surrounding and upgradient
areas that provide recharge to Brey Road wells. For all of the reasons described above, construction of
the underground garage would not be expected to have an impact on the groundwater supplies available to
the Brey Road neighborhood.
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GOVERNOR " DIRECTOR
Memorandum
Date: November 30, 2009
To: All Reviewing Agenéies
From: Scott Morgan, Acting Director
Re: SCH # 2008102019

Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation Project

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the

above referenced project to December 14, 2009 to accommodate the review process. All

1 . other project information remains the same.

cc: Bill Rose
City of Santa Rosa
100 Santa Rosa Avenue
- Santa Rosa, CA 95404
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to FSEtSGlehunpRGHsE, P.

For Hand Delivery/Street A ddress A

Project Title:

SCH# 2008102019

Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation Project

Lead Agency: City of Santa Rosa

Contact Person: Bill Rose, Senior Ptanner

Mailing Address: 100 Santa Rosa Avenue

Phone: 543-3253

City: Santa Rosa

Zip: 95404 County: Sonoma

Project Location: County:Sonoma

* City/Nearest Community:Santa Rosa

Cross Streets: Montgomery Drive Zip Code:
Lat/Long: 38 °27 30 ~pny 122 »38 :38 rw Total Acres: 33
Assessor's Parcel No.:031-080-024, 031-070-041 to 043, + Section: Twp.: 7N Range: 7W Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 12 Waterways: Santa Rosa Creek
Airports: None Railways: None Schools: Numerous .
Document Type: RECEIVED
CEQA:  [J nNop Draft EIR NEPA: [] NOI Other: ] Joint Document
] Early Cons [} SupplemdnSub§{ufnt E1§ 2009 [ ] EA ] Final Document
[ Neg Dec (Prior SCH Nb.) . | ] Draft EIS [J other
[ Mit Neg Dec Other [ ] FONS!
el _____TT CSTRTECTERRINGROUSE |- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ ___
Local Action Type:
[JJ General Plan Update {0 Specific Plan Rezone Annexation
* [ General Plan Amendment  [] Master Plan Prezone 0 ‘Redevelopment
{J General Plan Element [J Planned Unit Development Use Permit [T Coastal Permit
[} Community Plan [J site Plan [J Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [J Other
Development Type:
Residential: Units 62 AcresS.5 [ Water Facilities: Type MGD
[ Office: Sq.fi. Acres Employees [J Transportation: Type
] Commercial:Sq.fi. Acres Employees J Mining: . Mineral
[ industriat:  Sq.fr. Acres Employees {1 Power: Type MW
[] Educational [ waste T Type MGD

[ Recreational

[} Hazardous Waste: Type

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

Other: renovation to exiting facilities, annexation

Acsthetic/Visual [ Fiscal Recreation/Parks [ Vegetation
[ Agricultural Land {“] Flood Plain/Flooding [7J Schools/Universities Water Quality
Air Quality Forest Land/Fire Hazard [ Septic Systems ‘Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic [ sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources Minerals [4] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading Wildlife
{3 Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste rowth Inducing
- [7] Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance [/] Toxic/Hazardous Land Use
O EconoEIicIJobs Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation Cumulative Effects
Other

Present Land UsefZoning/General Plan Designation:
Single-family residential, community care facility/RR-40/Low Density Residential, Medium Densxly Residential

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessaryj
The project expands & improves the existing Spring Lake Village community care campus. improvements to the existing campus include

. replacernent of the auditorium with a new fithess centerfauditorium, renovations to e Viilage Center bidg, renovation of wo residenbal bldgs, &
improvements to parking, lighting, & landscaping throughout the campus. The expansion area is focated to the west of the existing campus &
includes 62 independent living units, bioswales, landscaping, lighting, underground utilities, 41 parking spaces; & a 55-space underground parking
garage - Offsite impro include: a pedestrian crosswalk on Montgomery Drive; restriping of Montgomery Drive, 300 feet of curb & gutter on
the north side of Montgomery Drive; & replacement of 12-inch storm drain culvirts along Brey Road with 18-inch culvirts.

State Clearinghouse Contact: b!("‘
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St%t’e Review Began: 0 . \"\ - 2009
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December 17, 2009
Bill Rose
City of Santa Rosa

100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

SubJect Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation PI'O_] ect
SCH#: 2008102019

Dear Bill Rose:

The State Cleariﬁghous'e submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed 6n December 14, 2009, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This

_ letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft -

environmental documents pursuant to the California Envuonmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questlons‘regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the -
ten-digit ‘State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.”

Smcerely,

Acting Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 o
-(916) 445-0613 - FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov " ’ -
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Document Details Report Comment Letter #100B

State Clearinghouse Data Base

2008102019 -

SCH# -
Project Title - Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexatlon Project
Lead Agency Santa Rosg, City of :
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description NOTE: Extended review per lead: 12-14-09.
The project expands & improves the existing Spring Lake Village community care campus. .
Improvements to the existing campus include replacement of the auditorium with a new fitness
- center/auditorium, renovations to the Village Center bldg, renovation of two residential bldgs, &
improvements to parking, lighting, & landscaping throughout the campus. The expansion area is
located to the west of the existing campué & includes 62 independent living units, bioswales,
landscaping, lighting, underground utilities, 41 parking spaces, &a 55-space underground parking
garage. Offsite improvements include: a pedestrian crosswalk on Montgomery Drive; restriping of
Montgomery Drive, 300 feet of cuirb & gutter on the north side of Montgomery Drive; & replacement of
12-inch storm drain culverts along Brey Road with 18-inch culverts.
Lead Agency Contact
Name BillRose
-Agency City of Santa Rosa .
Phone (707)543-3253 - Fax
email : : .
Address 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3
City SantaRosa ‘ _State CA  Zip 95404
Project Location
County Sonoma
City Santa Rosa
Region .
Lat/Long 38°27'30"N/122°38'38"W
Cross Streets Montgomery Dr
Parcel No. 031-080-024, 031-070-041 to 043, +
Township 7N Range W - Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways SR12
Airports No
Railways No
Waterways Santa Rosa Creek
Schools Numerous A
Land Use Single-family residential, community care facility/RR-40/Low Density Residential, Medium Density
Residential '
Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous;
. Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; -
. Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual
Reviewing ~ Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;

Caltrans, District 4, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1; Native American Heritage
Commission; State Lands Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields resuilt from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Document Details Report Comment Letter #1008
State Clearinghouse Data Base

. Date Received 10/14/2009 Start of Review 10/14/2009 End of Review 12/14/2009

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTERS 100A AND 100B RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 100A-1

This letter confirms the extension of the review period from November 30 to December 14, 2009. It also
identifies the state agencies that received the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 100B-1

This letter confirms the close of the circulation period and that no comments from state agencies were
submitted.
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Comment Letter #101

From: Mona Dougherty [mailto:MDougherty@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 10:15 AM

To: Rose, William

Cc: Clara Turner; John Short

Subject: Spring Lake Village DEIR

Hi Bill,

We reviewed the DEIR and have a few comments. Generally, the DEIR proposed
beneficial mitigations for identified impacts. The storm water section discusses using
SUSMP for post-construction storm water treatment best management practices (BMPs).
And while this is appropriate, the SUSMP and related documents and policies are being
revised to prioritize LID and the capture of small storm volume for infiltration on-site.
The following comments clarify our expectations for the project's storm water treatment.

The Regional Water Board strongly recommends the use of Low Impact Development
(LID) techniques and landscape-based to treat storm water runoff. Through the use of
biofiltration and evapotranspiration, LID techniques allow for groundwater recharge,
prevent runoff from causing erosion, and can reduce flood and drainage control costs
over time. LID techniques that may be suited to the project include routing roof
downspouts to planter boxes or vegetated areas and use of bioswales and raingardens to
retain and treat runoff from paved areas. We have enclosed a list of LID resources for
your reference.

The quality of storm water runoff is correlated to the extent of impervious surfaces within
a watershed. We encourage disconnection of impervious areas from storm drain systems
and routing to vegetated areas. We strongly support infiltrating treated storm water
runoff into the ground as a means of treating it and recharging ground water supplies.
This helps to buffer low summer/fall flows which in turn help to reduce water scarcity
and creek temperatures.

Recent studies have confirmed that increased impervious surfaces within a watershed will
lead to alteration of the natural hydrology expressed as higher winter flows (peak flows)
and lower summer/fall flows (base flows). Alteration of the natural flow regime
(hydromodification) may result in increased erosion and stream temperatures; alteration
of the channel morphology (e.g. widening or incising of stream channel) associated with
increased peak flow and duration, adverse impacts to native riparian vegetation and
reduction in ground water recharge capabilities. The design and construction of new
development projects using LID can protect natural flow regimes and reduce the impacts
of hydromodification and thus help prevent adverse impacts to stream and wetland
systems.

The project should avoid hydromodification impacts to surface waters by maintaining the
pre-developed peak flow, duration, and volume of runoff. Ideally, the project should
capture small storms onsite as occurs naturally in the pre-developed state and treat,
infiltrate and evapotranspirate these flows.

All newly installed impervious surfaces (sidewalks, roads, roofs) must incorporate post-
construction storm water BMPs to remove any contaminants before discharge to waters
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Comment Letter #101

of the State. We strongly encourage the use of distributed, landscape-based LID
techniques to treat storm water runoff as close to the source as possible. Dry detention
basins (particularly those with limited detention times) are not effective for pollutant
removal. Permeable pavements can have significant benefits as long as subdrains are not
needed. By minimizing urban runoff, LID techniques promote healthy aquatic systems
and can reduce flood and drainage control costs over time.

Low Impact Development Resources

State Water Board Low Impact Development and Sustainable Storm Water Management:
http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/water issues/programs/low impact development/index.shtml

State Water Board Resolution on LID and Sustainable Water Resources Management:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008_0030.p
df

Resolution of the California Ocean Protection Council Regarding Low Impact Development:
http://www.resources.ca.gov/copc/05-15-08 _meeting/05_LID/0805COPCO5 LID Res

amended.pdf

Puget Sound LID manual:
http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/LID/LID manual2005.pdf

Low Impact Development Center:
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/

Green Infrastructure Municipal Handbooks:
http://cfpub2.epa.gov/npdes/greeninfrastructure/munichandbook.cfm

Marin County’s LID manual:
http://www.mcstoppp.org/acrobat/GuidanceforApplicantsv 2-5-08.pdf

San Diego County’s LID manual — has a section on LID for roads:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/LID-Handbook.pdf

Low Impact Development — Sustainable Storm Water Management:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development/

EPA Green Infrastructure Basic Information:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/greeninfrastructure/information.cfm

Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/home.cfm?program_id=298

Contra Costa Manual and Guidance to Municipalities:
http://www.cccleanwater.org/new-developmentc3/stormwater-c3-guidebook/

Contra Costa approach powerpoint to implement LID:


http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/low_impact_development/index.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008_0030.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008_0030.pdf
http://www.resources.ca.gov/copc/05-15-08_meeting/05_LID/0805COPC05_%20LID%20Res%20amended.pdf
http://www.resources.ca.gov/copc/05-15-08_meeting/05_LID/0805COPC05_%20LID%20Res%20amended.pdf
http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/LID/LID_manual2005.pdf
http://cfpub2.epa.gov/npdes/greeninfrastructure/munichandbook.cfm
http://www.mcstoppp.org/acrobat/GuidanceforApplicantsv_2-5-08.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/LID-Handbook.pdf
http://www.cccleanwater.org/new-developmentc3/stormwater-c3-guidebook/
WWietgrefe
Text Box
Comment Letter #101

WWietgrefe
Text Box
1


Comment Letter #101

http://www.cccleanwater.org/Publications/StormCon-5-06/5-ContraCostaApproach-1-Dalziel-
Cloak.ppt

State Water Board Funded Projects That Include Low Impact Development:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/low_impact_development/

City of Portland’s Sustainable Storm Water Management Program — LID for streets:
http://www.portlandonline.com/bes/index.cfm?c=34598

Low Impact Development Center — Green Highways and Green Infrastructure:
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/green_highways.htm

Streetscape improvements and water quality design:
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/nhb/lid.htm

Low Impact Development for Roads - Washington State Green Building for Transportation
Infrastructure webpage: http://www.metrokc.gov/kcdot/roads/eng/lid/militarys272/index.cfm

LID Urban Design tools — has design software for different BMPs:
http://www.lid-stormwater.net/homedesign.htm

LID design fact sheet:
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf

Storm Water Runoff Calculator:
http://www.stormulator.com

http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/epa03 transportation.htm

Storm Water Management and LID at EPA headquarters — BMP choice and design:
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/stormwater_hg/

http://sustainablesites.org/

A Review of Low Impact Development Policies: Removing Institutional Barriers to Adoption:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lid/docs/ca_lid_policy_review.pdf

Storm Water Resources:

The CASQA Construction BMP manual:
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Construction.asp

North Coast Regional Water Board Municipal Storm Water:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/hot_topics/santa_rosa_ms4_npdes_storm
water_permit/

State Water Board Storm Water Program:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/

Erase the Waste Campaign — California Storm Water Toolbox:


http://www.cccleanwater.org/Publications/StormCon-5-06/5-ContraCostaApproach-I-Dalziel-Cloak.ppt
http://www.cccleanwater.org/Publications/StormCon-5-06/5-ContraCostaApproach-I-Dalziel-Cloak.ppt
http://www.portlandonline.com/bes/index.cfm?c=34598
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/green_highways.htm
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/nhb/lid.htm
http://www.metrokc.gov/kcdot/roads/eng/lid/militarys272/index.cfm
http://www.lid-stormwater.net/homedesign.htm
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf
http://www.stormulator.com/
http://www.lowimpactdevelopment.org/epa03_transportation.htm
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/stormwater_hq/
http://sustainablesites.org/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lid/docs/ca_lid_policy_review.pdf
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Construction.asp
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Comment Letter #101

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/outreach/erase_waste/

State Water Board Storm Water Grant Program:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/prop84/index.shtml

The San Francisco Regional Water Board storm water website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/avail_docs.sh
tml

EPA Storm Water Program:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/home.cfm?program_id=6

Federal Funding Sources for Watershed Protection:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/fedfund/

California Stormwater Quality Association:
http://www.casga.org/

Stormwater Manager’s Resource Center:
http://www.stormwatercenter.net/

Post Construction BMPs:
http://www.stormwaterauthority.org/library/library.aspx?id=190

Thank you.

Mona Dougherty, P.E.

Water Resource Control Engineer

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
5550 Skylane Blvd, Suite A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

707-570-3761

mdougherty@waterboards.ca.gov

Fax: 707-523-0135


http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/prop84/index.shtml
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 101 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 101-1

Low impact development features have been added to the stormwater mitigation improvements of the
Project and Alternative 1. This includes four rain gardens, stormwater infiltration devices throughout the
expansion area and around the new fitness center, and use of pervious material in some parking spaces.
The stormwater infiltration devices would retain all stormwater from a 2-year storm event on site and
allow it to infiltrate into the groundwater. All larger events would be diverted to detention ponds, as
described under the Project, and then released into the storm drain system at pre-construction rates.

City of Santa Rosa Page 20 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 288 5580; Dec-30-09 3:28PM: Pana 411
: ‘ i e e . Comment Letter #102

AKNOLD SCHWAR?WM__

TE OF "ORN

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

P. O. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 _ A
PHONE, (510) 622-5491 Flex your power!

FAX (510) 286-6659 Be eneray efficient!
TTY 711 '
December 30, 2009 A
SON012563
SON-012-T018.32
SCH2008102019

Mr. Bill Rose
City of Santa Rosa
100 Santa Rosa Avenuc
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Dear Mr. Rose:

Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include: the California Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review-process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have

the follnwm g commerts to offer.

_ Traffic '
| Please provide the traffic’ analysis and electronic Synchro data ﬂles for the project affected
1 .

intersections for our review and comment.

~ Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call J 0sé L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535. '

incerely, 7 .

L.ISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

“Caltrans tmproves moiﬁlt_ty across California”


WWietgrefe
Text Box
Comment Letter #102

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
1


SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 102 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 102-1

The traffic analysis is contained in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. At the end of the traffic analysis are
attachments of the intersection analysis calculations. These calculations were completed based on the
HCM methodology using the Traffix software, not Synchro. The calculations and the use of Traffix were
acceptable to the City of Santa Rosa traffic engineering department.

City of Santa Rosa Page 22 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001
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~ STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS. TRANSP\" ‘ \\j&TION AND HOUSING AGENCY - \> ARNOLD S

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 it
PHONE (510) 622-5491 Flex your power!

-FAX (510) 286-5559 : Be energy efficient!
TTY 711
January 20, 2010
: SONO012563

SON-012-T018.32
SCH2008102019

Mzr. Bill Rose

City of Santa Rosa

100 Santa Rosa Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Dear Mr. Rose:-

Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation — Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have
the following comments to offer.

On January 5, 2010 we received a telephone call from Ms. Christine Gaspar of your staff in

response to our comment letter dated December 30, 2009 stating that the DEIR included the

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA-Appendix E) with the requested information. We have reviewed

Appendix E and find that the information requested is prepared using the Traffix software and not
1 with the electronic Synchro data files. At this time we are again requesting the following:

Please provide the electronic Synchro data files for the project affected intersections for our review
and comment.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535.

Sincerely,

S GRSy
LISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief

Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

“Calirans improves mobility across California”
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 103 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 103-1

The calculations were completed based on the HCM methodology using the Traffix software, not
Synchro. Use of these calculations was accepted and approved by the City of Santa Rosa traffic
engineering department.

Three State Highway intersections were included in the analysis: SR 12/Mission Boulevard, SR 12/Los
Alamos Road and SR 12/Melita Road. The following conditions were noted in the report:

All of these intersections are currently operating at LOS C or better.

The Traffix Software is widely used and estimates intersection level of service effectively for
planning projects.

The Project is projected to increase traffic by only 18 PM peak hour hour trips.

The Project is estimated to increase delay at the three State Highway intersections by only 0.1
seconds per intersection during the peak hour.

Based on these minor impacts on the State Highway system, it is not warranted to conduct further
intersection analysis.

City of Santa Rosa Page 24 Winzler & Kelly
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Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5580;

ORTATION AND HOITSING AGE]

A

QRNIA-—USINE !

s OF

B R . Mo Dara /
Feb-17-10  2:52P"" o ment Letter #104

244

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

~ P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKILAND, CA 94623-0660 <R
PHONE (510) 622-5491 Flex your power!
FAX (510) 286-5669 Be energy efficient!
TTY 711 ‘

February 16, 2010

: » : SONO012563
SON-012-T018.32
. SCH2008102019

Mr. Bill Rose

City of Santa Rosa )

100 Santa Rosa Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95404 .

Dear Mr. Rose:

Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation — Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)

Thank you for continuin;g to include the Cai'iztbmi.a Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have
the following comments'to offer.

On February 5, 2010 weireceived an electronic mail, with a copy to you, from Mr. Steve
Weinberger in response to our letter dated January 20, 2010 regarding the DEIR traffic analysis
completed for the subject project.

At this time we have the following responsé to his coraments. “Traffix does not show the storage

capacities for the traffic movements.. Pleass provide us with the storage capacities for all

movements. Appendix C, (worksheets used for the left turn lane warrant analysis) is missing from
1 Appendix A on the website. Either provide us a hard copy or update the website.”

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, plcase call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535. : '

Sincerely,
Ciia

ISA CARBONI . ~
District Branch Chief ;
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: Scott Morgan (State ‘:Cl:carin‘ghbuse)-

“Caltrons bnprbvesmobilii’y across Cadifornia”
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR

LETTER 104 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 104-1

Following are the storage capacities for the SR-12 turn lanes in the study area. Appendix C of the Traffic
Impact Study was emailed to Caltrans on February 25, 2010.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Intersection EB Left WB Left EB Right
SR 12/Mission Blvd 250 feet 250 feet 210 feet
SR 12/Los Alamos Rd 325 feet 285 feet n/a
SR 12/Melita Road 150 feet (TWLTL) n/a
1) Two-way Left-Turn Lane
City of Santa Rosa Page 26 Winzler & Kelly
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Comment Letter #200
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 200 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 200-1
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

City of Santa Rosa Page 28 Winzler & Kelly
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Comment Letter #201

cor STy o
M UN / ANTA R
5555 Montgomery Dr. #19 ()/a ;
Santa Rosa, CA 95409 /05‘7 2 LNy
October 16, 2009 | 1 29p
Mr. Biil Rose ‘ Ciry , EDs
Santa Rosa Community Development Dept. Hagy, A
100 Santa Rosa Ave. e
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

When I was down at the community Development Office early yesterday morning to look at
the Sprmg Lake Village Master Plan I expressed to the receptionist that I’d been unable the
previous night to download or print anything from the main body of the report that I found on
the Santa Rosa Community Development web site. She demonstrated that she was able to do it
on the computer there so I anticipated it was a problem with my computer.

Last night and again this morning each time I accessed the Santa Rosa City web site (ci.santa-
rosa.ca.us) a small yellow shield error icon appeared on the lower left hand corner of the screen
with a note “Errors on page” and remained there when I accessed the Community ,
Development screen for the SLV DEIR report. When I double clicked on the icon the
following error message (approximare) appeared:

Errors on this webpage might cause it to work incorrectly.

“return” statement outside of function.

INITNoPresence.JS
CODE: 0 Line:2369

URI:http://d.santa-rosa.ca.us/_layouts/1033/INITNoPresence. (cont’d on next line)
JS?revscPmjGFEDbEal41ZqcklIKW%......

I assumed this conformed there was a problem with my computer so I tried to get some help
from Microsoft without success and then contacted Dell again without success. The Dell agent
to whom I talked implied there were some problems with Internet Explorer 8 which may have
contributed to the problem but she couldn’t confirm it.

It then occurred to me there perhaps might be a problem with the Santa Rosa web site so I tried
accessing five other city web sites as noted below which seemed to confirm the problem was
with the Santa Rosa web site because the yellow shield error icon did not appear on any of the
other five city web sites I accessed:

City Web Site
Cotati : ci.cotati.ca.us -
Richmond "~ cirichmond.ca.us
Healdsburg ci.healdsburg.ca.us
East Palo Alto ci.east-palo-alto.ca.us

Austin, Texas ci.austin.tx.us
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Comment Letter #201

I’d be interested if you determine there is or is not a problem with the Santa Rosa web site. My
phone number is 579-6879.

Thank you.

Sincerely,



WWietgrefe
Text Box
Comment Letter #201


SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 201 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 201-1
The letter does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

City of Santa Rosa Page 30 Winzler & Kelly
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Comment Letter #202

From: mbguerrazzi@aol.com [mailto:mbguerrazzi@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2009 2:25 PM

To: Rose, William

Subject: spring lake village

In re guards to Spring Lake village there are already many problems and expansion is only
going to make things harder on the neighborhood . At times there are between 30 to 50 cars
parked on Montgomery Drive. Many of their staff and visitors make illegal turns and u turns
over a double - double yellow line, with no concern for their or other's safety . There is only
Montgomery Drive as a way in and out of Spring Lake Village , with no traffic signal it is way
too much traffic and the addition of another 62 units and 96 more parking places is not

possible for this street ! | With the project plans for 3 story building the noise from the

HVAC roof top system tends to travel thur this small end on the valley and create noise for
surrounding neighbors as far away as Melita Rd, , Sharron ct, , Sonoma Hwy and
Pepperwood rd. etc . This goes for the early morning truck traffic from there also, ie trash truck
5am . Thank you Mr. Michael Guerrazzi
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 202 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 202-1

The issue of staff and visitors making unsafe u-turns at the Spring Lake Village entrance and on-street
parking is discussed on page 4.11-8 in the Transportation Section of the Draft EIR. The impact was
found to be significant. Mitigation Measure TR-3b Off-site Roadway Improvements requires the
installation of road improvements at the corner of Montgomery Drive and Melita Road to provide a safe
turning mechanism for vehicles entering the Spring Lake Village campus.

Increase in traffic congestion is discussed on pages 4.11-5 and 4.11-6 in the Transportation section of the
Draft EIR. The Montgomery Drive corridor currently operates at LOS A. With the addition of project-
related traffic Montgomery Drive would continue to operate at LOS A. There would be 137 net new
parking spaces on the campus. These spaces would not be located on the street.

Response to Comment 202-2

As part of the Project the cooling tower on the Village Center would be replaced with a quieter model.
The new model would generate substantially less noise (quieter by 7 dBA) than the current model. New
buildings in the expansion area would have small heating and cooling systems for each individual
residence that will not create any more noise than the heating cooling system for a normal residence. The
new buildings would not have large industrial systems such as the one on the Village Center roof.

City of Santa Rosa Page 32 Winzler & Kelly
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Comment Letter #203

From: mark hillestad [mailto:mhillestadl@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2009 9:22 AM

To: Rose, William

Subject: SLV EIR Comments

Bill,
I would like add the following comments with regard to the Spring Lake Village
Expansion and Annexation Draft AIR to the public record.

Section 4.12 of the draft document claims a significant visual impact for three story
Villas 1 and 2 and recommends lowering these buildings to two story as mitigation...

Three story Villas 3 and 4 are not cited as having significant impacts, even though Villa
4 is the only three story building that borders a single family home on Brey Road
(Hillestad property).... Villas 3 and 4 are the same height as Villas 1 and 2, which were
found to be a significant visual impact. Villas 3 and 4 are closer to the Marten, Hillestad,
Pappas and Escola properties than Villas 1 and 2 are to residences to the south.

Villas 3 and 4 offer a significant visual impact on the Escola, Pappas, Marten and
Hillestad properties at the north end of the project. The height and placement of these
Villas are in direct violation of section 4.3 of the Design Guidelines. The draft document
refers to these and other Design Guidelines, but it fails to make the connection to the
problems inherent with the height and placement of these Villas... This obvious
significant impact needs mitigation.

Cottages C-6 and C-5, while within the allowable setbacks, are placed in the front yards
of the Pappas and Marten properties - well in front of existing setbacks on Brey Road and
as such are also in violation of Design Guidelines found in section 4.3 ......This qualifies
as a significant impact and requires mitigation.

The draft document includes photo simulations apparently taken from the County water
agency property and from Brey Road. These photo simulations would have been more
helpful if they were taken from the back yards of the houses on Brey Road as this is
where the visual impact will be most keenly felt. The draft report offers no photo
simulations from the north end of the proposed project at all ... Photo simulations taken
from the north would clearly show the visual impact of Villa 4.

As a thirty year resident of Brey Road bordering Spring Lake Village | have seen the
wildlife population day and night on the subject property and can say that it is an active
wildlife corridor. The conclusion the report reaches on page 4.2-6 regarding separation of
Project site from Santa Rosa Creek by "existing residences™ is incorrect... No one from
Winzler and Kelly made any attempt to contact me or visit our property or the Alexander
property that borders the Creek to the north, if they had they would see that there are no
fences at all between Santa Rosa Creek and the subject property. Deer, foxes, raccoon,
skunks, possum, wild turkeys, migratory birds and many other species pass over this
property from Santa Rosa Creek to the state and county parks to the south. Fencing on the
SLV property has been down for years allowing easy movement of wild life through the
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Comment Letter #203

area. Much of this wildlife movement takes place at night. Someone visiting the site
during the day would have a limited opportunity to see animals move in the area. No
studies are cited to back-up the claims regarding wildlife movement in this section. The
draft EIR claims that the diversion channel west of the site could be used as an
alternative corridor. Anyone who has taken the time to explore the area can see that
twelve foot concrete walls line the spillway where the channel connects to Spring Lake
Park at the North Saddle Dam making passage by wildlife at the diversion channel
impossible ....At the least a nocturnal wildlife study should be made.....

In conclusion :
Three story Villas 3 and 4 represent a significant visual impact and need mitigation.

Cottages C-6 and C-5 are located in front of existing Brey Road setbacks and need
mitigation.

Adequate photo simulations from the north end and from residence backyards are needed.

A nocturnal wildlife study is needed and false assumptions need rethinking in the
biological section.

Mark and Lois Hillestad
278 Brey Road
Santa Rosa, Ca 95409
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 203 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 203-1
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 203-2

No portion of the Project violates the 15-foot front-yard setback for structures allowed by the PD-0308.
The cottages on Brey Road would maintain a twenty-foot setback. The parcels along Brey Road are
zoned RR B6 20 (County) and RR-40 (City). Both designations require 20 foot front yard setbacks.
Actual setbacks, based on aerial research, on the east side of Brey Road for existing buildings range from
30 feet to 50 feet and setbacks on the west side of Brey Road range from less than 10 feet to greater than
60 feet. The Project’s setback from Brey Road is slightly greater than 20 feet. Therefore, the Project’s
setbacks are not only within the range of existing setbacks but also conform to the zoning code.

Response to Comment 203-3

Visual simulations from private backyards had been prepared by the applicant prior to the Draft EIR
commencing and were provided as additional information in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. Included in
these simulations is a view from a neighboring property on the north end of the Project site looking south
(see View #4).

Response to Comment 203-4

Refer to Master Response A Expansion Parcel as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 203-5

Comment 5 summarizes each of the previous comments made in the letter. Refer to Responses to
Comments 203-1 through 203-4.
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Comment Letter #204

TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP

10755-F SCRIPPS POWAY PARKWAY #281 » SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92131
TELEPHONE (858) 554-0550 » FACSIMILE (838) 777-5765 * WWW.MTOWLAW.COM

Kathryn A. Ogas kogas@mtowlaw.com
Brenda L. Tomaras btomaras@mtowlaw.com

November 17, 2009

Bill Rose

Senior Planner

City of Santa Rosa

Department of Community Development
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Re:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Spring Lake Village
Expansion and Annexation

Dear Mr. Rose:

This comment letter is submitted on behalf of the Lytton Rancheria of Caliornia
(hereinafter, “Lytton Tribe™), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The
Lytton Tribe submits the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Sprint Lake Village Project. We request that these comments, as well as any subsequent

1 comments submitted by the Lytton Tribe, be included in the record for approval of the Project.

REQUESTED NOTICE AND INVOLVEMENT

The Lytton Tribe formally requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be
notified and involved in the entire environmental review process under CEQA during this
Project. This includes adding the Tribe to your distribution list(s) for public notices and public
circulation of all documents pertaining to this Project. The Tribe further requests to be directly

2 potified of all public hearings and scheduled approvals concerning this Project.
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Comment Letter #204

Letter to Bill Rose
Re: Spring Lake Village DEIR
Page 2

THE LEAD AGENCY MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND CONSULTATION
WITH THE TRIBE IN ITS REVIEW PROCESS

It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California’ that Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unique governmeni-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes.
This arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and
departments such as approval of Specific Plans and EIRs. In this case, it is undisputed that
portions of the project lie within Lytton Tribe’s traditional territory and the Tribe appreciates the
City of Santa Rosa’s willingness to consult with the Tribe on this Project, as well as to keep the
Tribe informed of the progress of this Project.

LYTTON TRIBAL CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO THE PROJECT AREA AND
PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Lytton Band is not opposed to this project. The Tribe’s primary concerns stem from
the project’s likely impacts on Native American cultural resources. The Lytton Band has a legal
and cultural interest in the proper protection of sacred places and all Pomo cultural resources.
The Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural resources,
such as Pomo village sites and archaeological items which would be displaced by development,
and with the proper and lawful treatment of cultural items, Native American human remains and
sacred items likely to be discovered in the course of development and improvements the Project
Area.

The Pomo people traditionally occupied the geographical area known today as the
County of Sonoma for thousands of years, including the area of Alexander Valley, within the
Town of Windsor and the City of Santa Rosa’s sphere of influence. This is verified through
stories and songs of the Pomo people that are cultural evidence of the Tribe’s cultural affiliation
with these lands. Occupation is also evidenced through the location of the Tribe’s prior
reservation, anthropological studies, archaeological studies, and histories of the area. In
addition, Tribal ties to these territories have been maintained to the present day through cultural
and governmental actions.

As a preliminary matter, the Tribe has noted some inaccuracies in the ethnographic
discussion section of the DEIR. The Lytton Rancheria was established by the Federal
government in 1926, rather than in 1937 as noted. The Rancheria was established through a
program established by Congress in which funds were appropriated to purchase lands to address
the needs of homeless California Indians.

! See Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native American
Tribal Governments and Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments.

2 . . .
See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq. and Cal. Govt. Code §§ 65351, 65352, 65352.3 and 65352.4.
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Comment Letter #204

Letter to Bill Rose
Re: Spring Lake Village DEIR
Page 3

Pursuant to the DEIR, there is at least one prehistoric site within the project area and at
Jeast two others within a quarter mile of the project area. It appears that a portion of the site has
previously been disturbed, but that other areas remain in tact. In particular, the Tribe has a
concern for any ground disturbing activities which may occur adjacent to or near the creek.
Given that Native American cultural resources may be affected by the Project, the Tribe should
be allowed to be involved and participate with the City of Santa Rosa in developing all
monitoring and mitigation plans for the duration of the Project.

Finally, the Tribe believes that if human remains are discovered, State law would apply
and the mitigation measures for the Project must account for this. According to the California
Public Resources Code, § 5097.98, if Native American human remains are discovered, the
Native American Heritage commission must name a “most likely descendant,” who shall be
consulted as to the appropriate disposition of the remains.

DRAFT EIR AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact Reports must provide adequate protection for significant
archaeological and cultural sites and adequately follow the provisions of CEQA and its
Guidelines, including Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) (avoidance as preferred method of
preservation of archaeological resources), CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(b)(3) (agencies should
avoid effects on historical resources of archaeological nature), and CEQA Guidelines § 15020
(lead agency responsible for adequacy of environmental documents).

The Tribe requests the following revisions be made to the proposed mitigation measures
(for ease of reading and to reduce space, portions of the measures which are not impacted by the
revisions will be left out and noted with elisions):

CR-1a
A. Definition of Site Boundaries

The plan shall include a discussion of the rationale for selecting the number and locations
of the test units and augur samples and must identify the planned treatment and
disposition of any recovered cultural materials. Copies of the plan must be provided to
the FIGR and the Lytton Rancheria for comment prior to the beginning of the testing

prograin.

7

B. Protection of Identified Cultural Deposits, Pre-Construction Data Recovery, and/or
Construction Monitoring

The treatment plan shall detail recommended mitigations for Project impacts to CA-SON-
20, and any other archaeological resources identified by subsurface testing. The
treatment plan shall be prepared in consultation with a representatives of the Graton and
Lytton Rancherias. ..

CR-1b
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Comment Letter #204

Letter to Bill Rose
Re: Spring Lake Village DEIR
Page 4

Should archaeological materials be encountered within these and any other construction
activities, the piece of equipment that encounters the materials would be stopped, and the
find inspected by a qualified archaeologist. If the deposit contains significant
archaeological material, all work must be stopped in the immediate vicinity and the
archacologist and City of Santa Rosa shall provide the Graton and Lytton Rancherias with
the information regarding the nature of the finds and shall consult with the Tribes
recarding the appropriate disposition of the artifacts. Such appropriate disposition may
include modification of the Project to allow the materials to be left in place or data
recovery of the deposit. and-the-archaeologist-would-undertake-catarecovery-orine

dero nlo hoe o100

G0 Cia

recovery efforts must follow standard archaeological methods.

CR-2

The Tribe objects to the notion that an archaeologist has any interest or say in the
appropriate disposition of human remains. Any such determinations must be made by
the Most Likely Descendent and appropriate tribe alone. The Tribe therefore suggests
the following replace the second paragraph of CR-2:

If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made
the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final
decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Sonoma County
Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be contacted within a reasonable timeframe. Subsequently, the Native
American Heritage Commission shall identify the “most likely descendant.” The most
likely descendant shall then make recommendations, and engage in consultations
concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98.

The Lytton Tribe looks forward to working together with the City of Santa Rosa and
other interested agencies in protecting any invaluable Pomo cultural resources found in the
Project area. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP

Q\uémam T mang

Brenda L. Tomaras
Attorneys for the Lytton Rancheria of California
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 204 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comments 204-1 and 2

The comment letter submitted on behalf of the Lytton Tribe has been included in the Final EIR and is
therefore part of the record. Any subsequent comments on the EIR received by the City will be included
in the record. The commenter is on the City’s distribution list for public notices for the Project, including
notice of public meetings and hearings and CEQA document review periods. To date, the Lytton Tribe
has been provided a copy of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR and information regarding the
November 12, 2009 public hearing. The City looks forward to continuing communications with the
Lytton Tribe on this Project.

Response to Comment 204-3
The ethnographic discussion does not state that the Lytton Rancheria was established in 1937. It states
that the Lytton Band of Pomo Indians was first established in 1937.

Response to Comment 204-4

Mitigation Measure CR-1a, as modified in Response to Comments 204-6 and 204-7, provides for the
Tribe’s involvement and participation in developing plans for the treatment of cultural resources
potentially affected by the Project. These plans include the Subsurface Testing Program Plan for
Archaeological Resources, which will detail the testing program and the planned treatment and
disposition of any recovered cultural materials, and the Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan, which
will detail mitigations for impacts to any significant archaeological materials identified during the testing
program.

Response to Comment 204-5

Please see Response to Comment 204-9.

Response to Comment 204-6
The first paragraph of Mitigation Measure CR-1a on page 4.3-12 is revised as follows:

A. Definition of Site Boundaries

...disposition of any recovered cultural materials. Copies of the plan must be provided to the
FIGR and the Lytton Rancheria for comment prior to the beginning of the testing program.

Response to Comment 204-7
The third paragraph of Mitigation Measure CR-1a on page 4.3-12 is revised as follows:

B. Protection of Identified Cultural Deposits, Pre-Construction Data Recovery, and/or
Construction Monitoring

...archaeological resources identified by subsurface testing. The treatment plan shall be prepared
in consultation with a-representatives of the Graton and Lytton Rancherias.

Response to Comment 204-8

Please note that Mitigation Measure CR-1b provides for data recovery as an option only in the event that
protection and preservation is not feasible. The subject paragraph is revised to include the requirement to
conduct data recovery consistent with the plan(s) prepared under Mitigation Measure CR-1a, which must
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

be prepared in consultation with representatives of the Lytton Rancheria and Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria. It also has been revised to include inspection of any find by a Native American monitor, if one
has been retained.

The second paragraph of Mitigation Measure CR-1b on page 4.3-14 is revised a follows:

Should archaeological materials be encountered within these and any other construction activities,
the piece of equipment that encounters the materials would be stopped, and the find inspected by
a qualified archaeologist, and by the Native American monitor, if one has been retained. If the
deposit contains significant archaeological material, all work must be stopped in the immediate
vicinity and the archaeologist would undertake data recovery of the deposit, unless the Project
can be modified to allow the materials to be left in place. Data recovery efforts must follow
standard archaeological methods, and be consistent with excavation methods, types of analysis,
and disposition of any cultural materials outlined in the Subsurface Archaeological Testing
Program Plan, or the Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan if such a plan was prepared under
Mitigation Measure CR-1a.

Response to Comment 204-9

Mitigation Measure CR-2 on page 4.3-15 of the Draft EIR describes the procedures to be followed should
human remains, associated grave goods, or items of cultural patrimony be encountered during Project
construction in accordance with Public Resources Code 5097.9 and Health and Safety Code 7050.5. This
mitigation measure has been changed to substantially duplicate the wording contained in those
regulations, as follows:

Mitigation:  CR-2 Treatment of Human Remains, Associated Grave Goods, or Items of Cultural
Patrimony

Should human remains, associated grave goods, or items of cultural patrimony be encountered
during Project construction, the following procedures shall be followed as required by Public
Resources Code § 5097.9 and Health and Safety Code § 7050.5.

If human remains are encountered, no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area shall occur until the Sonoma County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin, in
accordance with Health and Safety Code 7050.5. In accordance with Public Resources Code
5097.98 if the coroner believes the human remains to be those of a Native American, he or she
shall contact, by telephone, within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission. The
Native American Heritage Commission shall immediately notify the Most Likely Descendent
(MLD) or Descendants. The Descendent shall inspect the site of the discovery and may
recommend the means for treating or disposing, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and

City of Santa Rosa Page 37 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

any associated grave goods. The Descendents shall complete their inspection and make their
recommendation within 48 hours of their notification by the Native American Heritage
Commission. The remains shall not be damaged or disturbed by further development until the
landowner has discussed and conferred with the MLD regarding their recommendations.
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Comment Letter #205

From: Melitta Station Inn [mailto:info@melittastationinn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2009 9:39 AM

To: Rose, William

Subject: Spring Lake Village expansion proposal

Dear Mr Rose,

| understand that there was limited local representation at the Planning Commission hearing on
11/12 concerning the Spring Lake expansion. As distand neighbors who have repeatedly
expressed our interest in maintaining the rural nature of Melita Road, without any success with
City bodies, we had stood aside. However there is one aspect of the EIR which bears upon us as
well as many local residents — that being the effects on groundwater and the many private wells
which are relied on and have been in use for well over 100 years without hindrance by many
properties.

Specifically in the EIT there is reference to SLV using a (or some?) on-sitewells for irrigation
purposes to reduce their impact on the local water distribution network (and of course to reduce
the fees they pay to the city). Since there would be obvious impacts of such an approach to
adjacent and more distant properties, our request would be that the Planning Commission make it
a condition of approval that all site irrigation water be obtained from “grey” on-site sources.

Indeed the stated guidelines of the expansion are those of LEED buildings which should require
the re-use of such water resources when considering such a major usage of a scarce resource.

There is adequate space within the project and site area to enable SLV to implement a
comprehensive “grey” water re-use system and become a net contributor to water economy on an
after vs before project basis.

On a separate and presently untabled planning matter, we would like to observe that it is beyond
belief that SLV will not apply for permits to expand through to Melita Road in the future. If the
present plan does not take into account ALL future anticipated access requirements then the
Commission will be deficient in its duties on behalf of local resident of Melita Road. This road is
classified as a rural overlay, and it should never be possible for SLV to gain access to Melita
Road for a similar sized expansion with all its traffic implications in ANY future application. The
time to make this clear is now since SLV has already purchased land on the Melita Rd side of
Santa Rosa Creek.

Sincerely,

Tim & Jackie Thresh
Melitta Station Inn
5850 Melita Road
Santa Rosa CA 95409
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 205 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 205-1

Landscape irrigation of the existing campus is provided by an on-site well. As described in more detail
on pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-11, existing irrigation is estimated at 355,266 gallons per month during peak
usage. Landscape irrigation demand after implementation of the Project is estimated at 309,666 gallons
per month during peak usage. This is approximately 45,600 gallons less than current usage as a result of
turf removal and other low-water landscape improvements that would be made as part of the Project.
Therefore, no increase in the demand on groundwater would occur; demand would actually decrease with
implementation of the Project. Also refer to Master D Groundwater.

Response to Comment 205-2

Episcopal Senior Communities reports that they purchased the Melita Road property when it was placed
on the market for the purpose of having control of an adjacent property, especially one that lies within the
view corridor of the Village Center and the campus’ primary dining and social gathering spots. They also
report that they have no development plans for the site and they do not plan to place a conservation
easement on the property. No such easement is required as mitigation for any impact of the Spring Lake
Village Expansion Project.

The Melita Road parcel is not part of the existing PD zoning. No changes are proposed to it as part of the
Project. The current zoning is RR-20-SR, Rural Residential, 20,000 square foot minimum lot size, with a
Scenic Road Combining District. The zoning ordinance would allow a single family residence with a
second dwelling unit without further planning approvals by the City of Santa Rosa. Impacts of
development of parcels, including the Melita Road parcel, under the current General Plan land use
designations would have been considered in the General Plan 2035 EIR.

Any future development for the Melita Road parcel, should it someday be proposed by the owners, would
be subject to evaluation under CEQA. Any such future development would be constrained, in that it
would have a 30-foot creek setback from the top of bank (Zoning Code 20-30.040) and a 50- to 100-foot
scenic road setback (Zoning Code 20-28.050), leaving about 1 acre that could be developed. Connection
of the site to the Spring Lake Village main campus would have to occur either via a bridge over Santa
Rosa Creek or by driving east on Montgomery Drive and back on Melita Road. The bridge over Santa
Rosa Creek would be expensive and driving around would be an operational obstacle to providing a
reliable standard of care. Development of the Melita Road parcel as part of Spring Lake Village is not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable future phase of the Project due to its small developable size, the
lack of plans by the owners, and the obstacles it presents to operational connectivity to the main campus.
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 206 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 206-1

Refer to the response to Public Hearing Comment PH6, below. Also refer to Master Response D
Groundwater.

Response to Comment 206-2

The bioswales, which would be part of the Low Impact Development (LID) design, are considered by the
State Water Resources Control Board to be a sustainable practice that benefits water supply and
contributes to water quality protection. The primary purpose of the SUSMP Guidelines is to improve the
water quality of storm water runoff. LID uses site design and storm water management to maintain the
site’s pre-development runoff rates and volumes. The goal of LID is to mimic a site’s predevelopment
hydrology by using design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to the
source of rainfall. LID has been a proven approach in other parts of the country and is seen in California
as an alternative to conventional storm water management. The bioswales result in less disturbance of the
development area and conservation of natural features. The bioswales provide water treatment through
physical and biological treatment processes. Required maintenance of the bioswales include removal of
sediment build up, removal of trash/debris, and removal of any evidence of any contaminants.

Response to Comment 206-3

The Project is being designed in accordance with the City’s Standard Urban Stormwater Management
Plan (SUSMP) Guidelines. This would require preparation of a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP),
a maintenance mechanism, and a written certification of best management practices (BMPs) installation.
Onsite drainage improvements for the new expansion area would be designed to provide treatment, via
filtration, of the runoff to improve water quality, and to release runoff from the Project site at pre-
development runoff rates. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the Project would not increase runoff to the
Santa Rosa Creek, harm the trees, or impact the Creek’s aquatic biology. For additional details refer to
pages 4.6-12 and 4.6-13 of the Draft EIR and Master Response C Hydrology.
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 207 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 207-1

The Project will be required to comply with the City’s Green Building ordinance (Chapter 21-09 Green
Building). Under this ordinance commercial developments must demonstrate 20 credits under the LEED
Commercial Green Building Rating Systems and residential developments must certify 50 points under
the Build It Green — Green Point Rating System. These rating systems cover such topics as water
conservation, site planning, indoor air quality, recycling, site hydrology, energy efficiency, and renewable
energy. While energy efficiency is a mandatory requirement in these systems, renewable energy, such as
solar panels, is optional. The Spring Lake Village Project does not include the installation of solar panels
nor is it required to under the City’s ordinance.
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SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER 208 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 208-1

The EIR found the impact of the Project on the visual character of the area to be significant. Specifically
noted were the 3-story buildings and the “institutional” look of the buildings. Mitigation Measure VR-2
Reconfigure Massing of Three-Story Villas in Expansion Area requires a reduction of the three-story
buildings to two stories and/or shifting the placement of buildings to reduce mass. The mitigation
measure also requires revisions to the architectural detail to change the institutional appearance of the
Project. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires the compensation for loss of trees. The impact is considered
less than significant after mitigation.

Alternative 1, which reduces the height of two of the villas, reduces the visual impact to a less than
significant level as long as the mitigations regarding architectural detail and tree replacement also are
implemented.

Response to Comment 208-2
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Response to Comment 208-3

The commenter does not specify which statements in the Draft EIR are confusing or conflicting, therefore
the authors of the EIR are unable to respond. Please refer to Master Response A Expansion Parcel as
Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 208-4

The commenter is correct. A fault exists near the Spring Lake dam, as identified in the Santa Rosa
General Plan 2035 (Figure 12-3), that is potentially active with displacement within the last 700,000
years. As noted on pages 4.4-6 and 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR, impacts to structures from seismic ground
shaking were found to be significant. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 Seismic Design to Resist Ground
Shaking requires design and construction be performed in conformance with specific conclusions and
recommendations of the Project Geotechnical Reports and in accordance with seismic criteria presented
in the 2007 California Building Code. The seismic criteria have taken into account the active faults in the
Santa Rosa area such as the one near Spring Lake. The impact is considered less than significant after
mitigation.

Response to Comment 208-5

The existing campus is zoned PD-0308 and has 14 units per acre. The expansion parcels would be
developed at an intensity of 11 units per acre. The EIR includes one alternative layout as described in
Chapter 3 Alternatives Description. There were also several alternatives that were considered but rejected
because they were not feasible or did not reduce impacts. These included relocating the villas to another
part of the existing campus, reducing the size of the underground garage, and locating the Project off-site.
Regarding the “alternative layout” suggested by Brey Road neighbors, refer to Responses to Comments
214-1 through 214-5.

Response to Comment 208-6

The comment does not specify a particular issue or concern with the Draft EIR. Therefore a response
cannot be provided.
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Response to Comment 208-7

Refer to Response to Comment 205-2.

Response to Comment 208-8

The Project has no significant impacts that would be mitigated by placing a conservation easement on the
Melita Road parcel. Similarly, the Project has no significant impacts that would be mitigated by
constructing a bridge over Santa Rosa Creek. As indicated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3),
mitigation measures are not required for impacts which are not found to be significant. Refer to Response
to Comment 205-2. Refer to Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5 with regard to placement of a
pedestrian bridge over Santa Rosa Creek.
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LETTER 209 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 209-1

Bioswale construction would require excavation to approximately 3-5 feet. Those trees on neighboring
parcels which had a dripline that significantly overlapped the expansion area were noted on the Tree
Location Plan in the Updated and Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report (Meserve 2009).
None of these trees would be impacted by the Project. The protective tree measures identified in
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 Compensate for Loss of Protected and Heritage Trees would also apply to
those trees adjacent to the expansion area and whose dripline extends into the expansion area.

Response to Comment 209-2
Refer to Response to Comment 211-7 and Master Response C Hydrology.

Response to Comment 209-3
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Because the flooding along Brey Road is an existing condition, and because the Project includes a
detention system that would limit runoff rates from the expansion area to Brey Road at pre-development
rates, the Project would not exacerbate the existing problem and would not be required to provide
mitigation. The Brey Road improvements proposed would be funded and constructed as “good neighbor”
improvements to help address existing flooding and drainage concerns. They are not required as part of
project mitigation.

Response to Comment 209-4

The south side of Montgomery Drive adjacent to the Spring Lake Village may be used to temporarily
park construction and worker vehicles. As noted on page 4.11-7 in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure
TR-2 includes measures to reduce traffic hazards, including those created by temporary construction
parking along Montgomery Drive, to less than significant. In addition, as noted on page 4.11-10,
Mitigation Measure TR-4 includes measures to reduce the need for construction-related parking and
provide additional staff and visitor parking during construction. Strategies include satellite parking at an
off-site location, with shuttles provided to and from the campus, as well as a management strategy to
utilize unused spaces, such as temporarily re-assigning existing parking to provide more staff and visitor
parking during the construction period. These measures will provide safety and reduce the amount of
parking needed for construction workers.

Response to Comment 209-5

Villa 4 is intended to have a reduced-area third-story so the roof line is feathered back. A label
identifying Villa 4 as a three-story building has been added to the revised Figure 3-1. The revised figure
can be found in Chapter 3 Replacement Pages.

Response to Comment 209-6

Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 209-7
Please refer to the response to letter 214 with regard to the need to evaluate additional alternatives.
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As noted in Chapter 3 Alternatives Description, page 3-1, placement of units on the existing campus was
considered as an EIR alternative in the Draft EIR, but deemed infeasible due to insufficient space on the
existing campus to accommodate additional units.

The Draft EIR finds that construction noise for improvements on the existing campus would be
significant and unavoidable for existing occupants located approximately 50 feet from the Project
construction. If new units were to be built within the interior courtyards, additional existing occupants
would be exposed to even greater construction noise levels. Therefore, adding more units to the existing
campus is considered to have greater noise impacts than the Project.

The courtyards are considered a recreational amenity by the existing residents and are used for strolling
through and sitting outdoors. This is especially important for those residents with mobility constraints
who are able to access the courtyards directly from their homes. Other considerations include limited
emergency service access, rerouting and upgrading existing utilities (water, sewer, storm drain, gas,
electric, telephone, CATV, and security) to accommodate new building construction, alteration of
pedestrian paths resulting in an increased travel distances for disabled residents, minimum distance to
parked vehicles will be 1,100 feet from the east courtyard which is nearly twice the existing maximum
distance to parking. These considerations are discussed with further detail under the responses to Letter
214.

Response to Comment 209-8

The EIR authors disagree that the sentence is misleading. During two separate site visits, five street
addresses to the east of Brey Road and to the north of the expansion area were noted from standing on
Brey Road, however only four residences could be seen. While walking the expansion area, approaching
the residences from the back, there were no unfenced areas documented. There were however, small
openings in the fences that could allow for passage by a single small animal. From standing on Brey
Road unfenced areas were noted between Santa Rosa Creek and front yards, with direct access to the
unfenced expansion area parcel that touches on Brey Road. Also refer to Master Response A Expansion
Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 209-9 through 209-11
Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 209-12

Placement of the units on the existing campus is not feasible. Refer to Response to Comment 209-7.
Also refer to Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5. Also, please note that the EIR includes
mitigation to reduce impacts to protected trees to a less than significant level.

Response to Comment 209-13

An ecosystem is a geographic area including all the living organisms (people, plants, animals, and
microorganisms), their physical surroundings (such as soil, water, and air), and the natural cycles that
sustain them. All of these elements are interconnected. Ecosystems can be small (a single stand of aspen)
or large (an entire watershed including hundreds of forest stands across many different ownerships). It
does not define the value of the habitat. CEQA defines a significant impact to fish and wildlife species in
Guidelines Section 15065(a)(1): “...substantially degrade the quality of the environment; substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species...”. For example, vernal pool ecosystems
are protected in the Santa Rosa Plain for their value to the endangered California tiger salamander which
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uses vernal pools for breeding. The Draft EIR did not conclude that there were no ecosystems at the
expansion parcel. The conclusion was that the only habitat on the Project site which, if impacted, could
result in a significant impact to fish and wildlife species was the riparian corridor along Santa Rosa Creek.
The Project does not include any improvements that would be within the riparian corridor nor
improvements that would secondarily impact the riparian corridor.

Response to Comment 209-14

The statement on page 4.7-8 of the Draft EIR is correct. Proposed Villa 4 maintains a 37’ setback from
the north property line. Villa 4 also maintains a 37" setback from the north property line under
Alternative 1. The setback is measured from the building wall to the property line.

Response to Comment 209-15

As noted on page 4.7-7 in the Draft EIR the Project, including Villa 4, would be consistent with the
height limitations and setbacks of the PD zoning. If the commenter is concerned with the visual impacts
from the Project refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 209-16 and 209-17

As stated on page 4.12-9 in the Draft EIR, the three-story structures, in general, are not compatible with
the rural residential neighborhood along Brey Road and are inconsistent with Design Guidelines 4.3.11-1
through 4.3.11-4. Impact VR-2 is identified as a significant impact. As discussed on pages 4.12-9 and
4.12-10 in the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure VR-2 would reduce the massing of the
three-story units and would result in greater compatibility of character and scale with the adjacent
neighborhood. In addition, the height of buildings would increase from Brey Road toward the center of
the Village with westernmost buildings being one-story “cottages”, and the next buildings being two and
three stories. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure VR-2, the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels. As discussed in Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis, implementation of Alternative 1
would avoid this significant impact identified for the Project. Refer to Master Response B Visual Impact.

Text on page 4.12-9 has been revised include Design Guideline 4.3.1-B:

The additional massing of the three-story structures, in general, are not compatible with the rural
residential neighborhood along Brey Road and are inconsistent with Design Guidelines 4.3.11-1
through 4.3.11-4 and 4.3.1-B (refer to the Setting section above for a full listing of these
guidelines) and General Plan Policies LUL-E-4, UD-A-5, and UD-F-4. As a group, the three-
story villas would not integrate with the existing rural neighborhood with respect to scale and
mass.

Also, text on page 4.12-10 has been revised to address Design Guideline 4.3.1-B in the after mitigation
analysis:

The height of buildings would increase from Brey Road toward the center of the Village with
westernmost buildings being one-story “cottages”, and the next buildings being two stories. The
proposed setbacks and screening, along with the reduction in size, and feathering of Villa 4 would
maintain a sense of privacy for the existing neighbors by preventing living spaces on the second
and third floor of the Villas from looking directly into existing neighbor’s yards. With these
measures, inconsistencies with policies of the Santa Rosa General Plan Urban Design Element
would be considerably reduced, to less-than-significant levels. As discussed in Chapter 5
Alternatives Analysis, implementation of Alternative 1 would also avoid this significant impact
identified for the Project.
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Response to Comment 209-18
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impact.

Response to Comment 209-19 and 209-20

Villas 1 and 2 are more visible from Montgomery Drive than Villas 3 and 4, because they are much closer
to Montgomery Drive; Villa 1 is 110 feet from Montgomery Drive, whereas Villa 3 is 565 feet away. In
general, Villas 1 and 2 are more visible from Brey Road than Villas 3 and 4, because houses along Brey
Road in front of Villas 1 and 2 are spaced further apart, allowing a traveler on Brey Road to look back
through to the Project; refer to the visual simulations shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2 of the Draft EIR.
Villa 4 is closer to Brey Road than Villas 1 and 2, but Cottages 5, 6, and 7 lie between Villa 4 and Brey
Road, and because of their height and proximity to Brey Road, the Cottages would obscure views of Villa
4,

A neighborhood refers to a particular area that has a common point of reference. Interface is a common
boundary where two points come together. In this case the phrase is in reference to where the Project
meets the Brey Road neighborhood. The majority of homes along Brey Road occur within the first 600
feet from Montgomery Drive; further to the north along Brey Road, fewer homes occur with more
spacing between them. Therefore, the Draft EIR stated that Villas 3 and 4 are located further away from
the primary neighborhood interface. Also refer to Master Response B Visual Impact.

Response to Comment 209-21

Villa 1 is approximately 400 feet and Villa 4 is approximately 305 feet from Brey Road. However,
distances from Brey Road are not the only factor to consider in the visual impact analysis. Other factors
are the extent of visibility from public areas such as Brey Road, Montgomery Drive, and the Sonoma
County Water Agency path. Although closer to Brey Road, Villa 4 would be barely visible from Brey
Road or Montgomery Drive due to placement of intervening buildings and landscaping. In addition, Villa
4 has a feathered roof resulting in a partial third floor with only 58% coverage.

Response to Comment 209-22

In general, the purpose of visual simulations in an EIR is to represent a common, public view that would
be visible by the greatest number of people. As indicated in Section 4.12 Visual Resources, the important
public views for the Project are from Montgomery Drive, Brey Road, and the Sonoma County Water
Agency path. For Brey Road the full length of the road was investigated for the view that would include
the fewest view obstructions and show the greatest portion of the Project. Such a view would indicate the
worst case scenario for determining the potential impact. Except for Cottages 5, 6, and 7 along Brey road
that are directly visible (see Figure 4.12-2), the view depicted in Figure 5-1 is considered to represent the
maximum visual impact of the Project from Brey Road. The Project Proponent has prepared visual
simulations from individual private back yards. These simulations were included as Appendix G of the
Draft EIR.
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LETTER 210 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 210-1

At the time of this request a complete package of all background reports and studies used in preparation
of the Draft EIR was compiled and provided to the commenter and made available to the public in

general.
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LETTER 211 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 211-1

The comment shares a generalized concern for impacts to wildlife, traffic, low density, excess water and
Santa Rosa Creek. As it does not raise a specific concern or question, an answer cannot be provided. For
responses to specific questions concerning these topics refer to Responses to Comments 211-2 through
211-7.

Response to Comment 211-2
Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 211-3

The Project would increase the size of an existing community care facility from 26 acres to 32 acres in a
neighborhood where Spring Lake Village has existed for over twenty years. However, the Project would
not add an additional community care facility in a residential neighborhood. General Plan Policy LUL-E-
3 refers to placing more than one community care facility in a single neighborhood. As the Project
expands an existing facility, it is not inconsistent with Policy LUL-E-3. Refer to page 4.7-8 in the Draft
EIR for further explanation.

Consistency of the Project with General Plan Policy LUL-E-4 is evaluated under Visual Resources Impact
VR-2 on page 4.12-9 of the Draft EIR, because the Policy relates to design rather than land use. Also,
please refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts. In addition, the Project would be required to seek
approval from the Design Review Board before implementation to ensure the Project is in compliance
with the Zoning Code and development review as stated in LUL-E-4.

Response to Comment 211-4

Increased traffic from the Project would not require a traffic light either now or under the cumulative
condition. As noted on page 4.11-5 and 4.11-6 in the Draft EIR, Montgomery Drive currently operates at
a level of service A, which is the optimal level of service for a roadway. The addition of project related
traffic to Montgomery Drive would not cause a reduction in the level of service. Montgomery Drive
would continue to operate at level of service A. In addition, as noted on page 4.11-11, Montgomery
Drive would continue to comply with the City’s current policy of maintaining a level of service D or
better under the cumulative conditions scenario that included the anticipated traffic from several pending
and approved projects. There would be no requirement for a traffic light.

Response to Comment 211-5
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology and Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment 211-6

Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts related to seismic hazards. As noted on page
4.4-6 in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that design and construction is
performed in conformance with the specific conclusions and recommendations contained in the site
specific geotechnical reports prepared for the Project, which includes seismic criteria presented in the
2007 California Building Code. The seismic criteria apply to the underground parking garage and take
into account the active faults in the Santa Rosa area and beyond, and the ground motions and shaking
related to the faults.
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Response to Comment 211-7
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

The drainage analysis for the Project included modeling for the entire local watershed for the 2-year, 10-
year, and 100-year storm events. Detention analysis included calculations of the required storage volume
to detain the difference between pre- and post-construction runoff from the Project site. The analysis was
performed using Pond Pack, a program developed by Haestad Methods. Pond Pack compares inflow and
outflow hydrographs to determine the required amount of storage. Computer modeling is a widely
accepted practice for predicting future hydrologic events based on historical data and using industry
accepted criteria. Computer modeling is used by the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and local
cities and counties to design flood control improvements. SCWA has established flood control design
criteria to be used in connection with modeling, as included in the City of Santa Rosa Public Storm Drain
Standards.
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LETTER 212 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 212-1

Much of the comment expresses concern for the development process in general and encourages
including neighbors in the process. It does not comment on the Spring Lake Village Expansion and
Annexation EIR. No further response is necessary. The City appreciates input on the development
approval process. Eight public meetings have been held on the Project from March 2007 through
November 2009. The meetings included: a Neighborhood Meeting, two Design Review Board meetings,
a Planning Commission meeting, two City Council meetings, EIR Scoping meeting, and a Draft EIR
Public Hearing.

Response to Comment 212-2

Regarding additional alternatives, refer to Response to Comment 209-7, Responses to Comments 215-1
and 214-1 through 214-5.

Response to Comment 212-3

Refer to Response to Comment 205-2.

Response to Comment 212-4

Refer to Response to Comment 212-1.
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LETTER 213 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 213-1
Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 213-2

The Draft EIR does not identify a significant impact to loss of open space or deer habitat. Therefore,
mitigation is not required. Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 213-3

The Draft EIR does not identify a cumulative impact to wildlife corridors for which mitigation would be
required. Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor for additional discussion
regarding use of the expansion parcel as a wildlife corridor.
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LETTER 214 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 214-1 through 214-5

The City appreciates the efforts of the Santa Rosa Creek Coalition in developing an alternative for the
Project. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 requires that an alternative meet three primary requirements:
it must meet most of the project objectives, it must reduce significant impacts, and it must be potentially
feasible.

The EIR authors agree with the commentor that the proposed alternative as described (hereinafter called
the SRCC Alternative), meets most of the project objectives and that it may reduce significant impacts.
We find, however, that it is infeasible to build the number of units as described due to non-compliance
with the City’s adopted Building Code and Fire Code.

The one significant unavoidable impact identified in the Draft EIR (all other significant impacts could be
reduced to less than significant through implementation of mitigation measures) was noise generated
during construction. The SRCC Alternative would not reduce that impact. In fact, it would expose new
residential areas of the campus to construction noise, thus increasing the severity of the impact. Further,
Mitigation Measure V-2 was designed to allow flexibility in creating a project alternative that would
reduce the significant impact to visual resources. It specifically says “The applicant shall design the villas
to be compatible with their surroundings with respect to building scale and mass.” The mitigation
measure then goes on to provide examples on how this could be done including reducing three-story
buildings to two-story buildings or shifting the building placement. Other ways of achieving this could
include reducing the number of units or creating smaller units. CEQA, however, does not require
evaluation of every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather an EIR must consider a reasonable range
of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making. Alternative 1, which
reduces the stories on Villas 1 and 2 and shifts the placement of Villa 3, was chosen to be evaluated in the
Draft EIR. Because Alternative 1 reduces the visual impact to less than significant, and does so without
reducing the number of units, evaluation of additional alternatives is not necessary. Nonetheless, the
following provides a response on the feasibility of the SRCC Alternative.

The SRCC letter identifies six changes to the Project that comprise the SRCC Alternative. These are
identified in a bulleted list on page 2 of the SRCC letter and then discussed in more detail under
subsequent headings. For ease of reference each of the six changes are discussed in the same order below
as they appear in the SRCC letter.

Reduce Number of Units on 5.5-acre Expansion Area by One-third, from 62 to 42

Figure 1 of the SRCC letter depicts an arrangement of one-story and two-story cottages that would yield
42 units in the Expansion Area. In comparing Figure 1 to the Project site plan, it appears that the SRCC
Alternative footprints for the three larger two story units outlined in green in the center of the Figure were
created by tracing the footprint of Cottage C-5 under the proposed Project, and then flipping that footprint
such that each of the three buildings would be composed of two buildings placed back to back to form a
single building. In addition, a second story has been added to the back-to-back buildings. The letter
states that each of these buildings would yield 12 units for a total of 36 units in the three buildings
combined. In addition to these buildings, the SRCC Alternative includes four additional structures on the
expansion area comprised of two individual units and two duplexes. Although the two individual units
and two duplexes structures would be acceptable, the back-to-back buildings would provide both legal
and physical challenges.

The SRCC Alternative assumes that since there are four units in Cottage C-5 that two of these buildings
back-to-back and then another two stacked on top would equal 12 units. However, rearranged in this
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configuration it would be impossible to accommodate the same units. The back-to-back buildings would
require interior corridors, egress stairwells, a utility room, and elevators per the building code. To
accommodate this, the footprints of the back-to-back buildings would need to increase by 18 to 20
percent. Conversely, the number of units could potentially be reduced to correct the building code
violations. A minimum of 1 unit per floor would need to be eliminated resulting in a reduction of 6 units.

In addition, the layout of the units would need to be completely redesigned to avoid building code
violations. Cottage C-5 is comprised of unit plans designed to provide habitable space with windows on
both sides of the building. The windows are a code requirement to permit emergency egress from
resident bedrooms and to maximize day-lighting for energy efficiency. The back-to-back arrangement
would result in bedrooms located on the interior of the building, with no windows. Such a design violates
code requirements and is not legally permissible.

Although the Cottage C-5 layout included individual garages within the building footprint, it is unclear
how parking would be handled under the SRCC alternative. The back-to-back buildings would preclude
the possibility for ground floor garages because the requirement for exterior windows would require that
garage space be replaced with habitable living space (see following paragraph). Further, it would be
impossible to provide integrated garages for the second story units. It is therefore assumed that additional
surface parking would be required.

In summary, it is not possible to provide 12 units per building in the manner described in, and depicted on
Figure 1 of, the SRCC letter. To provide 12 units per building, the building footprints would need to be
elongated in order to provide sufficient exterior wall space for windows and to provide the additional
square footage needed for stairways, elevators and interior corridors. Such elongated, larger footprints
would not fit within the area shown in Figure 1. The buildings would encroach into required setback
areas and into the internal roadways serving the senior housing complex. Further, additional surface
parking would be needed in order to compensate for the loss of garages.

Construct 20 New Units on Existing Campus as Part of Other Improvements

On Figure 2 of the SRCC letter, two new structures within two existing building courtyards on the main
campus are depicted. The written description indicates that the footprint of the new structures is based on
similar existing structures on the campus and that they would be two stories with 10 units each.

Similar to the two-story buildings proposed in the expansion area, the two 10-unit structures proposed in
the main campus quads also are not feasible for the following reasons:

The two new buildings would overlap with and be attached to the corner units of six of the existing
buildings. This would block existing windows and potential egress to those six corner units, causing
these six existing units to become dysfunctional.

The two new buildings would displace existing pedestrian pathways between existing buildings and
through the complex. This would lengthen travel routes for residents, making travel more difficult for
some of the senior residents with disabilities.

There would be no new parking areas located near the new interior buildings in the eastern quad. The
closest location to construct new parking would be 1,100 feet from the new eastern quad building, nearly
the length of four football fields. This distance is too far for senior residents. For seniors carrying
groceries, luggage or other personal affects, or for seniors with mobility constraints this distance would
prove a formidable challenge. Currently the longest distance between a living unit and its associated
parking is approximately 550 feet.
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The Santa Rosa Fire Department has indicated that existing conditions at the campus buildings are
deficient in relation to current fire department and water supply requirements. Thus, special provisions
such as a new fire hydrant and two new dry standpipes are required as part of the proposed Project for the
K & L Building addition. The two 10-unit apartment buildings proposed by the SRCC for the interior
courtyards would aggravate the existing deficiency. In addition, the SRCC alternative would limit access
of emergency equipment within the courtyard. The area would be accessible by foot only, causing delays,
some equipment from being able to access the area, and resulting in impacts to life safety and emergency
vehicle access.

In summary, the design for the main campus would result in the loss of six existing units, blockage of
existing pedestrian pathways, potential life safety concerns, and provision of new living units with no new
nearby parking sufficiently proximate for use by seniors.

Eliminate 55-space Underground Parking Garage

The SRCC letter suggests the 55-space underground garage should be removed from the Project.
However, this would result in a parking deficit.

The Updated Spring Lake Village Expansion Traffic Impact Study (TIS), dated August 18. 2009 identifies
the existing parking supply at 323 spaces. The Project would add 137 parking spaces for a total Project
parking supply of 460 spaces (Alternative 1 adds 133 spaces for a total of 456). This is only 5 additional
spaces beyond the Project need which has been identified by City staff as 455 parking spaces. As noted
in the Draft EIR, Article 20-36 of the City of Santa Rosa Zoning Code would require 359 parking spaces.
However, this does not account for employee parking, which when factored in, results in a total Project
demand of 455 spaces (improving parking accommodations on the Project site is a Project Objective).
Peak employee demand was determined to be 96 spaces. This is based on existing employees and the
addition of new employees with implementation of the Project. Elimination of the garage would supply
only 405 parking spaces, resulting in a deficit of 50 parking spaces.

In summary, if the 55-space underground parking structure were eliminated, 50 spaces would need to be
provided through additional surface parking, resulting in over 20,000 square feet of additional impervious
surface (elimination of the garage under Alternative 1 would require 51 additional surface spaces). This
in turn would necessitate additional construction of drainage improvements and would increase
stormwater flow. Provision of additional surface parking could result in removal of additional protected
trees. In addition, as noted above, the three larger buildings proposed in the expansion area by the SRCC
alternative could not accommodate the number of garages required for those units, resulting in an
additional parking shortfall.

Add Traffic Roundabout at Entrance on Montgomery Drive that Integrates Spring Lake
Village Entrance into its configuration

The EIR authors agree that a roundabout at the entrance to Spring Lake Village would provide traffic
calming on Montgomery Drive and safely control the traffic at the intersection. However, the traffic
study did not identify any significant impacts that would require implementation of a roundabout as
mitigation. The safety analysis did not reveal any accidents at the intersection over the five-year period
evaluated, and the delay to exiting traffic from Spring Lake Village is projected to be Level of Service B
under future conditions, which is well within City standards.

Add Pedestrian/bicycle Bridge over Santa Rosa Creek to Eliminate Major Barrier to
Alternative Transportation

The Project does not cause a significant impact which would be avoided by adding a pedestrian/bicycle
bridge over Santa Rosa Creek. Specifically, the proposed Project does not generate significant impacts

City of Santa Rosa Page 65 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

related to traffic volume; therefore provision of alternative transportation is not a required mitigation
measure. By contrast, adding a bridge over the creek could create new significant impacts. At a
minimum, construction proximate to and over the creek could result in impacts to water quality,
aesthetics, and biological resources.

Add Photovoltaic Solar Panels and Increase Facility Energy Efficiency of Project to Meet
or Exceed Santa Rosa’'s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals

The Project does not create a significant impact that would require installation of photovoltaic solar
panels as mitigation. However, during preliminary design of the Project, photovoltaics were evaluated for
use at both the new Fitness Auditorium and Village Center renovation. The Fitness Auditorium
orientation dictated by the site lacks flat roof area with enough sun exposure to generate a sufficient
kilowatt (KW) capacity. While the Village Center is comprised largely of flat roof, it is interrupted by
skylights, mechanical equipment, a central atrium, and the shading of two large heritage trees along the
south facade to the extent that placement of solar panels on the Village Center would not yield the amount
of output that it would under proper placement and sun exposure conditions. Thus, use of photovoltaics
for the Project was determined not to be cost effective or practical. The Project does however include
energy efficiency improvements to the existing campus, such as upgrades to the Central Plant and
replacement of the heating and air conditioning system on the Village Center. In addition, the Project is
anticipated to receive formal LEED certification for two of the Project components; the Fitness
Auditorium Building would be LEED for New Construction (a Certified or Silver rating is anticipated),
and the expansion area structures would be LEED for Homes (a Silver rating is anticipated).

Summary

An EIR must “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). As noted above, the unit configuration as proposed would not be
feasible due to building code violations. A complete redesign would be necessary to accommodate
corridors, stairwells, and elevators, and to place the bedrooms so that they have windows. To
accommodate the redesign, either the footprint of the building would need to be longer, to the point it
would not physically fit within the setbacks of the site, or a minimum of six units would need to be
eliminated. An additional six units would be lost on the existing campus resulting in an overall loss of 12
units. Thus, the SRCC Alternative would not meet the project objective of providing 62 units.
Eliminating the garage would result in a deficit of parking and also would not meet the project objective
to improve parking accommodations on the Project site. In addition, the Project does not have any
significant impacts (after implementation of mitigation measures) that would be mitigated by the SRCC
Alternative. Refer also to Response to Comment 215-1.
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LETTER 215 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 215-1

An EIR must “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). The Draft EIR discussed five different alternatives, three of
which were determined to be either infeasible or did not avoid a significant effect and were therefore not
analyzed further (refer to Chapter 3 Alternatives Description of the Draft EIR). Alternative 1 reduces
building heights for a portion of the Project and was determined to reduce a significant visual impact to
less than significant, thus meeting the purpose of an alternative (CEQA Guidelines Section 1512.6(b)).
For additional discussion on a reasonable range of alternatives refer to the response to letter 214.

Section 21159.26 of CEQA requires that “With respect to a project that includes a housing development,
a public agency may not reduce the proposed number of housing units as a mitigation measure or project
alternative for a particular significant effect on the environment if it determines that there is another
feasible specific mitigation measure or project alternative that would provide a comparable level of
mitigation.” Although Spring Lake Village is not a standard housing development, it is a development
that includes housing units and therefore Section 21159.26 is applicable to this EIR. Because Alternative
1 (which does not reduce the overall number of proposed housing units) is found to reduce the significant
visual impacts of the Project to less than significant, the City of Santa Rosa is not required to evaluate
other alternatives that reduce the number of units for the purpose of mitigating the significant visual
impact. Thus, the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives and need not be recirculated.

Regarding the relative visual impacts please refer to Master Response C Visual Impacts and Response to
Comments 209-19 and 209-20. Impacts to protected trees are fully mitigated with Mitigation Measure
BIO-5 Compensate for Loss of Protected and Heritage Trees. Since the impact to trees is mitigated, the
EIR would not need to evaluate an alternative to reduce the impacts to trees. A significant impact on
wildlife corridors is not identified in the EIR, and, therefore, no alternative is needed to mitigate such
impacts (refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor).

To the extent the commenter suggests “a smaller unit project” such an alternative would be within the
range studied in the Draft EIR (between the project and the no -project alternatives).

Response to Comment 215-2

The transportation and amenities referenced in the Project objectives refer to those provided on campus.
This includes daily shuttle service to various area establishments including retail shopping and medical
services. Onsite amenities include a salon, bank, café, chapel, library, and a variety of social activities.
Response to Comment 215-3

Other than Alternative 1 and the No Project Alternative, no other feasible alternatives were identified that
would avoid or substantially lessen a significant impact.

Response to Comment 215-4

Text on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Five of the bioswales would drain to the existing surface-swale roadside drainage ditch on the east
side of Brey Road. Runoff from the sixth bioswale would be directed to an existing storm drain
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on the main campus. These combined improvements would release runoff from the Project site at
pre-development runoff

Response to Comment 215-5 through 215-8

The bioswales are part of the Project, are shown in the Project plans, and are not included as mitigation
measures. Installation of bioswales has been evaluated in the Draft EIR as land disturbance in the same
manner as land disturbance from construction of a building or parking lot.

As noted on page 4.9-10 in the Draft EIR, bioswales can become a nuisance due to mosquito breeding in
standing water if obstructions develop and/or if proper drainage slopes are not implemented and
maintained. The storm water features planned for the Project are being designed to meet vector control
requirements, including the provision of sub-drains under the bioswales. This would prevent ponding
conditions in which mosquito breeding could occur.

Failure of a bioswale system may result in erosion and sediment buildup in the bottom of the bioswale. In
regards to sediment control, sediment which may make its way to the piped system would be trapped at
the project outlet to Brey Road as the outlet pipe invert is lower than the bottom elevation of Brey Road.
The City of Santa Rosa SUSMP Guidelines requires a maintenance mechanism be incorporated into the
Storm Water Management Plan. Spring Lake Village maintenance crews would inspect and maintain all
onsite drainage facilities including the bioswales and the outlet to Brey Road. Sediment would be
removed as needed and proper drainage slopes would be required to be maintained.

No further mitigation is required because the Project plans and Santa Rosa SUSMP Guidelines would
reduce impacts to less than significant.

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology, for information about drainage of the site and maintenance
responsibilities.

Response to Comment 215-9

There are no trees proposed for planting within any bioswale. There are, however, trees that would be
planted adjacent to the bioswales to increase evapotranspiration. In addition, there is an existing 20-inch
oak near Cottage 6 that is shown as being within a bioswale on the Planting Plan sheets in Appendix F of
the Draft EIR (tree #22 in Appendix D Updated and Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Plan).
The bioswale will be modified under the canopy should the root system conflict with the bioswale. Two
options are to relocate the bioswale further to the north, closer to Cottage 6, or to eliminate the bioswale
within the dripline and use a minor surface swale as prescribed by Mitigation Measure BIO-5. Neither
option would diminish the functionality of the bioswale.

Response to Comment 215-10
Refer to Response to Comment 215-1.

Response to Comment 215-11
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts and Response to Comment 209-19 through 21.

Response to Comment 215-12

The Updated and Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report (March 24, 2009) was included as
Appendix D of the Draft EIR. In the report is a “Tree Location Plan” which identifies all trees to be
saved and to be removed, overlaid on a site plan.
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Response to Comment 215-13

The Updated and Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report inventoried 114 trees in the
expansion area. Of those, 50 would be removed due to the Project; 47 of these are considered protected®
under the City’s Tree Ordinance and would require mitigation. A tree inventory report was not prepared
for the existing campus. However, trees to be removed were documented on an exhibit (Adobe 2009).
There are 64 trees on the existing campus that would be removed, of which 36 are protected under the
City’s Tree Ordinance and would require mitigation. In summary, the total trees that would be removed
throughout the expansion area and the existing campus are 114 (it is a coincidence that 114 trees were
inventoried in the expansion area and that 114 trees would be removed from both the expansion area and
existing campus combined) of which 83 are protected and would require mitigation. Of the 83 protected
trees, 10 are heritage oaks.

The comment mentions 121 trees being removed, however, as described above the total number of trees
that would be removed as part of the Project would be 114. The following change is made to the first
paragraph on page 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR:

Approximately 321114 trees, some heritage and some of which are visible from off-site, would be
removed for construction of the Project, and 219 trees would be planted. Views of trees from
Montgomery Drive and other public viewpoints would not change substantially and are
considered less than significant.

The following change is made to the first paragraph under Impact GG-1C on page 4.5-12:

The Project would remove 421114 trees (Adobe 2009). Using the Center for Urban Forest
Research Tree Carbon Calculator (CTCC) the carbon sequestration and total carbon stored for the
baseline year 2008 was estimated. Carbon sequestration is a measure of carbon stored in the
previous year. Carbon storage refers to the amount of carbon stored in the tree to date. The
121114 existing trees to be removed sequester 6.8 metric tons of carbon per year and 117 metric
tons carbon stored to date (see Table 4.5-2).

The following change is made to Table 4.5-2 on page 4.5-13.

TABLE 4.5-2
Carbon Sequestration from Trees to Be Removed and Planted
Existing Project in Project in Difference
(2008) Year 1 (2011) Year 10 (2020) (2020 less
2008)
Trees to Be Removed 1214114 N/A N/A
+98105
Trees to Be Added N/A 219 219°

! “Protected” is used to indicate non-exempt trees.
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TABLE 4.5-2
Carbon Sequestration from Trees to Be Removed and Planted
Existing Project in Projectin Difference
(2008) Year 1 (2011) | Year 10 (2020) (2020 less

2008)

Carbon Sequestration

(Metric Tons per Year)b 6.8 24 8.0 *1.2

Total Carbon Stored

. b 117 10 63 -54
(Metric Tons) ™

Notes:
a. Assumes a mortality rate of O percent, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-35
b. Calculated using Center for Urban Forest Research Tree Carbon Calculator

Section 4.2 Biological Resources is concerned with protected trees and that is why the discussion on Draft
EIR page 4.2-20 speaks only to the 83 protected trees that would be removed. The discussion on Draft
EIR page 4.5-11 is again discussing how tree mitigation is determined based on the City’s Tree
Ordinance. The discussion on Draft EIR page 4.5-12 is looking at the carbon sequestration lost from tree
removal and therefore appropriately looks at all 114 trees that would be removed as part of the Project.
Finally, in Section 4.12 Visual Resources all 114 trees that would be removed as part of the Project are
considered in the impact to visual resources.

Note that the trees removed under Alternative 1 would be 116 not 114. Refer to Chapter 3 for further
discussion on the trees that would be removed under Alternative 1.

The following reference was included in the reference section of Section 4.5 but was not included in the
reference section of Section 4.2 or 4.12. Therefore, the following reference is added to page 4.2-25 and
page 4.12-17, and the exhibit is included herein as Appendix C:

Adobe Associates, Inc. 2009. Overall Campus Tree Removal Exhibit. June 17.

Response to Comment 215-14
Refer to Response to Comment 215-1.

Response to Comment 215-15

Per City Code 17-24.130 the Director may authorize the planting of a lesser number of larger trees or a
larger number of smaller trees than specified if he finds that either adjustment will be more beneficial to
the permanency of all trees on the property. The configuration of tree mitigation proposed for the Project
has been determined to be acceptable by the City. Also refer to Response to Comment 205-2.

Response to Comment 215-16

The inventories and plans utilized in the EIR’s biology section are listed on Draft EIR page 4.2-25, under
References. In addition to the references cited, a campus tree removal exhibit prepared by Adobe
Associates in 2009 also was used. The Draft EIR is revised to add this reference as described in response
to comment 215-13. The information contained in Draft EIR Table 4.2-2 relied upon information
contained in the Planting Plan sheets provided as Appendix F to the Draft EIR as referenced in the
introduction to the table on Draft EIR page 4.2-21.
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The inventories and plans used to prepare the aesthetics (Visual Resources) section are listed on Draft
EIR page 2.12-17, under References. In addition to the references listed, three additional references were
used. These include Meserve 2009, Adobe 2009, and Santa Rose 2007.

The following three references are added to Draft EIR page 4.12-17:

Adobe Associates, Inc. 2009. Overall Campus Tree Removal Exhibit. June 17.

Meserve, John C. 2009. Updated and Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report, Spring
Lake Village, West parcels, Santa Rosa, California. March 24.

Santa Rosa, City of. 2007. Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan. Adopted by City of Santa
Rosa, March 27, 2007.

Both the Meserve tree report and Adobe & Associates exhibit were reviewed and found to be accurate.
The commenter does not provide any specific questions about the reports, so no further response can be
provided.

Response to Comment 215-17

The term “basic inventory” means that the tree inventory presented in the Updated and Expanded Tree
Preservation and Mitigation Report (Meserve 2009) consisted of a general review of tree health and
structural condition based upon an external visual examination of each tree. It did not include probing,
drilling, coring, root collar examination, root excavation, or dissecting of any tree part. Therefore, the
inventory does not guarantee or provide a warranty for the trees’ condition.

Response to Comment 215-18

Tree removal information included in Appendix D and the planting information included in Appendix F
of the Draft EIR were included in the visual simulation model.

Response to Comment 215-19

References used in the Draft EIR are included at the end of each section. Also refer to Response to
Comment 215-16 which adds three references.

Response to Comment 215-20

Refer to Response to Comment 209-1.

Response to Comment 215-21

Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 215-22
Refer to Response to Comment 205-2.

Response to Comments 215-23 and 215-24
Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comments 215-25 and 215-26

The EIR authors agree that the best way to estimate future energy use of an existing facility is to utilize
actual current energy use. This was the approach used, where feasible, for the Project. As described on
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Draft EIR page 4.5-9 historic data was indeed used in determining energy use by all common area
buildings. Energy use was provided by Spring Lake Village for the year 2008. Electricity was provided
in kilowatt hours and natural gas was provided in therms as reported on the monthly utility bills. The 375
residential units are metered individually. As it would have been impractical to attempt to collect energy
use information from 375 individual utility customers, annual average energy use for residential
buildings, as reported by the California Energy Commission, was used.

As noted above, Spring Lake Village has recently made campus-wide energy efficiency improvements.
Utility bills during the first quarter of 2009 also were reviewed. Energy use during this time indicated an
average 5 percent reduction in electrical use and 3 percent reduction in natural gas use by the common
areas as a result of campus-wide energy efficiency improvements that were performed in 2008. This
energy reduction was assumed to continue in the future. Therefore, estimated future energy use of the
existing buildings was calculated with a 5 percent and 3 percent reduction, respectively.

In projected energy use of the Project, annual average energy use for residential buildings, as reported by
the California Energy Commission, was again used for the 62 new expansion units. The Project would
incorporate LEED energy reduction requirements. For the new Fitness Auditorium under “Optimize
Energy Performance” in the LEED for New Construction checklist the building is anticipated receive 5
points for a reduction in energy use of 24.5%. The expansion area buildings are anticipated to achieve the
Energy Star for Homes credit in the LEED for New Homes checklist. Energy Star for Homes must be at
least 15% more energy efficient than the energy code under which they were permitted. Therefore the
estimated future energy consumption was reduced by 15% from the base estimated energy use. In
addition, the expansion area buildings also are anticipated to receive the following “Energy and
Atmosphere” credits: Exceptional Energy Performance, Exceptional Hot Water Distribution, Title-24
Lighting, Improved Lighting, High-Efficiency Appliances, Water-Efficient Clothes Washer, and
Appropriate HVAC Refrigerants. Estimated future electrical and natural gas usage for the new
auditorium and the boiler plant was provided by R&A Engineering.

The analysis is consistent with the 2010 adopted CEQA Guidelines and the 2010 Bay Area Air Quality
Management District CEQA Guidelines. In fact, under the BAAQMD Guidelines a quantitative analysis
would not have been necessary as the congregate care facility would have been screened from further
analysis and considered a less than significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions because the Project
adds less than 143 dwelling units.

Response to Comment 215-27

The column for which footnote “c” applies represents the difference in energy use between existing
conditions and the Project. For example, new Fitness Auditorium replaces an existing building.
Therefore the energy use shown for the Fitness Auditorium only represents the Project’s contribution to
energy use (i.e.: existing energy use minus proposed energy use). The improved Central Plant will use
less energy than the existing Central Plant and therefore the Project’s contribution to energy is reduced.
Also refer to Response to Comments 215-25 and 215-26.

Response to Comment 215-28

The City is currently preparing a Climate Action Plan, in support of Resolution 26341, which will result
in a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program. The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program will set Santa Rosa
specific greenhouse gas emission (GhG) thresholds and mitigation measures for new development. It is
anticipated that the Climate Action Plan will be adopted in Summer 2011. In the interim there are other
means by which the City is addressing the important issue of GhG emission reduction such as
implementation of its Green Building Code which the Project would be required to comply. This, and
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other programs the City participates in, is discussed in detail in the Setting portion of Section 4.5
Greenhouse Gases and Energy Use.

Response to Comment 215-29

The increase in GhG emissions was analyzed under impact GG-1: Will the Project generate GhG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? This
impact was found to be “less than significant” not “no impact.” Under Impact GG-2: Will the Project
conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GhGs, the impact was found to have “no impact.”
The conclusion is based on the Project’s compliance with applicable adopted plans, policies, and
regulations including General Plan 2035, the Santa Rosa Tree Ordinance, and the Santa Rosa Green
Building Code. This is discussed in detail on Draft EIR pages 4.5-10 through 4.5-12.

Response to Comment 215-30

No significant GhG impact has been identified for the Project and the Project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative conditions. Therefore, no proposed
mitigation measures for the reduction of GhG emissions are proposed. With regard to LEED and BIG
requirements see Response to Comment 215-25 and 215-26.

Response to Comment 215-31

Refer to Response to Comment 215-1.

Response to Comment 215-32

Refer to Response to Comment 214-1 to 5 with regard to placement of a pedestrian bridge over Santa
Rosa Creek.

Response to Comment 215-33 and 215-34

The comment indicates that all retail uses or public transit is over one mile away. These statements are
incorrect. Onsite amenities include a salon, bank, café, chapel, library, and a variety of social activities.
In addition, Skyhawk Village Center and Safeway shopping center, which both provide a number of retail
services, are located along Highway 12 and less than one mile away from the Project.

Spring Lake Village provides daily scheduled shuttle transportation to shopping centers and doctor offices
for its residents. In addition, the Project is within one mile of Sonoma County Transit Route 30, which
has a number of stops along Highway 12. The emission forecasts do not need to be corrected.

Response to Comment 215-35

The URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 does not incorporate parking spaces for residential uses into the
modeling for emissions. The model allows for a reduction in emissions only if a daily parking charge is
applied, which is not proposed as part of the Project. Therefore, emission forecasts for 359 parking
spaces would not change the emissions forecasted for the Project.

Response to Comment 215-36

As stated on page 4.7-8 in the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with Santa Rosa General Plan Policy
LUL-A-1. Spring Lake Village offers scheduled shuttle service and nearby access to local trails, bike
paths, and Sonoma County Transit Route 30, all alternative transportation modes.
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Response to Comment 215-37

Santa Rosa General Plan Policy LUL-E-2 seeks to ensure that projects are designed to foster livability.
The policy goes on to further state each neighborhood should maintain a distinct identity. Livability is a
broadly defined term in the Santa Rosa General Plan. Project components that contribute to livability
include providing elderly housing in an existing setting that provides a number of services to the elderly,
protection from natural disasters by improving drainage conditions on Brey Road, and incorporating
green building measures. Spring Lake Village has existed in, and been an integral part of, the
neighborhood for over twenty years; therefore the Project would not conflict with the existing identity of
the neighborhood.

Refer to Response to Comment 211-3 for the Project’s consistency with Santa Rosa General Plan Policies
LUL-E-3 and LUL-E-4.

Response to Comment 215-38

Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts related to geologic hazards. Comprehensive
geotechnical investigations have been prepared for the Project to evaluate and identify mitigation
measures for geologic hazards. A list of these geotechnical reports is provided on page 4.4-1 in the Draft
EIR. Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-3, and GEO-4 include compliance with the measures included in
the site specific geotechnical reports prepared for the Project. The Draft EIR has not unacceptably
deferred definition of mitigation measures to a future time.

Response to Comment 215-39

Refer to Response to Comment 215-1 with regard to the need for a smaller unit alternative. Refer to
Master Response B Visual Impacts with regard to inconsistencies of the Project with the Design
Guidelines.

A significant impact on GhG emissions has not been identified; therefore, an alternative that would
increase carbon fixing and thus reduce GhG emissions is not required to be evaluated in the EIR.
Similarly, a significant impact on wildlife corridors has not been identified; therefore, an alternative that
would provide for implementation of a wildlife corridor is not required to be evaluated in the EIR. Refer
to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor with regard to Project impacts on a wildlife
corridor.

Response to Comment 215-40
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts and Response to Comment 215-1.

Response to Comment 215-41

This comment is a letter submitted in September 2008 on the Mitigated Negative Declaration. It does not
contain any questions or concerns on the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 216 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 216-1
The existing Spring Lake Village campus borders approximately 1,800 linear feet of Santa Rosa Creek.

Response to Comment 216-2

Revenue production is implicit in development projects and is usually not identified in the Project
Obijectives. It does play a role, however, in considering the Project alternatives.

Response to Comment 216-3

Addition of such a statement to the Project Objectives is not needed. Living within Spring Lake Village
is not restricted to those already living in Sonoma County.

Response to Comment 216-4

The Project cottage footprints are as follows (Cottage 9 would be eliminated under Alternative 1):

Building Enclosed Gross (sf) | Covered Porches (sf) Total Gross (sf)
Cottage C-5 8,623 602 9,225
Cottage C-6 2,341 227 2,568
Cottage C-7 4,682 454 5,136
Cottage C-8 5,731 429 6,160
Cottage C-9 4,925 255 5,180
Cottage C-10 4,925 255 5,180
Cottage C-11 4,925 255 5,180

Existing cottage footprints are as follows:

Building Enclosed Gross (sf) Covered Porches (sf) | Total Gross (sf)
Bldg. 1 2,537 482 3,019
Bldg. 2 2,537 482 3,019
Bldg. 3 1,692 328 2,020
Bldg. 4 1,604 373 1,977
Bldg. 5 2,258 438 2,696
Bldg. 6 1,677 326 2,003
Bldg. 7 1,917 243 2,160
Bldg. 8 2,516 625 3,141
Bldg. 9 2,577 510 3,087
Bldg. 10 1,443 N/A N/A
Bldg. 11 3,006 162 3,168
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Building Enclosed Gross (sf) Covered Porches (sf) | Total Gross (sf)
Bldg. 12 1,629 N/A N/A
Bldg. 13 2,963 N/A N/A
Bldg. 14 2,818 N/A N/A
Bldg. 18 2,354 N/A N/A
Quad Bldg. 8,955 N/A N/A

The Villa building footprints and unit types with areas are as follows (Villa 5 is only included in

Alternative 1):

Building First Floor Gross (sf) | Covered Porches (sf) | Total Gross (sf)
Villa 1 7,715 990 8,705
Villa 2 7,715 990 8,705
Villa 3 9,100 660 9,760
Villa 4 7,715 990 8,705
Villa5 7,715 990 8,705
Unit A 1,590 1,590
Unit B1 1,647 1,647
Unit C1 1,565 1,565
Unit C2 1,627 1,627
Unit D 1,418 1,418

Response to Comment 216-5

The structural heights of the cottages on the expansion parcels would vary between approximately 19.5
feet to 20.5 feet. The structural heights of the cottages on the existing campus are approximately 16 feet
high.

Response to Comment 216-6

The statement that Villas 1 and 2 would built on a grade 4 feet higher than the surrounding buildings is
not accurate. Contours on the site plans indicate the existing elevation at Villas 1 and 2 locations are
between 298 and 302 feet mean sea level (MSL). The finish floor elevation for Villas 1 and 2 would be
graded to 300 feet MSL. Two-story apartment buildings currently exist adjacent to Villas 1 and 2 to the
east. The existing apartment buildings elevations are also between 298 and 302 feet MSL.

An exhibit entitled, “Perimeter Grading Exhibit” has been prepared and added as Appendix A in the Final
EIR. The exhibit shows the existing and finished grades at each property line for the parcel at 5435
Montgomery Drive. Some areas along the west boundary would require up to 2 feet of fill. The increase
in elevation is to address concerns of runoff from the site to neighboring properties; the 2-foot increase in
elevation would allow drainage to be redirected to prevent flooding onto neighboring properties.
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The finished floor elevation at Villas 1 and 2 would be the same as the existing apartment buildings to the
east and 1 foot higher than the cottages on the 5435 Montgomery Drive parcel.

Response to Comment 216-7
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

The 100-year floodwater elevation for Santa Rosa Creek is 284.6 feet above mean sea level. The
downstream-most culvert in Brey Road has an invert elevation of 288.64 feet above mean sea level,
which is approximately 4 feet above the 100-year stage of Santa Rosa Creek. The SUSMP drainage
analysis performed for the Project by Adobe Associates, and reviewed by Winzler & Kelly, included an
evaluation of the existing storm drainage system in Brey Road.

Response to Comment 216-8

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Because the flooding along Brey Road is an existing condition, and because the Project would limit
runoff rates from the expansion area to Brey Road at pre-development rates, the Project would not
exacerbate the existing problem and would not be required to provide mitigation. The Brey Road
improvements proposed would be funded and constructed as “good neighbor” improvements to help
address existing flooding and drainage concerns. They are not required as part of project mitigation.

Response to Comment 216-9

The Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts after mitigation to heritage trees, greenhouse gases,
flooding and drainage, wildlife corridors, or conflicts with existing plans. Mitigation Measure VR-2
Reconfigure Massing of Three-Story Villas in the Expansion Area reduced the visual impact of the
Project to less than significant. Alternative 1 also was found to reduce the significant visual impact to
less than significant. Refer also to Response to Comment 209-7.

Response to Comment 216-10

As described in Chapter 3 Alternative Description each of the alternatives considered but rejected were
rejected for a variety of reasons. Relocation of the villas was deemed infeasible as insufficient space
exists elsewhere on the existing campus to accommodate the villas. The reduced garage alternative was
rejected because no significant impacts had been identified that would prompt consideration of an
alternative. The off-site alternative was rejected due to lack of space and lack of connectivity to the main
campus.

The campus improvements would not displace existing elderly residents from their homes. One
significant unavoidable project impact was identified with regard to the campus improvements and that is
a temporary impact from construction noise.

Response to Comment 216-11

Refer to Response to Comment 205-2.

Response to Comment 216-12

Dust exposure and control was addressed under Impact AIR-1. The impact was determined to be less
than significant after incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 Air Quality Protection in accordance
with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 on page 4.1-9 of the Draft
EIR.
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Response to Comment 216-13
Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor and Response to Comment 209-13.

Response to Comment 216-14

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the numerous large trees on the Project site provide potential bird
nesting habitat and provides a mitigation measure that would avoid impacts to nesting raptors and
protected birds.

Draft EIR page 4.2-17 (under Impact BIO-1) states:

“. . .because the site supports numerous large trees, and buildings and other structures, it provides
potential nesting habitat for a variety of raptors and other birds, and roosting bats. Birds and raptors are
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Their nest, eggs, and young are also protected
under California Fish and Game Code. In addition, raptors such as the white-tailed Kkite are “fully
protected” under Fish and Game Code. The Project has the potential to impact these species during the
nesting season (March 1 through August 31) by removal of trees that contain active nests or by
undertaking construction activities in the vicinity of trees that contain active nests. Such impacts would be
significant.”

Draft EIR page 4.2-18 Mitigation Measure BIO-1b outlines steps that should be taken to avoid impacts to
nesting raptors and other protected birds. As described in Response to Comment 209-13, the analysis of
biological impacts under CEQA is intended to focus on special-status species and habitat.

Response to Comment 216-15

The criterion used in the Draft EIR to determine if the Project would impact wetlands is presented in
Table 4.2-1 on page 4.2-16, under BIO-3, which asks “Will the Project have a substantial adverse effect
on protected wetlands or water through direct removal, filling, or other means?” As described in the table,
a substantial adverse impact would occur if the Project resulted in any discharge to or placement of fill in
potential jurisdiction wetlands. The authorities for use of this criterion are the Clean Water Act, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the EPA and State of California “no-net loss’ policies, and the Santa
Rosa General Plan.

Standing water does not constitute a wetland. As described on page 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR, the Corps
identifies wetlands using a "multi-parameter approach™ which requires positive wetland indicators in three
distinct environmental categories: hydrology, soils, and vegetation. According to the Corps of Engineers
Federal Wetlands Delineation Manual (1987), except in certain situations, all three parameters must be
satisfied for an area to be considered a jurisdictional wetland. In general, the Regional Water Quality
Control Board employs similar wetland delineation techniques for identifying wetland areas potentially
subject to its regulation.

As described on Draft EIR page 4.2-16, purpose of the wetland assessment undertaken for the Project was
to characterize the nature and extent of areas in the expansion area that are potentially subject to U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water act and Regional Water
Quality Control Board regulations pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne
Act.

Prior to conducting the on-site wetlands assessment, various background materials relating to the site
were reviewed to preliminarily identify potential wetland features on the Project site. Additionally, the
Soil Survey of Sonoma County (U.S.D.A. 1990) was reviewed to determine if any of the soils on the
Project site are mapped as hydric soils. The presence of a hydric soil mapping unit on a project site
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suggests the presence of potential wetland habitats and therefore is another tool used in wetland
identification. The soil unit mapped on the Project site is Haire clay loam 0-5 percent slopes. This soil is
not listed as hydric on the national list but is listed as having hydric inclusions of Clear Lake clay and an
unnamed soil unit on the county list.

The wetlands assessments identified four potential seasonal wetlands covering 0.254 acre on the Project
site. These areas ranged in size from approximately 0.006 to 0.171 acre and were marginal in character in
that they supported primarily facultative plant species (these species are found to occur in wetlands 50
percent of the time and 50 percent of the time in uplands and therefore are not strong wetland indicators).
Most of the potential wetland areas have been disturbed in the past with maintenance of the community
garden and some orchard cultivation. One potential wetland area appeared to be artificial in origin given
its very narrow and linear configuration, and therefore not a natural “pool” or “swale”.

In April 2008 and June 2009 the San Francisco District of the Corps conducted a formal jurisdictional
wetlands determination on the Project site. It was determined that none of the potential wetland areas
meet the criteria of a jurisdictional wetland and therefore are not subject to Clean Water Act or Porter-
Cologne Act regulation.

Response to Comment 216-16

The Draft EIR appropriately listed only those species observed during the site visit. However, the
additional species observations provided by the commenter are appreciated. Refer to Response to
Comment 216-14 with regard to the Draft EIR’s evaluation of the habitat value provided by the trees to
bird species. Mitigation Measure BIO-1b Avoid Impacts to Nesting Raptors and other Protected Birds
requires preconstruction surveys within two weeks prior to construction if construction were to begin
during the nesting season of March 1 through August 31. No notification would be provided to the public
of the results of the surveys. Mitigation Measure BIO-1c Avoid Impacts to Pallid Bats requires
preconstruction surveys within 30 days prior to the start of construction that would impact or remove
roost structures. No notification would be provided to the public of the results of the surveys; however
the results of the pre-construction surveys would be filed at the Santa Rosa Community Development
Department and would be available to the public upon request.

Response to Comment 216-17
The Draft EIR addresses California freshwater shrimp on pages 4.2-18 and 4.2-19. The Draft EIR states:

“Santa Rosa Creek crosses the northern section of the site. This riparian corridor provides habitat for
steelhead, federally listed as threatened, as well as potential habitat for California freshwater shrimp and
coho salmon. Microhabitats formed by the woody root structure, aquatic pools, and woody debris along
the Creek provide aquatic habitat protective cover, shade, and lower water temperatures for these
protected species. Aquatic habitat would not be impacted by Project activities, however, lawn would be
removed within the creek buffer (100 feet from the riparian vegetation) and other construction activities
would occur adjacent to the creek buffer. During construction, degraded water quality from stormwater
runoff into Santa Rosa Creek could impact habitat of aquatic species.”

The Project has no direct impacts to Santa Rosa Creek. Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 is provided to
prevent sediment reaching Santa Rosa Creek and thereby reduce potential impacts to sensitive aquatic
species, such as California freshwater shrimp, to less than significant.

Response to Comment 216-18 through 216-22

Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.
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Response to Comment 216-23
Refer to Response to Comment 209-8 and Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 216-24

The reference to “non-access open space” in OSC-A-2 refers to sites which are protected and do not
provide for public access. An example of this could be a site that is a habitat preservation area and has
restricted access due to a conservation easement or a designated mitigation banking site. This does not
apply to the expansion area parcels. Therefore OSC-A-2 is not applicable to the Project site. The Project
would not cause an “intrusion of inappropriate uses” into Annadel or Spring Lake parks. Development of
the Project is confined to the Project site. Therefore OSC-A-2 is not applicable to the Project site. Also
refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment 216-25

No bird nesting surveys have been done for the Project. Preconstruction bird surveys would occur within
15 days prior to the start of construction.

Response to Comment 216-26

The determination that the expansion area no longer functions as an oak woodland habitat was not based
on trunk size, heights, or crown widths. Rather, the Draft EIR noted that the expansion area has been
considerably altered by human disturbance and is no longer representative of the historic natural habitat
that once existed in the area. This includes introduction of non-native species, including the orchard
trees, limited size of the area, mowing of the site, and the placement of outbuildings and materials on the
site.

Response to Comment 216-27

The three previous individual reports referred to in the introduction to the 2009 Updated and Expanded
Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report are three previous reports prepared by John Meserve. They do
not refer to any of the maps or exhibits listed by the commenter or prepared by others. The Updated and
Expanded Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report includes all trees protected under the Santa Rosa Tree
Ordinance in the expansion area.

Response to Comment 216-28
The bioswales, trees to be preserved, and trees to be planted are all indicated on the Planting Plan sheets
in Appendix F Landscape Plans. Also refer to Response to Comment 209-1.

The following change is made to item 2 of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR:

2) Maintain the existing grade within the fenced portion of the dripline. Route drainage swales
and underground work outside the dripline, where—pessibleexcept as determined acceptable by a
certified arborist and the City of Santa Rosa on the basis of finding the work will not result in the
loss of trees.

This change to Mitigation Measure BIO-5 will ensure that oak trees near drainage swales will not be
damaged by swale construction.
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Response to Comment 216-29

The City notes the comment that the neighbors are aware of the potential for the presence of cultural
resources on the expansion site and expect that sub-surface excavations are conducted in a manner that
respects this potential.

The mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR on page 4.3-12 through 4.3-15 outline the procedures
that must be followed prior to and during construction to ensure that any archaeological deposits that
could be encountered during construction on the expansion parcel and on the main campus are given
appropriate consideration in accordance with regulatory requirements and Native American cultural
concerns. If the City certifies the EIR and adopts the mitigation measures as part of Project approval, the
City will require that the applicant implement these measures through conditions of Project approval.

Response to Comment 216-30
Refer to Response to Comment 215-1.

Response to Comment 216-31

After grading, the building elevations need to remain higher than the existing ground elevations to allow
drainage to move away from the building foundations as required by the California Building Code. Villas
1 and 2 would be positioned on top of the underground parking garage. The top of the garage podium
would be level and Villa 2 would have the same finished floor elevation as Villa 1. The finished floor
elevations are set to provide elevation connectivity and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) for access with the parking and existing driveway elevations on the east side of the garage.
The building pad for the underground garage beneath Villa 2 would be approximately 14 feet below the
existing ground elevation.

Response to Comment 216-32
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

The approximate two-foot increase in elevation at the Wells property line is to accommodate the routing
of site drainage to the north rather than using the existing drainage route through the Brunn and Wells
properties. This would prevent runoff and flooding to the neighboring properties during larger rain
events.

Response to Comment 216-33

An exhibit entitled, “Perimeter Grading Exhibit” has been prepared and added as Appendix A in the Final
EIR. The exhibit is based on the site plan evaluated as Alternative 1 in the Draft EIR. The finished grade
elevations along the west boundary for Alternative 1 are the same as the original proposed elevations.
The elevation difference between the existing grades (EG) and the finished grades (FG) is shown in
parenthesis on the exhibit.

Response to Comment 216-34

The existing grades along the eastern boundary of the Brunn parcel range from 296.6 to 296.5. The
proposed elevations along this boundary range from 297.5 to 298.3, resulting in elevation differentials of
between 0.9 to 1.8 feet. Refer to Appendix A Perimeter Grading Exhibit.

Response to Comment 216-35

The drainage swale will be constructed 10 feet from the property boundary and there will be
approximately 9 feet of compacted native soil material between the swale and the property boundary.

City of Santa Rosa Page 83 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The subsurface water will follow the path of least resistance and flow within the perforated pipe and drain
into rock backfill beneath the swale to the underground detention system. The drainage swale would not
result in flooding impacts to neighboring properties.

Response to Comment 216-36

Goals, objectives, and policies from the Sonoma County General Plan are included in the Land Use
section in the Draft EIR because four Project parcels are currently located within unincorporated Sonoma
County.

Response to Comment 216-37

As discussed in Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5, under the Project there would be a surplus
of only 5 parking spaces and under Alternative 1 there would be a surplus of only 1 parking space. Also
refer to Response to Comments 215-2 with regard to on-site transit and retail services.

Response to Comment 216-38

The intent of LUL-E-3 (and the Zoning Code) is to prevent multiple community care facilities from
concentrating in one neighborhood. The Project would expand on an existing community care facility
that has existed in the neighborhood for over twenty years. Please refer to Response to Comment 205-2
for a discussion on the Melita Road parcel. Refer to Response to Comments 211-3 for further
clarification on the Project’s consistency with LUL-E-3.

Response to Comment 216-39

Consistency of the Project with Santa Rosa General Plan Policies UD-F and UD-F-2 was evaluated in the
Visual Resources section in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-2. It is unclear what the commenter means by
“building in a bubble”. If the commenter is concerned that the Project would be disturbing the existing
character of the neighborhood, the Project would be an infill project in a neighborhood where Spring
Lake Village has existed for over twenty years. Thus, the Project, as mitigated, would not disturb the
existing character of the neighborhood.

As stated on Page 4.12-8 in the Draft EIR, the Project would further Policy UD-F-2, in that natural
topographic features are retained and grading is minimized. The Project would remove mature trees,
however, as stated on Page 4.2-23 in the Draft EIR, the Project would provide compensation for loss of
protected and heritage trees and implement protective measures for the remaining protected heritage trees
in accordance with Santa Rosa City Code, Chapter 17-24 which would reduce impacts to less than
significant.

Also refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 216-40

The comment is noted. However, walkscore.com is not provided with data from local transportation
agencies such as the Santa Rosa Citybus or Sonoma County Transit. In addition, the calculator does not
take into account the services available to residents at Spring Lake Village such as dining, banking, salon,
and shuttle service. See Response to Comments 215-33 and 215-36 for further explanation on the
Project’s land use and transportation relationship. General Plan policies UD-G and UD-G-2 are discussed
on page 4.7-8 of the Draft EIR.

City of Santa Rosa Page 84 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 216-41

The Spring Lake Village Expansion and Annexation Project EIR does not state that the Project is
necessary to fulfill the housing goals of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. The Project Objectives from page
2-1 of the Draft EIR state only the Project’s purpose to serve the growing senior population by providing
housing. Community care facilities are allowed in all residential and commercial land use designations,
as noted in the Housing Element of the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. Also refer to Master Response B
Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 216-42

Policy H-A-2 is related to specific higher density sites identified in the Housing Element of the Santa
Rosa General Plan 2035. The complete policy states: “Pursue the goal of meeting Santa Rosa’s housing
needs through increased densities, when consistent with preservation of existing neighborhoods. Higher
density sites are illustrated on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, which will allow the development of
dwellings for 210 very low and 138 low income households annually. Development of these sites or
proposals for new higher density sites must be designed in context with existing, surrounding
neighborhoods.” The Project site is not identified as one of these sites. Therefore Policy H-A-2 is not
applicable to the Project. Also refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

As stated on Page 4.2-23 in the Draft EIR, the Project would provide compensation for loss of protected
and heritage trees and implement protective measures for the remaining protected heritage trees in
accordance with Santa Rosa City Code, Chapter 17-24 which would reduce impacts to less than
significant.

Response to Comment 216-43

The Project is not receiving any development incentives or money from the City. Therefore General Plan
Policy H-D-15 does not apply. While Episcopal Senior Communities does have other affordable senior
living facilities in Santa Rosa, this Project is not required under any City policy to provide low-income
housing. General Plan Policy H-D-16 encourages developers to include affordable housing; it does not
require them to do so. The Project is therefore not in conflict with General Plan Policy H-D-16.

Response to Comment 216-44

Community care facilities are allowed in all residential and commercial land use designations, as noted in
the Housing Element of the Santa Rosa General Plan. The Spring Lake Village Expansion Project was
not located within a Very Low Density Residential designation on the General Plan Land Use Map
because the applicant thought the designation was an “interim” designation intended to reserve the area
for future development. Instead the Project was located on this site because it is the only parcel adjacent
to the existing Spring Lake Village that is feasible to develop. General Plan Policy GM-A-2 does not
prohibit community care facilities in the Very Low Density Residential category. The Project does not
conflict with the policy.

Response to Comment 216-45

The Project does not include an affordable housing component and is not required to. Therefore, General
Plan Policy YF-E-4 is not applicable. The Draft EIR evaluates consistency of the Project with General
Plan 2035 goals and policies related to services because the Project includes renovations to the existing
campus with amenities and services for seniors. The commenter is correct that the Project improvements
for the senior services and activities are located on the existing campus.
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Response to Comment 216-46

Community care facilities are allowed in all residential and commercial land use designations, as noted in
the Housing Element of the Santa Rosa General Plan. The rezoning to a PD is not required to allow a
community care facility as this use is allowed in any residential zoning district, including Rural
Residential, with a Minor Conditional Use Permit. The rezoning to a PD would allow for a uniform set of
development standards such as height and setbacks, applicable to all of property within the boundary of
the PD.

Response to Comment 216-47

General Plan policies T-G-5 and T-G-6 seek to retain existing trees and vegetation and to provide large
setbacks from scenic roads “as possible”. While Melita Road is in the Scenic Road Combining District,
and has specific setback between 50 and 100 feet, Montgomery Drive is not. However, as noted in the
Draft EIR, Montgomery Drive is designated a scenic roadway in the Santa Rosa General Plan. No
specific setback requirements for Montgomery Drive, as a scenic roadway, are identified in the General
Plan. In addition, the 52 feet referenced in the comment actually applies to portions of the existing
campus. The proposed expansion area has a setback from Montgomery Drive of between 83 and 96 feet.

Mitigation Measure TR-3a would require the potential removal of trees and vegetation along a 150 foot
stretch of Montgomery Drive to improve pedestrian site distance. Removal of trees and vegetation for
safety is not considered in violation of policy T-G-5. In addition, the Project would provide
compensation for loss of protected and heritage trees and implement protective measures for the
remaining protected heritage trees in accordance with Santa Rosa City Code, Chapter 17-24 which would
reduce impacts to less than significant. In addition, the Project would need to comply with City Code 20-
28.050(F) dealing with the removal of trees within 50 and 100 feet of a scenic road.

Response to Comment 216-48

The comment does not identify a specific concern or question with regard to the Draft EIR and which
General Plan Policies the question is regarding. Therefore a response cannot be made. It may be of use
to the commenter to review page 4.7-8 of the Draft EIR for a discussion in support of the statement “the
Project would provide a number of benefits to the community by addressing other land use and housing
policies in the Draft General Plan.”

Response to Comment 216-49

The comment is incorrect in stating the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 does not address the land use
designations for community care facilities. Page 4-34 in the Housing Element states “community care
facilities are allowed in all residential and commercial land use designations and zoning districts, with the
exception of the Motor Vehicle Sales District. Facilities of six or fewer persons are allowed by right since
they are considered a single family use. Facilities of seven or more require review of a Minor Conditional
Use Permit by the City.” Therefore, the Project does not conflict with the General Plan 2035 concerning
locating community care facilities in a Very Low Density Residential land use designation. As noted in
Response to Comment 216-43 the Project is not required to provide affordable housing.

Response to Comment 216-50

The sentence referenced by the comment, which appears on page 4.7-8 of the Draft EIR, was provided for
context to the conditions at the time the original project was approved. It does not directly support the
analysis. There is nothing lacking or incorrect in the paragraph that requires revision.
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Response to Comment 216-51

The comment is correct that construction related noise impacts were found to be significant. In response,
extensive mitigation was outlined in Mitigation Measure N-1 Construction Noise Control Measures.
While these measures are expected to reduce noise levels, it cannot be guaranteed that the noise would be
reduced below 60 dBA per the City’s noise Ordinance. Therefore the impact remains significant.
Regarding description of the commenter’s business, CEQA does not require evaluation of economic
impacts.

Response to Comment 216-52

The Noise Study measured existing ambient noise in the neighborhood. Ambient noise, from such things
as traffic, would be expected to be similar year round. While residences may perceive noises to be higher
when outdoors during warming weather, actual increase in ambient noise would be perhaps 1 to 2 dBA
higher under the conditions described by the comment.

Response to Comment 216-53

Television and radio volumes, although heard from open windows, would not create significant noise
levels. By the time the sound from open windows on the Spring Lake Village campus reached the
neighbors properties it would be expected to be low. So low in fact it would not have changed the
projected exterior environmental noise levels at the Project site which were identified to be less than 60
dBA and consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan Guidelines. (Illingworth & Rodkin 2010)

Response to Comment 216-54

During a site visit in the spring of 2009 and again in the winter of 2010 the EIR preparers walked along
the path on the Spring Lake levee. The existing campus was not noticeably visible either time. While
small portions, of what was thought to potentially be rooftops from the existing campus, were visible
through gaps in trees, the rooftops were not positively identified. The trees that were noted to be most
significantly blocking the views were not located on the expansion area.

Response to Comment 216-55
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 216-56

The Draft EIR states on page 4.12-5 that “The northern portion of the properties has an open field, but is
not visible from Montgomery Drive and only barely visible from select viewpoints along Brey Road.”
The Draft EIR does not say that it is not visible. It should be noted that when the Draft EIR mentions
Brey Road or viewpoints from Brey Road, it is the Road itself that is meant and not an individual private
backyard along Brey Road. There is no question that the views of the expansion area would be greater
from an individual backyard due to closer proximity to the Project and fewer obstacles such as buildings,
fencing, and landscaping.

Response to Comment 216-57

A visual simulation with a view along Montgomery Drive showing the Villas was taken. The vantage
point was approximately 38 feet to the south of Montgomery Drive on the Sonoma County Water Agency
trail. Refer to Figure 4.12-4.
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Response to Comment 216-58

The visual simulations took into account trees that would be removed and trees that would be planted as
part of the Project. Refer to Response to Comment 216-54 with regard to views from Spring Lake levee.

Response to Comment 216-59
Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts and Response to Comment 216-46.

Response to Comment 216-60

As stated on Page 4.12-8 in the Draft EIR, the Project would further UD-F-2, in that natural topographic
features are retained and grading is minimized. The Project would remove mature trees, however, as
stated on Page 4.2-23 in the Draft EIR, the Project would provide compensation for loss of protected and
heritage trees and implement protective measures for the remaining protected heritage trees in accordance
with Santa Rosa City Code, Chapter 17-24 which would reduce impacts to less than significant. With
regard to “grading upwards” refer to Response to Comment 216-6.

Response to Comment 216-61

Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 216-62
Refer to Response to Comment 203-2.

Response to Comment 216-63

Refer to Master Response B Visual Impact.

Response to Comment 216-64

As with any new development nighttime ambient light would increase within and around the site. The
increase, however, is not considered substantial. The Project includes several components that would
reduce the nighttime ambient light including installation of full cut-off lamp fixtures, replacement of all
existing outside lamps with full cut-off fixtures, and landscape screening.

Response to Comment 216-65

Figure 4.12-2 Brey Road Cottages, does include the full length of Brey Road (from the point of the visual
simulation toward Montgomery Drive). Other homes are not visible due to vegetation. Because of the
narrowness of Brey Road, vegetation, and separation between buildings it was very difficult to pick up the
surrounding area from any vantage point along Brey Road. A camera does not pick up the full width of
the landscape as the naked eye would. Figure 4.12-3 was taken on the east side of Brey Road in an
attempt to pick up as much of the Project in the simulation as possible. However, even if the photo had
been taken from the west side of Brey Road, due to the narrowness of the road, the photo would not have
had much additional context. None of the proposed buildings on the expansion parcel would cast a
shadow on neighboring structures. Potential exists for some ground shadowing from Villa 4 onto the
northern neighboring property (Adobe 2010).

Regarding photo simulations from back yards refer to Response to Comment 203-3.
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LETTER 217 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 217-1
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

The stormwater infiltration devices would retain all stormwater from a 2-year storm event on site and
allow it to infiltrate into the groundwater. For storm events greater than the 2-year storm, the runoff rate
to the Brey Road ditch would be the same as pre-development runoff rates, although the duration of the
runoff may occur for a slightly longer period of time than the existing runoff. For example, with the
proposed storm drainage improvements, runoff rates would not change, but the duration of runoff for the
10-year storm event would be approximately 40 minutes longer.

The Project site would be graded to consider existing ground elevations. Less than two feet of fill
material would be placed along the west property boundary adjacent to the Wells and Brunn properties to
keep runoff from the Project site within the Project boundary. Engineered fill would also be placed below
all structures and roadways which do not have adequate underlying soil bearing capacities in the existing
soils.

Response to Comment 217-2

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment 217-3
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Ponded water on Brey Road parcels is due to saturated soil conditions and surface runoff from the
adjacent parcels to the east which drain to that property. The Project would reroute surface drainage
along the west boundary of the Project to eliminate the surface runoff to the properties from the Project
expansion area, thus alleviating flooding.

As noted on page 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR, the presence of Clear Lake clay loam and Haire clay loam and
their associate subsoils was identified as a significant impact due to their high shrink-swell potential. A
site specific geotechnical engineering report was prepared for the Project and included recommendations
for managing expansive soil grading. Mitigation Measure GEO-4, Engineering Methods for Expansive
Soil, includes measures to address expansive soils. Expansive soils are predominant in Sonoma County,
and standard trench widths, pipe materials, backfill material, bedding material and thickness, compaction
and installation practices for this soil condition would be required. The drainage systems would be
designed using plastic pipe, which would be immune to corrosive soils.

Response to Comment 217-4
Text on page 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
The water quality is generally good for most uses, and the unit yields water to some wells in the

downstream part of the Rincon Valley. In the southwest portion of the subbasin near the
boundary with the Santa Rosa Plain, an area of elevated iron, manganese, and boron was

reported.

Response to Comment 217-5
Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.
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The potential for cumulative effects on groundwater supply was evaluated on page 4.6-14 in the Draft
EIR. The projects listed under the cumulative scenario, including Annadel Estates, Hope Chapel, and
Elnoka Village, are each within the same groundwater subbasin as the Project.

City policies and regulations would require each of the projects listed under the cumulative scenario to
incorporate water conservation measures and to retain storm water and allow for infiltration. For
example, each of the projects would be required to comply with the City’s SUSMP Guidelines, which
require that the difference between pre- and post-construction runoff be detained on site. This would
reduce impermeable surfact area and increase surface water infiltration.

The use of groundwater wells at Annadel Estates is considered unlikely given that the project is single-
family residential which would be served by the City of Santa Rosa. Hope Chapel and Elnoka Village are
located approximately 0.5 miles and 1.25 miles east, respectively, of the Project expansion area.
Although not certain, the use of groundwater wells is considered unlikely, and if used, would most likely
be limited to landscaping supply.

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Rincon Valley Subbasin is summarized in California’s Groundwater
Bulletin 118 as nearly full. The Project would not contribute towards a depletion of groundwater supplies
or interfere with groundwater recharge that would lower the water level in nearby domestic groundwater
wells such that the production rates of the wells would not support existing uses. Cumulative effects of
the Project plus cumulative projects on groundwater supply are also considered less than significant given
that groundwater use would be limited and the groundwater subbasin is nearly full.

Response to Comment 217-6

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

The Project is not located within a FEMA designated flood zone, such as a 100-year flood zone. The
100-year floodwater elevation for Santa Rosa Creek is 284.6 feet above mean sea level. The downstream
most culvert in Brey Road has an invert elevation of 288.64 feet above mean sea level, which is
approximately 4 feet above the 100-year stage of Santa Rosa Creek. Therefore, water levels in Santa
Rosa Creek would not impede drainage along Brey Road.

Response to Comment 217-7

Landscape cover in the West Area is shown in Appendix F in the Draft EIR. Bioswales would be
vegetated with fescue grass. Other primary ground covers in the West Area include California Lilac,
Heart’s Desire Lilac, as well as many species of shrubs and trees.

Landscape irrigation would be designed to be controlled by weather track control systems to avoid
watering during rain events. The landscape plan submitted to the City includes plant selections in the
swale that will require ongoing irrigation. The water use projections were included in the irrigation
budget calculations. General landscaping irrigation would occur outside of bioswales and would be
designed with spray heads and drip systems. Irrigation volumes would not increase over existing
irrigation.

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater for additional information.
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The following text is added after paragraph 5 on page 4.6-10 in the Draft EIR as follows:

The garage’s foundation and sidewalls would be waterproofed and constructed to withstand full
hydrostatic pressure forces imparted during periods of high groundwater. The structure would
therefore not need to be equipped with a permanent dewatering system for the purpose of
groundwater intrusion. Impacts are considered less than significant.

Landscape cover in the West Area includes fescue grass for the proposed bioswales, as well as
other ground covers including California Lilac, Heart’s Desire Lilac, and several different species
of shrubs and trees. Landscape irrigation would be designed to be controlled by weather track
control systems to avoid watering during rain events. The landscape plan submitted to the City
includes plant selections in the swale that will require ongoing irrigation. The water use
projections were included in the irrigation budget calculations. General landscaping irrigation
would occur outside of bioswales and would be designed with spray heads and drip systems.

Response to Comment 217-8
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Bioswales are designed in accordance with the City of Santa Rosa SUSMP Guidelines. This guideline
has a design option for swales with slopes less than one percent to have a subdrain below the bottom of
the swale. Subdrain designs are included in Project bioswales where the slopes are less than one percent.

Project bioswales are designed to be segmented and include drainage inlets within each segment. Each
bioswale segment is designed to treat the 2-year event and has the capacity to convey a 100-year storm
event within the bioswale and through the drainage inlet grate without overflow. Project grading has been
designed to allow overland release without flooding buildings should a storm event large enough to
breach the bioswales or drainage detention system occur.

Response to Comment 217-9
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Response to Comment 217-10

Earthwork grading quantities reflect a net surplus of 11,800 cubic yards of soil which would need to be
exported from the Project site. Material excavated from the underground garage will be sorted and tested
for suitability in use as engineered fill material to be used onsite. Engineered fill is used as base material
for building foundation areas, streets, parking areas, and trench backfill material. Suitable material will be
stockpiled and used onsite and unsuitable material will be exported from the Project site.

In general, the building pad elevations have been set near existing ground elevations. Due to the slope of
the existing ground and the size of some of the foundations, and the desire to preserve existing trees,
grading for streets and drainage away from buildings may require cutting or filling areas of the Project
site up to 2 feet in elevation. Some areas along the west boundary would require up to 2 feet of fill to
redirect existing drainage in order to reduce the existing side and back yard flooding at homes on the east
side of Brey Road.

An exhibit entitled, “Perimeter Grading Exhibit” has been prepared which shows the existing and finished
grades at each property line intersection with the Project boundary and is included with these comment
responses. The exhibit is based upon the site plan described in the Draft EIR for Alternative 1. Finished
grades for Alternative 1 are the same as for the Project.
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No runoff from the Project would cross the Project boundary except directly to outfall to the Brey Road
ditch. The existing ground elevation at the Wells south and north property line intersection with the
Project west boundary is approximately 296.6 and 296.2 respectively. The proposed grades at these
locations are 297.5 and 296.2 respectively. This results in increased elevations at the property corners of
0.9 feet at the south corner and 0.0’ at the north corner. The increase in elevations would keep
stormwater runoff on the Project site and away from the neighboring properties.

Response to Comment 217-11

Sub-drains have been designed below the bioswales to account for the poor draining existing soils types.
Porous backfill material and the perforated pipe systems would be used to prevent “perched” water in the
pipe trenches by conveying water to the underground detention system. Hydrostatic pressures would not
result in pipe buoyancy in a perforated pipe. If the sub-drain pipe were a solid pipe, the depth of soil
cover over the pipe and the filter fabric wraps around the two backfill layers would be sufficient to
address any minor buoyant forces which may occur.

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology regarding proposed maintenance of bioswales.

Response to Comment 217-12

The bottom of drainage swales and bioswales located along the west boundary are located approximately
8 1010 feet east of the west boundary. Raising the finished site grades above the natural ground surface
does not imply that water from the subdrain will move laterally through 8 to 10 feet of existing expansive
soil material. Water follows the path of least resistance, which is surface flow within the bioswale, then
through the porous subdrain backfill material and the perforated subdrain pipe to the underground
detention system. The subdrain below the swales and bioswales will prevent perched water from
accumulating within the pipe trenches.

Response to Comment 217-13

Drainage systems, including the subdrain systems within the bioswales, would be constructed using
plastic pipe, which is immune to corrosive characteristics of the soil. The storm drainage system is
designed to be in the soil material above the groundwater, approximately 3 feet below the ground surface.
Relative to most other projects in this area, the design and maintenance of the storm drain system will be
identical. Expansive soils (i.e., soils with shrink swell properties) are predominant in Sonoma County,
and standard trench widths, pipe materials, backfill material, bedding material and thickness, compaction
and installation practices for this soil condition would be used.

Response to Comment 217-14

The Project engineer disagrees with the increased runoff volume projections of 20 to 25 acre feet
presented by Balance Hydrologics, Inc. The informal methodology used by the commenter in footnote 5
is not appropriate. Standard calculation methodologies are required by the City of Santa Rosa and
Sonoma County Water Agency for SUSMP approval. These methodologies have been approved by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. A completely impervious site with no infiltration would only
generate 16 acre-feet of additional runoff based on 5.81 acres and 33 inches mean annual precipitation
and the Project site is not completely impervious. Refer to Sonoma County Water Agency standards for
mean annual precipitation.

Landscape irrigation is designed to be controlled by weather track control systems to avoid watering
during rain events and to avoid overwatering. The landscape plan submitted to the City includes plant
selections in the swale that will require ongoing irrigation. The water use projections were included in the
irrigation budget calculations.  General landscaping irrigation will occur outside of bioswales and is
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designed with spray heads and drip systems to dampen the earth to 12 to 18 inches below the ground
surface, not to saturate the soils beneath the plants. Landscape irrigation is not designed to be applied at a
rate which allows excess runoff or results in groundwater recharge. Impacts to groundwater from
landscape irrigation sources are considered negligible. Refer to Response to Comment 217-7 regarding
other landscape questions.

As has been shown in Response to Comment 217-11, perched water is not expected to occur due to
drainage improvements. Therefore, the EIR Authors disagree that the Brey Road neighborhood will
experience a longer duration of wet ground. In fact, drainage improvements are designed to decrease
surface runoff from the Project expansion parcels onto neighboring parcels to the west.

A water balance for the expansion area in Alternative 1 is included below. Mean annual rainfall values
and runoff coefficients are from the Sonoma County Water Agency Flood Control Design Manual. The
infiltration volumes indicated in the tables below do not account for the low impact design practices that
would be installed as part of the project. The difference in the total areas, approximately 0.35 acre,
between pre-development and post-development is due to the inclusion of additional parking and
sidewalks in the post-development site in the areas east of Villas 1, 2, and 3, which lie outside of the west
parcel Project boundary and within the existing campus development.

TABLE 2-3
Existing (Pre-Construction) Water Balance
Description Mean Annual | Runoff Runoff/ Area (Ac) | Runoff
Rainfall Coefficient | Infiltration Volume
(in/year) (in) (Ac-Ft)
Runoff
Brey Road 33 0.5 16.5 3.51 4.83
North Project | 33 0.5 16.5 231 3.18
Boundary
Infiltration 33 0.5 16.5 5.81 8.0
Total 16.01
TABLE 2-4
Project (Post-Development) Water Balance
Description Mean Annual | Runoff Runoff/ Area (Ac) | Runoff
Rainfall Coefficient | Infiltration Volume
(infyear) (in) (Ac-Ft)
Runoff
Brey Road 33 0.8 26.4 3.72 8.18
Existing Campus | 33 0.8 26.4 2.45 5.39
Drain System
Infiltration 33 0.2 6.6 6.17 3.39
Total Runoff 16.96
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The water balance presented in the Tables 2-3 and 2-4 is an approximation of runoff volumes for the
expansion area and shows a total increase of 0.94 acre-feet per year. This is a conservative estimate, as
the runoff coefficient for the existing site is likely higher than 0.5 given the poor draining soils at the site,
which would result in a higher percentage of runoff. The annual increase in runoff is estimated at 5.56
acre-feet. The annual increase in runoff to the Brey Road ditch is approximately 3.35 acre-feet.

As described in Master Response C Hydrology, the proposed Project and alternatives have incorporated
several LID measures in accordance with recent changes to the City of Santa Rosa’s SUSMP. The
changes to the SUSMP prioritize the use of LID and the capture of small storm volume for infiltration on-
site. The revised Drainage Analysis included a study of three points along the Brey Road ditch, the
results of which show that the developed project site would reduce the stormwater runoff rates to Brey
Road (refer to the summary of these results in Master Response C).

The bioswales would continue to function for treatment and for conveyance when soils are saturated. The
material below the bioswale bottom is amended soil and sand designed to infiltrate and treat surface
water; native expansive material is not used. Below this material is a gravel layer designed with larger
void space to allow water to move more freely than the surrounding soil conditions. The gravel layer is
used to collect water when the surrounding soil conditions are saturated and will allow infiltration when
the surrounding soils are not saturated. Excess water collected within the gravel layer is conveyed
through a perforated pipe to the storm drain detention system. Therefore, the increase in runoff volume
would not result in increasing the duration of ponding on neighboring parcels to the west.

Response to Comment 217-15

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology, for information about the potential for additional burden to Brey
Road homeowners.

The impact to Brey Road wear and tear is anticipated to be negligible from increased runoff durations.
Under existing conditions, the main threat to Brey Road is the potential erosion of the road banks from
uncontrolled surface water running over Brey Road from west to east resulting from the low capacity and
lack of maintenance of the existing culverts under driveways in the parallel ditches. The Project does not
change or exacerbate that condition. Nevertheless, the Project applicant has offered to add capacity to the
ditch and properly size the culverts to accept the runoff from the design storm (a 10-year event) to City of
Santa Rosa standards if neighboring property owners permit.

Response to Comment 217-16
Text on page 2-4 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Currently, drainage from the expansion area flows in a northwesterly direction toward Santa Rosa
Creek. Runoff from the expansion area currently drains to an existing roadside drainage ditch
along the east side of Brey Road at the westerly most Project boundary and drains to the
neighboring property to the north. Runoff from Brey Road ditch drains to Santa Rosa Creek
approximately 275 feet to the north.

Response to Comment 217-17

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology, for information about maintenance, including any potential
burden to Brey Road homeowners.
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Response to Comment 217-18

The Project would not result in an increase in the rate of runoff compared with the pre-developed
condition. Since there is no increase in the runoff rate, the Project would not result in adverse effects to
Santa Rosa Creek nor exacerbate effects of Brey Road runoff or property between the Brey Road ditch
and Santa Rosa Creek. Thus, the Project is not expected to expose either the applicant or adjoining
property owners to increased liability associated with discharges to Santa Rosa Creek.

Response to Comment 217-19

A flooding map was not included in the Draft EIR because the Project is not located within a FEMA
designated flood zone, such as a 100-year flood zone, and thus, no FEMA mapping exists.

Text on page 4.6-13 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Santa Rosa General Plan Figure 12-4, FEMA Flood Plain Map / Dam Inundation, shows
designated FEMA flood areas in the city. The Project site and surrounding areas of Brey Road
are not mapped as FEMA flood areas. The Project would not place housing or structures within a
100-year flood hazard area or within a dam inundation area (General Plan 2035). There would be
no impact.

Response to Comment 217-20
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology Impacts.

The Santa Rosa Creek 100-year floodwater surface elevation of 284.6 is approximately 4 feet lower than
the culvert elevation at the north end of Brey Road. There is no backwater influence on the Brey Road
drainage system either at the Brey Road outfall or any other outfall from the Spring Lake Village campus.

Response to Comment 217-21

Refer to Response to Comment 210-1 with regard to the provision of EIR references, including the
Hydrologic Assessment by EBA (2009). Several geotechnical investigations have been completed at the
sites between 2007 and 2009. The data referred to by the commenter includes groundwater elevations
encountered in borings K-3 and K-4 on March 24, 2009. On the same date, March 24, 2009, borings K-1
and K-2 were installed in the same general vicinity. The logs for these two borings indicate that
groundwater was not encountered, and the borings were completed to a depth of 20.5 feet.

The storm drainage system is designed to be approximately 3 feet below ground surface in the soil
material above groundwater. Bioswales would be constructed with the bottom depth no more than one
foot below existing ground elevations. The sub-drains below the bioswale would be constructed to a
depth of two feet below the bottom of the bioswale. Therefore, groundwater would not affect the
functioning of the bioswales sub-drains, even if it were at 10 bgs as proposed by the commentor.

The Project would not result in a direct increase in groundwater levels. See Response to Comment 217-
14.

With the exception of the Brunn property, all of the Brey Road properties which border the expansion
area are on City sanitary sewer service. The septic permit records from the Sonoma County PRMD
shows that the easterly end of the leach field at the Brunn parcel is approximately 40 feet west of their
eastern property line. The nearest drainage swales are designed at 10 feet from the Project’s western
boundary and therefore meet the 50-foot setback criterion from the septic system for storm drains.
Further, bioswales would not cause perched groundwater to migrate 50 feet away to the septic system.
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Response to Comment 217-22

The Project would not result in an increase in groundwater levels. See Response to Comment 217-14.
Increases and decreases in the water table over time would be associated with climate conditions, such as
a series of wet or dry years. Such conditions are unrelated to the Project and are outside the scope of the
EIR.

Response to Comment 217-23

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

As noted on page 4.6-2 in the Draft EIR, the volume of groundwater in storage within the portion of the
aquifer underlying Brey Road and the proposed Project was estimated at 331 million gallons. This
estimate was based on a Hydrogeologic Assessment performed by EBA Engineering for the purpose of
evaluating potential impacts from temporary dewatering that may be needed during excavation of the
underground garage. The assessment used an estimated aquifer saturation thickness of 184.4 feet, which
was based on the average completion depths of Brey Road wells compiled during a review of well logs
available at the Department of Water Resources and known groundwater levels. Well driller reports for
two shallower wells reported by members along Brey Road were not on file with the Department of
Water Resources, nor were permits on file with the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
District.

The domestic wells along Brey Road are all completed within the same aquifer system. As such, the
aquifer will respond as a whole to any groundwater withdrawals, regardless if the source of withdrawal is
from the pumping of shallow or deeper wells or dewatering of the excavation during construction. Thus,
to artificially limit the assessment to the upper 35 feet bgs is not considered representative of how the
aquifer system will respond. As a result, recalculation of the previous estimates is not considered
warranted.

Response to Comment 217-24

The effective porosity used by EBA Engineering was based on a text book value (Applied Hydrology by
Fetter) for typical coarse sand or gravelly sand deposits. This text provided a range of 20 to 35 percent,
with an average value of 25 to 27 percent. EBA used the minimum value of 20 percent based on the site-
specific bedrock descriptions of closely to moderately fractured pebble-conglomerate, pebbly sandstone,
sandy siltstone, silty sandstone, and sandy conglomerate.

Whereas the use of a 20 percent effective porosity value can be debated, utilization of a lower value (5.5
percent) as suggested by Balance Hydrologics, Inc. does not make a substantial difference in the
reduction of the overall aquifer storage volume induced by the excavation dewatering scenario. Previous
calculations performed by EBA computed an overall aquifer storage reduction of less than one percent at
an effective porosity of 20 percent. The corresponding aquifer storage reduction at a 5.5 percent effective
porosity is only 2.2 percent. Also, as described in previous submittals, this represents a temporary
reduction during construction, not a permanent reduction.

Response to Comment 217-25

The EIR author agrees that reference to the “one well in the southeastern part of the basin...” is not

relevant to the evaluation. Text on page 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

The Project is located within the Rincon Valley Subbasin of the Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater
Basin. The Rincon Valley Subbasin is summarized in California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118 as
nearly full, and wells within the subbasin indicate that water levels have remained relatively

City of Santa Rosa Page 97 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 217-26

The EIR authors spoke with Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) staff about the event mentioned in
the comment. The event included Ralphine Well No. 2, which is located in Spring Lake Park
approximately 850 feet west of the Brey Road / Montgomery Road intersection. The well was installed in
1952 but was not used. Ownership of the well changed to the SCWA when they purchased the Spring
Lake Property. The well has still not been used and is not an active well as it does not have a submersible

pump.

The event described by the commenter was a “high-capacity well test.” Based on information from the
SCWA, the event occurred in 2007 and included well rehabilitation and groundwater sampling. The
event was done to explore the use of the well as a potential emergency supply well, such as the
emergency wells located in the Santa Rosa Valley. The inside of the well screen was cleaned, and
sediment at the bottom of the well was removed. Groundwater was removed during well rehabilitation, as
well as purging the well as part of the groundwater sampling process. The SCWA staff said that some
Brey Road homeowners were concerned about the well test, but staff did not know of any wells having
been impacted by the event.

Information about pumping rates was not available. However, as noted on Page 4.6-9 in the Draft EIR, it
is anticipated that the temporary excavation dewatering for the underground garage would be
accomplished by “siphoning” water off the top of the water table using submersible pumps to just below
the final excavation grade of the underground garage, which is 14.5 feet bgs. This method is much
different than well purging, and would lower localized water levels to only the needed depth, which
would be just below 14.5 feet bgs.

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater for additional information.

The SCWA staff said that they do not currently have plans to use the well as an emergency supply. The
well is non-operational as it does not have a pump.

Response to Comment 217-27

Several geotechnical investigations have been completed at the sites between 2007 and 2009. The data
referred to by the commenter includes groundwater elevations encountered in borings K-3 and K-4 on
March 24, 2009. The logs for these two borings indicate that groundwater was encountered at 7 feet bgs
in K-3 and 4.5 feet bgs at K-4. On the same date, March 24, 2009, borings K-1 and K-2 were installed in
the same general vicinity. The logs for these two borings indicate that groundwater was not encountered,
and the borings were completed to a depth of 20.5 feet.

As noted on page 4.6-9 in the Draft EIR, the depth to groundwater was also measured in three of the
closest water supply wells in March 2009. The measured water levels in the wells ranged from
approximately 12 to 18 feet bgs. In addition, depth to groundwater was measured in an inactive water
supply well located adjacent to the western footprint of the proposed garage, with water levels recorded at
12.6 feet bgs and 14.4 feet bgs on two different occasions.

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater for additional information about the parking garage.
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Response to Comment 217-28
Text on page 2-6 in the Draft EIR has been revised to include the following:
California Department of Water Resources

Well destruction would need to be performed in accordance with State of California well
destruction standards per DWR Bulletin 74-91.

Response to Comment 217-29

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

The Project would not use additional groundwater for landscape irrigation, would detain the difference
between pre-development and post-development runoff, and would not require permanent dewatering for
the underground garage. As such, the Project would not be expected to result in a lowering of the local
aquifer upon which the Brey Road neighborhood depends.

Response to Comment 217-30

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment 217-31

Minimal mounding may result from the underground garage on the upgradient side of the structure,
perpendicular to the direction of groundwater flow. Groundwater will continue to travel beneath and
around the structure, then converge back towards the original flow regime at a point downgradient.

City of Santa Rosa Page 99 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



£l

|[Comment Letter #218

N

P

]



WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
1

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
2

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
4

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
5

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Text Box
3

WWietgrefe
Text Box
Comment Letter #218

WWietgrefe
Line

WWietgrefe
Line


SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION A

LETTER 218 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 218-1
Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Response to Comment 218-2

Refer to Master Response B Visual Impact.

Response to Comment 218-3
Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment 218-4

ND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The required front yard setback is 20 feet. Refer to Response to Comment 216-62.

Response to Comment 218-5
Refer to Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5.
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LETTER 219 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 219-1
Refer to Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5.

Also refer to Master Response C Hydrology with regard to flooding of neighboring properties.
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LETTER 220 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Response to Comment 220-1

No specific comment was made on the Draft EIR. It is therefore difficult to provide a response. With
regard to the general comment on aesthetics refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts. General Plan
consistency was analyzed throughout the Draft EIR; in particular Section 4.7 Land Use. The Project is
not inconsistent with General Plan 2035.

Response to Comment 220-2

Refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment 220-3

Refer to Response to Comment 216-47 for a description of how the Project will comply with applicable
regulations regarding the scenic road designation of Montgomery Drive.

Response to Comment 220-4

There are no height restrictions in the Santa Rosa General Plan. The Project would, however, be
consistent with the height restrictions in the PD-0308 designation. A majority of the residences on the
existing campus are housed within two-story buildings, not single-story buildings. Please refer to Master
Response B Visual Impacts for the Project’s compatibility with the rural residential neighborhood.
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PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 1 TO 5, MARK HILLESTAD
Response to Comment PH1 to PH5
Comment Summary: These comments are a duplication of those submitted in writing under letter 203.

Refer to Response to Comment 203-1 through 203-5.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 6 TO 8, LA DELL EscoLA
Response to Comment PH6

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about the impact of the Project on the private wells
along Brey Road.

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment PH7

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned with impacts of the Project on the rural area.

The Draft EIR found the impact of the Project on the visual character of the site to be significant.
Mitigation Measure VR-2 Reconfigure Massing of Three-Story Villas in Expansion Area requires a
reduction of the three-story buildings to two stories or redesign of building layouts and revisions to the
architectural detail to change the institutional appearance of the Project. The impact is considered less
than significant after mitigation. Also refer to Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment PH8

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about dust during construction.

Under Impact AQ-1, impacts association with dust generation during construction were found to be
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 Air Quality Protection requires implementation
of air quality measures to reduce this impact. The impact is considered less than significant after
mitigation.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 9 TO 12, WAYNE MARTIN
Response to Comment PH9

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about the safety of pedestrians from Spring Lake
Village on Brey Road, the potential for residents to park on Brey Road, and emergency vehicle access
from Brey Road.

A pedestrian crosswalk would be installed as part of the Project to provide safe access to Spring Lake.
Access to the crosswalk would be from the main campus, not Brey Road. Parking for the cottages is
provided on site both directly in front of the cottages and by personal garages attached to the cottages.
Parking on Brey Road is not anticipated as it would be inconvenient and further from the cottages.
Emergency vehicle access (EVA) is provided from four points via Montgomery Drive. The EVA farthest
west would have direct access to the new cottages. There is no EVA from Brey Road. The location of
the EVA points was done in consultation with the Santa Rosa Fire Department.

City of Santa Rosa Page 106 Winzler & Kelly
July 21, 2010 1030909001



SPRING LAKE VILLAGE EXPANSION AND ANNEXATION FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment PH10

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned with the capacity of the existing Brey Road culverts
and the impact implementation of the Project would have on flooding with the addition of the bioswales
directing stormwater runoff to the culverts.

Refer to Master Response C Hydrology.

Response to Comment PH11

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned with the size of the Project relative to the existing
neighborhood.

Refer to Response to Comment PH7.

Response to Comment PH12

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about pedestrians crossing the road to Spring Lake.

A pedestrian crosswalk would be installed across Montgomery Drive as part of the Project to provide safe
access to Spring Lake Regional Park. The crosswalk would include a pedestrian-activated flashing
beacon to alert oncoming motorists.

The Draft EIR found that the minimum sight distance required for adequate lines of sight between
pedestrians waiting at the proposed crosswalk and oncoming drivers is not available due to tree coverage
for an approximate 150 foot section of the Spring Lake Village frontage. Mitigation Measure TR-3a
Adequate Site Distance requires the applicant to retain a qualified transportation consultant to identify
specific trees and brush that need to be trimmed or removed within a 150-foot section of Montgomery
Drive frontage, immediately east of the new crosswalk. The purpose of which would be to increase
pedestrian sight distance at the new crosswalk.

In addition, parking would be restricted along the north side of Montgomery Drive west of the main
Spring Lake Village entrance to the western property line to provide adequate site distance for the
pedestrian crosswalk. The impact is considered less than significant after mitigation.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 13 AND 14, LAURIE FONG

Response to Comment PH13

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about the height of the Project and how it would fit into
the neighborhood.

Refer to Response to Comment PH7 and Master Response B Visual Impacts.

Response to Comment PH14
Comment Summary: The comment asks to reduce the “industrial look™ of the buildings.

Mitigation Measure VR-2 Reconfigure Massing of Three-Story Villas in Expansion Area in the Draft EIR
also includes the requirement for the buildings to “have variety in color, architectural detail and
landscaping to avoid a monotonous institutional appearance” and to “improve massing by variation in
roofline, balcony placement, or windows that will add to the rhythm of the fagade.”
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PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 15 AND 16, PAUL HALL
Response to Comment PH15

Comment Summary: The commenter expresses appreciation for the Draft EIR and Alternative 1.
The City acknowledges and appreciates the comment.

Response to Comment PH16

Comment Summary: The comment discusses the existing campus as a wildlife corridor.

Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENT 17, COMMISSIONER POULSEN
Response to Comment PH17
Comment Summary: The commenter stated he did not have comments on the Draft EIR.

The comment is acknowledged.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENT 18, COMMISSIONER ALLEN

Response to Comment PH18

Comment Summary: The commenter asked whether Alternative 1 could be discussed when the Project
came before them again.

City staff Molly Dillon provided an answer on this procedural question at the time of the meeting. No
further response is necessary for the purposes of the Final EIR.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENT 19, COMMISSIONER BARTLEY
Response to Comment PH19

Comment Summary: The commenter indicated surprise that when reviewing the Draft EIR there was a
significant unavoidable impact with regard to noise. The commenter also indicated that during the
presentation his questions had been answered.

The Draft EIR does identify a temporary significant unavoidable impact from noise during construction.
While these measures are expected to reduce noise levels, it cannot be guaranteed that the noise would be
reduced below 60 dBA per the City’s Noise Ordinance. Therefore, the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 20 TO 24, COMMISSIONER BANUELOS
Response to Comment PH20

Comment Summary: The commenter asks about the alternatives which were considered but not evaluated.
Specifically, the commenter requested more explanation on why there is not another alternative that
would expand on the existing Spring Lake campus.

Expansion on the existing site was explored early in the master planning process but was not pursued
further. There are several constraints to the existing campus such as limited space, the configuration of
existing buildings, and creek setbacks that are more restrictive than when the original campus was built.
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The only way to place new units on the campus would be to demolish existing units and then reconfigure
the layout. Also refer to Responses to Comments 214-1 through 214-5.

Response to Comment PH21
Comment Summary: The commenter asks about wildlife that may use the site that were not discussed in
the Draft EIR.

All species observed during the site visits are included in the biological reports for the Project site.
CEQA is concerned with species that are legally protected. Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR
focuses on special-status species. For the purposes of the Final EIR, a wildlife biologist was retained to
evaluate the site and to peer-review the biological studies that were used in the Draft EIR. The focus of
the review was the use of the expansion site as a wildlife corridor. This is documented in Master
Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor. The Master Response also includes a discussion of
“common” species that may use the site.

Response to Comment PH22
Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about the impact of the Project on the private wells
along Brey Road.

Refer to Master Response D Groundwater.

Response to Comment PH23

Comment Summary: The commenter is concerned about emergency vehicle access on Brey Road.
Refer to Response to Comment PH9.

Response to Comment PH24

Comment Summary: The commenter asked about the neighbors concern regarding their input on the
Project.

From submittal of the Project application through circulation of the Draft EIR at least eight public
meetings have been held on the Project. These meetings were held from March 2007 through November
2009. The meetings included a Neighborhood Meeting, two Design Review Board meetings, a Planning
Commission meeting, two City Council meetings, an EIR Scoping meeting, and a Draft EIR Public
Hearing. Each of these meetings allowed for public comment and input which has resulted in revisions to
the Project.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENT 25, COMMISSIONER CISCO

Response to Comment PH25

Comment Summary: The commenter indicated that she felt the Draft EIR was thorough. The commenter
also indicated the significant unavoidable impact from noise was something he had never seen before.

The Draft EIR authors appreciate the comments on the thoroughness of the Draft EIR. With regard to
noise, refer to Response to Comment PH19.
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PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 26 TO 28, COMMISSIONER CASTON
Response to Comment PH26

Comment Summary: The commenter believes preparing the EIR was an appropriate step to take.
The comment is acknowledged.

Response to Comment PH27

Comment Summary: The commenter asks for more discussion on how Appendix F impacts the mitigation
measures.

Appendix F of the Draft EIR includes the landscape plans for the Project. The landscape plans include
the trees that will be planted in accordance with the City’s Tree Ordinance and Mitigation Measure B1O-5
Compensate for Loss of Protected and Heritage Trees. The landscape plans were used in preparation of
the visual simulations. Therefore, the trees required under Mitigation Measure BIO-5 are included in the
visual simulations.

Response to Comment PH28

Comment Summary: The commenter appreciates the greenhouse gas analysis but asks for more details
as to how the URBEMIS Model was used to obtain the resulting total project greenhouse gas emissions.

The URBEMIS 2007 computer model estimates the amount of operational carbon dioxide (CO,)
emissions for the existing campus and for the Project from vehicle miles traveled (VMT) annually. VMT
estimates are based mainly on land use types. In this case, “retirement community” was selected as the
land use type for the Draft EIR. URBEMIS provides default emission sources (i.e., year and vehicle fleet,
trip characteristics, temperature data, variable starts, road dust, pass-by trips, and double-counting
correction) that were slightly modified for this analysis. Additional inputs can also be provided that
increase or decrease the amount of VMT. Additional inputs estimated for this analysis include mix of
uses, local serving retail, transit service, and bike and pedestrian. Appendix B of the Draft EIR indicates
the inputs used for these analyses.

Upon reconsideration of the URBEMIS results in the Draft EIR, the land use type has been changed to
reflect “congregate care facility” for the Final EIR. The results indicate fewer greenhouse gas emissions
and therefore the impact is still considered less than significant. Appendix D of the Final EIR provides
the revised URBEMIS results.

The following revision is made to the first paragraph on page 4.5-14 of the Draft EIR:

The URBEMIS 2007 computer model predicts that operational CO, emissions from Project-
related traffic would be 286114 metric tons per year. This is a 2023 percent increase over current
CO, emissions from the existing campus, which is estimated as generating 943496 metric tons
per year from vehicle traffic.
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The following revision is made to Table 4.5-4 and the second paragraph on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR:

TABLE 4.5-4
GhG Emissions — All Sectors
Source Existing -2008 | Project Existing plus Project | Difference
(Metric Tons/yr) (Metric Tons/yr) (Metric Tons/yr)

Carbon -6.8 -1.2 -8.0 -1.2
Sequestered/year
Energy 2,627 43 2,604 -23
Transportation 913496 180114 1093610 180114

Total | 3,533.23,116.2 | 221.8155.8 | 3,6893,206 155.889.8
Construction N/A 504 NA N/A

The Santa Rosa General Plan 2035 Draft EIR estimates the annual CO, emission levels for area
source and transportation emissions will be 1,098,401 metric tons per year at buildout. The
Project’s net emissions of 56 90 metric tons per year represent a small fraction of Santa Rosa’s
emissions that would not constitute a considerable contribution to Santa Rosa’s cumulative
impact on GhG emissions. This impact is considered less than significant.

URBEMIS was also used in the Air Quality Section. The revised results for the change in land use
category indicate fewer pounds per day of pollutants than previously reported, and therefore the impact is
still less than significant. It also bears noting that in June 2010 the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District adopted a 1,100 metric ton per year significance threshold for GhG emissions.

Based on the

analysis performed by BAAQMD, projects with emissions below that level would be considered to have a

less than significant impact.

The following revision is made to the first paragraph under Impact AQ-3 and Table 4.1-5 on page 4.1-12

of the Draft EIR:

Project operational emissions of regulated pollutants, computed using the URBEMIS 2007
model, would be less than BAAQMD significant thresholds of 80 pounds per day as shown in
Table 4.1-5. The BAAQMD does not have significance thresholds for carbon monoxide, but
emissions are shown for informational purposes. The BAAQMD does not require project-
specific analysis of carbon monoxide unless emissions would exceed 550 pounds per day.
Carbon monoxide emissions are estimated at approximately 2014 pounds per day, and therefore
no further analysis is required. This impact is considered less than significant.
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TABLE 4.1-5
Air Quality
Pollutant (Lbs/day)
ROG NO PMyo (6{0)
Project Conditions 6:31.8 3214 231.3 20-213.6
BAAQMD Threshold 80 (549 80 (54) 80 (82) --

Source: URBEMIS 2007, version 9.2.4
a. The numbers in parenthesis are the new significance thresholds in the Bay Area Air Quality

Management District’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines, and are provided for reference. The Guidelines are
on the BAAQMD’s Board agenda for consideration and approval on Oeteber21,-2069June 2, 2010.

PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 29 TO 37, CHAIR DUGGAN
Response to Comment PH29

Comment Summary: The commenter requested additional evaluation of the use of the expansion area as
a wildlife corridor.

Refer to Master Response A Expansion Area as Wildlife Corridor.

Response to Comment PH30

Comment Summary: The comment points to a description in the Draft EIR of when a Streambed
Alteration Agreement is required and wonders if any culvert improvements would require an Agreement.

No improvements included as part of the Project would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement. The
Brey Road ditch improvements would include: maintenance work to clear blockages in existing culverts;
replacement of four existing 12-inch culverts with 18-inch culverts at driveway crossings; and deepening
the existing ditch to provide adequate capacity and cover over the culverts at driveways. These would be
completed as a “good neighbor” improvement but are not required as part of the Project. The location of
these culverts are indicated on Figure 2-5 Site Plan of the Draft EIR and are not located within the bed or
bank of a stream, which is what would trigger the need for a Streambed Alteration Agreement.

Response to Comment PH31

Comment Summary: The commenter asks if the Project would be flooded if the dam at Spring Lake was
damaged during an earthquake.

As noted on page 4.6-13 in the Draft EIR, the Project would not be located within a dam inundation area.
Santa Rosa General Plan Figure 12-4, FEMA Flood Plain Map / Dam Inundation, shows designated dam
inundation areas in the City as determined by the State Office of Emergency Services. The Project site is
not located within one of these areas.

Response to Comment PH32
Comment Summary: The commenter wondered what happens to the carbon stored in the trees that would

be removed as part of the Project.

It is not known what would happen to the trees that would be removed as part of the Project. Whether
they are sent to a composting facility or cut for firewood, the stored carbon would be released as carbon
dioxide eventually. The Draft EIR estimated that the existing trees that would be removed as part of the
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Project currently store 117 metric tons of carbon. This could be accounted for under construction as a
one-time release thus increasing the construction estimate of 504 metric tons to 621 metric tons. This
would still be considered a less than significant impact.

Response to Comment PH33

Comment Summary: The commenter questions different building setbacks referenced throughout the
Draft EIR including a reference to 130 feet on page 4.8-5 and 83 to 96 feet on page 4.12-7 of the Draft
EIR.

The 130 feet referenced on page 4.8-5 of the Draft EIR describes the location of one of the noise
measurement devices that was placed during the noise study. The reference is approximate and is the
distance from the noise measuring device to the centerline of Montgomery Drive. The distance is not a
setback as defined in the zoning code. The setbacks described on page 4.12-7 are setbacks as measured
from the wall of the building to the property line. The cottage closest to Montgomery Drive is setback 83
feet and Villa 1 is setback 96 feet from Montgomery Drive.

Response to Comment PH34
Comment Summary: The commenter requests adding notification to bicycle community in Mitigation
Measure TR-2.

The EIR authors agree that any traffic control plans should include notification and guidance to bicyclists.

The following bullet is added to the end of Mitigation Measure TR-2 Traffic Control Procedures on page
4.11-7 of the Draft EIR:

If temporary lane or street closures are required the Contractor shall notify local bicycle
groups, such as the Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition and Santa Rosa Cycling Club,
prior to initiating traffic control measures.

Response to Comment PH35
Comment Summary: The commenter asks if the number of trees to potentially be removed as part of
Mitigation Measure TR-3a is accounted for in the Draft EIR.

The trees that could potentially be removed as part of TR-3a are not included in the 114 trees identified
for removal as part of the Project, as that number of trees is unknown at this time. The potential for
additional trees to be removed to mitigate an unsafe condition was however noted on page 4.5-11 of the
Draft EIR. Also refer to Response to Comment PH12.

Response to Comment PH36
Comment Summary: The commenter inquires if the URBEMIS Model accounts for employees.

The land use type chosen in URBEMIS for the Final EIR was “congregate care facility.” URBEMIS
includes both residences and employees in this land use type.
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Response to Comment PH37

Comment Summary: The commenter asks if unsafe driving maneuvers, resulting from shifting the parking
on Montgomery Drive, were accounted for in the Traffic Study.

The report did note that the relocation of the parking to the north side of Montgomery Drive may result in
unsafe driving maneuvers. To address this, the report recommended a formal ‘turnaround channelization’
at the intersection of Montgomery Drive/Melita Road. This channelization would address potential
impacts of the parking change. This was included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure TR-3b Off-Site
Roadway Improvements on page 4.11-9.
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3 REPLACEMENT PAGES

INTRODUCTION

This section contains the replacement pages to be inserted into the Draft EIR. The replacement pages fall
in to three categories: those resulting from the minor revisions to the Alternative 1 project description;
those resulting from comments made on the Draft EIR, and those revisions initiated by the EIR authors.
Only one replacement page was a result of revisions made by the EIR authors: page 6-3. This
replacement page adds disc