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ERRATA AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT IS/MND

Changes to the Draft MND/IS consist of additions, revisions, or clarifications to descriptive information
presented in the Draft MND/IS. None of the changes affected the original findings or determinations of
the Draft MND/IS. Throughout this section, newly added text is shown in single underline format and
deleted text is shown in strikethreugh format.

Changes are listed generally in the order in which they would appear in the Draft MND/IS document.
The entirety of the Final MND/IS consists of the Draft MND/IS and this document. Thus, the changes to
the Draft MND/IS presented in this section incorporate and supersede the text of the Draft MND/IS.

TABLE OF CONTENTS: Appendices

E Biological Assessment prepared by Wiemeyer Ecological Sciences, March 2018, including the
Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report prepared by Horticultural Associates, December 2017,

and California Tiger Salamander Impact Analysis prepared by Monk & Associates Environmental
Consultants, April 1, 2020

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

[1.4.1 The overall height of the building would be 58 55 feet, with a width of approximately 293 feet
and a maximum length of 176 feet. One guard building would be constructed for security at
each of the two northern entrances.

INITIAL STUDY: Aesthetics Section

1.2 The Project would construct a three-story building with a height of approximately 56 55 feet.
This is 5 consistent with feetbelew the maximum height limit for the site under the applicable
light industrial zoning.

INITIAL STUDY: Biological Resources Section
4.2(a) Special-Status Species

Therefore, for the several reasons explained above, and further supported by the biological
reports in Appendix E, the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on CTS or potentially suitable habitat for CTS. This impact
analysis and its conclusions remains adequate and valid even when considering comments
submitted by CDFW on this MIND.

On August 4, 2020, CDFW submitted a comment letter to the City. The statutory review period
for this MND ended on July 30, 2020 and thereby the CDFW letter was not submitted timely.
Nonetheless, the City considered CDFW’s comments and adds the following analysis and

mitigation to the MIND. Although additional mitigation is not required to reduce the impacts to




4.3

a level of insignificance, the City considered CDFW’s comments and this MND shall be revised to

add the following discussion and mitigation measure.

Regarding CTS, this MND will include new Mitigation Measure BIO-3 that establishes a buffer of
30-feet around small mammal borrow openings to avoid potential impacts to CTS that could

reside in underground burrows. CDFW acknowledges in its comment letter that the referenced

burrows were observed in the grassland areas of the Project Site, and that most construction

would occur on compacted hardscape, yet construction equipment accessing the Project Site

could crush burrows when travelling on and off the hardscape. As discussed throughout this

MND, virtually all of the project activities will occur on hardpack surfaces on the Project Site,

and the Project was design to avoid grassland areas. Therefore, construction equipment

accessing the Project Site has minimal likelihood of impacting burrows in the grassland areas.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 below further reduces that likelihood by establishing a buffer around

burrow openings.

In addition, CDFW noted that fencing hazards could occur if the Project used open pipes as

fence posts, property line stakes or sighs. CDFW recommended that such posts and pipes be

capped to prevent wildlife entrapment. The City will therefore apply a condition of approval

that requires the Applicant to cap hollow pipes or posts if used.

Nesting Birds

This impact analysis and its conclusions remains adequate and the impact is less than significant.

Although additional mitigation is not required to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance,

the City considered CDFW'’s comments and this MND shall be revised to add the following

mitigation measures. Regarding nesting birds, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is revised (as detailed

below) to include an additional pre-construction survey and a qualified biologist with raptor

experience as a monitor.

Conclusion

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, and BIO-2, and BIO-3 the Project will not
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. The Project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1: Perform Pre-construction Survey for Nesting Birds

The Project sponsor shall retain a qualified biologist to perform a pre-construction survey for
nesting birds within 34 7 days prior to ground-breaking at the Project site if construction
activities will take place between February 1 and August 31. An additional survey shall be

conducted within 48-hours prior to the start of Project-related activities. If there is a lapse of 7




days or longer in project related activities, another nesting bird survey should be conducted. If
nesting birds are found, the qualified biologist shall establish suitable buffers prior to ground-
breaking activities. To prevent encroachment, the established buffer(s) shall be clearly marked
by highly visibility material. The established buffer(s) shall remain in effect until the young have
fledged or the nest has been abandoned as confirmed by the qualified biologist. If an active
raptor nest is identified during surveys, then a qualified biologist, experienced in raptor
behavior, shall monitor the behavior of raptors nesting within the disturbance distance of
project activities, and shall have the authority to order cessation of construction activities
withing the disturbance distances if the raptors exhibit nesting behavior that would cause
reproductive failure. Project construction activities may commence and continue within the
disturbance distance of the nest once the qualified biologist has determined the raptor behavior
has normalized or young have left the nest.

BIO-3: Avoid Small Mammal Grassland Burrow Buffers Openings

During construction activities, small mammal burrow openings both on and off hardscape areas

that could be impacted by construction equipment shall be flagged to establish a 30-foot buffer

so that construction equipment entering, exiting, and working on and off hardscape areas avoids

such burrow openings. If impacts to burrows are unavoidable and/or the 30-foot buffer is

infeasible, the Project applicant should contact CDFW staff Mia Bianchi, Environmental Scientist,

at mia.bianchi@wildlife.ca.gov, to discuss appropriate actions.

APPENDIX I: Mitigation Monitoring Plan and Reporting Program Checklist

The City has revised the text of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan and Reporting Program Checklist to
reflect the changes to the mitigation measure BIO-1 and added mitigation measure BIO-3 noted above.
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ATTACHMENTS

1 Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater Calculations

2 Correspondence with the City of Santa Rosa and Utility Providers
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ABAG
ACMs
ADT
AUMA
BAAQMD
Basin
BCC

bgs

BMPs
BTU
Cal/OSHA
CalEEMod
CalFire
CALGreen
CalRecycle
CAP
CAPCOA
CARB
CAT

CBC

CBD

CCR

CDFA
CDFW
CDPH
CESA

CGP

CH4

CNEL

Association of Bay Area Governments
asbestos-containing materials

average daily traffic

Adult Use of Marijuana Act

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

Bureau of Cannabis Control

below ground surface

Best Management Practices

British thermal unit

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
California Emissions Estimator Model

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Green Building Standards Code

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
Climate Action Plan

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Air Resources Board

Climate Action Team

California Building Code

cannabinoid

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Food and Agriculture
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Department of Public Health

California Endangered Species Act

Construction General Permit

methane

Community Noise Equivalent Level
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Cco2 carbon dioxide

CPP concrete pressure pipe

CTS California tiger salamander

CUA Compassionate Use Act of 1996
dB decibels

dBA A-weighted decibels

DCA Department of Consumer Affairs
DEHP bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Emergency Regulations Emergency Regulations for Cannabis Cultivation

EO Executive Order

ESA Environmental Site Assessment

EZRIM Earthquake Zone of Required Investigation Map
Fawcett Fawcett Environmental Consulting

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act

FIGR Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
FTA Federal Transit Administration

GHG greenhouse gas

gpd gallons per day

HFCs hydrofluorocarbons

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan

HSC Health & Safety Code

HVAC heating, ventilation and air conditioning
IL Light Industrial zone

kw kilowatt

Ib pound

LBP lead-based paint

Ldn Day-Night Average Level

Leq equivalent noise level

LEV Low Emission Vehicle

LRP Legally Responsible Person
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LSA Lake or Streambed Alteration

LUL Land Use and Livability

LWTP Laguna Sub-Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
MAUCRSA Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act
MCRSA Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act

MCSB Manufactured Cannabis Safety Branch

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram

MMT million metric tons

the Monk & Associates
CTS report

Monk & Associates Environmental Consultants’ California Tiger Salamander
Impact Analysis, April 2020

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MUTCD Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
N20 nitrous oxide

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NBC North Bay Corporation

NOX nitrogen oxide

NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Services
NWIC Northwest Information Center

Origer Tom Origer & Associates

PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls

PD planned development

PFCs perfluorocarbons

PG&E Pacific Gas & Electric

PHCs petroleum hydrocarbons

PID preliminary jurisdiction determination
POTW publicly owned treatment works

ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

PPV peak particle velocity
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Project Santa Rosa Farm Group project located at 800 Yolanda Avenue in the City of
Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, California

RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model

RGH RGH Consultants Incorporated

Rincon Rincon Consultants

RMP Risk Management Plan

RMS root mean squared

RWQCB North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

SB Senate Bill

SCBC Sonoma County Building Code

SCS SCS Engineers

SCWA Sonoma County Water Agency

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride

SLIC Spills, Leaks, Investigation, and Cleanup

SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

SRCC Santa Rosa City Code

SRFD Santa Rosa Fire Department

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TAC toxic air contaminant

TCMs Transportation Control Measures

TCR Tribal Cultural Resources

TPH-mo total petroleum hydrocarbons in the motor oil range

tpy tons per year

UGB Urban Growth Boundary

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

VdB vibration decibels

VMT vehicle miles traveled
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VOCs
Wiemeyer

WUl

volatile organic compounds
Wiemeyer Ecological Sciences

Wildland-Urban Interface
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l. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Project Title:

The Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and
Distribution Facility

Lead Agency Name and
Address:

City of Santa Rosa, Planning and Economic Development
100 Santa Rosa Avenue
Santa Rosa, California 95404

Contact Person and Phone
Number:

Andrew Trippel, Principal Planner
707-543-3223

Project Location:

800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, California
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 044-091-063

Project Sponsor’s Name and
Contact Information:

800 Yolanda LLC
9030 National Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90034

General Plan / Zoning
Designation:

Light Industrial (IL)

Description of Project

The Santa Rosa Farm Group proposes to redevelop an industrially-
zoned parcel with an approximately 120,000-square-foot cannabis
facility (“the Project”) for commercial cultivation, manufacturing, and
distribution uses The Project also includes removal of the existing
residential building and ancillary buildings (i.e., sheds and garage) on
the Project site. The Project site is located at the southwest corner of
the intersection of Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road. The
eastern half of the parcel includes undeveloped land, which is
regularly disked, and a gravel access route driveway from Petaluma
Hill Road. The western portion of the parcel is currently improved
with the developed residence and ancillary buildings, as well as
approximately three acres of gravel cover. The proposed
development would occur on the western portion of the Project site,
which is approximately 3 acres of gravel cover. Proposed site
modifications would include construction of a new facility building,
perimeter wall installation, potential street and sidewalk
improvements, which have been analyzed in the document, small
tree and shrub removal, and grading and utility trenching
Construction duration would be approximately 11 months.

Surrounding land uses and
setting

To the north of the Project site, across Yolanda Avenue, is Mario’s RV
Service parking lot, the one-to-two-story Goodwill building, and
Woyatt Irrigation Services comprising several single-story buildings and
construction materials storage areas. Adjacent to and west of the
Project site is Yolanda Industrial Park comprising multiple single-story
buildings surrounded by parking lots. Adjacent to and south of the
Project site are two two-story residences (southwest corner of the
Project site) and agricultural lands designated in the Santa Rosa
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General Plan for low-density residential use. East of the Project site
across Petaluma Hill Road is Cunningham Dairy.

Other public agencies whose
approval is required

The following agencies may review and rely on the document, but are
not necessarily considered Responsible Agencies at this time:

® California Department of Food and Agriculture

® Bureau of Cannabis Control

® (California Department of Public Health’s Manufactured Cannabis
Safety Branch

® California Department of Fish and Wildlife

® State Water Resources Control Board

®* North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
® (City of Santa Rosa Fire Department

® Sonoma County Department of Health Services

® Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Have California Native
American tribes traditionally
and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested
consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? If so, is
there a plan for consultation
that includes, for example,
the determination of
significance of impacts to
tribal cultural resources,
procedures regarding
confidentiality, etc.?

In accordance with AB 52, notification of the Project was mailed by
City of Santa Rosa Planning Department staff to the following local
tribes on May 10, 2018:

® Lytton Rancheria of California

® Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

None of the contacted tribes requested consultation under AB 52.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Overview

The Santa Rosa Farm Group proposes to redevelop an industrially zoned parcel with an
approximately 120,000-square-foot cannabis facility (“the Project”). The Project also includes
removal of the existing residential building and ancillary buildings (i.e., sheds and garage) on the
Project site. The Project site is located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Yolanda
Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road. The eastern half of the parcel includes undeveloped land, which
is regularly disked, and a gravel access driveway from Petaluma Hill Road. The western portion
of the parcel is currently improved with the developed residence and ancillary buildings, as well
as approximately 3 acres of gravel cover. The Project would be limited to the developed areas of
the Project site. Proposed site modifications would include construction of the building,
perimeter wall installation, small tree and shrub removal, and grading and utility trenching. It is
estimated that the duration of construction activities would be approximately 11 months.

Project Location

The Project site is located at 800 Yolanda Avenue in Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, California, and
is identified with Assessor’s Parcel Number 044-091-063 (EBA 2016). The Project site covers
approximately 5.53 acres and is zoned for Light Industrial (IL) use, per the current City of Santa
Rosa Zoning Map, dated August 2015 (City of Santa Rosa 2015).

The Project site is bound to the north by Yolanda Avenue, with commercial and industrial
properties including Wyatt Irrigation at 747 Yolanda Avenue, Goodwill at 651 Yolanda Avenue,
and Marlo’s RV Service at 467 Yolanda Avenue. The Project site is bound to the east by Petaluma
Hill Road. South of the Project site is vacant land. Cunningham Dairy at 3018 Petaluma Hill Road
is southeast of the Project site along Petaluma Hill Road. The Project site is bound to the west by
commercial and industrial uses including Hensley’s Auto Smog and Repair. Southwest of the
Project site are single-family residences along Summercreek Drive and Teaberry Street.

The project location and vicinity are shown on Figures Il.1 and 11.2, respectively.
Existing Conditions

The Project site is currently unoccupied but is improved with the following buildings and
structures generally located on the central portion (Figure 11.3):

® a1,105-square-foot single-family residence with a partial basement foundation (residence);

® an approximately 400-square-foot, wood-framed former garage with slab-on-grade
foundation, most recently used as an office, located northwest of the residence;

®* an approximately 100-square-foot, wood-framed “well shed” with slab-on-grade
foundation, which houses an abandoned hand-dug well, located north of the garage and
residence;
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1.4

11.4.1

® an approximately 600-square-foot, two-story former water tower with slab-on-grade
foundation, which was most recently used as an office and is located west of the residence;

® an approximately 400-square-foot mobile office trailer, located southwest of the residence;
and

® an approximately 900-square foot wood-framed shed, the eastern portion of which is
referred to as the “mower shop” and has slab-on-grade foundation, and the western portion
of which is an out-of-use storage area with post and pier foundation.

The remainder of the Project site is largely vacant. The western portion of the Project site is
covered with gravel, and the eastern portion consists of disturbed, undeveloped, vacant land
with a gravel driveway accessing Petaluma Hill Road. The Project site is generally level with
limited topographic relief, and grade is at approximately 155 feet above mean sea level.

Project Elements

Proposed improvements, security measures, utilities infrastructure, and other site features are
described below, and an overview of the proposed site layout is shown in Figures 11.4 and I1.5. A
rendering of the Project is shown in Figure Il.6.

Proposed Improvements

During Project site development, the proposed main building would be a three-story,
approximately 120,000-square-foot industrial building constructed on the western portion of
the Project site, approximately 104 feet south of the northern property boundary,
approximately 400 feet west of the eastern property boundary, approximately 27 to 31 feet east
of the western property boundary, and 70 feet north of the southern property boundary. The
overall height of the building would be 50 feet, with a width of approximately 293 feet and a
maximum length of 176 feet. One guard building would be constructed for security at each of
the two northern entrances.

On the ground floor of the main building, approximately 14,000 square feet would be used for
manufacturing, drying and trimming, packing and labeling, and distribution; approximately
2,700 square feet would be used as the laboratory and kitchen; approximately 3,500 square feet
would be used for warehousing and receiving; approximately 6,800 square feet would be used
as offices, conference rooms, lounge areas, breakrooms, and the lobby; and the remaining
approximately 13,000 square feet for restrooms, vaults, hallways, and utility areas.

The second and third stories of the main building would total approximately 80,000 square feet
and would be equipped with grow rooms with approximately 20,960 square feet of table space
to be used for cannabis cultivation on each floor.

A single-story-with-mezzanine utility building, approximately 3,200 square feet in area, would be
constructed on the central portion of the Project site, northeast of the main building. The utility

Page 4
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building would house up to five 550-kilowatt (kW) natural-gas cogeneration units; up to three
500-ton adsorption chillers; up to two 5,000-British-thermal-unit (BTU) boilers; and associated
pumps, compressors and ancillary equipment. Depending on space constraints, the pumps,
compressors and chillers may be placed on the first floor of the main building. The design goal
for the cooling tower would be to place it outside between the utility building and the eastern
wall but this will depend on future and more detailed mechanical design.

Trees would be planted along the southern and western property boundaries in continuous
planters as shown in the site plans. Vegetable plots and decorative plants onsite would be
watered and maintained with City-supplied water. Landscaping will conform to City of Santa
Rosa development codes. The majority of the eastern portion of the site, as well as the area
north of the main building, would consist of undeveloped area.

Public street, sidewalk, and utility improvements along the parcel’s Petaluma Hill Road and
Yolanda Avenue frontages, as well as any associated right-of-way or easement dedications, shall
be designed, installed, and dedicated in a manner consistent with the requirements and
allowances set forth in the City of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, Design and Construction
Standards, and Chapter 18-12 of the Santa Rosa City Code.

I1.4.2  Site Access and Parking

A paved parking area with a total of 85 parking spaces would be constructed (Figures 11.4 and
11.5). Three of the parking stalls would be handicapped-accessible, and two would be designated
for electric vehicles. The existing gravel driveway on the eastern portion of the Site leading
eastward to Petaluma Hill Road will not be modified or used and will be outside the wall that
would be constructed around the facility.

Nine bicycle parking spaces would be located along the northern exterior of the main building,
adjacent to the main entrance.

[1.4.3  Security and Monitoring

A security plan would be implemented and would consist of a monitored security system, access
control, surveillance cameras, and security patrols to secure the property. The Project would
utilize the services of a minimum of three security guards, who will monitor and patrol the
Project site continuously. A local security company, SOCO Private Security, would patrol the
Project site 24 hours per day.

The security office would be secure and utilize industry-standard vaults for cash and inventory
control. Two security booths would be constructed along Yolanda Avenue, one at each
accessway. Additionally, a perimeter wall will be constructed (Figure 11.7), controlling access
through two points of entry at the security booths.

The main entrance of the building will feature access code keys to allow entry into the building
for approved members of staff only. Double doors and biometric scanning will be used for
sensitive sections of the facility.
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11.4.4

11.4.5

Closed-circuit television would be installed throughout the Project, including infrared and
motion sensors. The monitored security system would be installed and maintained by First
Alarm and would feature a commercial alarm control panel. Each perimeter door to the
proposed facility would be alarmed and linked to the central control panel. Internal motion
sensors would be installed. The alarms would comport with the City’s Alarm System
requirements as contained in City of Santa Rosa City Code (SRCC) Chapter 6-68.

Surveillance cameras would be installed at each perimeter door to the facility and strategically
on the outside of the main building. All recordings from the security cameras will be recorded

onsite and would be backed up offsite daily, and they will be made available to the Santa Rosa
Police Department at their request.

Employee Security

Hiring practices would focus on the Santa Rosa and Sonoma County employee pool. Employees
and managers will receive extensive training on safe industry practices, best management
practices, City regulations and the requirements of the permits called for under the Use Permit,
California regulations and the requirements of any State license subsequently obtained, and
Federal Guidelines regarding diversion and protection of minors.

Utilities

Utilities at the Project will consist of water allocation, stormwater management, electrical
improvements, and waste management, as summarized below.

11.4.5.1 Water Allocation and Use

Water would be consumed by cultivation operations, which would require approximately 9,000
gallons of water per day. Additional water usage for sanitary purposes and incidental usage
(e.g., cleaning, ancillary operations, landscape irrigation, etc.) would bring the total water usage
to approximately 12,000 gallons per day (gpd). As discussed in Section 11.4.5.4 of the Project
Description, approximately 70% to 90% of wastewater from cannabis cultivation operations
would be reclaimed and reused onsite for cannabis cultivation. Depending on the efficiency of
the wastewater reclamation system, between 5,300 gallons and 6,800 gallons of potable water
per day would be needed to support the Project and would be provided by the existing
connection to the City’s public water supply.

11.4.5.2 Stormwater Management

Stormwater inlets would be located in the paved areas of the Project site. Inlets installed in the
parking areas and asphalt-covered areas north and east of the main building would be
connected via underground concrete pressure piping (CPP) to a proposed rock outfall located on
the northern portion of the Project site, adjacent to Yolanda Avenue. An inlet installed
southwest of the main building and a slot drain installed at the base of the loading dock along
the main building’s eastern exterior would connect underground via CPP to an outfall located at
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the southwestern corner of the Project site. Underslab and/or foundation drains would be
installed per the structural drawings and would be kept separate from stormwater drainpipes.
As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the final stormwater management
system would be designed in accordance with the City’s 2017 Low Impact Development (LID)
design standards.

The eastern portion of the Project site would remain undeveloped and unpaved, and
stormwater would percolate through unpaved areas or travel overland to adjacent roadways.

11.4.5.3 Electrical Improvements

The power that would be required for the proposed cultivation and ancillary equipment (e.g.,
lighting, heating, ventilation and air conditioning [HVAC]) is up to approximately 5,000 kW. At
this time, the Project design includes a natural gas cogenerator system as the primary electrical
power source. The Project may also use electricity from the existing municipal utility provider to
supplement the co-generation system. In the event that additional electrical services are
required, those electrical services would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).

11.4.5.4 Recycling and Waste Management

In support of the City’s commitment to a sustainable, clean supply of drinking water, and in
acknowledgment of the City’s zero discharge order imposed by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), the Project would implement a water reclamation system for cultivation
operations to recapture and reconstitute usable water. This system can reclaim approximately
70% to 90% of the water from cannabis cultivation operations.

Wastewater generated during cannabis cultivation or processing activities would pass through a
multi-media filter to prevent the discharge of contaminants, residue, sediment, or nutrients
from cannabis production or processing activities to the City’s wastewater system. Depending
on the efficiency of the wastewater reclamation system, between 2,700 gallons and 4,100 gpd
of sanitary wastewater would be discharged to the City’s sanitary sewerage system (which was
previously connected to the Project site). The Project would also install water-saving toilets and
sinks for employee use.

Municipal solid waste (e.g., office trash) would be collected in an onsite dumpster along the
eastern exterior of the main building and disposed of off-site by a commercial disposal
company. Cannabis waste would be managed in a secured waste area and transported by a
licensed waste hauler for offsite disposal in accordance with the California Department of Food
and Agriculture (CDFA) requirements.

11.4.5.5 Other Utilities

Natural gas services are provided to the property by the PG&E. HVAC system would be in
compliance with California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, specifically Part 11 — California
Green Building Standards Code (referred to as CALGreen).
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11.4.6

11.4.7

11.4.8

Noise and Light Control

Within the main building’s cultivation area (further discussed below), grow lights would be used;
however, no windows or exterior doorways would be located in the cultivation area.
Additionally, exterior lighting would be installed in the parking lots and around the building
perimeter for security, as shown in Figure I1.8. Lighting installed in the parking areas would
consist of poles a maximum of 15 feet in height (SRCC Section 20-30.080) and mounted light
fixtures that would be hooded to minimize glare. The light poles would be installed at the
parking area perimeters. Wall-mounted hooded light fixtures will be mounted at a maximum
height of 13.5 feet along the building exterior. Lighting is further discussed in the Aesthetics
section. Additionally, the project design locates mechanical and electrical equipment in areas of
the project site so as to maximize the distance of the noise point sources from surrounding
receptors.

Ventilation and Odor Control

The Project includes odor control mechanisms to reduce potential cannabis odors outside of the
facility. Odor controls are achievable through various methods including engineering controls,
carbon filtration, neutralization and oxidation. The Project has also considered other factors that
can affect odor dispersion such as facility siting (setback), building configuration (wake effects),
prevalent wind direction, wind speed (atmospheric meteorology), and surrounding site
topography.

Per City of Santa Rosa requirements, a certified odor control and monitoring plan will be
submitted. The Project will include an odor control plan that monitors effluent air and
incorporates a carbon adsorption system during grow periods. In addition, if needed for further
odor control the Project may incorporate post-carbon adsorption technologies (prior to
atmospheric dilution) that may include, but not be limited to, mist eliminators via spray
application, oxidation using hydrogen peroxide or ozone, or other neutralizing agents.

Sustainability Features

The Project would incorporate the following sustainability features:
® water reclamation and

® natural gas cogeneration system.

Additionally, the following features would be included as part of the site development,
consistent with Santa Rosa’s Climate Action Plan (CAP):

® implement CALGreen Tier 1 standards,

® incorporate PG&E's Smart Meter System (cost/energy savings),
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® use cool paving materials for high solar reflectivity,
® pre-wire and plumb for solar thermal/photovoltaic systems,

® promote non-vehicular transportation methods such as walking and biking through
installation of bicycle parking, implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,
and features to improve the pedestrian and bicyclist experience,

® install electric vehicle charging systems,
® use water meters to track water use,

®* meet onsite meter separation requirements in locations with current/future recycled water
capabilities,

®* provide outdoor outlets for charging landscaping equipment,
® install low water use landscapes, and

® during construction, divert construction waste, minimize idling times to five minutes or less,
maintain construction equipment to manufacturer specifications, and limit greenhouse gas
(GHG) construction equipment emissions by using electric or alternative fuel as available.

I.5 Proposed Operations

Proposed operations would be performed by approximately 105 full-time employees, including
security personnel. The employees would monitor the cultivation and manufacture of cannabis,
manage the extraction process, manage the product inventory system, perform laboratory
testing and ancillary operations including packaging, shipping and receiving and office work and
keep the operations going on a day-to-day basis. Hours of operation would be permitted 24
hours per day, 7 days per week, with the following shifts:

e 45 employees onsite during the 9:30 AM to 6:30 PM shift,

o 25 employees onsite during the 6:30 PM to 3:30 AM shift,

e 10 employees onsite during the overlapping 7:00 PM to 4:00 AM shift, and
e 25 employees onsite during the 4 AM to 10 AM shift.

Santa Rosa Farm Group will not maintain or operate supply or delivery trucks. Trucks used for
shipping and receiving will be owned by third parties. Supply deliveries will generally occur once
a week during the day shift (typical business hours), and shipping pickups will occur between

10 AM and 5 PM, by appointment only.

11.5.1  Cultivation

The Santa Rosa Farm Group proposes to cultivate through the use of hydroponics and grow
lights. Cultivation would occur completely within the main building, pursuant to standard
industry protocols for production and quality assurance. Cannabis plants would be germinated
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11.5.2

11.5.3

11.5.4

11.5.5

1.6

on 8-inch by 8-inch by 8-inch wool cubes, grown in above ground pots and watered through a
drip irrigation system. Run-off wastewater would be collected in trays and transferred to the
onsite wastewater treatment system, discussed further above. Cultivation activities would focus
on producing high-cannabinoid (CBD) strains of yield crops.

Manufacture and Extraction

Onsite manufacturing including extraction, in compliance with MAUCRSA Type 6 and Type 7 and
City of Santa Rosa Comprehensive Cannabis Policy ordinance (SRCC, Chapter 20-46) regulations
for volatile and nonvolatile manufacturing, would be conducted onsite. Extraction operations
would be performed using volatile solvent extraction methods (e.g., butane) and non-volatile
carbon dioxide, nitrogen and potentially other non-volatile compounds and extraction methods,
as regulated and approved by the City. Permitted volatile solvents include ethanol, butane, and
the solvents described in the California Health and Safety Code Section (HSC) Section 11362.3.

Inventory Management and Distribution

A 1,950-square-foot area within the main building would be used for distribution activities.
Operations will include processing, packaging, sorting, and grading, as permitted in the IL zones.
Inventory controls and loss documentation procedures would be implemented. A web-based
inventory control system would be accessible upon demand to enable the City to implement a
track-and-trace program. All cannabis products produced, manufactured, or distributed through
the facility would be inventoried into the system along with the employee identification
number, date and time, quantity, strain, and batch number. All employees would be trained to
report loss or theft immediately. All products would be stored in a restricted-access area. The
storage area is sufficient to maintain the quantities of cannabis proposed for this site.

Laboratory Testing

A small area within the main building would be used for performing laboratory tests on the
interim work products and final product.

Support Operations

Ancillary and support operations would consist of office work and general maintenance of the
facility/janitorial activities.

Project Construction

Project construction is anticipated to occur over an 11-month period. Construction hours would
be from 7:00 am to 4:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 4:00 pm on Saturday.
Sunday and night work is not anticipated.

Construction of the Project would include the following phases:
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® Phase 1: Abatement and Demolition — this phase would consist of demolishing the existing
residence, ancillary buildings, and paved areas, and is expected to last 20 working days. The
average daily worker trips (round-trip) will be 8 trips, and the average daily truck trips
(round-trip) will be 2 trips.

®  Phase 2: Site Preparation — This phase will consist of vegetation clearing and will last 15
days.

® Phase 3A: Grading — This phase would consist of mass grading (i.e., cutting and filling), and is
expected to occur over 20 days.

® Phase 3B: Fine Grading — Once Phase 3A is complete, the Project site would be finely
graded, which is expected to take 15 days.

® Phase 4: Building Construction — During this phase, the three-story, 120,000-square-foot
main building, with concrete slab-on-grade foundation will be constructed as well as
mechanical and utility systems. This phase is expected to take 105 days.

®  Phase 5: Architectural Finishes — Following construction of the Project building, architectural
exteriors and exterior finishes will be completed, taking 25 days.

® Phase 6: Paving — During this phase, a total of approximately 56,000 square feet will be
paved, including 16,000 square feet in driveways and private roads; 29,000 square feet of
parking lot area; and 11,000 square feet of paved yard areas. This phase is expected to take
25 days concurrent with Phase 5.

® Phase 7: Landscaping — the final construction phase will be landscaping limited areas of the
western Project site exterior, taking 20 days.

II.7  Project Schedule

The Project sponsor submitted the Conditional Use Permit application to the City in November
2017. Hearings at the Planning Commission and the Design Review Board will likely occur during
late 2020. If approved, construction activities will take place within an 11-month duration while
the entitlements are valid and in accordance with all City of Santa Rosa construction regulations
such as noise, daily start and end times, dust suppression, etc.

1.8 Required Approvals

The City of Santa Rosa is the lead agency for the Project and will consider the discretionary
permits and approvals for the Project. These entitlements and approvals include, but may not be
limited to, the following:

e Major Conditional Use Permit for cannabis cultivation;

e Minor Conditional Use Permits for cannabis support uses;
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e Design review, grading, building, and all other permits required to construct and operate the
facility.

Other state and local public agencies that may review the Project may include, but not be
limited to, the following:

e (California Department of Food and Agriculture—licenses for cannabis cultivation.
e Bureau of Cannabis Control — licenses for cannabis distribution.

e C(California Department of Public Health, Manufactured Cannabis Safety Branch — licenses for
cannabis manufacturing (Type 7).

e State Water Resources Control Board and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board—water quality regulatory program for cannabis cultivators.

e Santa Rosa Fire Department would have authority regarding fire code enforcement.

e Sonoma County Department of Health Services may have authority over manufacturing
activities.

e Bay Area Air Quality Management District — air permitting for cogenerator system.
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Figure ll.1  Site Location
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Figure 1.3  Existing Site Layout

Notes: Aerial imagery source - NAIP June 2014.
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Figure 1.4  Proposed Site Layout (Birdseye View)
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Figure Il.5  Site Plan

Source: Saga Architecture
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Figure 1.6  Proposed Site Rendering (Plan View)
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Figure Il.7  Perimeter Wall
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Figure I1.8
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Figure 1.9  Land Use Designations
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lll. REGULATORY SETTING

State, county, and local regulations and ordinances relevant to the Project are summarized
below.

.1  General Plan and Zoning Designations

The Santa Rosa General Plan and Zoning Map designate the Project site as Light Industrial. The
City interprets medical cannabis cultivation uses and related support uses as consistent with this
designation. Likewise, the City of Santa Rosa Comprehensive Cannabis Ordinance (ORD-2017-
025) authorizes related cannabis support uses, including manufacturing, distribution, and
laboratory testing, in the IL district with a major conditional use permit.

Permitted uses within the IL zone include the commercial cultivation of medicinal and
recreational cannabis, as discussed further in Section Ill.4, below. Properties north and west of
the Project site are also located in the IL Zone. To the east and southwest, properties are located
in a planned development (PD) zone, and the southern adjoining properties are in a single-
family residence (R-1-6) zone. The Project site is also located within the City’s Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB; City of Santa Rosa 2015). According to the City’s Land Use and Livability (LUL)
element, the Project site is located in the LUL-G-1 area, where the City will promote mixed use
sites and centers, specifically, developing the area at Petaluma Hill Road at Yolanda Avenue (City
of Santa Rosa 2015). Project site and vicinity land use designations are shown on Figure 11.9. The
setting of the proposed buildings meets local setback requirements.

lll.2 State Regulations

The Project would be subject to the provisions of the following state regulations and guidelines:

® Compassionate Use Act of 1996 (CUA, “California Proposition 215”) and Medical Marijuana
Program Act, codified under HSC 11362.5 to 11362.83;

® (California Attorney General’s Guidelines for the Security and Non-Diversion of Marijuana
Growth for Medical Use, issued in August 2008 (“2008 Attorney General Guidelines”); and

® State Assembly Bill 94, MAUCRSA.

On September 11, 2015, the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MCRSA; collectively,
the State Assembly 243, State Assembly Bill 266, and Senate Bill 643) was enacted. However, on
June 15, 2017, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 94, effectively repealing MCRSA
while incorporating certain provisions of the MCRSA in the licensing provisions of the Control,
Regulate, and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA, or Proposition 64). MAUCRSA integrates
regulations for medicinal and recreational cannabis (previously covered under MCRSA) and
adult-use cannabis (covered under AUMA).

CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing, under the CDFA, issues licenses for commercial medicinal and
adult-use cannabis cultivation. The Bureau of Cannabis Control (BCC) within the Department of
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11.2.1

Consumer Affairs (DCA) issues licenses for commercial medicinal and adult-use cannabis
distributers, retailers, microbusinesses, testing laboratories and temporary cannabis events. The
California Department of Public Health’s (CDPH’s) Manufactured Cannabis Safety Branch (MCSB)
issues licenses for commercial medicinal and adult-use manufacturers.

In addition to the licensing authorities, other state agencies that will assist in implementation of
MAUCRSA include the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), SWRCB, the California regional water quality control boards, and
traditional state law enforcement agencies. Cannabis activities will be required to be in
compliance with state and local laws related to land conversion, current building and fire
standards, grading, electricity usage, water usage, water quality, woodland and riparian habitat
protection, and agricultural discharges.

CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing

Currently, there are four types of cannabis cultivation licenses available for indoor cultivation
using exclusively artificial lighting. The Santa Rose Farm Group would secure the necessary State
licenses to operate the Project.

On January 16, 2019, the Office of Administration Law (OAL) approved the CDFA’s cannabis
cultivation regulations and the regulations went into effect immediately (“the CDFA Cannabis
Regulations”). Previously, in December 2017, the CDFA adopted Title 3 of the California Code of
Regulations Division 8 Cannabis Cultivation, Chapter 1 Medical Cannabis Cultivation Program,
sections 8000 to 8708, referred to as the Emergency Regulations for Cannabis Cultivation (“the
Emergency Regulations”). The Emergency Regulations were readopted in June 2018 but are no
longer in effect with the approval of the CDFA Cannabis Regulations by OAL. The CDFA Cannabis
Regulations include requirements for permitting proposed cultivation facilities including
application, licensing, site-specific requirements, records and track and trace, inspections, and
enforcement. The regulations include the following applicable environmental requirements:

®* Enrollmentin an order or waiver of waste discharge requirements with State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) or the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board
(3 CCR 8102(p)).

®* A hazardous materials record search of the EnviroStor database for the proposed premises.
If hazardous sites were encountered, the Project sponsor shall provide documentation of
protocols implemented to protect employee health and safety (3 CCR 8102(q)).

® Compliance with Division 13 of the Public Resources Code: CEQA (3 CCR 8102(r)).

* I|dentification of all power sources for cultivation activities, including but not limited to,
illumination, heating, cooling, and ventilation (3 CCR 8102(s)).

* |dentification of water sources used for cultivation activities (3 CCR 8102(v) and 3 CCR
8107).
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® A copy of any final lake or streambed alteration agreement issued by the CDFW or written
verification from the CDFW that a lake and streambed alteration agreement is not required
(3 CCR 8102(w)).

® Evidence that the Project is not located in whole or in part in a watershed or other
geographic area that the SWRCB or CDFW has determined to be significantly adversely
impacted by cannabis cultivation (3 CCR 8102(dd) and 3 CCR 8216).

®* Preparation of a Cultivation Plan (3 CCR 8106) including requirements for:

- Adetailed premises diagram identifying the locations of material storage and
operational areas,

- Alighting diagram identifying the location of lights and types of lights in canopy areas,

- A pest management plan identifying the products to be used and integrated pest
management protocols, including an attestation that the Project sponsor will contact
the appropriate County Agricultural Commissioner regarding requirements for legal use
of pesticides on cannabis prior to using any of the materials included in the plan and will
comply with all pesticide laws, and

- A waste management plan identifying the management method for cannabis waste (as
further discussed below).

® Qutdoor lighting used for security purposes shall be shielded and downward facing (3 CCR
8304(c)).

® Renewable energy requirements (3 CCR 8305) to ensure that electrical power used for
commercial cannabis activity meets the average electricity greenhouse gas emissions
intensity required of their local utility provider pursuant to the California Renewables
Portfolio Standard Program, division 1, part 1, chapter 2.3, article 16 (commencing with
section 399.11) of the Public Utilities Code.

®* Requirements for pesticide use, including compliance with pesticide laws and regulations
enforced by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) and application and storage
protocols (3 CCR 8307).

® Requirements for cannabis waste management including secured waste receptacles and
composting requirements (3 CCR 8308).

The Project would seek licensure for medicinal and adult-use recreational cannabis cultivation
activities, including Types 3a and 2a.
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11.2.2

111.2.3

Bureau of Cannabis Control Licensing

The BCC is the lead agency in developing regulations for medicinal and adult-use cannabis
licensing retailers, distributors, testing labs, and microbusinesses in California. Similar to the
CDFA, in December 2017, BCC adopted emergency regulations providing licensing and
enforcement criteria for the subject activities (16 CCR 5000 — 5814). These emergency
regulations were readopted in June 2018. On January 16, 2019, OAL approved the BCC cannabis
regulations. The regulations include the following applicable environmental requirements for
distributors and testing laboratories?:

® Requirements for the preparation of the transportation procedure for cannabis goods (16
CCR 5002(c)(29)(A) and (E), 16 CCR 5311, 16 CCR 5709).

® Compliance with Division 13 of the Public Resources Code: CEQA (16 CCR 5002(c)(33) and 16
CCR 5010).

® Requirements for cannabis waste management (16 CCR 5054).

The Project would seek licensure for cannabis distribution activities, a Type 11 license. A tenant
who will operate and occupy the testing laboratory as a separate premises would seek licensure
as a testing laboratory.

Manufactured Cannabis Safety Branch Licensing

MCSB is responsible for regulation of all commercial cannabis manufacturing in California. As
with the CDFA and BCC, in December 2017, the MCSB adopted emergency regulations that
outline the statewide standards and licensing procedures for manufacturing of commercial
cannabis products (17 CCR 40100 — 40601). These emergency regulations were readopted in
June 2018. On January 16, 2019, OAL approved the MCSB cannabis regulations. The regulations
include the following applicable environmental requirements for manufacturers:

® Requirements for the preparation of the transportation standard operating procedure (17
CCR 40131(j)(2)).

® Requirements for cannabis waste management and standard operating procedure (17 CCR
40290).

®* Requirements regarding the extraction process, including safety elements (17 CCR 40220 -
40225).

® Requirements for validating all equipment and machinery (17 CCR 40260).

1

A tenant who will operate and occupy the testing laboratory as a separate premises would seek

licensure as a testing laboratory.
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® Requirements for preparation of written standard operating procedures, including
emergency response procedures (17 CCR 40275).

®* Compliance with Division 13 of the Public Resources Code: CEQA (3 CCR 8102(q)).

MCSB will offer four license types for cannabis manufacturers (17 CCR 40118):
* Type 7 —for extraction using a volatile solvent (ex: butane, propane and hexane)

®* Type 6 —for extraction using a mechanical method or non-volatile solvent (ex: CO2, ethanol,
water, or food-grade dry ice, cooking oils or butter)

®* Type N —for cannabis products other than extracts or concentrates that are produced
through extraction

* Type P —for packaging and labeling only
The Project would seek Type 7 licensure, which includes Types 6, N, and P tasks.
[11.2.4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pursuant to Business and Professions Code 26060.1(b)(3), every license for cultivation issued by
the CDFA must comply with Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code or receive written
verification from the CDFW that a Lake or Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is not
required. Compliance with Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code requires all prospective
licensees to submit an LSA notification to the CDFW regional office serving the area where the
activity will occur. Upon receipt of a complete LSA notification, CDFW will determine if an LSA
Agreement is required.

[11.2.5 State Water Resources Control Board

On October 17, 2017, the SWRCB adopted the Cannabis Cultivation Policy — Principles and
Guidelines for Cannabis Cultivation (Cannabis Policy) and General Waste Discharge
Requirements and Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Waste Associated
with Cannabis Cultivation Activities (Cannabis General Order). The SWRCB established the
program to address potential water quality and quantity issues related to cannabis cultivation
and to meet the directives of Senate Bill (SB) 837 and the MAUCRSA. The OAL approved the
Cannabis Policy on December 18, 2017. On February 5, 2019, the SWRCB adopted the proposed
updates to the Cannabis Policy. As of April 16, 2019, the Office of Administrative Law approved
the updates to the Cannabis Policy.

Commercial cannabis cultivation activities that occur within a structure with a permanent roof, a
permanent relatively impermeable floor (e.g., concrete or asphalt paved), and that discharge all
industrial wastewaters generated to a community sewer system consistent with the sewer
system requirements, are classified as conditionally exempt in the Cannabis Policy. To obtain
documentation of the conditionally exempt status to obtain a CDFA commercial cannabis
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111.2.6

1.3

1.4

cultivation license, conditionally exempt commercial cannabis cultivators are required to obtain
coverage under the Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements.

Consultation Under AB 52

In accordance with AB 52 (PRC Section 21084.2), lead agencies are required to consider Tribal
Cultural Resources (TCR) including a site feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or
object, of cultural value to the tribe and is listed on the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR) or a local register, or the lead agency, at its discretion, chooses to treat resources as
such. AB 52 mandates that a lead agency initiate consultation with a tribe with traditional
and/or cultural affiliations in the geographic area where a subject project is located if a project
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource. Should
the tribe respond requesting formal consultation, the lead agency must work with the tribe or
representative thereof to determine the level of environmental review warranted, identify
impacts, and recommend avoidance or mitigation measures to reduce any potential impacts.

In accordance with AB 52, notification of the Project was mailed by City of Santa Rosa Planning
Department staff to the following local tribes on May 10, 2018:

® Lytton Rancheria of California
® Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
None of the contacted tribes requested consultation under AB 52.

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Regulatory Program

In order to provide a water quality regulatory structure to prevent and/or address poor water
guality conditions and adverse impacts to water resources associated with cannabis cultivation
on private land, the RWQCB established a water quality regulatory program (Order R1-2015-
0023). Under this Order, any cultivators with 2,000 square feet or more of cannabis with any
operations that result in a discharge of waste to an area that could affect waters of the State
(including groundwater) will fall within one of three tiers depending on the nature of their
operation and risk to water quality. For new cultivation facilities, such as this one, this program
is superseded by the SWRCB Cannabis Policy.

City of Santa Rosa Comprehensive Cannabis Ordinance

On December 12, 2017, the Santa Rosa City Council approved a Comprehensive Cannabis Policy
ordinance (Ordinance No. ORD-2017-025 and SRCC, Chapter 20-46). The ordinance establishes a
uniform regulatory program for all cannabis uses in the City in accordance with state law.

Under the ordinance, cannabis facilities are subject to a Minor or Major Conditional Use Permit
(depending on size and extraction method) in specific zoning districts. The specified zoning

districts included Light Industrial (IL). Cultivation operations 5,001 square feet or greater in size
will be allowed with a Major Conditional Use Permit. The ordinance additionally authorizes the
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use of volatile solvents in the cannabis manufacturing process in Industrial zones, with a major
conditional use permit.

The City’s Planning Commission will decide on issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. In order for
a Conditional Use Permit to be approved, public notice and a public hearing are required.
Additionally, the following conditions must be met:

1. The proposed use is allowed within the applicable zoning district and complies with all other
applicable provisions of the Zoning Code and the City Code;

2. The proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable specific plan;

3. The design, location, size, and operating characteristics of the proposed activity would be
compatible with the existing and future land uses in the vicinity;

4. The proposed site is physically suitable for the type, density, and intensity of use being
proposed, including access, utilities, and the absence of physical constraints;

5. Granting the permit would not constitute a nuisance or be injurious or detrimental to the
public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare, or materially injurious to persons,
property, or improvements in the vicinity and zoning district in which the property is
located; and

6. The proposed Project has been reviewed in compliance with CEQA.
.5 City of Santa Rosa Bureau of Fire Prevention

In accordance with local permitting requirements (SRCC Section 18-44.105.6.50), cannabis
cultivation, distribution, manufacturing, and testing labs are required to obtain operational permits
from the City of Santa Rosa Bureau of Fire Prevention prior to operation.

1.6  Neighborhood Meeting and Community Outreach

Prior to approving a conditional use permit, the City Planning Commission will conduct a public
hearing on an application for a Conditional Use Permit before reaching a decision on the
application (in compliance with SRCC, Chapter 20-66 [Public Hearings]). Since the Project site is
located within 300 feet of residential uses, the City sponsored a neighborhood meeting for the
Project. On April 18, 2017, the City sent notification letters to owners and occupants of
residences within a 300-foot radius of the Project site. On May 3, 2017, the neighborhood
meeting was held, and several dozen neighbors attended. A second, catered community
meeting was hosted at the site by The Santa Rosa Farm Group on August 16, 2017, to further
discuss the Project, design revisions, and neighbor concerns.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Mineral Resources

|:| Agriculture and Forestry Resources |X| Noise

X Air Quality [ ] Population / Housing

IZ Biological Resources [ ] Public Services

[X] cultural Resources [ ] Recreation

|X| Energy |:| Transportation

X] Geology / Soils X] Tribal Cultural Resources

|E Greenhouse Gas Emissions |:| Utilities / Service Systems

|E Hazards & Hazardous Materials |E Wildfire

|E Hydrology / Water Quality |E Mandatory Findings of Significance

|:| Land Use / Planning

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[] | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

|X| | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the Project sponsor. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
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[] | find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

[] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

June 29, 2020

Signature Date
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IV.1 IS Sections

1. AESTHETICS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

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

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

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If
the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

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

1.1 Environmental Setting

[]
[]

[]
[]

The Project site contains a residence, water tower, garage, sheds, mobile office trailer, and planted

ornamental trees near the center of the property. The remainder of the Project site is largely vacant.
The western portion of the Project site is covered with gravel. The eastern portion consists of an

undeveloped, grass field with a gravel driveway accessing Petaluma Hill Road. The Project site is
generally level with limited topographic relief, and grade is at approximately 155 feet above mean sea

level.

The Project site fronts on Yolanda Avenue (to the north), which contains one-to-two-story retail and
industrial buildings of indistinctive design, parking lots, and storage yards along its entire length; and
Petaluma Hill Road (to the east) which contains agricultural lands, Zamaroni Quarry and a storage yard
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containing landscape and building materials within the immediate vicinity of the Project site. Properties
along Yolanda Avenue have minimal to no landscaping. Petaluma Hill Road is designated in the Santa
Rosa General Plan as a Scenic Road from Colgan Avenue to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB; City of
Santa Rosa 2009b), which includes the Project site area. The Project site is also within an area identified
in the Santa Rosa General Plan as a City “Entry and Corridor” (City of Santa Rosa 2009d).

To the north of the Project site, across Yolanda Avenue, is Mario’s RV Service parking lot, the one-to-
two-story Goodwill building, and Wyatt Irrigation Services comprising several single-story buildings and
construction materials storage areas. Adjacent to and west of the Project site is Yolanda Industrial Park
comprising multiple single-story buildings surrounded by parking lots. Adjacent to and south of the
Project site are two two-story residences (southwest corner of the Project site) and agricultural lands
designated in the Santa Rosa General Plan for low-density residential use. East of the Project site across
Petaluma Hill Road is Cunningham Dairy. Photographs are provided in Appendix A. The Site’s location
and vicinity is provided in Figure 11.2.

Overall, the Project site and surrounding areas feature a mix of buildings, signage, and open lands.
1.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential aesthetic impacts, including impacts on scenic vistas, scenic
resources, the visual character of the site and its surrounding, and light and glare. This analysis is based
on an inspection of the existing conditions on the Project site and surrounding areas, the applicable
scenic designations, the design and plans for the Project, and applicable City ordinances and design
regulations.

The Project would construct a three-story building with a height of approximately 50 feet. This is 5 feet
below the maximum height limit for the site under the applicable light industrial zoning. The building
footprint would be 36,800 square feet on a site comprising 5.5 acres (Saga Architecture 2018). Building
setbacks from the Project site’s property lines would be between approximately 104 feet south of the
northern property boundary along Yolanda Avenue, approximately 400 feet west of the eastern
property boundary along Petaluma Hill Road, approximately 27 to 31 feet east of the western property
boundary adjacent to light industrial land uses, and 70 feet north of the southern property boundary
adjacent to residences. The Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan Urban Design policies.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 1 is presented below.
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. There is an existing scenic vista of agricultural lands, parklands,
and rolling hills to the east of Petaluma Hill Road. Because the Project site is on the opposite
side (i.e., the west) side of the road, it will not affect the scenic vista as seen from Petaluma Hill
Road. Nor will the Project significantly affect the scenic vista as seen from Yolanda Avenue or
other surrounding areas because of the building’s limited footprint relative to the size of the site
and the site’s flat topography. Additionally, the proposed building will be setback approximately
100 feet at its closest point along Yolanda Avenue and approximately 400 feet along Petaluma
Hill Road (Saga Architecture 2018). These building setback distances significantly exceed the
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b)

c)

minimum setbacks required by SRCC (SRCC Chapter 20-30). The oversized setbacks will further
protect views of the scenic vista from the surrounding area. The setbacks and overall site design
will also be compatible with the existing visual character of Petaluma Hill Road and the
surrounding area. Thus, the Project will not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista. The Project’s impacts will be less than significant.

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project is not within a designated state scenic highway (City of
Santa Rosa 2009b). There are no rock outcroppings on the Project site (Section 7, Geology and
Soils), nor historic buildings (Section 5, Cultural Resources). The Project site is, however, located
along the segment of Petaluma Hill Road, which is a City-designated Scenic Road (City of Santa
Rosa 2009b), which is not the equivalent of a state scenic highway referenced in the threshold
of significance here.

An arborist report and tree inventory was prepared for the Project site (Horticultural Associates
2017). The report identified 78 trees, the vast majority of which are planted ornamental trees
located around the residence and ancillary buildings. Native trees on the Project site are limited
to a single Valley Oak. The Project would require removal of 58 trees on the Project site, not
including the native Valley Oak. These trees are not considered a scenic resource, given that
they are planted ornamentals, non-native, and not visually distinctive. Moreover, the Project
will be required to replace the 58 removed trees pursuant the City’s Tree Preservation
Ordinance (SRCC Chapter17-24). A total of 72 replacement trees will be planted as shown
Preliminary Landscape Plan (Appendix B; BC Engineering Group, Inc. 2018) and will include
Crape Myrtle, Red Maple, and Coast Live Oak. The planting requirement for the replacement
trees must be documented on the final landscape plan for the Project. Mandatory compliance
with these requirements will ensure that any aesthetic impacts related to tree removal will be
less than significant. The Project site does not contain any historic resources.

Therefore, the Project will not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. The Project’s
impacts will be less than significant.

In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less than Significant Impact. The site is zoned for industrial uses and there are numerous
existing industrial uses that line Yolanda Avenue near the site. The existing visual character of
the site is varied. The western portion of the site, which is proposed for development, consists
of a three-acre gravel field with scattered weeds, an assortment of buildings constructed in the
1940s, including a single-family residence and various wood-framed outbuildings and sheds, and

Page 34

Terraphase Engineering Inc.



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

a mobile trailer, all surrounded by a wire fence. The Project will enhance the visual character of
the western portion of the site by removing and replacing these features with a well-designed
three-story-building and appropriate landscaping and tree replacement. In addition, the Project
will maintain the undeveloped grassy island and the undeveloped, grassland on the eastern
portion of the site, which will result in the visual appearance of these areas remaining
unchanged. The character and quality around the site is also varied, although the predominant
visual character is industrial because of the entire length of Yolanda Avenue from Santa Rosa
Road to Petaluma Hill Road is lined with industrial operations. Thus, for purposes of this
analysis, the area around the site is considered urban.

The Project will feature a high-quality and visually distinctive design and will be consistent with
the land uses and building types in the surrounding area. The final landscape plan would soften
the appearance of the Project and comply with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (SRCC
Chapter 17-24). The design of the proposed 8-foot high perimeter wall would provide visual
interest along the Yolanda Avenue street frontage. As part of the City’ permit application review
procedure, the City’s Design Review Board would review the design aspects of the Project (e.g.,
building design, landscaping, site planning and development, and signs) for compliance with the
City’s Design Guidelines (SRCC Section 20-52.030). Therefore, the Project would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

In addition, the Project is consistent with the industrial zoning that applies to the site and will
also be consistent with applicable Santa Rosa General Plan Urban Design policies (City of Santa
Rosa 2009d). These include:

® UD-A-4: Require superior site and architectural design of new development projects to
improve visual quality in the city.

The building and site design will be visually distinctive. The north elevation of the building
will include setbacks to physically break up the building mass along the Yolanda Avenue
frontage. The building exterior will be finished in metal panels ranging in colors of silver and
gradations of light to dark gray in distinctive patterns to visually break-up the building mass.
Metal panels will be treated with a matte finish to prevent glare.

The landscape plan shows trees along the interior of the perimeter walls (Appendix B; BC
Engineering Group, Inc. 2018b). Within five to six years, the trees will be at a height of about
20 feet and will screen the building from adjacent residences to the south. To the west,
north, and east, the trees will provide greenery and visually provide an overall softening of
the Project site. Existing healthy trees outside of the perimeter wall will be retained. Street
trees will be planted along the Project’s Yolanda Street frontage (Figure 1.4 and Figure 11.6)
in compliance with City standards (SRCC Chapter 17-24).

The proposed perimeter wall will be 7 feet tall (Figure 11.7). The south, east, and west walls
will be precast concrete panels with metal insert panels. The wall fronting on Yolanda
Avenue (north wall) will be a combination of precast concrete panels, laser-cut metal
panels, and metal tubes spaced to allow visual access into the landscaped grounds. The
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d)

combination of materials providing smooth and rough surfaces and solid and permeable
areas create visual interest particularly along the Yolanda Avenue frontage, which is closer
to the street.

® UD-C-1: Enhance the appearance of the city’s major entries through special design criteria
and streetscape improvements. City entries, which occur at the Urban Growth Boundary, are
shown in Figure 3-1: City Entries and Corridors: Petaluma Hill Road.

The proposed building will be set back from Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road to
allow views of the rolling hills to the east consistent with the City’s policy to maintain open
space at City entries and corridors (City of Santa Rosa 2009d). Trees will be planted within
the perimeter wall which will soften the appearance of the site. The setbacks and overall
site design will also be compatible with the existing visual character of Petaluma Hill Road
and the mixed industrial, residential and urban character of the surrounding area.

Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings; and the project would not conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. The Project’s impacts will be less than
significant.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant Impact. The area has existing lighting levels associated with the industrial
and residential uses around the Project site. The new sources of light associated with the Project
would be similar to the existing industrial uses nearby. The Project will introduce a new light
source at the site, but all exterior lighting is designed to avoid or minimize light and glare. The
Project will include lighting in the parking areas and wall-mounted light fixtures for safety and
security along the building exterior which will increase the amount of night lighting at the
Project site. Lighting installed in the parking areas would consist of poles a maximum of 15 feet
in height and mounted light fixtures that will be hooded to minimize glare, in accordance with
SRCC (SRCC Section 20-30.080). The light poles will be installed at the parking area perimeters.
Wall-mounted hooded light fixtures will be mounted at a maximum of 13.5 feet along the
building exterior (Engineering Enterprises, Inc. 2018). In accordance with the requirements of
the CDFA Cannabis Regulations (3 CCR 8304(c)), all outdoor lighting used for security purposes
shall be shielded and downward facing.

A photometric analysis of the proposed lighting plan was conducted and concluded that the
Project will not result in light spillover along the south and west property lines (e-conolight
2018, attached as Appendix C). Thus, the lighting sources will not adversely affect the adjoining
land use uses, including the residences located south of the Project site and the
commercial/industrial uses to the west of the site (Johnston 2018).
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Therefore, the Project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The Project’s impacts will be less than
significant.

1.3  Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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2. AGRICULTURAL AND
FORESTRY RESOURCES
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Impact

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

The Project site is approximately 5.53 acres and is zoned for Light Industrial (LI) use, per the current City
of Santa Rosa Zoning Map, dated August 2015 (City of Santa Rosa 2015). The western portion of the
Project site is currently improved with a residence and ancillary buildings, as well as approximately three
acres of gravel cover. The eastern portion of the Project site includes undeveloped land, which is
regularly disked, and a gravel access route from Petaluma Hill Road. Land uses surrounding the Project
site include light industrial, residential, agricultural, and commercial.

Although the Project site is not in agricultural use, the eastern portion is designated Farmland of Local
Importance by Sonoma County (California Department of Conservation 2016). No portion of the Project
site has been actively farmed for many years. The Project does not include any development within the
area designated as farmland; all proposed development is limited to the disturbed and developed areas
on the western portion of the Project site.

The Project site does not contain any significant timber or forest resources. An arborist report and tree
inventory was prepared for the Project site (Horticultural Associates 2017). The report identified 78
trees, most of which are planted ornamental trees located around the residence and ancillary buildings.
The report found that the Project site included only very small quantities of native trees, consisting of
Coast Live Oak and Valley Oak.

2.2 Regulatory Background

As stated in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g), “forest land” is land that can support 10-percent
native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for
management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.

As stated in Public Resources Code Section 4526, “Timberland” means land, other than land owned by
the federal government and land designated by the board as experimental forest land, which is available
for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a commercial species used to produce lumber and other
forest products, including Christmas trees. Commercial species shall be determined by the board on a
district basis.

Under Government Code Section 51104(g), “Timberland production zone” or “TPZ” means an area
which has been zoned pursuant to Section 51112 or 51113 and is devoted to and used for growing and
harvesting timber, or for growing and harvesting timber and compatible uses, as defined in subdivision
(h). With respect to the general plans of cities and counties, “timberland preserve zone” means
“timberland production zone.”

As discussed in the CDFA Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR; CDFA 2017), under HSC
Section 11362.777(a), and Business and Professions Code Section 26067(a), respectively, medical and
adult-use cannabis are agricultural products.
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2.3

Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to agricultural and forestry resources. This analysis
is based on applicable farmland maps, the state Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, visual
inspection of the Project site, and the arborist report and tree inventory prepared for the Project site.

The Project would not: convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance to
nonagricultural use; convert Farmland of Local Importance or any other farmland to nonagricultural use;
or conflict with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 2 is presented below.

a)

b)

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The Project site is not mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program operated by
the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection (California
Department of Conservation 2016). Thus, the Project will not convert or have any other impact
on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

For informational purposes, it is noted that the eastern portion of the Project site is designated
Farmland of Local Importance (California Department of Conservation 2016). Farmland of Local
Importance is lower quality farmland as compared to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and is distinguishable from the type of farmland listed in the
applicable threshold of significance here. In addition, there is no active farming on any portion
of the Project site. Moreover, the Project will avoid development on the eastern portion of the
Project site, and thereby will not convert any Farmland of Local Importance to nonagricultural
use. Thus, the Project will have no impact even with respect to the Farmland of Local
Importance.

Therefore, the Project will not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use. The Project will
have no impact.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned Light Industrial (IL) (City of Santa Rosa 2015) and is
designated as light industry in the Santa Rosa General Plan Land Use Diagram (City of Santa Rosa
2016). No part of the Project site is zoned for agriculture. There is no Williamson Act contract
that affects the Project site according to the Preliminary Title Report included in the Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment (EBA Engineering 2016). Therefore, the Project will not conflict
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d)

e)

24

with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. The Project will have no
impact.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned Light Industrial (IL) (City of Santa Rosa 2015) and is
designated as light industry in the Santa Rosa General Plan Land Use Diagram (City of Santa Rosa
2016). No part of the Project site is zoned for forest land or timberland. In addition, the Project
site does not contain any forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production,
as defined in the Public Resources Code, nor will it cause rezoning of any such lands. Therefore,
the Project will not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. The Project will have no impact.

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. The Project site does not contain forest land. Therefore, the Project will not result in
the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The Project will have no
impact.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. See Subsections 2a through 2d above. The Project site does not contain agricultural
or forest uses. Development on the Project site would not change or effect any agricultural or
forest uses in the vicinity. Therefore, the Project will not involve changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The Project will have no
impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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3. AIR QUALITY Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant | Significant | Significant
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation D D |Z D
of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net [] [] |Z []

increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is
nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality

standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial |:| D g D
pollutant concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those [] |Z| [] []

leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

3.1  Environmental Setting

Information in this section is based on the “Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation Facility
Project Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study” prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc., in November 2019,
included in Appendix D.

3.1.1  Air Quality Standards and Attainment

The Project site is in Santa Rosa in Sonoma County, which is located within the San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin (Basin), which is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) establish ambient air quality standards for major pollutants. Standards have been set at levels
intended to be protective of public health. California standards are typically more restrictive than
federal standards. Local air districts and CARB monitor ambient air quality to ensure that air quality
standards are met, and if they are not met, develop strategies to meet the standards. Air quality
monitoring stations measure pollutant ground-level concentrations (typically, ten feet above ground
level). Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as in
“attainment” or “non-attainment.” Some areas are unclassified, which means no monitoring data are
available. Unclassified areas are considered to be in attainment.
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The Pacific Ocean influences the moderate climate of Sonoma County. In summer, afternoon
northwesterly winds blow contaminants south toward San Francisco. In winter, periods of stagnant air
can occur, especially in periods between storms.

The Basin is in nonattainment for the federal standards for ozone and PM,s. The Basin is also in
nonattainment for the State standard for ozone, PM1o, and PM,s. The representative annual air quality
data for the Project site over the years 2014 to 2017 at the nearest monitoring station (the Sebastopol
Monitoring Station) for all criteria pollutants, except PMigand CO since they were unavailable at that
station, are included in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study (Rincon Consultants 2019a). Data for
PMio was available from the Healdsburg-133 Matheson Street station approximately 17 miles north of
the Project site, and there is not sufficient data available for CO in the past four years. As shown in
Table 2 of the Air Quality Technical Report (Rincon Consultants 2019a), PMy, exceeded the state
standard in 2015 and state and federal standards in 2017, and PM, s exceeded the federal standard in
2017 (PM exceedances in 2017 were likely due to the local wildfire). The 8-hour average of ozone also
exceed the state standard one time in 2017.

3.1.2  Air Quality Management Plan

The BAAQMD is primarily responsible for ensuring that the national and State ambient air quality
standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area. The BAAQMD is also responsible for adopting
and enforcing rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issuing permits for stationary
sources of air pollutants, inspecting stationary sources of air pollutants, responding to citizen
complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding grants to reduce
motor vehicle emissions, and conducting public education campaigns. The BAAQMD has jurisdiction
over much of the nine-county Bay Area, including Sonoma County.

The BAAQMD, along with other regional agencies (such as the Association of Bay Area Governments
[ABAG] and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission [MTC]), has prepared the Ozone Attainment
Plan to guide the region’s air quality planning efforts and address the federal standard for ozone. The
2017 Clean Air Plan is the most recently approved regional Clean Air Plan, which was adopted in April
2017, as an update to the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy and the 2010 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 Clean Air
Plan provides an integrated, multi-pollutant strategy to improve air quality, protect public health, and
protect the climate. The plan is designed to provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate
matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases (GHG) in a single, integrated plan. The 2017 Clean Air Plan
included Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) from the 2005 Ozone Strategy, measures that were
modified and expanded based on new investment and policy decisions as well as public input. In
particular, the TCMs have been updated to reflect the policy and investment decisions made in the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) regional transportation plan, Transportation 2035:
Change in Motion. The 2017 Clean Air Plan is also based on population and employment forecasts from
ABAG (BAAQMD 2017b).

Terraphase Engineering Inc. Page 43



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

3.1.3  Sensitive Receptors

Ambient air quality standards have been established to represent the levels of air quality considered
sufficient, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public health and welfare. They are designed to
protect people most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14; persons over 65;
persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise; and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory
diseases. The majority of sensitive receptor locations are therefore residences, schools, and hospitals.
The sensitive receptors nearest to the Project site are residences located directly adjacent to the
southwest corner of the Project site.

3.1.4  Methodology and Significance Thresholds

This analysis uses the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The May 2017 CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines include revisions made to the 2010 Guidelines, addressing the California Supreme Court’s
2015 opinion in the Cal. Bldg. Indus. Ass’n vs. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist., 62 Cal. 4th 369
(BAAQMD 2017c). Therefore, the numeric thresholds in the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Thresholds were
used for this analysis to determine whether the impacts of the Project exceed the thresholds identified
in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

The BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds in the updated 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines for project
operations within the Basin are used to determine the air quality impacts of the Project. Table 3.1 shows
the quantitative thresholds for air quality impact evaluation from the 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.
These represent the levels at which a project’s individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or
precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the Basin‘s existing air quality
conditions. As mentioned in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Study, per the 2017 CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines, if a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable, then the project’s
impact on air quality would be considered significant.

Table 3.1 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Construction Operational
Pollutant/Precursor Average Daily Maximum Annual Average Daily Emissions
Emissions (lbs/day) Emissions (tpy) (Ibs/day)
ROG 54 10 54
NOx 54 10 54
PMio 82 (exhaust) 15 82
PM3s 54 (exhaust) 10 54

Source: BAAQMD 2017c.

Notes: tpy = tons per year; Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an
aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an
aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; tpy = tons per year.
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The construction emissions associated with development of the Project were calculated using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.1. Temporary emissions will result
from three primary sources: operation of construction vehicles (e.g., scrapers, loaders, and excavators);
ground disturbance during clearing and grading, which creates fugitive dust; and the application of
asphalt, paint, or other oil-based substances. The extent of daily emissions, particularly reactive organic
gases (ROGs) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, generated by construction equipment would depend
on the quantity of equipment used and the hours of operation for each project. The extent of fugitive
dust (PM,s and PMyp) emissions would depend upon the following factors: 1) the amount of disturbed
soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether existing structures are demolished; 4) whether
excavation is involved; and 5) whether transporting excavated materials offsite is necessary. The
amount of ROG emissions generated by paints and oil-based substances such as asphalt depends upon
the type and amount of material utilized.

CalEEMod was used to estimate air pollutant emissions associated with Project construction, which was
estimated to last approximately 11 months based on the Project sponsor’s preliminary construction
schedule. Demolition of the existing single-family dwelling would occur first, followed by site
preparation, grading, construction, paving, architectural coating, and landscaping.

Construction activities will result in temporary air quality impacts that may vary substantially from day
to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and, for dust, the prevailing
weather conditions.

CalEEMod was also used to estimate non-stationary source operational emissions. Operational
emissions included mobile source emissions, area source emissions, and emissions from energy use.
Mobile source emissions would be generated by the increase in motor vehicle trips to and from the
Project site. This analysis used daily Project traffic generation rates from the Transportation Impact
Analysis Report prepared by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & Peers 2019). Area source emissions are generated by
landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coating. CalEEMod also
estimates emissions from water demand and wastewater generation. As discussed in the Project
Description, the Project would demand approximately 12,000 gallons of water per day and generate
between 2,700 gallons and 4,100 gallons of sanitary wastewater per day; these assumptions were
included in the CalEEMod analysis.

The Project proposes to use electricity entirely from a natural gas powered cogenerator system onsite.
In the unlikely event that the cogenerator system fails, the Project would use electricity from PG&E.
These events, by their nature, would be infrequent and temporary. Nonetheless, in order to provide a
conservative, worst case analysis of air pollutant and GHG emissions, two electricity source scenarios
were evaluated in this study:

® Scenario 1: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System
® Scenario 2: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

For Scenario 1, it was assumed that all electricity would be generated on site and no electricity demand
was included in CalEEMod, as associated criteria pollutant emissions from the cogenerator system were
calculated separately using manufacturer specific emission factors. For Scenario 2, it was assumed that
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all electricity would be supplied by PG&E and 21,900,000 kilowatt hours (kWh) annual electricity
consumption was included in CalEEMod. The proposed chiller could run on exhaust heat from the
cogenerator system, further reducing energy demand of the facility; however, this reduction in demand
is not included in order to provide a conservative estimate of energy related emissions. In addition,
CalEEMod calculates emissions from natural gas combustion onsite (California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2017). Modeling assumptions for both scenarios included that the Project
would demand approximately 331,870 therms per year to operate a proposed natural gas boiler.
Emissions associated with combustion of natural gas by the cogenerator system were calculated
separately using manufacturer specific emission factors.

Emissions from the cogenerator units, stationary sources, were estimated separately using emission
factors provided by Western Energy Systems for the Avus 500 Plus NG/Agenitor 412, which is a
generator unit likely to be used by the Project. Exact generator equipment has not been selected for the
Project, as final selection will be made during the facility design phase; nonetheless, the emissions
estimated in this study provide a reasonable estimate of emissions from similarly-sized cogenerator
units that are likely to be used by the Project. As required by BAAQMD Rule 1, General Requirements,
the Project sponsor would be required to obtain an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from
the BAAQMD in order to operate the cogenerator system on the Project site. Pursuant to BAAQMD
Rule 2, New Source Review, in order to receive an authority to construct and permit to operate, the
proposed cogenerator system would be required to implement Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) to control criteria pollutant emissions, if it would emit pollutants in an amount of 10 or more
pounds per day (see Rule 2, Section 2-2-301). The proposed cogenerator system would emit more than
10 pounds per day each of NOx, CO, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs); therefore, the Project is
required to comply with BAAQMD Rule 2 by implementing BACT. The stationary source analysis takes
into account this mandatory regulatory compliance measure and stationary emissions estimates are
based on emission factors with BACT in place (selective catalytic reduction [SCR] or oxidation catalyst
system). Post-catalyst emission factors and manufacturer emissions estimates are provided in
Appendix B of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study (Appendix D; Rincon Consultants 2019a).

3.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to air quality. This analysis is based on applicable
BAAQMD rules and regulations, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and the Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis
Cultivation Facility Project Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study.

The Project is consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Estimated construction and operational emissions
from the Project are below significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Project emissions will
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. There is a possibility that Project
operations could generate objectionable odors. This is considered a potentially significant impact;
however, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 it will be reduced to less than significant.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 3 is presented below.
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a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less than Significant Impact.

According to the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, an air quality plan refers to clean air plans, state
implementation plans (SIPS), ozone plans, and other potential air quality plans developed by the
BAAQMD. To date, the BAAQMD’s most current adopted air quality plan is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The
consistency analysis should evaluate whether the project is consistent with the applicable goals, control
measures, and strategies outlined in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. If the project is consistent with these
components, it would be considered consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Goals of the Clean Air Plan
include attainment of air quality standards and reduction of population exposure and protecting public
health in the Bay Area. The 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85 individual control measures that describe
specific actions to reduce emissions of air and climate pollutants from the full range of emission sources.
The control measures are categorized based upon the economic sector framework used by the CARB for
the AB 32 Scoping Plan Update. These sectors include: Stationary (Industrial) Sources, Transportation,
Energy, Buildings, Agriculture, Natural and Working Lands, Waste Management, Water, and Super-GHG
Pollutants (i.e., methane). The BAAQMD encourages project developers and lead agencies to
incorporate these measures into project designs and plan elements. If approval of a project would not
cause the disruption, delay, or otherwise hinder the implementation of any air quality plan control
measure, it would be considered consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

The project would be consistent with a variety of applicable Clean Air Plan goals and control measures
such as the overarching goal of protecting air quality and health at the regional and local scale because
project-generated emissions do not exceed the applicable BAAQMD thresholds. Additionally, the project
would be consistent with: Measure EN2, Decrease Electricity Demand, by utilizing an onsite cogenerator
system, which would support local government’s energy efficiency programs by providing electricity
onsite; Measure TR14, Cars and Light Trucks, which encourages the use of purchase and lease of
battery-electric and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, which would be used onsite by the security guards;
and Measure WR1, Limiting GHGs from publicly owned treatment works (POTW), which aims to reduce
the GHGs emitted directly within POTWSs and would be achieved by using recycled water for cannabis
cultivation. Additionally, the project would not result in operational or construction emissions that
would exceed the BAAQMD's thresholds. Further, the project would not directly increase population, as
it does not include a substantial increase in residential or employment, as only 105 employees are
anticipated in the Transportation Impact Analysis Report (Fehr & Peers 2019). The project is anticipated
to primarily draw employees from the surrounding area and would not result in population or
employment growth that would exceed the population projections on which the 2017 Clean Air Plan is
based. For these reasons, the project would not conflict with or obstruct continued implementation of
the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

Less than Significant Impact.
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Construction-Related Emissions

Table 3.2 summarizes the estimated maximum daily construction emissions from development
of the Project. As shown therein, the maximum daily emissions will not exceed the BAAQMD
Project-level thresholds for construction emissions. Therefore, the Project will not violate an air
quality standard, contribute to an existing air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant with respect to emissions during construction.
This impact will be less than significant.

Table 3.2 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Maximum Emissions (Ibs/day)
PMyo PM; s
ROG NOy (Exhaust Only) (Exhaust Only)
Maximum (lbs/day) 26.2 40.5 8.5 4.7
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Notes:

See Appendix D, “Appendix B: Scenario 2 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities,” Table 2.1, Overall
Construction (Maximum Daily Emission - Unmitigated Construction for CalEEMod output. Numbers may not add up
due to rounding. Winter emissions were used because they are generally higher than summer emission rates and
provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily emissions.

With regard to fugitive dust, the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines states that
implementation of best construction management practices (further detailed below) would fully
address impacts related to fugitive dust (PM2.5 and PM10 not emitted in exhaust) and does not
provide construction or operational-related thresholds of significance for fugitive dust.

Although project-related construction emissions would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds, the
BAAQMD recommends implementation of Basic Construction Mitigation Measures (BAAQMD
2017c) for all proposed projects to reduce emissions of air pollutants during construction
activities.

These basic construction mitigation measures include the following:

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

e All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.

o All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.

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

As discussed in the project description of the technical report, the applicant is proposing to
implement best practices recommended by BAAQMD to limit emissions of air pollutants during
construction. For informational purposes, the analysis below describes how the project’s
incremental (and less than significant) impacts relate to human health.

The difference between the tonnage of pollutants emitted and the localized concentrations of
ozone, PM5 s and PMy is important because it is not necessarily the tonnage of pollutants
emitted that causes human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of ozone and PM that
cause these effects. In addition, it is not scientifically feasible to correlate an individual project’s
air quality emissions to specific health impacts. Therefore, a general description of the adverse
health impacts resulting from the pollutants at issue is all that can be provided at this time. The
incremental increase in ozone, PM;s and PMjo concentrations in the basin as a result of project
construction would contribute to adverse health impacts that are already occurring due to the
region’s nonattainment status for these pollutants. As discussed in subsection, Air Pollutants of
Primary Concern, the health impacts of ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible
changes in lung functions, and the health impacts of suspended particulates (PMz.s and PMyo)
include respiratory irritation, reduced lung function, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and
cancer. However, because emissions of ROC, PM, s, PMo, and NOx during project construction
would not exceed the BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds and the project would incorporate
BAAQMD-recommended construction best management practices, the project’s incremental
contribution to these adverse health impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Air Pollutant Emissions

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 summarize the estimated emissions associated with operation of the Project
under two scenarios: Scenario 1: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System and
Scenario 2: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities. As shown in Table 3.3, the Project will
not exceed BAAQMD daily or annual operational thresholds even with inclusion of the
cogenerator system, a stationary source (Scenario 1).

As noted under Methodology above, the Project sponsor will be required to obtain an Authority
to Construct and Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD, in order to operate the cogenerator
system on the Project site. As such, stationary source emissions estimates shown in Table 3.3
include adherence to applicable regulatory compliance measures, as required in BAAQMD

Rule 2, New Source Review, Section 2-2-301, Best Available Control Technology Requirement.
Adherence to existing regulations and permit requirements will ensure that the Project will not
generate stationary source emissions in excess of BAAQMD’s thresholds.

As shown in Table 3.4, in the unlikely event that the Project will rely on electricity entirely from
PG&E (Scenario 2), the Project will not exceed BAAQMD daily or annual operational thresholds.
Note there is no difference between energy-related criteria pollutant emissions between
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 because CalEEMod only calculates direct emissions of criteria
pollutants from energy sources that combust onsite, such as natural gas used in a building
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(CAPCOA 2017). CalEEMod does not calculate or attribute emissions of criteria pollutants from
electricity generation to individual projects because fossil fuel power plants are existing
stationary sources permitted by air districts and/or the U.S. EPA, and they are subject to local,
state and federal control measures. Criteria pollutant emissions from power plants are
associated with the power plants themselves, and not individual projects or electricity users. As
discussed in the GHG analysis (Section 8), indirect emissions of GHGs due to electricity
consumption are calculated in CalEEMod and attributed to individuals and consumers.
Therefore, under either Scenario 1 or Scenario 2, the Project will not violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant with respect to emissions during operations. Impacts will
be less than significant.

Table 3.3 Estimated Operational Emissions: Scenario 1 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator

System
Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)
Emissions Source ROG NOx co SO; PMyo PM;s
Average Daily Emissions (lb/day)
Area 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 2.0 17.8 0.1 0.1 1.4 1.4
Mobile 0.6 34 <0.1 <0.1 1.8 0.5
Stationary 29.5 14.3 204 NA NA NA
Total 34.9 35.5 20.5 0.1 3.2 1.9
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 NA NA 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No
Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy)
Area 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 0.4 3.3 2.7 <0.1 0.2 0.2
Mobile 0.1 0.6 1.4 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Stationary 5.1 2.5 3.5 NA NA NA
Total 6.1 6.4 7.6 <0.1 0.5 0.3
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Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source ROG NOx co SO, PM3o PM, 5
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 NA NA 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Source: Rincon Consultants 2019a, see Appendix B of the Air Quality study (Appendix D) for modeling results for non-
stationary sources, and post-catalyst emission factors and manufacturer emissions estimates for stationary
equipment.

Notes:  Stationary source emissions estimates include adherence to applicable regulatory compliance measures, as
required in BAAQMD Rule 2, New Source Review, Section 2-2-301, Best Available Control Technology Requirement.
Numbers may not add up due to rounding. Winter emissions were used for non-stationary sources because they are
generally higher than summer emission rates and provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily
emissions.

NA = Not applicable

Table 3.4 Estimated Operational Emissions: Scenario 2 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source ROG NOx co SO, PM3o PM_s

Average Daily Emissions (Ib/day)

Area 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

Energy 2.0 17.8 0.1 0.1 1.4 1.4
Mobile 0.6 34 <0.1 <0.1 1.8 0.5
Stationary 0 0 0 NA NA NA
Total 5.3 21.2 23.0 0.1 3.2 1.9
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 NA NA 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy)

Area 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

Energy 0.4 33 2.7 <0.1 0.2 0.2
Mobile 0.1 0.6 1.4 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Stationary 0 0 0 NA NA NA
Total 1.0 3.9 4.1 <0.1 0.6 0.3
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 NA NA 15 10
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Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source ROG NOx co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No
Source: Rincon Consultants, 2019a, see Appendix D for modeling results for non-stationary sources, and post-catalyst

Notes:

emission factors and manufacturer emissions estimates for stationary equipment.

Numbers may not add up due to rounding. Winter emissions were used for non-stationary sources because they are
generally higher than summer emission rates and provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily
emissions.

NA = Not applicable

c)

As discussed under Methodology, the disconnect between the tonnage of pollutants emitted
and the localized concentrations of ozone, PM, s and PMyg is important because it is not
necessarily the tonnage of pollutants emitted that causes human health effects; rather, it is the
concentrations of ozone and PM that cause these effects. In addition, it is not scientifically
feasible to correlate an individual project’s air quality emissions to specific health impacts.
Therefore, a general description of the adverse health impacts resulting from the pollutants at
issue is all that can be provided at this time. The incremental increase in ozone, PM;5 and PMyg
concentrations in the basin as a result of project construction would contribute to adverse
health impacts that are already occurring due to the region’s nonattainment status for these
pollutants. As discussed in subsection, Air Pollutants of Primary Concern, the health impacts of
ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions, and the
health impacts of suspended particulates (PM..s and PMy) include respiratory irritation, reduced
lung function, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and cancer. However, because emissions of
ROC, PM,.s, PM1o, and NOx during project operation would not exceed the BAAQMD’s
significance thresholds and the project would adherence to applicable regulatory compliance
measures, as required in BAAQMD Rule 2, New Source Review, Section 2-2-301, Best Available
Control Technology Requirement, the project’s incremental contribution to these adverse health
impacts would be less than significant.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. The BAAQMD recommends CO “hotspot” analysis for a project if
the addition of project traffic would increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more
than 44,000 vehicles per hour. According to the Transportation Impact Analysis Report prepared
for the Project (Fehr & Peers 2019), no intersections will handle more than 44,000 vehicles per
hour due to Project-related traffic. Therefore, the Project will not result in a CO “hotspot” and
no intersection-specific CO modeling is required.

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air
toxic emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating
facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). The Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook does not provide guidance for facilities or stationary equipment that require a permit
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to operate from a local air district. Instead, toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from these
sources are directly regulated through the air district rule and permit review process.

Nearby sensitive receptors include residences directly adjacent to the south and southwest of
the project site boundary. Common stationary source types of TAC and PM; s emissions include
gasoline stations, dry cleaners, and diesel backup generators, which are subject to BAAQMD
permit requirements (BAAQMD 2017c). The project would include a cogenerator system onsite,
which is a natural gas combustion engine, and would be a stationary source of TACs. Regulation
2, Rule 5 of the BAAQMD specifies permit requirements for new or modified stationary sources
of TAC. The Project Risk Requirement (2-5-302.1) states that the Air Pollution Control Officer
shall deny an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of
TACs if the project cancer risk exceeds 10.0 in one million. The project applicant would be
required to obtain an Authority to Construction and Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD in
order to operate the cogenerator system on the project site; therefore, adherence to existing
regulations and permit requirements would ensure that the project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

The May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines identify land uses considered by BAAQMD to have
potential for offensive odors. The list includes wastewater treatment plants, landfills, confined
animal facilities, composting stations, food manufacturing plants, refineries, and chemical
plants. Although the BAAQMD does not explicitly list cannabis cultivation facilities, odor may
present a potential concern to surrounding communities. Malodorous aromas could be emitted
by varied strains and species during the growth cycle of cannabis plants. However, the project
would include odor controls through various methods such as engineering controls, carbon
filtration, neutralization, and oxidation. Specifically, the project would include hydroxyl
generators which use water vapor in the atmosphere to create hydroxyl radicals. Once created,
the hydroxyl radicals would be dispersed into the air where they would deodorize, oxidize, and
deactivate airborne microbials.

Additionally, the project applicant would create an Odor Control Plan that would establish a
protocol to continuously sample representative effluent air following the carbon absorption
system during grow periods. If the carbon filtration system alone is not adequate in obtaining
the control efficiency determined under the odor mitigation control plan, then odor control
abatement will be enhanced through one of several means. Additional controls may include, but
not be limited to, mist eliminators via spray application, oxidation using hydrogen peroxide or
ozone and/or other neutralizing agents. All added controls and their guarantee efficiency would
be backed by vendor suppliers.

Furthermore, as discussed in the CDFA CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR; CDFA 2017), odors are considered general nuisance
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3.3

concerns addressed by HSC Section 41700 or via established local air district rules usually for
pollutants such as ammonia or hydrogen sulfide or other sulfonated compounds. Other local
District’s exempt agricultural operations from such rules; however, it is common for new source
operations to take a proactive approach during the CEQA process to prevent the possibility of
objectionable odors through Odor Control Plans. The CDFA PEIR discusses that local cannabis
ordinances have been adopted stipulating that cultivation activities not adversely affect the
environment or public, by filtration abatement or other means.

To prevent any possibility of objectionable odors, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 will require the
preparation and implementation of an Odor Control Plan. The Plan will require odor controls
through various methods such as engineering controls, carbon filtration, neutralization, and
oxidation. In particular, the Plan will require hydroxyl generators which use water vapor in the
atmosphere to create hydroxyl radicals. Once created, the hydroxyl radicals would be dispersed
into the air where they would deodorize, oxidize, and deactivate airborne microbials.
Additionally, the Plan will establish a protocol to continuously sample representative effluent air
following the carbon absorption system during grow periods. If the carbon filtration system
alone is not adequate in obtaining the control efficiency determined under the Plan, then odor
control abatement will be enhanced through one of several means. These may include, but not
be limited to, mist eliminators via spray application, oxidation using hydrogen peroxide or ozone
and/or other neutralizing agents. All added controls and their guarantee efficiency would be
backed by vendor suppliers. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 will reduce potential
odor impacts to a less than significant level.

Also, the BAAQMD also regulates odor emissions through Regulation 7, Odorous Substances;
this regulation places general limitations on odorous substances and specific emission
limitations on certain odorous compounds. The Project will be required to comply with
Regulation 7 and will be subject to BAAQMD enforcement, in the event of non-compliance.
Mandatory compliance with BAAQMD regulations will further reduce potential odor impacts to
a less than significant level.

Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and mandatory compliance with
BAAQMD regulations, the Project will not result in emissions, including those leading to odors,
which would adversely affect a substantial number of people. Impacts will be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measure
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Odor Control Plan

Prior to final certificate of occupancy, the Project sponsor shall prepare an Odor Control Plan
and submit it to the City for review and approval. Implementation of the Plan shall ensure that
Project operations will not expose a substantial number of people or neighboring properties to
objectionable cannabis odors. The Plan shall include the following requirements:
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® Aschedule for implementation of the Plan including startup of selected carbon filtration and
adsorption systems prior to the start of cultivation activities.

® The Project shall incorporate hydroxyl generators to deodorize, oxidize, and deactivate
airborne microbials and odors.

® The Project shall incorporate a carbon filtration and absorption system to control odors.

®* To ensure odor control meets the above performance standards, the Project operator shall
implement a protocol to continuously sample representative effluent air following the
carbon absorption system during grow periods. If the carbon filtration system alone is not
adequate in obtaining the control efficiency determined under the Plan, then odor control
must be enhanced through additional means. These additional means may include, but not
be limited to, mist eliminators via spray application, oxidation using hydrogen peroxide or
ozone and/or other neutralizing agents. All additional controls and their guaranteed
efficiency must be backed by vendor suppliers and recorded by the applicant during testing
to ensure satisfaction of the performance standards herein.

® The Project shall post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and operations
contact for odor complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48
hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

® Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead
agency regarding dust and/or odor complaints. This person shall respond and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
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4. BIOLOGICAL Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
RESOURCES Significant | Significant with | Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

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

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on [] [] [] |X|
state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the |:| |:| |:| |Z
movement of any native resident or

migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or [] [] [] X
ordinances protecting biological

resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
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4. BIOLOGICAL Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
RESOURCES Significant | Significant with | Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

f) Conflict with the provisions of an [] ] [] X
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,

Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

4.1  Environmental Setting

The western portion of the Project site is covered with compacted gravel and was the location of a
former landscape contractor’s yard and vacant residence, which remain onsite with several ancillary
buildings. The eastern portion of the Project site, covering approximately 2.4 acres, contains non-native
grassland that has been annually disked and mowed in accordance with City of Santa Rosa Fire
Department fire control requirements (Salix 2013). There is a small (approximately 104-foot long)
drainage channel with a small area of riparian scrub habitat consisting mostly of non-native weeds and a
single walnut tree at the southeastern corner of the Project site (Fawcett 2012). The drainage channel
on the southeastern corner of the site originates from a culvert under Petaluma Hill Road and flows in a
southerly direction (Wiemeyer 2018). The seasonal drainage channel ranges from 3 to 6 feet in width
and 5 to 7 feet in depth. The bank full channel ranges from 10 to 16 feet in width. The drainage does not
exhibit undercut banks or exposed roots and the channel bottom consists of soil with vegetation with
small areas of gravel. The area of the drainage channel onsite below the ordinary high-water mark is
approximately 416 square feet (Salix 2013).

Biological Assessments

Darren Wiemeyer of Wiemeyer Ecological Sciences (Wiemeyer) prepared a Biological Assessment for the
Project site in March 2018 (Appendix D; Wiemeyer 2018). Wiemeyer performed site visits on January 23,
2017, and April 12, 2017, to map habitat types, perform special-status animal species habitat
assessment, perform special-status plant species surveys, and compile a plant and animal species list.
Wiemeyer also performed a special-status plant species survey on July 1, 2012 (Wiemeyer 2018).
Additionally, SCS Engineers performed a biological assessment for the previous owner in 2010 (SCS
Engineers 2010). SCS Engineers’ observations and conclusions were consistent with Wiemeyer’s. In
addition, Monk & Associates Environmental Consultants prepared a California Tiger Salamander Impact
Analysis in April 2020 (“the Monk & Associates CTS report”) to analyze the potential impact of the
Project.

Habitat types at the Project site consist of non-native annual grassland, ruderal (disturbed) habitat and
landscaped areas around the residences and structures, and the small drainage channel with minimal
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riparian scrub habitat. There are several areas around the residence and ancillary buildings with planted
coast redwood trees, walnut trees, and a large blue gum tree.

No special-status plant species were observed during the special-status plant species surveys (Wiemeyer
2018; SCS 2010). Non-native annual grassland was the dominant habitat within the Project site area.
Dominant plant species consist of slender oats (Avena barbarata), perennial ryegrass (Festuca perennis),
rip gut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus mollis), field mustard (Brassica rapa), wild radish
(Raphanus sativa), cutleaf geranium (Geranium dissectum), and spring vetch (Vicia sativa). The annual
disking and mowing for fire control has resulted in a dominance of non-native grasses and forbs.
Riparian scrub habitat occurs only at the far eastern end of the seasonal drainage. Dominant species
consist of black walnut (Juglans nigra), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus).

California Tiger Salamander Assessments

In March 2012, Dr. Michael Fawcett of Fawcett Environmental Consulting (Fawcett) performed an
assessment for the California tiger salamander (CTS) at the Project site. The Project site is located within
the potential geographic range of the Sonoma Distinct Population Segment of the CTS, which is listed as
a federally-threatened species, as well as a California Species of Special Concern and a California
candidate endangered species (Figure 3 of USFWS 2005). However, according to the 2012 CTS
Assessment, the drainage channel was an ephemeral channel that “has no possibility of being a breeding
site for CTS”. In addition, the records of breeding or individual CTS sightings were approximately 3.1
miles away from the Project site, and importantly, were noted west of U.S. Route 101 (US 101).
Accordingly, Fawcett stated the sightings west of US 101 and Santa Rosa Avenue were not relevant to
the site assessment because these roadways were considered to be “significant barriers to CTS
migration.” The next nearest known breeding site or reported individual CTS (east of the US 101) was
the Horn Bank, which is located approximately 1.8 miles south of Project site. Fawcett noted that urban
development is located north, west, and south of the Project site, and that areas to the east were
outside of the potential geographic range of CTS. Based on the Project site’s isolation from Horn Bank
and distance from the nearest known CTS location, Fawcett concluded that the Project site was “highly
unlikely” to be occupied by CTS and that development of the Project site was unlikely to contribute to
the survival or recovery of CTS regardless of whether or not the Project site was developed (Fawcett
2012).

Moreover, according to a June 2017 memorandum, Wiemeyer also evaluated the Project site for CTS
habitat and found that based on the distance from the nearest known CTS breeding site (i.e., 1.8 miles),
annual mowing and disking of the unpaved portions of the project, the onsite structures, landscaping
and hardscapes, and the development of the surrounding properties (i.e., roadways and residential and
commercial buildings), the Project site does not provide a habitat for CTS, and there would be no impact
to CTS as a result of the Project (Wiemeyer 2017).

Furthermore, in its March 2018 biological assessment, Wiemeyer expanded on their previous findings
regarding the CTS. The Project is proposed to be developed on the compacted gravel (hardscape),
ruderal (disturbed) habitats, and landscaped areas surrounding the residential buildings, which is not

Page 58 Terraphase Engineering Inc.



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

suitable habitat for CTS. Only the non-native annual grassland on the eastern portion, the drainage
channel, and the riparian scrub habitat could be considered potentially suitable upland aestivation
habitat for CTS, which would be avoided during development activities and would not be impacted as a
result of the Project. Based on their evaluation, in addition to the detailed 2012 CTS Site Assessment by
Fawcett, Wiemeyer determined that there would be no impact to CTS, or potentially suitable habitat, as
a result of the Project.

In addition, the Monk & Associates CTS report concluded that development on the project site would
not have significant impacts to CTS, or require CTS mitigation, for several reasons, as discussed below.

First, there is no known breeding habitat on or within 1.3 miles that is not separated from the project
site by significant and impenetrable CTS migration barriers. While there are CTS California Natural
Diversity Database records west of Highway 101 as close as approximately 1.3 miles [the known
dispersal distance of the CTS (USFWS 2004)], Highway 101 is an impenetrable geographic barrier to CTS
migration. Accordingly, CTSs west of Highway 101 would be unable to access the project site.

Second, the closest known CTS breeding site east of Highway 101 (the same side of Highway 101 as the
project site) is located approximately 1.8 miles southeast of the project site at the Horn Banks. This
record location exceeds the scientifically established dispersal distance for the CTS of 1.3 miles.
Regardless, in much of the intervening areas between the extant record locations and the project site
there is extensive development that also constitutes a significant geographic barrier to CTS movements
from such record locations to the project site.

Third, the project site is barely within U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) mapped Critical Habitat and
is a fringe parcel that is otherwise surrounded by development. The areas immediately north, west, and
east of the project site are not mapped in critical habitat, and there is high density residential housing
south of the project site, which constitutes a significant geographic barrier that would impede CTS
access to the project site.

Fourth, the Monk & Associates CTS report confirmed through site-level surveys and analysis that the
project site does not actually support CTS and there is no apparent breeding habitat located on the
project site.

Fifth, the Conservation Strategy, including the Interim Mitigation Letter, does not impose mitigation
requirements or other obligations on the Project, as more fully described in the technical report
included in the appendix to this MND. Similarly, the Project does not require a discretionary federal
permit from a nexus federal agency. Also, the USFWS/USACE 2007 Programmatic Biological Opinion
indicates the project site and areas immediately to the north, west, and south are designated: “No
Effect” on CTS.

Sixth, the footprint of the development facility would occur on existing hard-packed surfaces that under
all circumstances would not be regarded as CTS habitat. And, with respect to potential roadway and
street frontage improvements, the report concluded that even if non-native grassland areas on the
project site were disturbed by frontage improvements or roadway widenings undertaken by the
Applicant or the City of Santa Rosa, that would not trigger the mitigation requirements set forth in the
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Conservation Strategy. Moreover, as noted in the Project Description section above, any such
improvements shall be designed, installed, and dedicated in a manner consistent with the requirements
and allowances set forth in the City of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, Design and Construction Standards,
and Chapter 18-12 of the Santa Rosa City Code. These standards have a variety of mechanisms to
implement, waive implementation of, or modify improvement requirements based on the
characteristics of the development site. Thus, in any case, any frontage improvements would be done in
accordance with these standards and in light of potential impacts.

Seventh, the Monk & Associates CTS report concluded that there is no possibility of “take” (harm or
mortality), or direct or indirect adverse impacts to the CTS from implementation of the Project. This
conclusion corroborates similar conclusions made by M. Fawcett (Fawcett 2012), and D. Wiemeyer
(Wiemeyer 2017 and 2018). Accordingly, the Project would not trigger any regulatory requirement for
incidental take coverage under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered
Species Act (FESA), or any regulatory agency mandated mitigation requirements for the CTS or its
habitat. Simply put, incidental take permits and mitigation are not required for the Project pursuant to
the CESA or FESA. And, the Project would not result in any potentially significant or significant adverse
impacts to the CTS.

Wetland Delineation

No federally-designated wetlands are located at the Project site.2 A wetland delineation performed by
SCS Engineers in 2009 found that the drainage channel did not include any of the three wetland
characteristics (hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology), all three of which must be
met for an area to be considered a jurisdictional wetland under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.> The
drainage channel was found not to be characterized as wetland, but was considered “other waters of
the U.S.” and part of the Colgan Creek (located approximately 3,000 feet north of the Project site at its
nearest point) tributary system (SCS Engineers 2009). In correspondence dated September 24, 2009, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) indicated the drainage channel consisted of Section 404 waters
and issued a preliminary jurisdiction determination (PJD) of the drainage channel. In correspondence
dated September 17, 2013, USACE indicated concurrence with the 2009 PJD (USACE 2013). A
determination as to whether or not state-designated wetlands are located at the Project site has not
been conducted. The State’s proposed wetland definition is defined as follows: “An area is wetland if,
under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or recurrent saturation of the upper substrate
caused by groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration of such saturation is
sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the area’s vegetation is
dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks vegetation”. Dominance of hydrophytic vegetation and soil
saturation and/or inundation was not observed at the site during the spring of 2012 and 2017 by
Wiemeyer, which indicates that it is unlikely that State-designated wetlands occur at the site.

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Wetlands Mapper, https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.html

3 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 1344 et seq.)
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4.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on biological resources. Proposed development will
be limited to the developed western portion of the Project site and will impact only the compacted
gravel (hardscape) and ruderal (disturbed) habitats, as well as the landscaped areas surrounding the
residences and ancillary buildings. The Project will not impact the non-native annual grassland, seasonal
drainage, and riparian scrub habitat on the eastern portion of the project site. No impact to CTS will
result from the Project. The Project will result in the loss of trees at the Project site. Tree removal and
construction activities have the potential to impact native nesting birds if construction activities were
initiated during bird nesting season (February 1 — August 31). Tree removal will have the potential to
impact roosting bat species if tree removal is proposed during active bat roosting time periods. The
potentially significant impacts to nesting birds and roosting bats will be reduced to less than significant
with incorporation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 4 is presented below.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

Special-Status Species

The project site does not contain any special-status species. This conclusion was verified by
numerous technical studies of the project site. As noted in the project description, the facility
development (and the related disturbance area) is limited to hardpack surfaces. Monk &
Associates visited the project site on December 17, 2019, to examine hard-pack areas and
surveyed these areas. Approximately 3.06 acres of the 5.53-acre project site are regarded as
hardpack surfaces. The disturbances for development of the facility buildings, parking, and
ingress and egress would occur on existing hard-packed surfaces that under all circumstances
would not be regarded as CTS habitat. Accordingly, construction and operation of the
development have no possible impact to the CTS. In addition, the City could require potential
improvements along the parcel’s Petaluma Hill Road and Yolanda Avenue frontages, as well as
any associated right-of-way or easement dedications, to be designed, installed, and dedicated in
a manner consistent with the requirements and allowances set forth in the City of Santa Rosa’s
General Plan, Design and Construction Standards, and Chapter 18-12 of the Santa Rosa City
Code. These provisions allow the applicant to either build improvements or request waivers. The
Monk & Associates CTS report concluded that if the project development activities were to
extend beyond existing hardpacked surface (to implement frontage improvements) there would
still be no mitigation required because several biological studies by recognized CTS experts
determined that the project site would not support CTS. Similarly, the report concluded that
even if non-native ruderal grassland areas on the project site were disturbed by frontage
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improvements, these activities do not trigger the CTS mitigation requirements as set forth in the
Conservation Strategy.

As discussed above, no construction or operational activities associated with the Project would
occur on any land that is considered habitat for the CTS. In addition, site-specific biological
surveys have confirmed that the Project has no potential to affect CTS directly or through CTS
habitat modification. Generally, CTS occurs in pastureland and vernal pool habitat in the Santa
Rosa Plain. The Project site is technically within the potential range of CTS as mapped by the
USFWS.

There are records of breeding or of individual CTS sightings west of US 101, but those sightings
are approximately 3.1 miles from the Project site and there are intervening urban features (such
as roads and development) that create major barriers CTS movement towards the site.
Specifically, the US 101 Freeway and Santa Rosa Avenue are significant barriers to CTS migration
(Fawcett 2012). The only known CTS locations within 3.1 miles of the project on the east side of
the freeway are at the Horn Bank, which is located approximately 1.8 miles south of the project
site. The project site is isolated from the Horn Bank (and all other lands that could be potentially
occupied by CTS south of the project site, and neighboring property) by the presence of the
dense residential subdivision extending west from Old Petaluma Hill Road, south of the
neighboring property (Fawcett 2012).

The site is surrounded by urban development to the north, west, and south, i.e., south of the
adjacent undeveloped parcel. To the east, beyond Petaluma Hill Road, lie pastureland and a
dairy farm, all slated for future development, and outside the potential geographic range of CTS.
Given the project site’s isolation and distance from the nearest known CTS location (1.8 miles),
the site, and the lack of any observed CTS on the site during several biological assessment site
visits, the site is highly unlikely to be occupied by CTS and is unlikely to contribute to the survival
or recovery of the species (Fawcett 2012). In any case, the Project construction and operation
would completely avoid any areas that could contain CTS or be considered CTS habitat.

The drainage channel on the eastern portion of the site is ephemeral and, therefore, not a
possible breeding site for CTS (Fawcett 2012). The non-native annual grassland habitat at the
site provides potentially suitable aestivation habitat for this species. However, the Project
footprint area will impact compacted gravel (hardscape) and ruderal (disturbed) habitats and
landscaped areas surrounding the residences. (Figure 11.4).

Therefore, for the several reasons explained above, and further supported by the biological
reports in Appendix E, the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on CTS or potentially suitable habitat for CTS.

Special-Status Plants

No special-status plant species were observed during the special-status plant species surveys
(Wiemeyer 2018; SCS 2009). Based on the assessments of habitat suitability and the locations of
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proposed development within compacted gravel, landscaped or ruderal (disturbed) areas on the
western portion of the Project site, the Project will not impact special-status plant species.

Nesting Birds

The Project will result in the loss of several trees on the Project site. The majority of the trees on
the Project site provide suitable bird nesting habitat and potentially suitable roosting bat
habitat. Although no active bird nests were observed during field surveys conducted by
Wiemeyer in January 2017 and April 2017, there is the potential for native birds, including
raptors (birds of prey), to initiate nesting activities in the trees at the site (Wiemeyer 2018). Due
to the potential for the presence of nesting activities, the tree removal will result in a potentially
significant impact. Through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which will require a
survey by a qualified biologist prior to tree removal if occurring during the nesting season, the
potential impacts will be less than significant.

Roosting Bats

Bats, including special-status bat species, have the potential to utilize several of the larger trees
on the Project site as roosting habitat. Due to the potential for the presence of roosting bat
activities, the tree removal will result in a potentially significant impact. Through
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which will require a survey by a qualified
biologist prior to tree removal if occurring during the bat activity season, the potential impacts
will be less than significant.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, the Project will not have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
The Project’s impacts will be less than significant.

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

No Impact. As documented in the Biological Assessments, the only riparian or other sensitive
habitat identified at the Project site is the small riparian area adjacent to the drainage channel in
the southeastern corner of the site. The riparian scrub habitat consists of black walnut (Juglans
nigra), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and Himalaya blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) and is a
sensitive habitat type that falls within the jurisdiction of COFW (CDFW; Wiemeyer 2018).

The Project will avoid this riparian habitat. Grading and other development activity would be
concentrated on the previously developed western portion of the Project site. No Waters of the
U.S. or State, riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural community occurs within or near the
development footprint for the Project. Accordingly, the Project will avoid direct or indirect
impacts to any of these resources.
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d)

As a result, the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service. The Project will
have no impact.

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

No Impact. Based on the findings of the 2009 and 2013 wetland delineations and the USACE’s
2009 and 2013 field reconnaissance (USACE 2009a, USACE 2013), no federally protected
wetlands were identified at the Project site. The USACE issued a PJD of the drainage channel in
the southeastern Site corner in 2009 and confirmed the PJD in 2013. However, no development
on the eastern portion of the Project site designated as Not a Part on the site plan will occur
and, therefore, a Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit will not be required. Similarly,
because dominance of hydrophytic vegetation and soil saturation and/or inundation was not
observed at the site it is unlikely that state protected wetlands occur at the site.

The Project will avoid all direct and indirect impacts to state and federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means. The Project proposes developments on hardscape
areas and landscaped areas on the western portion of the site. The Project will avoid impacting
the open grassland areas at the site that are identified as Not a Part on the site plan, including
any area that may qualify as wetlands under the state or federal definition of wetland.
Furthermore, the Project will avoid indirect impacts to state or federal wetlands by not
interrupting the hydrological functions of any federal wetland or potential state wetland.

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. As documented in the Biological Assessments (Wiemeyer 2018, SCS 2010), the
Project site does not contain any wildlife movement areas, wildlife corridors or wildlife
nurseries, and the Project would not otherwise affect such features. The Project site does not
contain any creeks or tributaries that could serve as movement corridors for wildlife. There are
no native, resident, or migratory fish species on or near the site as there are no water features
on the site that would support fish.

Accordingly, the Project will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The Project will have no
impact.
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e)

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No impact. The Project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

The only applicable local policy or ordinance protecting biological resources is the City of Santa
Rosa Tree Preservation Ordinance (SRCC Chapter 17-24). The Tree Preservation Ordinance
governs the alteration, removal, and relocation of trees, including heritage trees. “Heritage
trees” are defined as trees of certain species native to Sonoma County with trunks exceeding
specified diameters or circumferences. The Tree Preservation Ordinances requires a permit for
the alteration, removal, or relocation of any trees, including heritage trees, on property
proposed for development. The Tree Preservation Ordinance also requires the development
project to replace trees, including heritage trees, in accordance with the following standards:

(1) For each six inches or fraction thereof of the diameter of a tree which was approved for
removal, two trees of the same genus and species as the removed tree (or another
species, if approved by the Director), each of a minimum 15-gallon container size, shall be
planted on the project site, provided however, that an increased number of smaller size
trees of the same genus and species may be planted if approved by the Director, or a
fewer number of such trees of a larger size if approved by the Director.

(2) For each six inches or fraction thereof of the diameter of a tree which was not approved
for removal, four trees of the same genus and species as the removed tree (or another
species, if approved by the Director), each of a minimum 15-gallon container size, shall be
planted on the project site, provided however, that an increased number of smaller size
trees of the same genus and species may be planted if approved by the Director, or a
fewer number of such trees of a larger size if approved by the Director.

(3) If the development site is inadequate in size to accommodate the replacement trees, the
trees shall be planted on public property with the approval of the Director of the City’s
Recreation and Parks Department. Upon the request of the developer and the approval of
the Director, the City may accept an in-lieu payment of $100.00 per 15-gallon replacement
tree on condition that all such payments shall be used for tree-related educational
projects and/or planting programs of the City.

An arborist report and tree inventory was prepared for the Project (Horticultural Associates
2017). The inventory includes 78 trees on the Project site (numbered 1 through 78), consisting
of 65 coast redwood, six black walnut trees, and one each of almond, blue gum, crabapple,
English walnut, evergreen ash, honey locust, and valley oak trees. Two of these species are
potential heritage trees: coast redwood (where the diameter is 24 inches or greater) and valley
oak (where the diameter is six inches or greater). Based on the criteria from the Tree Protection
Ordinance, four of the 78 trees were determined to be heritage trees: three coast redwoods
(tree numbers 39, 40, and 41 with diameters at breast height [dbh] of 30, 24, and 26 inches,
respectively) and one valley oak (tree number 70 with a dbh of 17 inches). The arborist report
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f)

recommends the removal of 58 trees due to development impacts, including the three coast
redwoods identified as heritage trees. The valley oak heritage tree (tree number 70) would be
one of the 20 existing trees that would be preserved. Consistent with the Tree Preservation
Ordinance, heritage trees will be preserved to the greatest extent possible.

The Project will be required to remove and replace all 58 trees, including the three heritage
trees, in compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance. Compliance with the Tree
Preservation Ordinance is mandatory and is enforced through permitting requirements and the
development plan approval process (SRCC Section 17-24.050). A total of 72 replacement trees
will be planted as shown Preliminary Landscape Plan (Appendix B; BC Engineering Group, Inc.
2018) and will include Crape Myrtle, Red Maple, and Coast Live Oak. Prior to the removal of the
trees, the final landscape plan (as part of the development plan) for the Project must be
reviewed by the City’s Design Board for compliance with the City’s Design Guidelines (SRCC
Section 20.52.030). The landscape plan must include, at minimum, the following elements: the
location of the existing trees on the Project site, identification of trees to be removed,
identification of trees to be preserved, and approximate location of new trees to be planted to
replace removed trees (as discussed below). The final landscape plan must comply with the
replacement and planting requirements of the Tree Preservation Ordinance and must be
approved by the City. Issuance of a grading or building permit consistent with the plans will
constitute a tree removal permit. All plantings would require moderate to very low water use in
compliance with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (SRCC Chapter 14-30).

Mandatory compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and Design Guidelines will ensure
that the Project will not conflict with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and will not have
environmental impacts related to the alteration or removal of trees.

Accordingly, the Project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. The Project will have no
impact.

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

No impact. Based on the CDFW's California Regional Conservation Plans Map, Sonoma County
does not have a Natural Community Conservation Plan (per California Fish and Game Code
Section 2800), Habitat Conservation Plan (per FESA Section 10), or other Regional Conservation
Plan (CDFW 2017). Therefore, the Project will not conflict with any such plans.

The Project site is located within the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Study Area. The
USFWS Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Plan (Figure 3 of USFWS 2005) identifies that the
Project site is located within an area designated as “potential for presence of CTS and listed
plants.” The Recovery Plan for the Santa Rosa Plain identifies that the Project site is located
within the Sonoma County CTS Horn-Hunter Management Area boundaries (Figure 13 of USFWS
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4.3

2016). The Sonoma County General Plan 2020 also identifies the Project site as within the
“Potential Range of California Tiger Salamander” and a CTS “Critical Habitat” (Sonoma County
2016, Figure OSRC-5e). As discussed above in Section 4.2(a), however, the Project has no
potential to impact CTS or CTS habitat (Wiemeyer 2018). The Monk & Associates CTS report
contains a detailed analysis of the Conservation Strategy and concludes that no mitigation
measures are required pursuant to it. The boundaries of the construction and operational
activity for the are concentrated on land that is not, and could not be considered CTS habitat.
Therefore, the Project will not conflict with plans related to CTS or the Santa Rosa Plain. In
addition, the Project site is not identified as an area where sensitive species may be present in
the Santa Rosa General Plan (City of Santa Rosa 2009b) or associate Draft Environmental Impact
Report (City of Santa Rosa 2009a).

Accordingly, the Project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. The Project will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

The Project will require implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Perform Pre-construction Survey for Nesting Birds

The Project sponsor shall retain a qualified biologist to perform a pre-construction survey for
nesting birds within 14 days prior to ground-breaking at the Project site if construction activities
will take place between February 1 and August 31. If nesting birds are found, the qualified
biologist shall establish suitable buffers prior to ground-breaking activities. To prevent
encroachment, the established buffer(s) shall be clearly marked by highly visibility material. The
established buffer(s) shall remain in effect until the young have fledged or the nest has been
abandoned as confirmed by the qualified biologist.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoid Roosting Bats
The Project sponsor shall implement the following measures to avoid roosting bats:

® The Project sponsor shall retain a qualified biologist to supervise any tree trimming or
removal of suitable roosting trees;

® Tree removal shall only be conducted during seasonal periods of bat activity (August 31
through October 15, when young would be self-sufficiently volant and prior to hibernation
and March 1 through April 15 to avoid hibernating bats and prior to formation of maternity
colonies);

® Trees shall be trimmed and/or removed in a two-phased removal system conducted over
two consecutive days. The first day (in the afternoon), limbs and branches shall be removed
by a tree cutter using chainsaws only. Limbs with cavities, crevices or deep bark fissures
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shall be avoided, and only branches or limbs without those features shall be removed. On
the second day, the entire tree shall be removed; and

®* The Project sponsor shall include the foregoing measures in the contracts with the biologist
and any contractors for tree trimming or removal.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES | potentially | LessThan [ LessThan | NoImpact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in ] X [] []
the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including [] X [] []
those interred outside of dedicated

cemeteries?

5.1  Environmental Setting

Archaeologists believe that Native American habitation in the Santa Rosa region began approximately
7,000 years ago. At the time of European settlement, the Project area was included in the territory
controlled by the Southern Pomo. Santa Rosa contains 190 recorded Native American resources (City of
Santa Rosa 2009d). Remnants of Native American civilization have been discovered along Santa Rosa
Creek and its tributaries, in the adjacent alluvial valleys and surrounding plains, in the hills, in the
Annadel State Park area, in the Laguna de Santa Rosa, and in the Windsor area. The remains of
settlements, including three former villages, have been found in northern Santa Rosa.

Santa Rosa has 21 designated historic landmarks and 8 designated historic preservation districts,
established to officially recognize individual properties and whole neighborhoods as key components of
the City’s heritage (City of Santa Rosa 2009d).

Tom Origer & Associates (“Origer”) prepared a Historical Resources Study for the Project site, dated
September 6, 2017 (Origer 2017; Appendix F). The study included archival research at the Northwest
Information Center, Sonoma State University (NWIC File No. 16-1687), archival research at the
University of California Museum of Paleontology, examination of the library and files of Origer, outreach
to Native American tribes, and a field inspection of the Project site, performed on May 5, 2017. No
historical resources were found within the study area during the field inspection or through the record
and archive review. No fossil localities are recorded near the study area. Documentation pertaining to
this study is on file at the Origer offices (File No. 2017-048S).

5.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the potential impacts of the Project on historical resources. An analysis of each
threshold of significance in the CEQA Guidelines is presented below. This analysis is based on the
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Historical Resources Study prepared by Origer, including the field study and record review as detailed
above; the City’s register of designated historic landmarks and districts; the Santa Rosa General Plan;
and other records and materials.

Cultural resources are unlikely to be present on the Project site, and there is a low possibility that the
Project construction activities could potentially disturb unknown historic and archaeological resources
or human remains. Therefore, in an abundance of caution, the Project will comply with Mitigation
Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3 and any potential impacts will be reduced to less than significant.

Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe. TCRs are given special status under California
law, so although TCRs may include some of the resource types discussed in this section, they are
addressed more thoroughly in Section 18 (Tribal Cultural Resources).

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 5 is presented below.

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Historical Resources Study was
designed to satisfy environmental issues specified in the CEQA and its guidelines (Title 14 CCR
§15064.5), and included the following conclusions:

®* No archaeological sites were observed during the course of the field survey. Fragments of
ceramic were observed in a pile of rubble on the property, which may have been imported.

® The property appeared to be a rural residential complex with agricultural outbuildings.
While the complex is associated with the theme of Sonoma County agriculture, the former
orchard on the site no longer exists and several of the buildings have been repurposed and
modified, and therefore would not be eligible for inclusion in the California Register.

® No historical resources were found within the Project site. Based on the landform age,
distance to water, slope, and archaeological data, the probability of identifying a buried site
is very low.

The Project site is not located within a designated historic district and does not contain any
historically significant aboveground resources, nor does it constitute a historic site. The site-
specific Historical Resources Study noted that two resources are recorded within % mile of the
Project site (Chattan 2003, 2009), which consisted of built environment resources (buildings). Of
the two resources, the one nearest to the study area is about 330 meters (over 1000 feet) away.
Because the resources are buildings, these resources do not have the potential to extend onto
the Project site.

Given the absence of any historic resources within the Project site boundaries or immediate
vicinity, the Project would not directly or indirectly affect the significance of a known historical
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b)

c)

resource. Nevertheless, there is a low possibility of discovery of an unknown historic resource
during Project construction. In the event of discovery of a potential historic resource, Mitigation
Measure CUL-1 must be implemented. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires that ground-
disturbing activity immediately stop and that a qualified cultural resources consultant evaluate
the resource and provide appropriate treatment.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, the Project will not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5. Potential
impacts will be reduced to less than significant.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is currently
developed with several structures, and the western portion of the property has been graded. As
discussed in the Historic Resources Study, no archaeological resources were found within the
Project site during the field survey. Based on the landform age, distance to water, slope, and
archaeological data, Origer concluded the probability of identifying a buried site is very low.

Given this, the Project is not expected to directly or indirectly affect the significance of an
archaeological resource. Nevertheless, there is a low possibility of discovery of an unknown
archaeological resource during Project construction. In the event of accidental discovery of a
potential archaeological resource, Mitigation Measure CUL-2 must be implemented. Mitigation
Measure CUL-2 requires that ground-disturbing activity immediately stop and that a qualified
archaeologist evaluate the resource and provide appropriate treatment.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2, the Project will not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5. Potential
impacts will be reduced to less than significant.

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known dedicated
cemeteries or other burial sites on the Project site. Field inspections have not revealed
gravestones or other indicators of human burial. In addition, ground-disturbing work will be
limited to the western portion of the Project site, which is already developed and graded,
making the discovery of human remains highly unlikely.

Nevertheless, there is a low potential for the discovery of unknown human remains during
ground disturbing activities. In the event that human remains are unearthed on the Project site,
Mitigation Measure CUL-3 must be implemented. Mitigation Measure CUL-3 requires that
ground-disturbing activity immediately halt and that the Sonoma County Coroner be contacted
to fulfill its statutory obligations with respect to the remains.
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53

With implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3, the Project will not have significant impacts
with respect to disturbing any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries. Potential impacts will be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If any potentially historic (older than 50 years old) subsurface
remains are uncovered during grading or construction, all work shall be halted within 100 feet of
the find, and the Project sponsor shall retain a qualified cultural resources consultant approved
by the City to identify and investigate any subsurface historic remains, and define their physical
extent and the nature of any built features or artifact-bearing deposits. Significant historic
cultural materials may include finds from the late 19'" and early 20" centuries including
structural remains, trash pits, isolated artifacts, etc. The City’s Community Development
Department shall also be notified concurrently with notification of the cultural resources
consultant.

The investigation shall proceed into formal evaluation to determine the eligibility of the find for
the California Register of Historical Resources. This shall include additional exposure of the
feature(s), photo documentation and recordation, and analysis of the artifact assemblage(s). If
the evaluation determines that the features and artifacts do not have sufficient data potential to
be eligible for the California Register, additional work shall not be required. However, if data
potential exists — e.g., there is an intact feature with a large and varied artifact assemblage —
further mitigation will be required. If avoidance is determined to be infeasible, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), a data recovery plan, which makes provisions for
adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the historical
resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. Such studies
shall be deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center.
Archeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the
provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code. If an artifact must be removed during
Project excavation or testing, curation may be appropriate.

The language of this mitigation measure shall be included on any future grading plans, utility
plans and/or other plans that involve soil disturbance on the Project site subject to approval by
the City.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: If any prehistoric artifacts or other indications of archaeological
resources are found during grading and construction activities, all work within 100 feet of the
find shall cease and the Project sponsor shall retain an archaeologist approved by the City to
evaluate the find(s). The City’s Community Development Department and any relevant Native
American tribe shall also be notified concurrently with notification of the archaeologist.

The investigation shall proceed into formal evaluation to determine the eligibility of the find for
the California Register of Historical Resources. This shall include additional exposure of the
feature(s), photo documentation and recordation, and analysis of the artifact assemblage(s). If
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the evaluation determines that the features and artifacts do not have sufficient data potential to
be eligible for the California Register, additional work shall not be required. However, if data
potential exists — e.g., there is an intact feature with a large and varied artifact assemblage —
further mitigation will be required. If avoidance is determined to be infeasible, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), a data recovery plan, which makes provisions for
adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the historical
resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. Such studies
shall be deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center.
Archeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the
provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code. If an artifact must be removed during
Project excavation or testing, curation may be appropriate.

The language of this mitigation measure shall be included on any future grading plans, utility
plans and/or other plans that involve soil disturbance on the Project site subject to approval by
the City.

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains
are mandated by HSC Section 7050.5, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and CCR Section
15064.5(e) (CEQA). According to the provisions in CEQA, if human remains are encountered at
the site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall cease and necessary steps to
ensure the integrity of the immediate area shall be taken. The Sonoma County Coroner shall be
notified immediately. The Coroner shall then determine whether the remains are Native
American. If the Coroner determines the remains are Native American, the Coroner shall notify
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours, who will, in turn, notify the
person the NAHC identifies as the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) of any human remains. The
landowner shall engage in consultations with the MLD. The MLD will make recommendations
concerning the treatment of the remains within 48 hours, as provided in Public Resources Code
5097.98. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall, with
appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further
disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner
or the descendent may request mediation by the NAHC.
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6. ENERGY Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant ] ] |X| ]
environmental impact due to wasteful,

inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or
operation?

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

6.1 Environmental Setting

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 48™ in the nation,
due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (U.S. Energy Information Administration [EIA]
2018). California consumed 292,039 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity and 2,110,829 million cubic feet
of natural gas in 2017 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 20194, EIA 2018b). In addition, Californians
consume approximately 18.7 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels per year (Federal Transit
Administration [FTA] 2017). The single largest end-use sector for energy consumption in California is
transportation (39.8 percent), followed by industry (23.7 percent), commercial (18.9 percent), and
residential (17.7 percent) (EIA 2018).

Most of California’s electricity is generated in-state with approximately 30 percent imported from the
Northwest and Southwest in 2017. In addition, approximately 30 percent of California’s electricity
supply comes from renewable energy sources, such as wind, solar photovoltaic (PV), geothermal, and
biomass (CEC 2019b). Adopted on September 10, 2018, Senate Bill (SB) 100 accelerates the state’s
Renewable Portfolio Standards Program, codified in the Public Utilities Act, by requiring electricity
providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail
sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.

To reduce statewide vehicle emissions, California requires that all motorists use California Reformulated
Gasoline (CaRFG), which is sourced almost exclusively from in-state refineries. Gasoline is the most used
transportation fuel in California with 15.1 billion gallons sold in 2015 and is used by light-duty cars,
pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles (CEC 2016a). Diesel is the second most used fuel in California
with 4.2 billion gallons sold in 2015 and is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses,
trains, ships, boats and barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles (CEC
2016b). Both gasoline and diesel are primarily petroleum-based, and their consumption releases
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greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including CO2 and NOX. The transportation sector is the single largest
source of GHG emissions in California, accounting for 41 percent of all inventoried emissions in 2016
(CARB 2018a).

6.2 Impact Analysis

Information in this section is based on the “Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation Facility
Project Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Study” prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. in
November 2019, included in Appendix D.

While the Project will increase the amount of electricity and natural gas demand, the Project will not
result in wasteful and inefficient use of non-renewable resources during construction and operation or
conflict with the City of Santa Rosa’s CAP.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 6 is presented below.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project will involve replacing an existing single-family
residence and associated outbuildings with a three-story, approximately 120,000-square-foot
industrial building. Implementation of the project will result in the commitment of additional
energy resources, including consumption of energy during construction and operation. Energy
use during the construction phase will be in the form of fuel consumption (e.g., gasoline and
diesel fuel) to operate equipment and light-duty vehicles. Once completed, the increase in
vehicle trips associated with the project will increase fuel consumption within the City. It is the
goal of the project to use electricity entirely from a natural gas powered cogenerator system
onsite. In the unlikely event that the cogenerator system fails, the project would use electricity
from PG&E. These events, by their nature, will be infrequent and temporary. Natural gas and
electrical services are available to the property by PG&E.

For construction, the Project would require energy resources primarily in the form of fuel
consumption to operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators.
Temporary grid power may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction
equipment. Table 1 in the technical report summarizes the anticipated energy consumption
from construction equipment and vehicles, including construction worker trips to and from the
project site.

Also, as shown in Table 8 of the technical report, construction of the Project would require
approximately 5,042 gallons of gasoline and 40,995 gallons of diesel fuel. Energy use during
construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used would be typical
of similar-sized construction projects in the region. Electrical power would be consumed to
construct the Project, and the demand, to the extent required, would be supplied from existing
electrical infrastructure in the area. Overall, demolition and construction activities would
require minimal electricity consumption and would not have an adverse impact on available
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Table 6.1

electricity supplies or infrastructure. In addition, per applicable regulatory requirements, the
Project will comply with construction waste management practices to divert construction and
demolition debris. These practices would result in efficient use of energy necessary to construct
the project. Furthermore, in the interest of cost efficiency, construction contractors would not
utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or unnecessary. Therefore, project construction would
not result in potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.

For operations, there would be an increase in the amount of electricity and natural gas demand
needed to serve the Project. In order to provide a conservative, analysis of energy demand, two
electricity source scenarios were evaluated:

® Scenario 1: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System
® Scenario 2: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

The electrical power that will be required for the proposed cultivation and ancillary equipment,
including lighting, and HVAC, is approximately 5,000 kilowatts (kW). Assuming the facility will be
operational 24 hours a day, with the grow lights operational for approximately 12 hours per day,
total annual electricity demand will be approximately 21,900,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year.
Assuming five generators operating regularly, the cogenerator system will require
approximately 1,918,130 therms per year to operate and would generate approximately
22,825,000 kWh per year. The project will also include a natural gas boiler, which would demand
approximately 331,870 therms per year. Therefore, total facility natural gas demand will be
approximately 2,250,000 therms per year.

As shown in Table 6.1, under Scenario 1, the project’s electricity consumption will represent
approximately 0.008 percent of statewide annual demand, and project natural gas consumption
would represent approximately 0.010 percent of statewide annual demand. It is important to
note that under Scenario 1, the project will demand 21,900 megawatt hours of electricity;
however, that electricity will be generated onsite and the project will not rely on electricity
generated off-site and distributed by the grid.

Project Energy Use Relative to Statewide Energy Use: Scenario 1 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied
by Cogenerator System

Annual Project- Project Percent of

Related Energy

Annual Statewide

Statewide Energy

Form of Energy Units Use Energy Use Use
Electricity Megawatt hours 21,900 292,039,000° 0.008%
Natural Gas Million cubic feet 224.91 2,110,8293 0.010%
11 Therm (US) = approximately 100 cubic feet of natural gas
2 CEC 2019a
3EIA 2018b

As shown in Table 6.2, under Scenario 2, the project’s electricity consumption will represent

approximately 0.008 percent of statewide annual demand, and project natural gas consumption
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will represent approximately 0.001 percent of statewide annual demand. Natural gas demand
for Scenario 2 is lower than Scenario 1 because it would only include natural gas demand
needed to operate the proposed boiler.

Table 6.2 Project Energy Use Relative to Statewide Energy Use: Scenario 2 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied

by Utilities

Annual Project-
Related Energy

Annual Statewide

Project Percent of
Statewide Energy

Form of Energy Units Use Energy Use Use
Electricity Megawatt hours 21,900 292,039,000° 0.008%
Natural Gas Million cubic feet 33.2¢ 2,110,8293 0.001%
11 Therm (US) = approximately 100 Cubic Feet Of Natural gas
2 CEC 2019a
3EIA 2018b

b)

The project will be subject to energy conservation requirements in the California Energy Code
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards
for Nonresidential Buildings) and CALGreen (Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of
Regulations), as embodied in enforceable conditions of approval. Further, California’s use of
non-renewable electricity and natural gas are expected to continue to decline as a proportion of
overall energy demand due to stringent energy efficiency measures and a mandated increase in
renewable energy use that will serve to offset any increase in non-renewable energy use
resulting from the project.

Transportation related energy was also analyzed in the technical report. The increase in vehicle
trips associated with the project would increase fuel consumption. Vehicle trips associated with
the project would require approximately 34,428 gallons of gasoline and 11,664 gallons of diesel
fuel, or 1,621 MMBtu annually. As a light industrial project, mobile fuel consumption would
result from employee trips and commutes and per capita fuel consumption and would not be
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary but would be standard for similar types of facilities.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As demonstrated in Section 8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project is consistent with measures and actions from the City of
Santa Rosa’s CAP. Several measures in the City’s CAP are intended to increase energy efficiency
and conservation and expanding the use of renewable energy. The voluntary CAP measures
applicable to the proposed project include Measure 1.1 (CalGreen Requirements for New
Construction), Measure 1.3 (Smart Meter Utilization), Measure 1.5 (Cool Roofs and Pavements),
1.6 (Energy Efficient Appliances), 2.1 (Small-Scale Renewable Energy Installations), Measure 2.3
(Renewable Power Generation) and Measure 5.1 (Electric and Hybrid-Electric Vehicles). The
project will comply with CalGreen Building Standards in building construction, and as noted in
Section 1.2 Project Summary above, would install PG&E smart meters. It would use cool paving
materials for increased solar reflectivity and water and energy efficient appliances, and it would
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include pre-wiring and plumbing for future solar thermal or photovoltaic systems. The project
would also include electric vehicle charging stations. Therefore, the project would be consistent
with the above CAP measures related to renewable energy and energy efficiency. Therefore, the
project will be consistent with the Santa Rosa CAP and would not obstruct implementation of a
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency such that a significant environmental
impact would occur.

6.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

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

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

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

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

O OO oo

X OO XU

O XO OKX

O OX OU
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7.1 Environmental Setting

The Project site covers approximately 5.53 acres and is zoned for Light Industrial (LI) use (City of Santa
Rosa 2015). The geologic environmental setting of the Project site is discussed below.

Native Geology

According to the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey, the Project site is primarily
composed of basin alluvium derived from volcanic and sedimentary rock over fan alluvium derived from
volcanic and sedimentary rock. Surface and near-surface soils consist of clays, loams, and gravels,
though clays are primarily found in the western portion of the site. Bedrock is found as shallow as 20
inches below ground surface (bgs). It is possible that bedrock may be deeper than 7 feet bgs in the
western portion of the Project site.

A report describing the geology and excavation activities performed at the site was prepared by SCS
Engineers (SCS) in September 2005 (SCS 2005c). According to this report, examination of the drilling
cores and samples from available monitoring wells and boring logs shows that the lithology at the
Project site consists of gravel and silty-clay from the surface to approximately 5 feet bgs, underlain by
approximately 1 to 2 feet of various gravel, sand, silt, and clay mixtures which most likely represents a
surface weathering zone. Volcanic rocks of primarily andesite composition are then present to the
maximum depth of each boring. SCS used the geotechnical consulting firm RGH Consultants
Incorporated (RGH) to perform the compaction activities as detailed in Appendix B of the SCS report.
According to observations from RGH onsite (SCS 2005c), excavations that exceeded 7 feet bgs exposed
firm, undisturbed bedrock, which is likely the andesite mentioned by SCS.

Approved and Completed 2005 Soil Excavation Project

As discussed further in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, SCS prepared a remediation work
plan which was submitted to the SRFD and RWQCB (SCS 2005a) and resubmitted modified versions
based on correspondence (SCS 2005b, 2005c). The work plan was approved by the SRFD on May 10,
2005, and the RWCQB on May 11, 2005 (RWCQB 2005). In July and August 2005, in accordance with
approved plan, the impacted soils were excavated, with the exception of a small area left beneath the
mower shop concrete floor due to inaccessibility (SCS Engineers 2005c).

Approximately 1,350 cubic yards of soil were excavated and removed from the Project site. These areas
were excavated until samples taken from the bottom of the excavations were verified by laboratory
testing to be non-detect for petroleum hydrocarbons and consistent with background levels of metals.

In correspondence dated October 25, 2005, the SRFD Senior Fire Inspector indicated the SRFD found
that “No Further Action” was required at the Project site based on the confirmatory sampling results,
which revealed non-detectable or background level detected concentrations for TPH-mo, VOCs, and
metals. The RWQCB also issued a “No further action” determination on November 2, 2005 (EBA
Engineering 2016).
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All excavated areas were backfilled with base rock and compacted to at least 90% relative compaction.
Where excavations exceeded 3.0 feet, backfill was compacted to 95% relative compaction up to the
point where the backfill elevation reached that of the main excavation (SCS 2005c). Backfill of the
excavations was completed by placing imported “%-inch, minus” virgin, sub-base material in lifts and
compacting under the direction of RGH. Based on RGH’s geotechnical assessment of the Project site, the
fill currently present onsite consists of imported %-inch Aggregate Subbase/Trench Fill from Stony Point
Quarry. All imported fill materials were analyzed before being delivered to the Project site to ensure the
materials contained no detectable petroleum hydrocarbons and less than 25 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg) of lead.

7.2  Impact Analysis

Similar to most areas in California that are subject to seismic activity, the Project will be subject to
strong ground shaking during a seismic event. Construction of the Project will conform with current
building standards that inherently reduce seismic activity risks. The Project does not require major
grading, excavation, or shoring procedures. Project construction will include relatively minor earthwork
to prepare the Project site for construction of the facility, which could expose soils to erosion.
Construction activities will comply with the applicable stormwater pollution prevention measures to
reduce potential impacts. Potential impacts associated with liquefaction and expansive soils, as analyzed
below, will be reduced to less than significant through implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1.
The Project will not use a septic tank or alternative disposal system.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 7 is presented below.

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: i) fault rupture, ii) strong shaking, iii) seismic-related
ground failure or iv) landslides.

i No Impact. The Project site does not contain any faults and is not located within an
Earthquake Fault Zone as mapped under the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.
The nearest fault has been identified by the California Division of Mines and Geology
Fault Evaluation in 1982 as the Rodgers Creek fault(California Department of
Conservation 1983). This fault’s closest point to the Project site is roughly 0.5 west of
the site in Taylor Mountain Regional Park at its nearest point. The Seismic Map for this
area shows that area of the fault is inferred or concealed by local geography as per the
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. Subsequent mapping and
seismicity have shown that the Rodgers Creek fault is a continuous active fault zone that
extends from Santa Rosa southeast for 25 to 30 miles to the northern margin of San
Pablo Bay (United States Geological Survey 2018). There has been historical seismicity
associated with the fault, though evidence of historical surface rupture has not been
observed. Because the fault does not cross the Project site, there would be no impact
due to earthquake fault rupture on the Project site. Therefore, the Project will not
directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fault rupture.

Terraphase Engineering Inc. Page 81



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

Less than Significant Impact. The site vicinity is a tectonically active area, and the
Project site could be subject to strong ground shaking during a seismic event. The Santa
Rosa General Plan indicates that the Project site is in a zone of “Violent Groundshaking”
that would occur during an event on the Rogers Creek fault (City of Santa Rosa 2009).
Therefore, the Project site, as with all other land in the vicinity, would be exposed to
potential adverse effects resulting from strong seismic ground shaking.

For newly constructed buildings potential impacts associated with a strong seismic
event can be effectively mitigated through regulatory compliance and the application of
standard geotechnical practices and seismic structural design. Mandatory compliance
with the seismic standards is sufficient to reduce impacts even without additional
mitigation measures. Construction of the Project would comply with the requirements
set forth in the Building Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building
Code 3.7-20 Chapter 3: Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures [CBC]) and the
California Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8 (the Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act), which will thereby ensure that potential impacts from seismic shaking are less than
significant levels. The Sonoma County Building Code (SCBC) references the California
Building Code Title 24, part 2, for building standards related to structures in seismically
sensitive areas; and will apply to construction of the Project. Accordingly, all new
structures constructed on the Project site will be designed and built in accordance with
the CBC and SCBC to withstand seismic activity in this geographic region. Therefore, the
Project will not directly or indirectly cause significant adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving strong shaking. The impact of strong ground shaking
will be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. Bedrock is very
shallow at the Project site and the subsurface investigation indicate that groundwater is
not present at shallow levels in the Project site overburden soils (SCS 2005a). Thus,
there is a low potential for liquefaction to occur at the Project site. The Draft Santa Rosa
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR; Santa Rosa 2009b) identifies the soils in
the vicinity that have a slight potential for liquefaction. Thus, in an abundance of
caution, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would occur, and it requires
preparation of a final Geotechnical Investigation and Design Report and implementation
of recommendations. Therefore, the Project will not expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
seismic-related ground failure. Impacts will be less than significant with mitigation.

No Impact. The Project site is not in a mapped landslide zone. According to the EZRIM
map, the closest area of landslide is approximately three miles southeast of the Project
site, within the Taylor Mountain Regional park (California Department of Conservation
1983). Land sliding will not occur on the Project site because it is essentially flat with a
very gentle topography underlain with predominantly stiff soils and bedrock. Hence,
there will be no impact from landslides on the Project site. Therefore, the Project will
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b)

not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving landslides.

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is flat with little topographic relief. Stormwater
runoff will not be rapid or cause substantial erosion. Earthmoving across the Project site during
construction will expose soils to potential erosion from heavy winds, rainfall, or runoff. In
accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction
General Permit (CGP) for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ), construction sites disturbing 1 acre or
more are required to comply with the CGP. As the construction will disturb more than 1 acre of
land, the Project will be subject to the CGP.

The CGP requires the development and implementation of a site-specific Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), containing a site map which shows the construction site perimeter,
existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water collection and discharge points,
general topography both before and after construction, and drainage patterns across the
Project. The SWPPP must list the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the Project contractor
would use to protect storm water runoff from the Project site and the placement of those BMPs.
Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring
program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a
sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list
for sediment. Prior to the start of construction activities, the Legally Responsible Person (LRP)
must electronically submit the permit registration documents to the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). The permit registration documents include a Notice of Intent, Risk
Assessment, Post-Construction Calculations, a Site Map, the SWPPP, a signed certification
statement by the LRP, and the first annual fee.

To comply with the CGP, the LRP must ensure that the requirements of the CGP are met,
including the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. The Project will prepare and
implement the SWPPP. The potential for substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less
than significant. Therefore, the Project will not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsail.

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

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. The Project area has relatively
flat topography, and, therefore, slope instability is not a significant issue. Because of the Project
site’s relatively gentle topography, soil lurching and lateral spreading are also not a significant
issue. The Project site is underlain with bedrock and stable geologic units as assessed by the
geologic report and subsurface borings. Hence, the geologic unit under the Project site is
considered stable and not subject to substantial lateral spreading or subsidence or collapse. In
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addition, construction activities for the Project are relatively minor and do not require major
excavation or geologic treatment. Thus, the otherwise stable geologic unit beneath the Project
site will not because unstable as a result of the Project.

According to the Draft Santa Rosa General Plan EIR (2009b), the soils in the Project vicinity show
a slight potential for liquefaction susceptibility. Although the actual likelihood of liquefaction at
the site is low because bedrock is shallow, the potential for instability from liquefaction could
occur during seismic events. Thus, in an abundance of caution, the Project would implement
Mitigation Measure GEO-1, for the preparation of a Geotechnical Investigation and Design
Report and implementation of recommendations. Accordingly, impacts will be less than
significant. Therefore, the Project will not be located on a geologic unit of soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

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

Less than Significant Impact with Implementation of Mitigation. Where compacted fill is not
present at the Project site, it is underlain by gravel and silty-clay from the surface to
approximately 5 feet bgs, and underlain by approximately 1 to 2 feet of various gravel, sand, silt,
and clay mixtures, which likely represents a surface weathering zone, which is then underlain by
volcanic rocks of primarily andesite composition. The NRCS reports that the Project site is
underlain by Clear Lake Clays and Goulding-Toomes complex clay loams. These soils would likely
be moderately expansive (United States Department of Agriculture 2019).

Table 18-1-B from the 1994 California Building Code is reproduced below. Soil samples collected
during the geotechnical analysis will be tested to assess the expansion potential of site soils.

Table 7.1 Classification of Expansive Soil (Table 18-1-B from the 1994 California Building Code)

Expansion Index Potential Expansion
0-20 Very low
21-50 Low
51-90 Medium

91-130 High
Above 130 Very high

The Project will comply with regulatory standards to construct the facility and thereby reduce
risks to life or property due to the potential presence of expansive soils. In addition, and in an
abundance of caution, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1, to prepare a
Geotechnical Investigation and Design Report and implementation of recommendations.
Accordingly, impacts will be less than significant. Therefore, the Project will not be located on
expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), that creates a
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f)

7.3

substantial risks to life or property because the building methods will comply with applicable
code and the design recommendations will be followed.

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

No Impact. The Project will be connected to the City sanitary sewer system. Therefore, the
Project will not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known paleontological
resources or sites or unique geologic features on the Project site. The Historical Resources Study
included archival research and a paleontological records search, which indicated that there are
no fossil localities recorded near the study area (Origer 2018). The Historical Resources Study
also evaluated the geology of the Project site and did not identify any unique geologic features.
Likewise, the Santa Rosa General Plan does not identify the presence of any paleontological
resources or sites or unique geological features within the boundaries of the City’s planning
area. In addition, ground-disturbing work will be limited to the western portion of the Project
site, which is already developed and graded, making the discovery of paleontological resources
or sites or unique geological features highly unlikely.

Nevertheless, there is a low possibility of discovery of an unknown paleontological resource
during Project construction. In the event of a discovery of a potential paleontological resource,
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 must be implemented. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 requires that
ground-disturbing activity immediately stop and that a qualified paleontologist evaluate the
resource and provide appropriate treatment.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2, the Project will not directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. Potential impacts
will be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prepare a final design level Geotechnical Investigation and Design
Report.

The Project sponsor shall retain a geotechnical engineer licensed in the State of California to
prepare a site-specific Geotechnical Investigation and Design Report, which will include, at
minimum, the following elements:
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® Analysis of expected ground motions at the Project site from known active faults.

® Requirements for structural design that can accommodate ground accelerations expected
from known active faults, in accordance with City ordinances and policies and consistent
with the CBC.

* |dentify and implement site specific engineering and construction methods for potential
expansive and liquefiable soils in compliance with CGS Geology Guidelines specific to
building designs.

®* Determine final design parameters for the walls, foundations, foundation slabs, and
surrounding related improvements (utilities, roadways, parking lots and sidewalks).

The Project sponsor shall retain a qualified civil engineer licensed in the State of California to
prepare design specifications including, but not limited to grading, excavation, foundations
systems, and compaction specification, based on recommendations provided in the
Geotechnical Investigation and Design Report.

Issuance of building and grading permits by the City Engineer shall be contingent on
incorporation of all recommendations set forth in the Geotechnical Investigation and Design
Report in final grading plan, construction plans, and building plans.

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: If paleontological resources, including individual fossils or
assemblages of fossils, or unique geological features are encountered during grading or
construction activities, all work within 100 feet of the find shall cease and the Project sponsor
shall retain a paleontologist approved by the City to evaluate the find(s) and make treatment
recommendations, which the Project sponsor shall implement.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS Potentially |  LessThan [ LessThan [ NoImpact
EMISSIONS Significant | Significant with | Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, |:| |X| |:| |:|
or regulation adopted for the purpose

of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

The following analysis is based on the Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation Facility Project Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc., dated November 2019
(Appendix D).

8.1 Environmental Setting
8.1.1  Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. The term “climate change” is often used interchangeably with
the term “global warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to “global warming” because it helps
convey that there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The baseline against which these
changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have
occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as
evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record.
The rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the
course of thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental
warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have observed
acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years. Per the United Nations Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC 2014), the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling
influences on climate has led to a high confidence (95% or greater chance) that the global average net
effect of human activities has been the dominant cause of warming since the mid-20th century.

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHGs).
The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include
carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). Water vapor is excluded from the list
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of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere, and its atmospheric concentrations are largely
determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH4 are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO; are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and
landfills. Observations of CO, concentrations, globally averaged temperature, and sea level rise are
generally well within the range of the extent of the earlier IPCC projections. The recently observed
increases in CHs and N0 concentrations are smaller than those assumed in the scenarios in the previous
assessments. Each IPCC assessment has used new projections of future climate change that have
become more detailed as the models have become more advanced.

Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include fluorinated
gases and SFg (CalEPA 2006). Different types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWP). The
GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified
timescale (generally 100 years). Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference
gas (COy) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to
as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO,e) and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP.
Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of one. By contrast, methane CH4 has a GWP of 25, meaning its
global warming effect is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC
2007).

Based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2014,
California produced 440.4 million metric tons (MMT) COe in 2015 (CARB 2017b). The largest single
source of GHG in California is transportation, contributing 39 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions.
Industrial sources are the second largest source of the state’s GHG emissions, contributing 23 percent of
the state’s GHG emissions (CARB 2017b). California emissions are due in part to its large size and large
population compared to other states. However, the state’s mild climate reduces California’s per capita
fuel use and GHG emissions as compared to other states. CARB has projected statewide unregulated
GHG emissions for the year 2020 will be 509.4 MMT CO.e (CARB 2017c). These projections represent
the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction actions.

8.1.2 Regulatory Setting
The following regulations address both climate change and GHG emissions.
8.1.2.1. Federal Regulations

The U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. ([2007] 549
U.S. 05-1120) held that the U.S. EPA has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG emissions under
the federal Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG emissions in
October 2009. This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers, direct GHG
emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines, and it requires
annual reporting of emissions. In 2012 the U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule that establishes the GHG
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permitting thresholds that determine when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source Review
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit programs are required for
new and existing industrial facilities.

In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court in Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA (134 S. Ct. 2427 [2014]) held that
U.S. EPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a source is a major
source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. The Court also held that PSD permits that are
otherwise required (based on emissions of other pollutants) may continue to require limitations on GHG
emissions based on the application of Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

8.1.2.2. California Regulations

The State of California considers GHG emissions and the impacts of climate change to be a serious threat
to the public health, environment, economic well-being, and natural resources of California and has
taken an aggressive stance to mitigate the State’s impact on climate change through the adoption of
policies and legislation. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for the coordination
and oversight of State and local air pollution control programs in California. California has numerous
regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG emissions. These initiatives are summarized below.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”),
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective
reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, U.S. EPA granted the waiver of
Clean Air Act preemption to California for its GHG emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with
the 2009 model year. Pavley | took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley Il, which is
now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) Il GHG,” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average emission
standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012 and 30 percent by 2016. The
Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low Emissions Vehicles (LEV), Zero Emissions
Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG emissions.
By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer GHGs
and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels (CARB 2011b).

California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
“California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the statewide
goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and it requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan
that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32
requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions.
Based on this guidance, CARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT COxe.
The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008, and it included measures to address
GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste,
among other measures. Many of the GHG reduction measures included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low
Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted since
approval of the Scoping Plan.

In May 2014, CARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The 2013 Scoping Plan update
defines CARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork to reach post-
2020 statewide goals. The update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the “near-term” 2020
GHG emission reduction goals defined in the original Scoping Plan. It also evaluates how to align the

Terraphase Engineering Inc. Page 89



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

State’s longer-term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy priorities, such as for water, waste,
natural resources, clean energy and transportation, and land use (CARB 2014).

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental issue
that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 2010, the
California Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible
mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give lead agencies
the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs
and climate change impacts.

CARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 MT of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying the
largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual reporting of
emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005 percent of California’s total inventory of GHG emissions for
2004.

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by directing
ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger vehicles for
2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a growth
strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) were
assigned targets of a 7 percent reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 2020 and a 15 percent
reduction by 2035. ABAG and MTC adopted a RTP/SCS, called Plan Bay Area, which, when implemented,
would meet the assigned targets by achieving a 10 percent per capita GHG emissions reduction in 2020
and a 16 percent reduction in 2035 (CARB 2014b).

In April 2011, the governor signed SB 2X requiring California to generate 33 percent of its electricity
from renewable energy by 2020.

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, extending AB 32 by requiring
the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32
remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a
framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the continuation and
expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program, as well as
implementation of recently adopted policies and policies, such as SB 350 and SB 1383 (see below). The
2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing technology, and
strategic investment to support its strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017 Scoping
Plan does not provide project-level thresholds for land use development. Instead, it recommends that
local governments adopt policies and locally appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a
statewide per capita goal of six metric tons (MT) CO,e by 2030 and two MT CO,e by 2050 (CARB 2017c).
As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for plan-level analyses (city, county,
subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual projects because they include all emissions
sectors in the state (CARB 2017).

Adopted on October 7, 2015, SB 350 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the electricity sector
through a number of measures, including requiring electricity providers to achieve a 50 percent
renewables portfolio standard by 2030, a cumulative doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in
electricity and natural gas by retail customers by 2030.
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Adopted in September 2016, SB 1383 requires the CARB to approve and begin implementing a
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants. The bill requires the
strategy to achieve the following reduction targets by 2030:

=  Methane — 40 percent below 2013 levels
» Hydrofluorocarbons — 40 percent below 2013 levels
=  Anthropogenic black carbon — 50 percent below 2013 levels

The bill also requires CalRecycle, in consultation with the State board, to adopt regulations that achieve
specified targets for reducing organic waste in landfills.

In September 2018, the governor signed SB 100, which accelerates the state’s Renewables Portfolio
Standard Program, which was last updated by SB 350 in 2015, and commits to 100 percent clean energy
in California by 2045. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible
renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 44 percent by 2024, 60 percent
by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.

On September 10, 2018, the governor issued Executive Order B-55-18, which established a new
statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative emissions
thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing statewide GHG reduction targets established by SB 375,
SB 32, SB 1383, and SB 100. EO B-55-18 also tasks CARB with including a pathway toward the EO B-55-18
carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping Plan update.

For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills, Executive Orders, and reports discussed above,
and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the following websites:
www.climatechange.ca.gov and www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm.

8.1.2.3. California Environmental Quality Act

Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the Resources Agency has adopted amendments to the State
CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The
adopted CEQA Guidelines provide general regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG
emissions in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative
thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. To date, a variety of
air districts have adopted quantitative significance thresholds for GHGs.

8.1.2.4. Local Regulations and Climate Action Plan

In June 2012, Santa Rosa adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to assist the City’s efforts to reduce GHG
emissions with reduction measures that are consistent with AB 32. The CAP identified GHG emission
reduction strategies, actions, and measures that would enable the City to meet its reduction target for
2020 and 2035. To achieve the established 2020 target of reducing GHG emissions by 15 percent below
2007 levels, the CAP proposes measures and recommends continuing to implement, monitor, and
evaluate communitywide programs including the “smart” development patterns established in the 2010
General Plan, new Green Building Codes, and Complete Streets program. The CAP proposes quantifiable
emissions reduction measures for the City focused on energy, solid waste, transportation, and land use,
and the CAP includes measures specific to municipal operations as well as the whole community. The
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City’s progress will be monitored each year, while a full GHG inventory will be performed at least every
five years.

The reduction measures included in the CAP are a diverse mix of regulatory and incentive-based
programs for both new and existing development. The reduction measures also aim to reduce GHG
emissions from each source to avoid reliance on any one strategy or sector to achieve the target. The
CAP is being implemented through various departments at the City, which are the primary entities
responsible for implementation. Thus, in many instances (even when a CAP measure) may apply to a
singular new project) it is the City’s obligation, through the implementing department, to ensure CAP
compliance. And, in many instances, the GHG reduction strategies are city-based policy or ordinances
that may apply to individual projects but are implemented ultimately by City actions. The City
periodically provides summary reports to track implementation. The May 2018 Summary of
Implementation Report is incorporated by reference herein.

The CAP clearly states that CAP compliance can be used to assess plan-level and project-level impacts
and allow a lead agency to determine that a project’s impact on GHG emissions is less than significant if
it is in compliance. Appendix D of the CAP describes in detail how the City’s Climate Action Plan satisfies
the BAAQMD'’s requirements for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy and will allow future development
projects to determine that a project has a less than significant impact on GHG emissions if it complies
with the City’s Climate Action Plan.

Furthermore, Appendix D to the CAP explains how the plan meets the criteria for a Qualified
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy under the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines adopted by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD). As explained in Appendix D:

The purpose of the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is to assist lead agencies in evaluating
the air quality impacts of proposed projects and plans within the San Francisco Bay Area Air
Basin. The guidelines were updated to establish thresholds of significance for impacts related to
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to be consistent with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act. These thresholds can be used to assess plan-level and project-level
impacts and allow a lead agency to determine that a project’s impact on GHG emissions is less
than significant if it is in compliance with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

The City’s Climate Action Plan follows both the State CEQA Guidelines and BAAQMD's guidelines
by incorporating the standard elements of a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy into the CAP. The
standard elements of a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy include the following steps:

1. Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time
period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic range.

2. Establish a level, based on substantial evidence below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively
considerable.

3. Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or
categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area.
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4. Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards that

substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, would

collectively achieve the specified emissions level.

Monitor the plan’s progress.

6. Adopt the greenhouse gas reduction strategy in a public process following
environmental review.

ol

Appendix D then details how the City’s CAP has been developed to satisfy the standard elements of a
Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy and how it will allow future development projects to determine that a
project has a less than significant impact on GHG emissions if it complies with the CAP. (See CAP, pp. D-1
to D-9.)

The CAP includes as Appendix E a “New Development Checklist.” (See CAP, pp. E-1 to E-2.) Appendix E of
the CAP states that, “to ensure new development projects are compliant with the City’s Climate Action
Plan, the following checklist has been developed. This checklist should be filled out for each new project,
subject to discretionary review, to allow new development to find a less than significant impact for
greenhouse gas emissions in the environmental review process.” A footnote to the checklist states that
“to be in compliance with the CAP, all measures denoted with an asterisk are required in all new
development projects unless otherwise specified. If a project cannot meet one or more of the
mandatory requirements, substitutions may be made from other measures listed at the discretion of the
Community Development Director.” As discussed above, demonstrating compliance with the CAP (on a
project-specific basis using the checklist) results in a determination that a project has a less than
significant impact on GHG emissions.

8.1.3 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance
Under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project would result in a significant impact if it would:

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment; or

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence
climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to
cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited.
The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an
impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).

According to CEQA Guidelines, projects can tier off of a qualified GHG reduction plan, which allows for
project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the project’s consistency with the
GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This approach is considered by the
Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) in their white paper, Beyond Newhall and 2020, to be
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the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to determine the significance of a
project’s GHG emissions (2016). As mentioned above under Local Regulations, Santa Rosa adopted a
gualified GHG reduction plan and has been implementing the requirements of its CAP for city-wide
actions as well as individual projects, when applicable.

To evaluate whether a project may generate a quantity of GHG emissions that may have a significant
impact on the environment, a number of operational bright-line significance thresholds have been
developed by state agencies. Significance thresholds are numeric mass emissions thresholds which
identify the level at which additional analysis of project GHG emissions is necessary. Projects that attain
the significance target, with or without mitigation, would result in less than significant GHG emissions.
Many significance thresholds have been developed to reflect a 90 percent capture rate tied to the 2020
reduction target established in AB 32. These targets have been identified by numerous lead agencies
(including the City of Santa Rosa) as appropriate significance screening tools for residential, commercial,
industrial, and public land uses and facilities projects with horizon years before 2020.

To evaluate the questions from Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, the City applies the CEQA thresholds
of significance developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) which has two
distinct threshold pathways for operational-related GHG emissions — one for development projects and
one for stationary-source projects. In the 2017 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the BAAQMD
outlines an approach to determine the significance of projects. For residential, commercial, industrial,
and public land use development projects, the potential thresholds of significance for GHG emissions
includes compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy. Because Santa Rosa has a qualified GHG
Reduction Strategy (i.e., the CAP), the compliance threshold applies best to the proposed project and is
the chosen threshold of significance for this report. Appendix E of the CAP includes a checklist to
determine whether a project is consistent with the identified measures and actions of the CAP and,
therefore, complies with the CAP. If a project complies with the CAP, its GHG-related impacts are less
than significant. This analysis evaluates the proposed project against the CAP consistency checklist to
determine if it has significant GHG-related impacts (Table 8.1).

For stationary source emissions that would accommodate processes and equipment that emit GHG
emissions and would require an Air District permit to operate, such as emissions from the cogenerator
system, the recommended BAAQMD threshold is 10,000 MT per year.

The Association of Environmental Professionals’ (AEP) white paper “Beyond Newhall and 2020”
recommends that CEQA GHG analyses evaluate project emissions in light of the trajectory of state
climate change legislation and assess their “substantial progress” toward achieving long-term reduction
targets identified in available plans, legislation, or EOs. Consistent with the recommendations in this
white paper, the project’s GHG impacts are analyzed in terms of whether the project would impede
“substantial progress” toward meeting the reduction goal identified in SB 32 and EO S-55-18. As SB 32 is
considered an interim target toward meeting the 2045 state goal, consistency with SB 32 would be
considered contributing substantial progress toward meeting the state’s long-term 2045 goals. Avoiding
interference with, and making substantial progress toward, these long-term state targets is important as
these targets have been set at levels that reduce California’s fair share of emissions toward international
targets that will stabilize global climate change effects and avoid the adverse environmental
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consequences described herein. As mentioned above, under California Regulations, the 2017 Scoping
Plan recommends that local governments target 6 MT of CO2e per capita per year in 2030 and 2 MT of
CO2e per capita per year in 2050 in their long-range plans, such as CAPs. As shown in Figure D-5 (GHG
Emissions Per Service Population) in Appendix D of the City’s CAP, with CAP implementation, the
projected GHG emissions per capita in Santa Rosa is estimated to be 2.4 MT of CO2e in 2035. Therefore,
implementation of the City’s CAPs makes substantial progress towards achieving the state’s post-2020
targets.

8.2 Impact Analysis

Information in this section is based on the “Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation Facility
Project Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study” prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. in March 2019,
included in Appendix D.

While the Project will generate greenhouse gases, the Project meets the requirements of the City of
Santa Rosa’s CAP, and therefore, does not result in significant impacts.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 8 is presented below.

a, b) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant. The City’s CAP includes numerous measures that reduce GHG emissions. For a new
development project, only certain measures apply from the CAP. Table 8.1 summarizes the project’s
consistency with applicable CAP measures. As summarized therein, the project would be consistent with
the applicable measures of the City’s CAP. Accordingly, the project would result in less than significant
GHG emission impacts.

The City’s CAP includes a New Development Checklist (Appendix E of the CAP) for use in evaluating
whether new development projects comply with the CAP such that their GHG impacts will be less than
significant. Table 8.1 summarizes the project’s consistency with the mandatory items in the New
Development Checklist, based on the Project description and incorporated sustainable design features.
Each item is further analyzed in the narrative discussion following Table 8.1.

Table 8.1 CAP New Development Checklist

Does not

# Description Complies Comply N/A
1.1.1  Comply with CALGreen Tier 1 standards* X

1.1.3  After 2020, all new development will utilize zero net electricity* X
1.3.1 Install real-time energy monitors to track energy use* X

1.4.2  Comply with the City’s tree preservation ordinance* X

1.4.3  Provide public and private trees in compliance with the Zoning Code* X

1.5 Install new sidewalks and paving with high solar reflectivity materials* X
2.1.3  Pre-wire and pre-plumb for solar thermal or PV systems X
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Does not

# Description Complies Comply N/A
3.1.2  Support implementation of station plans and corridor plans X

3.2.1  Provide on-site services such as ATMS or dry cleaners to site users X
3.2.2  Improve non-vehicular network to promote walking, biking X

3.2.3  Support mixed-use, higher-density development near services X
3.3.1 Provide affordable housing near transit X
3.5.1  Unbundle parking from property cost X
3.6.1 Install calming features to improve ped/bike experience X

4.1.1 Implement the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan X

4.1.2 Install bicycle parking consistent with regulations* X

4.1.3  Provide bicycle safety training to residents, employees, motorists X
4.2.2  Provide safe spaces to wait for bus arrival X
4.3.2  Work with large employers to provide rideshare programs X
4.3.3  Consider expanding employee programs promoting transit use X
4.3.4  Provide awards for employee use of alternative commute options X
4.3.5 Encourage new employers of 50+ to provide subsidized transit passes* X

4.3.7  Provide space for additional park-and-ride lots X
4.5.1 Include facilities for employees that promote telecommuting X
5.1.2 Install electric vehicle charging equipment X

5.2.1 Provide alternative fuels at new refueling stations* X
6.1.3  Increase diversion of construction waste* X

7.1.1  Reduce potable water use for outdoor landscaping* X

7.1.3  Use water meters which track real-time water use* X

7.3.2  Meet on-site meter separation requirements in locations with current X

or future recycled water capabilities*

8.1.3  Establish community gardens and urban farms X
9.1.2  Provide outdoor electrical outlets for charging lawn equipment X

9.1.3 Install low water use landscapes* X

9.2.1  Minimize construction idling time to five minutes or less* X

9.2.2  Maintain construction equipment per manufacturer’s specs* X

9.2.3  Limit GHG construction equipment by using electrified equipment or X

alternative fuels*

Source: Santa Rosa, City of. 2012. Climate Action Plan: City of Santa Rosa. Available at: http://www.ca-ilg.org/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/santa_rosa-_climate_action_plan.pdf.

* To be in compliance with the CAP, all measures denoted with an asterisk are required in all new development projects unless
otherwise specified. If a project cannot meet one or more of the mandatory requirements, substitutions may be made from other
measures listed at the discretion of the Community Development Director.

*1.1.1 Comply with CALGreen Tier 1 standards.

CALGreen (Title 24 Part 11, California Green Building Standards Code) applies to all new buildings and to
additions and alterations of residential and nonresidential buildings. The City has incorporated the
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requirements of CALGreen into the Building Permit approval process. The 2018 Summary of
Implementation report indicates that this item is complete and all new development starting in January
2017 will comply. The project will comply with all Tier 1 standards, pursuant to the 2016 CALGreen Tier 1
Checklist and intervening supplements. Thus, the project will comply with Item 1.1.1.

*1.1.3 After 2020, all new development will utilize zero net electricity.

Unlike most new development projects, which require energy from the grid, the project would utilize a
cogenerator system that results in virtually all electricity to be generated onsite and thus the project
would not demand substantial amounts of electricity from the grid. This feature of the project makes it
consistent with the City’s effort to achieve a net zero electricity goal. Therefore, the project would
comply with item 1.1.3. Note also that the 2018 Summary of Implementation reports that full
achievement of 1.1.3 has no feasible path at the City level, and such achievement must be part of future
policy development in connection with advancement in the California building code. Thus, the project
complies with this item to the extent feasible.

*1.3.1 Install real-time energy monitors to track energy use.

The proposed project includes installation of real-time energy monitors to track energy use. As stated in
Section 1, Project Description, the project will incorporate PG&E's Smart Meter System for cost and
energy savings. Thus, the project will comply with Item 1.3.1.

*1.4.2 Comply with the City’s tree preservation ordinance and *1.4.3 Provide public & private trees in
compliance with the Zoning Code.

The action required under these two items is to: (1) implement the City’s tree preservation ordinance;
and (2) require new development to supply an adequate number of street and private trees. The project
will comply with the City of Santa Rosa Tree Preservation Ordinance (Santa Rosa City Code Section 17-
24). The Tree Preservation Ordinance governs the alteration, removal, and relocation of trees, including
heritage trees. “Heritage trees” are defined as trees of certain species native to Sonoma County with
trunks exceeding specified diameters or circumferences. The Tree Preservation Ordinances requires a
permit for the alteration, removal, or relocation of any trees, including heritage trees, on property
proposed for development.

An arborist report and tree inventory was prepared for the proposed project (Horticultural Associates
2017). The inventory includes 78 trees on the project site (numbered 1 through 78), consisting of 65
coast redwood, six black walnut trees, and one each of almond, blue gum, crabapple, English walnut,
evergreen ash, honey locust, and valley oak trees.

The project will be required to remove and replace 58 trees, including the three heritage trees, in
compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance. Compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance is
mandatory and is enforced through permitting requirements and the development plan approval
process (City Code Section 17-24.050). Prior to the removal of the trees, the final landscape plan (as
part of the development plan) for the proposed project must be reviewed by the City’s Design Board for
compliance with the tree ordinance and zoning requirements in the City’s Design Guidelines (City Code
20.52.030). The final landscape plan must comply with the replacement and planting requirements of
the Tree Preservation Ordinance and must be approved by the City.

Therefore, mandatory compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and Design Guidelines will
ensure that the proposed project will not conflict with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and will not
have environmental impacts related to the alteration or removal of trees. Thus, the project will comply
with Items 1.4.2 and 1.4.3.
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*1.5 Install new sidewalks and paving with high solar reflectivity materials.

The City action to implement item 1.5 is adopt an ordinance that requires and specifies cool paving
materials for new parking lots, sidewalks, roofs, and crosswalks and integrates Low Impact Development
guidelines for new construction and Capital Improvement Projects. The 2018 Summary of
Implementation indicates that the City is in the process of incorporating these types of requirements in
the upcoming revision of the City street standards. Thus, this item is not applicable at this time. In
addition, the proposed project will not involve the installation of new sidewalks, and instead will provide
dedications to the City for the provision of new sidewalks if future roadway improvement programs are
implemented. Also note that, as explained in Section 1, Project Description, the proposed project
includes installation cool paving materials with high solar reflectivity materials, which help achieve this
measure to the extent it could apply upon adoption of the city ordinance.

*4.1.2 Install bicycle parking consistent with regulations.

The City action for this measure is to update bicycle parking regulations for multi-family homes and
commercial businesses to increase bicycle parking citywide. The 2018 Summary of Implementation
indicates that the City completed this measure. The City’s Zoning Code requires the project to provide
nine bicycle parking spaces. The project would include bicycle parking spaces as required by code, and
therefore would comply with this item. The project will comply with Item 4.1.2.

*4.3.5 Encourage new employers of 50+ to provide subsidized transit passes.

The City action for this item is to encourage new developments with more than 50 on-site employees to
provide subsidized or free. The 2018 Summary of Implementation indicates that the City would
implement this measure on a project-by-project basis. The context of this sub-measure is for the City to
increase the number of shared trips and transit trips in the City and is included in Measure 4.3: Car
Sharing and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Programs. Thus, the City has the opportunity
to encourage the project applicant include such subsidies in its TDM program during the entitlement
and project approval phase of the project. The project it is anticipated have more than 50 new
employees. Thus, the City may encourage transit subsidy as part of project approvals in connection with
other TDM, if necessary, to achieve TDM goals in the industrial area of the project site. Thus, the project
will comply with Item 4.3.5.

*5.2.1 Provide alternative fuels at new refueling stations.

The City action for this item is to require new refueling stations to provide biodiesel fuel, compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, electric vehicle charging stations, or other alternative fuels. This
measure does not apply because the proposed project does not include a new refueling station.

*6.1.3 Increase diversion of construction waste.

Project construction and demolition would be conducted in accordance with the CALGreen Construction
Waste Management Requirements (24 CCR 5.408). CALGreen requires that owners of new construction
and demolition projects divert 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition waste. The
project sponsor will be required to meet the requirements of 24 CCR 5.408 through one of the following
methods:

= Develop and submit a waste management plan prior to the start of construction to the City which
identifies materials and facilities to be used and document diversion,
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= Use a waste management company, approved by the City, that can document 65 percent diversion,
or
= Use the disposal reduction alternative, as appropriate for the type of project.

Project construction and demolition activities would generate approximately 500 to 1,000 cubic yards
(approximately 200 to 400 tons) of non-hazardous waste. Through implementation of the required
CALGreen diversion methods, approximately 325 to 650 cubic yards of demolition waste would be
diverted for recycling or reuse, and approximately 175 to 350 cubic yards of demolition waste would be
managed for disposal. Thus, the project will comply with Item 6.1.3.

*7.1.1 Reduce potable water use for outdoor landscaping.

The project will reduce onsite water demand through efficient irrigation of landscaping, use of water-
efficient fixtures, and particularly by use of the water reclamation and biowaste recycling system. This
system would enable approximately 70 percent to 90 percent of wastewater from cannabis cultivation
operations to be reclaimed and reused onsite, thereby reducing water and wastewater demand. In
addition, all landscaping plantings would require moderate to very low water use in compliance with the
City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (City of Santa Rosa 2007). Thus, the project will comply with
ltem 7.1.1.

*7.1.3 Use water meters which track real-time water use.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project will include installation of real-time water
monitors to track water use. In addition, the project will utilize PG&E's Smart Meter System for cost and
energy savings. Thus, the project will comply with Item 7.1.3.

*7.3.2 Meet on-site meter separation requirements in locations with current or future recycled water
capabilities.

The project meets onsite meter separation requirements in locations with current/future recycled water
capabilities. Thus, the project will comply with Item 7.3.2.

*9.1.3 Install low water use landscapes.

The project will be required to install low water use landscaping in compliance with the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (City of Santa Rosa 2007). Thus, the project will comply with Item 9.1.3.

*9.2.1 Minimize construction equipment idling time to 5 minutes or less.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project applicant will implement construction best
practices such that that idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use
or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control
measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). In addition, clear signage shall
be provided for construction workers at all access points. Thus, the project will comply with Item 9.2.1.

*9,2.2 Maintain construction equipment per manufacturer's specs.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project applicant will implement construction best
practices such that all construction equipment will be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. In addition, all equipment will be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator. Thus, the project will comply with Item 9.2.2.
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*9.2.3 Limit GHG construction equipment emissions by using electrified equipment or alternative
fuels.

The City action for item 9.2.3 is to work with project applicants to limit GHG emissions from construction
equipment by selecting one of the following measures, at a minimum, as appropriate to the
construction project: (a) substitute electrified equipment for diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment
where practical; (b) use alternative fuels for construction equipment on-site, where feasible, such as
compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel; of (c) avoid the use of
on-site generators by connecting to grid electricity or utilizing solar-powered equipment. Here, the
project will limit GHG construction equipment emissions by using electric or alternative fuel as available,
and work with the City through the approval process to implement the options provided above. Thus,
the project will comply with Item 9.2.3.

As shown in Table 8.1 and in the narrative explanation above, the project would comply with the
applicable CAP measures for new development. The project would be consistent with the Santa Rosa
CAP and would thereby results in a determination that the project has a less than significant impact on
GHG emissions.

Stationary Source Emissions

GHG emissions from the cogenerator units, which are stationary sources, were estimated using emission
factors provided by Western Energy Systems for the Avus 500 Plus NG/Agenitor 412, which is a
generator unit likely to be used by the project (see Appendix D for emission factors and manufacturer
emissions estimates). Exact generator equipment has not been selected for the project, as final selection
will be made during the facility design phase; nonetheless, the emissions estimated in this study provide
a reasonable estimate of emissions from similarly sized cogenerator units that are likely to be used by
the project.

The proposed stationary source would generate an estimated 5,045 MT of COze per year. Therefore, the
cogenerator system GHG emissions would not exceed BAAQMD’s threshold of 10,000 MT COze per year.

Cumulative Impacts

GHG and climate change are by definition cumulative impacts, as they affect the accumulation of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. As discussed above, the Project will not generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment; and the
Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Therefore, the project’s GHG emissions will not be
cumulatively considerable. Impacts will be less than significant.

8.3 Mitigation Measures

The Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa CAP and the CAP checklist for new development; thus, no
mitigation measures are required.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS Less Than
MATERIALS Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant ' Wlth Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous D |X| D D
materials?

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, D D |:| |Z|
substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

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

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan, or where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project |:| |:| |:| |Z
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise
for people residing or working in the project
area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically

interfere with an adopted emergency D D g D
response plan or emergency evacuation

plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly

or indirectly, to significant risk of loss, injury [] X [] []
or death involving wildland fires?
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9.1  Environmental Setting

The Project is located in a light industrial, residential, and commercial area, with Yolanda Avenue and
commercial properties to the north, Petaluma Hill Road and undeveloped property to the east,
residential properties to the south and southwest, and commercial properties to the west. The Project
site is currently unoccupied but is improved with the residential buildings and ancillary structures (e.g.,
garage, shed, mower shop, well house, and mobile office trailer) generally located on the central
portion.

Hazardous materials, as discussed in this section, includes both hazardous substances and wastes which
appear on a federal, state, and/or or local regulatory agency’s list of hazardous materials, or if it has
characteristics defined as hazardous by such an agency.

According to a site-specific Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) report, prepared in November
2016, the Project site was identified in regulatory agency files and databases as a closed Spills, Leaks,
Investigation, and Cleanup (SLIC) case with potential petroleum, fuels, oil and solvent concentrations on
the property (EBA Engineering 2016).

From approximately 1975 through 2001, the Project site was used for the storage and maintenance of
commercial landscaping equipment, as well as fueling vehicles and storing pesticides. During this time,
spills, overflows, and other incidental releases of PHCs and fuel-related VOCs to the surface soils and
shallow soils occurred in several areas of the Project site. These releases and the associated soil impacts
were the subject of a voluntary characterization and cleanup of the Project site, with regulatory
oversight from SRFD and RWQCB. The PHC and VOC impacts were investigated and delineated in 2001,
2002, and 2003. Groundwater was also investigated, but no VOC or PHC contamination to groundwater
was identified.

During correspondence in 2002, the SRFD indicated that a small area of impacted soil not accessible due
to a physical constraint, such as the presence of the mower shop building, would fall under the ‘extent
feasible’ portion of the SRFD cleanup standard, that a “no further action” letter could be issued, and
that soil remediation would not be required until the building was removed (SRFD 2002; Davidson
2002). In correspondence from the SRFD, dated December 17, 2002, the Hazardous Material Program
Manager indicated that once the mower shop was razed and the soils beneath were accessible,
excavation/remediation of petroleum-impacted soils would be required (EBA Engineering 2016).

SCS Engineers prepared a remediation work plan which was submitted to the SRFD and RWQCB (SCS
2005a) and resubmitted modified versions based on correspondence (SCS 2005b, 2005c). The work plan
was approved by the SRFD on May 10, 2005 (SRFD 2005a, 2005b) and the NCRWCQB on May 11, 2005
(NCRWCQB 2005). In July and August 2005, in accordance with the approved work plan, the impacted
soils were excavated, with the exception of a small area left beneath the mower shop concrete floor due
to inaccessibility (SCS Engineers 2005c).

The mower shop is located to the west of the other structures in the central section of the project Site.
The work plan called for excavating soil in this area to a depth of one foot based on the maximum
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detected Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbon concentration in of 41 mg/kg. Based on the
relatively low concentrations in impacted soil under this building, the small size of the building
(approximately 15 by 25 feet), relatively shallow depth of impact (less than one foot below ground
surface), and the continued utility of the mower shop in 2005, the property owner elected not to
destroy the building at the time.

In correspondence dated October 25, 2005, the Senior Fire Inspector for SRFD indicated the SRFD found
that “No Further Action” was required at the Project site based on the confirmatory sampling results,
which revealed non-detectable or background level detected concentrations for TPH-mo, VOCs, and
metals. The RWQCB also issued a “No further action” determination on November 2, 2005.

As discussed in the Phase | ESA, the structures at the Project site were constructed in the 1940s, and,
based on their age, asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP) may be present in
the structures (EBA Engineering 2016).

9.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts with respect to hazards and hazardous materials.
This analysis is based on the Phase | ESA prepared for the Project site, results of environmental testing
and structure analysis on the Project site, a review of regulatory agency files and databases, the
remediation work plan for the Project site, the results of clean up actions on the Project site, the No
Further Action letters for the Project site, fire and hazard maps prepared by government agencies, and
other relevant materials described below.

With implementation of best management practices during construction, mandatory compliance with
hazardous materials storage and use regulations, mandatory compliance with building codes, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts associated with an upset or accident involving
hazardous materials will be less than significant. There will be no impacts associated with school sites
within a %-mile radius, airport land use, or air strips. The Project site is listed in the SLIC database;
however, based on the planned cleanup activities, impacts will be less than significant. The Project will
not significantly interfere with emergency response. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 will
reduce the risk associated with wildland fires to less than significant.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 9 is presented below.

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, or

b) ...through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project will result in the
development of a cannabis cultivation, manufacturing, distribution, and laboratory testing
facility. Proposed operations will largely consist of cultivation of cannabis, manufacture of
cannabis products, including extraction of cannabis concentrates or extracts, distribution and
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packaging of cannabis, and laboratory testing of cannabis. The following subsections discuss the
potential Project impacts associated with hazardous materials.

General Construction

The Project will involve construction activities, which may result in the temporary presence of
potentially hazardous materials onsite including, but not limited to fuels and lubricants, paints,
solvents, insulation, electrical wiring, ACMs, LBP, and other construction related materials. The
use and handling of hazardous materials during the construction and operation of the proposed
facility will be required to comply with the applicable federal, state, and local laws including
California Occupational Health and Safety Administration (CalOSHA) requirements.

The Project sponsor will also be required to comply with all existing federal, state and local
safety regulations governing the transportation, use, handling, storage and disposal of
potentially hazardous materials. The Project sponsor will be required to prepare a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes Best Management Practices (BMPs) prior to the
commencement of site preparation and to implement the SWPPP during all construction
activities, as detailed in Section 10 (Hydrology and Water Quality). In the event that construction
activities involve the onsite storage of potentially hazardous materials, the Project sponsor will
be required to file a declaration form with the Fire Marshal’s office and to obtain a hazardous
materials storage permit. Mandatory compliance with the laws and regulations governing
hazardous materials will ensure that during construction potential hazards to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials will be less
than significant.

Petroleum Hydrocarbon Impacted Soil Excavation

The Project site is included in the SLIC database, which was compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.3. Former operations at the Project site resulted in a small area of PHC-
impacted soils beneath the eastern portion of the mower shop concrete floor which were left in
place at the time of the 2005 site remediation activities due to inaccessibility. The former
mower shop would be razed and the concrete floor removed as part of the site preparation
prior to redeveloping the project Site. According to the Grading and Drainage Plan (BC
Engineering Group 2018), at least 1 foot (at the western end of the mower shop) to 3 feet (at
the eastern end of the mower shop) of surface and shallow soils would be excavated as part of
the final grading plan. The PHC-impacted soils were identified at depths of 0.5 foot to 1.5 feet
bgs.

The PHC-impacted soils will be excavated during grading activities and properly disposed of off-
site pursuant to mandatory laws and regulations (HSC 17362.1 through 17362.3; CCR § 17362.1
through § 17362.3). During excavation of the PHC-impacted soil, there is potential for impacted
dust or vapors to reach nearby receptors. The potential impacts will be reduced to a less than
significant level through compliance with mandatory regulations requiring the contractor to
identify and implement BMPs in the SWPPP to control dust during excavation. Thus, compliance
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with mandatory laws and regulations will ensure that impacts related to the PHC-impacted soils
will be less than significant.

Demolition of Hazardous Building Components

Construction of the Project will include demolition of the existing structures on the Project site.
Based on the age of the buildings to be demolished, they may contain hazardous building
materials, including, but not limited to, ACMs, LBP on the interior and exterior of the buildings,
and equipment that could contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate (DEHP). If present, such materials could present a public health risk if released during
construction, resulting in a potentially significant impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 will reduce potential impacts from hazardous
building materials by requiring pre-construction hazardous materials surveys and appropriate
abatement and disposal practices prior to demolition. With implementation of the mitigation
measure, the impact will be less than significant.

Extraction Process

Extraction operations will be performed using volatile solvent extraction methods (e.g., butane)
and non-volatile carbon dioxide, nitrogen and potentially other non-volatile compounds and
extraction methods, as regulated and approved by the City. Permitted volatile solvents include
ethanol, butane, and all solvents described in HSC Section 11362.3 (i.e., a solvent that is or
produces a flammable gas or vapor that, when present in the air in sufficient quantities, will
create explosive or ignitable mixture). The extraction operations will include a closed-loop
system meeting the federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, including use of authorized solvents
only, the prevention of off-gassing, and certification by a California licensed engineer. In
accordance with the City of Sana Rosa Cannabis Ordinance, the extraction equipment will be
inspected annually and recertified by a California licensed engineer. Waste generated from
solvent extraction will be managed in accordance with California hazardous waste regulations
(22 CCR). Therefore, mandatory compliance with local and state building codes and hazardous
waste laws and regulations will ensure that potential impacts related to extraction operations
are less than significant.

Hazardous Materials Storage

In addition to extraction solvents, cleaning products, fertilizers, high-powered lights, and
pesticides may be used onsite for routine cleaning and cultivation. In accordance with the
California Health and Safety Code provisions and the CalARP program, the Project will prepare a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) and/or Risk Management Plan (RMP) if the facility
will store more than the threshold quantity of a regulated substance. These plans will include
emergency response procedures to coordinate response in the event of a release and chemical
accident prevention measures. In addition, in accordance with CDFA, BCC, and MCSB license
requirements, the Project will comply with all pesticide label directions, store chemicals in a
secure building or shed to prevent access, and contain any chemical leaks and immediately clean
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d)

up any spills. The Project will be overseen by CDFA, BCC, and MCSB which ensures compliance
with regulations through inspection and enforcement methods. With adherence to existing
hazardous materials laws and the requirements of the CDFA licensing program, the risk of
accidental releases of hazardous materials from Project activities that could cause substantial
hazards is considered low. Therefore, mandatory compliance with state and local laws and
regulatory programs will ensure that potential impacts related to hazardous materials storage
are less than significant.

Overall Impact Conclusion

The Project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, or though reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts will be less than
significant.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. There are no schools within % mile of the Project site. The nearest school to the
Project site is Kawana Elementary School, located approximately 0.8 mile north. Therefore, the
Project has no potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. There
will be no impact.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The provisions in Government Code Section 65962.5 are
commonly referred to as the “Cortese List” (California Environmental Protection Agency
[CalEPA] 2019a). CalEPA identifies the following data resources that provide information
regarding the facilities or sites identified as meeting the “Cortese List” requirements pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5:

® List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) EnviroStor database.

® List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites by County and Fiscal Year from Water Board
GeoTracker database.

* List of solid waste disposal sites identified by Water Board with waste constituents above
hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit.
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® List of “active” Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs) and Cleanup and Abatement Orders (CAOs)
from the Regional Water Boards.

® List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, identified by DTSC.

The Project site is located in the SLIC database (cleanup program sites), which is included in the
GeoTracker database (State Water Quality Control Board 2019); however, SLIC sites are not a
result of leaking underground storage tanks. The Project site is not listed in the Leaking
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database, which was compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5. As discussed above, former operations at the Project site resulted in a small
area of PHC-impacted soils left in place beneath the mower shop concrete floor due to
inaccessibility. The former mower shop will be razed and the concrete floor removed as part of
the site preparation for redevelopment. The PHC-impacted soils will be excavated during
grading activities and properly disposed of off-site pursuant to mandatory laws and regulations
(HSC 17362.1 through 17362.3; CCR § 17362.1 through § 17362.3).

The Project site is not listed on the Envirostor database (DTSC 2019), the list of solid waste
disposal sites (CalEPA 2016), the active CDO and CAO list (CalEPA 2019b), or a list of hazardous
waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the Health and Safety
Code, identified by DTSC (CalEPA 2019c).

Therefore, although the Project will be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites, it is not on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. In
addition, the removal of the soils that may contain hazardous materials with comply with all
regulatory requirements, and as a result, would not create a significant impact. Therefore, the
Project will have no impact with respect to creating a significant hazard to the public or the
environment as a result of being located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan, and there are no
public airports or public use airports within 2 miles of the Project site, and no private airstrips in
the vicinity of the Project site. The closest airports to the Project site are (1) Sonoma County
airport, which is located approximately 8.5 miles northwest; and (2) Graywood Ranch Airport-
CA39 on Gray Road in Santa Rosa, which is approximately 7.8 miles east. The Project site is not
located within the boundaries of the land use compatibility plan for either airport.

According, the Project is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the
Project will not result in an aviation-related safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing
in or working in the Project area. There will be no impact.
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f)

g)

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 17 (Transportation), the Project will not
significantly alter the existing circulation pattern in the Project area or adversely impact
emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. Main access to the facility will be located
off of Yolanda Avenue with a guardhouse station to monitor all of the incoming and outgoing
staff employees, supply materials, green waste, and product shipments. The relatively volume of
vehicle trips, appropriate site plan, and guardhouse controls will ensure that the Project will not
impair or interfere with vehicles traveling along Yolanda Avenue in an emergency.

With a few exceptions for minor projects that are not applicable here, the City requires design
review approval for all projects requiring a Building Permit and all exterior physical changes to
existing structures that may or may not require a Building Permit (SRCC Chapter 20-50 and 20-
52). Proposed parking and circulation plans will be reviewed by the City as part of the building
permit process to ensure that the Project’s ingress/egress driveways and roads for adequate for
accommodating emergency vehicles. The Project sponsor will submit a construction plan to the
City for review prior to development. Issuance of permits would be contingent on confirmation
by the City that the Project does not interfere with emergency access during development in
accordance with the City of Santa Rosa Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Mitigation Action 2.5
(Michael Baker International 2016). Compliance with mandatory design review requirements
would further ensure that the Project will not interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evaluation plan.

Accordingly, the Project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts will be less than
significant.

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CalFire) identifies the Project area as being located in a Non-Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone within the Local Responsibility Area (LRA; CalFire 2008). The area across
Petaluma Hill Road to the southeast of the Project site is identified as a Moderate Fire Hazard
Severity Zone in the State Responsibility Area (SRA) in the CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zone
Viewer (CalFire 2018). Per the City of Santa Rosa Wildland-Urban Interface Map, the Project is
not located within the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) fire threat (City of Santa Rosa 20093,
Michael Baker International 2016). However, CalFire Fire and Resource Assessment Program
Wildland Urban Interface identifies the Project as being within the WUI (CalFire 2003). Given the
discrepancy in data, and the recent wildfires in Santa Rosa, it is conservatively assumed that the
Project site is located within the WUI.

Page 108

Terraphase Engineering Inc.



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

Wildland fires are of high concern in the vicinity of the City, particularly given the 2017 fire
season, and especially in expansive areas of native vegetation of brush, woodland, and
grassland. Because the Project includes over 0.5 acre of undeveloped land, and because the area
to the east of Petaluma Hill Road is largely undeveloped, there is the potential for a significant
impact related to the exposure of people or structures to wildland fires.

The Project will be required to comply with mandatory state and local laws related to fire
standards, which will reduce the potential impacts related to wildland fires. On September 20,
2007, the Building Standards Commission approved the Office of the State Fire Marshal’s
emergency regulations amending the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 2,
known as the California Building Code (CBC). The broad objective of the Wildland-Urban
Interface Fire Area Building Standards is to establish minimum standards for materials and
material assemblies and provide a reasonable level of exterior wildfire exposure protection for
buildings in Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Areas. The Project will be required to comply with the
requirements of the current version of the CBC at the time of project construction, which
generally requires flammable materials be removed from around a building and buildings be
constructed of fire-resistant material. Similarly, SRCC Section 18-44.4906.2 requires that
structures located in SRAs, Very-high Fire Severity Zones in LRAs, and WUIs maintain the
required hazardous vegetation and fuel management. SRCC Section 18-44.4907.1 requires that
structures within the WUI of an LRA must maintain defensible space as outlined in Government
Code Sections 51175 through 51189. In addition, as required under the CDFA Cannabis
Regulations, the local fire department will be notified of the cultivation site if the Project
sponsor entity is an indoor license type (per 3 CCR 8102(aa)). The project sponsor will also be
responsible for compliance with the City of Santa Rosa Weed Abatement requirements, which
include annual disking of the undeveloped portion of the property and the removal of dead
vegetation and rubbish.

In addition, the Project will be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, which
requires the preparation and implementation of a Vegetation Maintenance Program, including
an onsite fire hazard assessment consultation with a representative of the Santa Rosa Fire
Department, identification of defensible space zone boundaries developed in accordance with
the requirements of Government Code Section 51182, the maintenance measures to be taken
within each zone (e.g., removal of dead material, maintaining “fuel breaks” such as the eastern
driveway), and the frequency at which the maintenance measures will be performed (i.e.,
annually or less); and the performance of the maintenance measures at regular intervals.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 will thereby reduce the potentially significant impacts related to the
exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires to less than significant.

Accordingly, the Project will not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. With mandatory
compliance with state and local laws related to fire standards and implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2, impacts would be less than significant.
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9.3

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Handling and Disposal of Hazardous Building Materials

Prior to issuance of grading and demolition permits, the Project sponsor shall retain a registered
environmental assessor or a professional engineer to perform a hazardous building materials
survey and shall submit the survey to the City for review and approval. The survey shall be
designed to identify ACMs, LBP, electrical equipment containing PCBs, fluorescent lights
containing mercury, or fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP. If any ACMs, lead-
containing materials, or other hazardous components of building materials are identified, the
Project sponsor shall be required to implement adequate abatement practices, such as
containment and/or removal, in accordance with applicable regulations for the handling and
removal of these materials, prior to demolition. Any PCB-containing equipment or fluorescent
lights containing mercury vapors shall also be removed and disposed of in accordance with
applicable regulations.

A written plan or notification of intent to demolish buildings shall be provided to the BAAQMD
at least ten working days prior to commencement of demolition, even if no ACMs were
identified during the hazardous building materials survey. If ACMs are identified, the demolition
and removal of asbestos-containing building materials shall be subject to applicable California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) and BAAQMD regulations
(Regulation 11, Rule 2). If LBP is identified, then federal and state construction worker health
and safety regulations shall be followed during demolition activities, including Title 17 of the
CCR, Sections 35001 through 36000. If loose or peeling LBP is identified, it shall be removed by a
qualified lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous
waste regulations.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prepare and Maintain Vegetation Maintenance Program

Prior to issuance of construction permits, the Project sponsor shall prepare and submit to the
City for review and approval a site-specific vegetation maintenance program. The vegetation
maintenance program shall include the following elements:

® an onsite fire hazard assessment consultation with a representative of the Santa Rosa Fire
Department or similar;

* identification of defensible space zone boundaries, the maintenance measures to be taken
within each zone (e.g., removal of dead material, maintaining “fuel breaks” such as the
eastern driveway), and the frequency at which the maintenance measures will be
performed (i.e., annually or less);

* and performance of the maintenance measures at applicable frequencies.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND
WATER QUALITY

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant

Impact with Impact
Mitigation

Incorporated

Would the project:

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

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

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

i) Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

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

iii) Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

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

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

L]

L]

X
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10.1 Existing Conditions

The Project site is located at 800 Yolanda Avenue in Santa Rosa, California. The existing parcel is 5.53
acres in size and consists of a primary single-family residence, two secondary single-family residences, a
barn, a storage shed and landscaped areas. The western portion of the Project site (3.13 acres) is
entirely compacted gravel and was the location of a former landscape contractor’s yard. The eastern
portion of the Project site contains pastureland that has been annually disked and mowed and also
includes a gravel driveway.

There is a small unnamed seasonal drainage at the far southeast corner of the Project site. This seasonal
ephemeral drainage originates from a culvert under Petaluma Hill Road and flows in a southerly
direction. The ephemeral drainage channel is not mapped as “Waters of the U.S.”, but is considered
“other Waters of the U.S.” and part of the Colgan Creek tributary system (SCS Engineers 2009). The site
is located within the North Coast Hydrologic Region, Russian River Hydrologic Unit, Middle Russian River
Hydrologic Area, Santa Rosa Hydrologic Sub-Area, Laguna Super Planning Watershed and Laguna de
Santa Rosa Planning Watershed. Surface water runoff from the site flows in a southerly direction and
appears to sheet flow into the drainage channel at the southeast end of the site. Portions of the site
along the northern site boundary flow north into the roadside drainage ditch along Yolanda Avenue.
Storm drain inlets are located in the gravel area on the western portion of the site that connect to the
roadside drainage ditch along Yolanda Avenue. Colgan Creek is located approximately 3,000 feet north
of the Project site.

10.2 Regulatory Background

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977, as administered by the USEPA, seeks to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters. The CWA authorizes the USEPA to
implement water-quality regulations. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit program under Section 402(p) of the CWA controls water pollution by regulating stormwater
discharges into the waters of the United States. California has an approved State NPDES program. The
USEPA has delegated authority for water permitting to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB has
established a Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region (Basin Plan) that describes regional
water quality and quantity problems and presents applicable beneficial uses and water quality
objectives for surface waters and groundwater. The Basin Plan includes specific prohibitions, action
plans, and policies which form the basis for the control of water quality for the region. The SWRCB
administers the NPDES permit program which includes the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activities and municipal permits which cover new development projects
within the City of Santa Rosa.

The NPDES permit program regulates municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters of the
United States from their municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). Under the NPDES program, all
facilities that discharge pollutants into Waters of the United States are required to obtain a NPDES
permit. Requirements for stormwater discharges are also regulated under this program.
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The RWQCB has issued a NPDES Storm Water Permit jointly to the City of Santa Rosa, County of Sonoma
and the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA). The Project is subject to the Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDR) of the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) Order Number R1-2015-0030 and NPDES
Permit Number CA0025054, issued on November 19, 2015. The MRP is effective as of January 6, 2016,
and expires on January 5, 2021. The permit governs a variety of activities in the City of Santa Rosa such
as industrial and commercial businesses, new and redevelopment projects, construction sites, storm
drain operation and maintenance, creek monitoring, pesticide applications, and illegal dumping of water
and other pollution in the City's storm drain.

Effective in 2015, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires local regions to
create groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) and to adopt groundwater management plans. The
SGMA identifies 43 groundwater basins as high-priority and 84 as medium-priority statewide. These 127
basins must adopt groundwater management plans by 2020 or 2022, depending upon whether the basin
is in critical overdraft. GSAs will have until 2040 or 2042 to achieve groundwater sustainability. The
Sonoma Valley GSAs are required by the SGMA to develop and implement Groundwater Sustainability
Plans (GSPs). The newly-formed GSAs in Sonoma County — Petaluma Valley, Santa Rosa Plain, and
Sonoma Valley — are required to develop GSPs by 2022. The GSPs are 20-year plans to ensure the
sustainable use of groundwater within these respective groundwater basins (these three basins are
classified as medium-priority groundwater basins). SGMA defines “sustainable groundwater
management” as the “management and use of groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during
the planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable results. “Undesirable result”
means any of the following effects caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin:
chronic lowering of groundwater levels, but excluding reductions in groundwater levels during a drought
if they are offset by increases in groundwater levels during other periods; significant and unreasonable
reductions in groundwater storage; significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion; significant and
unreasonable degradation of water quality; significant and unreasonable land subsidence; and/or
surface water depletions that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses.

On October 17, 2017, the SWRCB adopted the Cannabis Cultivation Policy — Principles and Guidelines for
Cannabis Cultivation (Cannabis Policy) and General Waste Discharge Requirements and Waiver of Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Waste Associated with Cannabis Cultivation Activities
(Cannabis General Order). The SWRCB established the program to address potential water quality and
guantity issues related to cannabis cultivation and to meet the directives of Senate Bill (SB) 837 and the
MAUCRSA. For new cultivation facilities, the SWRCB program supersedes the previously established
NCRWQCB water quality regulatory program for cannabis cultivators with 2,000 square feet or more of
cannabis operations.

Local Regulations

The Santa Rosa Area Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements were adopted
by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in June 2013. The SUSMP requirements are
part of the Storm Water Management Plan that has become an enforceable part of the reissued
municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the City of
Santa Rosa, the County of Sonoma, and the Sonoma County Water Agency (EOA 2005). The SUSMP
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applies to projects that require a discretionary permit (such as a conditional use permit) and create 1
acre or more of new impervious surface.

The Santa Rosa General Plan includes the following water quality and hydrology policies applicable to
the Project:

® PSF-I: Manage, maintain, and improve stormwater drainage and capacity.

®  PSF-1-1: Require dedication, improvement, and maintenance of stormwater flow and retention areas
as a condition of approval.

® PSF-1-2: Require developers to cover the costs of drainage facilities needed for surface runoff
generated as a result of new development.

® PSF-I-3: Require erosion and sedimentation control measures to maintain an operational drainage
system, preserve drainage capacity, and protect water quality.

® PSF-I-6: Require implementation of Best Management Practices to reduce drainage system
discharge of non-point source pollutants originating from streets, parking lots, residential areas,
businesses, industrial operations, and those open space areas involved with pesticide application.

10.3 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on hydrology and water quality. The Project will be
subject to: the California Construction General Permit, which requires the preparation of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan that identifies potential pollutants, routes of exposure, and Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to minimize the discharge of sediment laden stormwater and other pollutants; the Low
Impact Development standards established by the City of Santa Rosa to reduce stormwater pollutant
loading and increase groundwater recharge through incorporation of design features and landscaping
that treat and retain and/or detain stormwater onsite prior to discharge; and the State’s Cannabis Policy
for wastewater discharge. The increase in impervious surfaces associated with the Project has the
potential to increase the stormwater runoff from the property compared to pre-project conditions. The
Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan; therefore, the City has adequate existing water
and wastewater capacity to serve the Project. The potentially significant impacts associated with the
increase in impervious area will would be reduced to less than significant with incorporation of
Mitigation Measure HYD-1.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 10 is presented below.

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
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Stormwater: During construction (grading and construction of facilities/buildings), the Project
footprint on the western portion of the site will be grubbed (vegetation removed) and graded,
infrastructure will be installed, and the cannabis cultivation building and utility building will be
constructed. The construction will remove existing vegetation and compacted soils and will
disturb soils on the western portion. Soil disturbance could result in either potential soil erosion
or sedimentation if the construction occurs during the rainy season, or erosion as a result of
dust and wind-blow aerial deposition of dirt offsite that could eventually be discharged to
nearby waterways during storm events. The Project will be required to comply with the
California Construction General Permit (CGP Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ; “CGP”) since the
western portion (i.e., the area to be disturbed) is greater than 1 acre in size. The CGP requires
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that identifies
potential pollutants, routes of exposure, and Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize
the discharge of sediment laden stormwater and other pollutants. The CGP may also require
stormwater sampling to determine the effectiveness of the BMPs, implementation of corrective
actions, and reporting. In addition, the Project will be required to comply with the City’s grading
permit, MRP new development stormwater management requirements, and associated erosion
and sediment control requirements. Compliance with these mandatory state and city
construction stormwater requirements will ensure that construction activities will not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality. Construction impacts will be less than significant.

Project operations will involve new impervious surfaces, including the building roof top,
hardscape, and parking areas. This increase in impervious surfaces has the potential to increase
the stormwater runoff from the property compared to pre-project conditions. Increased
stormwater runoff may include an increase in both the volume of runoff and the rate of runoff
into the nearby creek, which in turn has the potential to increase sediment loading and in-
channel scouring/erosion.

The MRP and the City’s stormwater ordinance require the Project to comply with the City’s 2017
Low Impact Development (LID) design standards. The LID standards are designed to reduce
stormwater pollutant loading and increase groundwater recharge through incorporation of
design features and landscaping that treat and retain and/or detain stormwater onsite prior to
discharge. The LID standards include the following:

®* The Project must capture (through infiltration and/or reuse) 100% of the volume of runoff
generated by a 1.0 inch 24-hour storm event, as calculated using the "Urban Hydrology for
Small Watersheds" TR-55 Manual method.

® The Project must achieve a Treatment Requirement of 100% of the flow calculated using the
modified Rational Method and a known intensity of 0.20 inches per hour.

The proposed stormwater drainage features for the Project must be designed to meet the LID
standards in accordance with the MRP and the City’s 2017 stormwater ordinance. Compliance
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with these LID standards will reduce the Project’s long-term operational stormwater impacts to
a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 will require the Project sponsor to submit documentation of
compliance with LID standards for City review and approval prior to start of construction. With
compliance with the LID standards and implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, project
operations will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Operational impacts will therefore be less than significant.

Wastewater: The Project includes a water reclamation system for cultivation operations to
recapture and reconstitute usable water. The system will reclaim 70% to 90% of the water used.

The cannabis cultivation operation proposes to grow plants in containers and water plants using
a drip irrigation system. Irrigation runoff will be collected in trays and transferred to the onsite
reclamation system. Wastewater generated during cannabis cultivation or processing activities
will pass through a multi-media filter to prevent the discharge of contaminants, residue,
sediment, or nutrients from cannabis production or processing activities to the City’s
wastewater system. Depending on the efficiency of the wastewater reclamation system,
between 2,700 gpd and 4,100 gpd of wastewater will be discharged to the City’s sanitary
sewerage system (Terraphase 2019a; Attachment 1). The City operates a 6-inch-diameter sewer
line along Yolanda Avenue, adjacent to the Project site (City of Santa Rosa 2018b). The
wastewater will be transported via sanitary sewer to the Laguna Sub-Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant (LWTP) for treatment and disposal. No new wells or additional water or sewer
infrastructure will be required beyond the onsite sewer connections.

All Project discharges will be required to comply with the State’s recently issued Cannabis Policy
and Cannabis General Order. Under the Cannabis Policy, commercial cannabis cultivation
activities that occur within a structure with a permanent roof, a permanent relatively
impermeable floor (e.g., concrete or asphalt paved), and that discharge all industrial
wastewaters generated to a community sewer system consistent with the sewer system
requirements, are classified as conditionally exempt, meaning that wastewater impacts will be
less than significant. The Project will be required to obtain documentation of its conditionally
exempt status prior to obtaining a CDFA commercial cannabis cultivation license. In addition,
based on the volume of wastewater that will be discharged to the City’s sanitary sewerage, the
wastewater will have to meet water quality criteria imposed by LWTP prior to discharge into the
sanitary system. Mandatory compliance with these regulatory requirements will ensure that
Project wastewater does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.

With mandatory regulatory compliance and implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the
Project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Impacts will be less than
significant with mitigation.
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b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will obtain water from the City. The City can receive
up to 56.6 million gallons of water per day from the Sonoma County Water Agency. Water used
in cultivation operations and for sanitary purposes and incidental usage (e.g., cleaning, ancillary
operations, landscape irrigation, etc.) will increase the total water usage on the Project site to
approximately 12,000 gpd (Terraphase, 2019a). However, depending on the efficiency of the
wastewater reclamation system, the Project would only require an additional 5,300 to 6,800 gpd
(Id.). This water will be provided by the existing connection to the City’s public water supply via
connection to the existing 12-inch main on Yolanda Avenue. The Project would not directly use
groundwater supply. Nor would the Project interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
because a substantial portion of the area on the site will remain impervious.

The City has confirmed that water and wastewater service is available for new development
projects that are consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan (City of Santa Rosa Water
Department 2018a, 2018b). As discussed in Section 11 (Land Use) and throughout this
document generally, the Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan and the zoning
for the site. Therefore, the adopted planning documents of the City ensure that there is
adequate existing water and wastewater capacity to serve the Project. Hence, the City will be
able to meet the Project’s water demands without the need for installation of new wells,
securing new water sources or entitlements, or increased groundwater pumping rates. In
addition, based on the relatively small scale of the project development footprint, compared to
the remaining open/impervious portions of the site, it will not significantly affect groundwater
recharge.

The Sonoma Valley GSAs are required by state law, the SGMA, to develop and implement GSPs.
The newly-formed GSAs in Sonoma County — Petaluma Valley, Santa Rosa Plain, and Sonoma
Valley — are required to develop GSPs by 2022. The GSPs are 20-year plans to ensure the
sustainable use of groundwater within these respective groundwater basins (the three basins
are classified as medium-priority groundwater basins). The goal of the GSPs are to establish
standards for “sustainability” of groundwater management and use, and to determine how each
basin will achieve these standards. As discussed above, implementation of the Project is not
anticipated to significantly contribute to depletion of groundwater resources and will not impact
the development and implementation of the local GSP.

Accordingly, the Project will not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin. Project impacts will be less than significant.
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c)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project will not substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. In particular, the Project will not alter the
course of any stream or river. The only water feature on the site is the ephemeral drainage
channel that feeds into Colgan Creek. As discussed in Section 4 (Biology), the Project will avoid
impacts to this feature. In addition, the Project has no potential to directly or indirectly affect
other Waters of the United States or Waters of the State through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.

Nevertheless, as discussed under impact (a), Project construction and operations will involve the
creation of new impervious surfaces, including the building of roof top, hardscape, and parking
areas. This increase in impervious surfaces has the potential to increase stormwater runoff into
Colgan Creek, which in turn has the potential to increase sediment loading and in-channel
scouring/erosion.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 will require the Project sponsor to submit
documentation of compliance with LID standards for City review and approval prior to start of
construction. Compliance with LID standards will limit erosion or siltation on- or off-site and
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. In addition, construction work will be required
to comply with the State General Construction Stormwater Permit and the City’s Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit requirements (i.e., erosion/sediment control and
post-construction stormwater requirements).

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 and compliance with mandatory
regulations, the Project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site. Impacts will be less than significant with mitigation.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed under impact (c)(i), the
Project will not substantially alter the existing drainage of the site area and will not alter the
course of any stream or river. In addition, the Project site and surrounding are not at significant
risk of flooding. The current Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRMs) show that the Project site is far removed from any high risk (Flood Zone AE)
flood zone (FEMA 2012). The nearest Zone AE is located over 1,600 feet northeast of the Project
site. The site is mapped as a Zone X (low risk for flooding).
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Nevertheless, the Project has the potential to increase the stormwater discharge rate from the
site under the 10-, 25-, and 100-year rain event conditions by 125% over pre-project conditions
(Terraphase, 2019b).

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 will require the Project sponsor to submit
documentation of compliance with LID standards for City review and approval prior to start of
construction. Compliance with LID standards will reduce this impact to a less than significant
level by retaining/detaining stormwater onsite, and thereby reducing stormwater discharge and
preventing flooding on-site or off-site.

Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the Project will not substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
offsite. Impacts will be less than significant with mitigation.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above, the Project
increase runoff by approximately 125% must comply with LID standards and not result in a
substantial increase in runoff in the post-project condition compared to pre-project conditions.
Thus, the Project would not create an increase in runoff water that has the potential to exceed
the capacity of the City’s existing stormwater drainage system. Similarly, the Project must
comply with LID, SWPPP, BMP, and discharges requirements that minimize the potential to
increase pollutants in runoff from newly created or replaced impervious surfaces or contribute
to exceedances of water quality objectives in receiving waters.

Specifically, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 will require the Project sponsor to
submit documentation of compliance with stormwater LID standards for City review and
approval prior to start of construction. Compliance with LID standards will ensure that Project
runoff does not exceed the capacity of the City’s existing drainage systems. LID design aims to
mimic pre-project site hydrology as well as protect water quality. Runoff from roofs and
impervious areas is dispersed to landscaped areas or routed to LID/bioretention facilities on the
site which will attenuate stormwater peak flows and reduce the volume of off-site discharges.
LID facilities infiltrate some runoff and also typically feature underdrains to convey treated
stormwater. LID practices provide effective stormwater treatment by filtering pollutants and
sequestering them within soils. The implementation of techniques and criteria in accordance
with the LID standards will minimize increases in site runoff and address the potential long-term
operational impacts on stormwater quality.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the Project will not create or contribute
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts will be less than
significant with mitigation.
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d)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project site is within a low risk flood zone (Flood Zone X) and
is far removed from any high-risk flood zone (Flood Zone AE). The nearest area mapped as Flood
Zone AE is located over 1,600 feet northeast of the Project site (FEMA 2012). In addition, the
Project site is not located within a dam failure or inundation zone as mapped by Sonoma County
(Sonoma County Hazard Mitigation Plan, Dam Failure Inundation Map). The Project will not
expose people or structures to a significant flood risk, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam.

Additionally, the Project site is located inland from Pacific Ocean and is not located near any
water bodies that could generate seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Accordingly, the Project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation. There will be no impact.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above, with mitigation,
the Project does not have the potential to substantially increase runoff by compared to pre-
project conditions. Accordingly, the potential to increase pollutants in runoff from newly
created or replaced impervious surfaces which could cause or contribute to exceedances of
water quality objectives in receiving waters is not substantial.

The local Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region (Basin Plan) describes regional
water quality and quantity problems and presents applicable beneficial uses and water quality
objectives for surface waters and groundwater within the Region. The water quality objectives
contained in the Basin Plan are prescribed for the purposes of protecting the beneficial uses.
The Basin Plan describes implementation measures, which include specific prohibitions, action
plans, and policies which form the basis for the control of water quality for the region.
Implementation of the Project will include best management practices and LID facilities as
described below to address potential water quality concerns. The Project, with mitigation, is not
expected to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Basin Plan.

Sonoma Valley GSAs are required by the SGMA, to develop and implement GSPs.
Implementation of the Project and its associated impervious surfaces is not expected to
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significantly impact local groundwater recharge rates or contribute to depletion of groundwater
resources and should not impact the development and implementation of the local GSP.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 will require the Project sponsor to submit
documentation of compliance with LID standards (discussed above) for City review and approval
prior to start of construction. Compliance with LID standards will ensure that Project runoff does
not substantially degrade water quality. The implementation of techniques and criteria in
accordance with the LID standards will mitigate increases in site runoff and address the project’s
potential long-term operational impacts on water quality.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the Project would not create or contribute
runoff water which would substantially degrade water quality or conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Basin Plan or the local GSP. Impacts will be less than significant with
mitigation.

104 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Compliance with City’s LID Requirements

Prior to issuance of the City Building Permit, the Project sponsor shall submit documentation for
the City Engineer’s review and approval, demonstrating the Project’s compliance with the City of
Santa Rosa LID stormwater BMP system design requirements. The Project sponsor’s
documentation shall include a technical demonstration showing how the Project drainage BMPs
satisfy the City’s program technical design and sizing requirements. Without limitation, the
Project sponsor shall demonstrate compliance with the following key LID requirements:

e Achievement of a retention requirement (hydromodification control) of 100% Volume
Capture: The project must capture (through infiltration and/or reuse) 100% of the volume of
runoff generated by a one-inch 24-hour storm event, as calculated using the “Urban
Hydrology for Small Watersheds” TR-55 Manual method.

e Achievement of a Treatment Requirement of 100% of the flow calculated using the modified
Rational Method and a known intensity of 0.20 inch per hour.
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11. LAND USE AND Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
PLANNING Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established [] [] [] |X|
community?
b) Cause a significant environmental [] [] |X| []

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

11.1 Environmental Setting

The Project site is currently unoccupied. The western portion of the Project site is covered with
compacted gravel and was the location of a former landscape contractor’s yard and vacant residence,
which remain onsite with several ancillary buildings. The eastern portion of the Project site, covering
approximately 2.4 acres, contains non-native grassland. The site is zoned Light Industrial (City of Santa
Rosa 2015), is designated light industry under the Santa Rosa General Plan, and is eligible for
development with a medicinal cannabis business. The Project site is located at the southern Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) in an area recognized in the Santa Rosa General Plan as a City “Entry and
Corridor” (City of Santa Rosa 2009d).

Adjacent and nearby properties are zoned Light Industrial to the north across Yolanda Avenue, Light
Industrial and General Industrial to the west, Planned Development and Single-Family Residential (this
property currently contains a residence and farmland) to the south, and Community Shopping Center to
the east across Petaluma Hill Road, which allows a mix of commercial/retail and residential uses
although this property currently contains the Cunningham Dairy. The eastern segment of Yolanda
Avenue (which includes the Project site) contains predominantly industrial uses of a moderate-to-low
intensity, while the west segment of Yolanda Avenue contains predominantly retail uses of a high
intensity.

11.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential land use and planning impacts under the thresholds from
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This analysis is based on the Santa Rosa General Plan, Santa Rosa
Municipal Code (including the Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Cannabis Policy Ordinance), zoning
and land use maps, and other applicable land use and planning materials.
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The Project will not divide an established community, and is consistent with the City of Santa Rosa
Zoning, Santa Rosa General Plan, CDFA’s Land Use Regulations, and Habitat Conservation Plans and
Natural Community Conservation Plans.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 11 is presented below.

a)

b)

Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project site is located at the edge of the UGB in an area of the City identified as
an entry point. As illustrated in Figure 11.2 — Site Vicinity, in the project description, the site is
on mostly vacant land, is bounded by a major roadway to the west (followed by more open
land) and industrial uses to the north and west. One corner of the site abuts a residential use,
but in no way is the project capable of physically dividing that residential community. As a
result, Project site itself has no potential to physically divide an established community. In
addition, the Project’s proposed cannabis cultivation use is consistent with the Light Industrial
zoning and will be complement and integrate to the surrounding areas, including the existing
industrial uses located west and north of the Project site along Yolanda Avenue. Moreover, the
Project’s building footprint will be small relative to the 5.53-acre site, and as discussed in the
Project Description, no development is proposed for the eastern portion of the site. For all of
these reasons, the Project has no potential to physically divide an established community. The
Project will have no impacts.

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

Less than Significant Impact.

City of Santa Rosa Zoning: The Project is consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The
Project Site is zoned Light Industrial (IL). This zoning district “is applied to areas appropriate for
some light industrial uses, as well as commercial service uses and activities that may be
incompatible with residential, retail, and/or office uses. Residential uses may also be
accommodated as part of work/live projects.” (SRCC Section 20-24.020(B).3) The IL zoning
district permits or conditionally permits a variety of manufacturing, processing, storage, and
warehouse, wholesaling and distribution uses, along with accessory office uses (SRCC Section
20-24.030; Table 2-10). Under the Santa Rosa Comprehensive Cannabis Policy Ordinance (SRCC
Chapter 20-46), cannabis uses are permitted in the Light Industrial (IL) zoning district, subject to
a Minor or Major Conditional Use Permit (depending on size and extraction method). As
detailed in Section 11l.4, the Project would be required to meet the following conditions for
project approval under the Comprehensive Cannabis Policy Ordinance:

1. The proposed use would be allowed within the applicable zoning district and would
comply with all other applicable provisions of the Zoning Code and the City Code. As
discussed above, the Project site is zoned IL, which permits or conditionally permits a
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variety of manufacturing, processing, storage, and warehouse, wholesaling and
distribution uses, along with accessory office uses (SRCC Section 20-24.030; Table 2-10).

2. The proposed use would be consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan and any
applicable specific plan. The discussion in following section “City of Santa Rosa General
Plan” addresses project conformance with the General Plan.

3. The design, location, size, and operating characteristics of the proposed activity would
be compatible with the existing and future land uses in the vicinity. As discussed in
Section 1 (Aesthetics) and in following section “City of Santa Rosa General Plan”, the
Project design, location, size, and operating characteristics are compatible with the
existing and future land uses in the vicinity.

4. The proposed site would be physically suitable for the type, density, and intensity of use
being proposed, including access, utilities, and the absence of physical constraints. The
Project site is served by the City of Santa Rosa water and sewer service, as discussed in
Section 19 (Utilities and Service Systems). The transportation impacts of the Project are
found to be less than significant, as discussed in Section 17 (Transportation).

5. Granting the permit would not constitute a nuisance or be injurious or detrimental to
the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare, or materially injurious to
persons, property, or improvements in the vicinity and zoning district in which the
property is located. As discussed in the Project Description, a security plan would be
implemented and would consist of a monitored security system, access control,
surveillance cameras, and security patrols to secure the property. The proposed Project
would utilize the services of a minimum of three security guards, who will monitor and
patrol the Project site continuously. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires the preparation
and implementation of an Odor Control Plan in order to ensure that Project operations
would not expose neighboring properties to objectionable cannabis odors.

6. The proposed Project has been reviewed in compliance with CEQA. This document and
the associated review and decision making are/will be in accordance with CEQA.

City of Santa Rosa General Plan: The Project is also consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan
2035. The Project is located within the UGB, thereby preventing urban sprawl, in accordance
with Goal GM-A. The Santa Rosa General Plan designates the project site for “Light Industry”
(City of Sant Rosa 2016). This designation “accommodates light industrial, warehousing and
heavy commercial uses” (City of Santa Rosa 2009d). Appropriate uses include “auto repair, bulk
or warehoused goods, general warehousing, manufacturing/assembly with minor nuisances,
home improvement retail, landscape materials retail, freight or bus terminals, research oriented
industrial, accessory offices, and employee serving commercial uses, and services with large
space needs, such as health clubs.” (Id.) Consistent with the Santa Rosa Comprehensive
Cannabis Policy Ordinance, the City finds cannabis uses consistent with the “Light Industry” land
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use designation. The Project is also consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the Santa
Rosa General Plan. These include without limitation the following:

LUL-K: Protect industrial land supply and ensure compatibility between industrial
development and surrounding neighborhoods.

The Project will protect industrial land supply by locating an industrial use on an industrial
zoned site. The Project will also be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood as
detailed below in LUL-K-1 and LUL-K-2.

LUL-K-1: Require industrial development adjacent to residential areas to provide buffers, and
institute setback, landscaping, and screening requirements intended to minimize noise, light,
and glare and other impacts.

The Project will provide adequate buffers, setbacks, landscaping, and screening, as required
by code, to minimize noise, light, glare and other impacts on nearby residential areas. The
building will be set back 70 feet along the southern property line (rear), which abuts
residences, and 27 feet along the western property line (side), which abuts light industrial
uses. The Light Industrial Zoning District requires a rear minimum 10-foot setback when
adjacent to a residential zone and no side minimum setback is required for non-residential
uses. The front of the building will be set back 104 feet from the property line along Yolanda
Avenue. The zoning code has no front setback minimum setback requirement* (City of Santa
Rosa 2019). An 8-foot tall perimeter wall will screen the facilities from adjacent properties in
accordance with SRCC Section 20-30.060(H). Additionally, trees will be planted along the
interior of the perimeter walls that at maturity would screen the upper portion of the
building from adjacent residences and light industrial uses. Exterior lighting is designed to
not spill over onto the adjacent residential and light industrial properties.

LUL-K-2: Require that outdoor storage areas be screened from any public-right-of way.

The Project parking areas, loading dock facilities, utilities and storage areas will be screened
by an 8-foot tall perimeter wall. The wall will be constructed of precast concrete panels with
metal insert panels to provide visual interest.

PSF-F: Ensure that an adequate supply of water is available to serve existing and future
needs of the city.

PSF-G: Ensure that adequate sewer capacity is available to serve existing and future needs of
the city.

4

The Design Review process may require larger setbacks.
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PSF-H: Meet the city’s solid waste disposal needs, while maximizing opportunities for waste
reduction and recycling.

As detailed in Section 19 (Utilities and Service Systems), the existing water supplies, facilities
and infrastructure are sufficient to meet the demands of the project. The Project will not
require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities. The Project will be served by Redwood Landfill and Recycling
Center in Marin County or Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County, which both have sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs for all phases
and aspects of the project, including construction, demolition, and operations.

NS-B: Maintain an acceptable community noise level to protect the health and comfort of
people living, working and/or visiting in Santa Rosa, while maintaining a visually appealing
community.

Santa Rosa General Plan policies relating to noise, and which are applicable to the Project,
are discussed in Section 13 (Noise). Impacts will be less than significant.

NS-C: Prohibit development in high-risk geologic and seismic hazard areas to avoid exposure
to seismic and geologic hazards.

Impacts from strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-related ground failure will be less
than significant and less than significant with mitigation measure incorporated, as discussed
in Section 7 (Geology and Soils).

NS-F: Minimize dangers from hazardous materials.
NS-G: Minimize the potential for wildland fires.

As detailed in Section 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), with implementation of best
management practices during construction, mandatory compliance with hazardous
materials storage and use regulations, mandatory compliance with building codes, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts associated with an upset or accident
involving hazardous materials will be less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2 will reduce the risk associated with wildland fires to less than significant.

UD-A: Preserve and enhance Santa Rosa’s scenic character, including its natural waterways,
hillsides, and distinctive districts.

As detailed in Section 1 (Aesthetics), the Project is designed to avoid impacts to scenic vistas
or scenic resources. The Project would not disturb any natural waterways, scenic resources,
or hillsides; and it is generally consistent with the scenic character of the other industrial
uses in the vicinity.

T-B Provide a safe, efficient, free-flowing circulation system.
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® T-D Maintain acceptable motor vehicle traffic flows.

As detailed in Section 17 (Transportation), the Project would not result in significant traffic
impacts as proven by a detailed traffic impact report.

® T-D-3 Require traffic studies for development projects that may have a substantial impact on
the circulation system.

As detailed in Section 17 (Transportation), the Project has prepared a traffic study.

®* T-G Identify, preserve, and enhance scenic roads throughout Santa Rosa in both rural and
developed areas.

® T-G-6 Provide large setbacks from scenic roads, as possible, to avoid encroachment of
buildings on the view of the roadway.

As detailed in Section 1 (Aesthetics), the Project is designed so that construction occurs on
the portion of the site that is not adjacent to Petaluma Hill Road, a City-designated Scenic
Road. The Project also includes large setbacks, a perimeter wall and landscaping. The
building is placed on the site to avoid encroachments, as possible, on the view of the
roadway.

® OSC-D Conserve wetlands, vernal pools, wildlife ecosystems, rare plant habitats, and
waterways.

As detailed in Section 4 (Biology), the Project will avoid the jurisdictional drainage channel
on the site and will avoid impacts to sensitive species.

CDFA’s Land Use Regulations: The Project is also consistent with the CDFA’s regulations
governing cannabis uses, which include requirements for permitting proposed cultivation
facilities including application, licensing, site-specific requirements, records & track and trace,
inspections, and enforcement. The CDFA regulations include the following applicable
environmental requirements:

®* Enrollmentin an order or waiver of waste discharge requirements with State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) or the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board
(3 CCR 8102(p)).

®* A hazardous materials record search of the EnviroStor database for the proposed premises.
If hazardous sites were encountered, the Project sponsor shall provide documentation of
protocols implemented to protect employee health and safety (3 CCR 8102(q)).

® Compliance with Division 13 of the Public Resources Code: CEQA (3 CCR 8102(r)).

* |dentification of all power sources for cultivation activities, including but not limited to,
illumination, heating, cooling, and ventilation (3 CCR 8102(s)).
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* I|dentification of water sources used for cultivation activities (3 CCR 8102(v) and 3 CCR
8107).

® Acopy of any final lake or streambed alteration agreement issued by the CDFW or written
verification from the CDFW that a lake and streambed alteration agreement is not required
(3 CCR 8102(w)).

® An attestation that the proposed location is at least a six-hundred (600) foot radius from a
school providing instruction in kindergarten or any grades one (1) through twelve (12), or a
day care center or youth center, or that the premises complies with a local ordinance
specifying a different radius (3 CCR 8102(x)).

® An attestation that the local fire department has been notified of the cultivation site if the
Project sponsor entity is an indoor license type (3 CCR 8102(aa)).

® Preparation of a Cultivation Plan (3 CCR 8106) including requirements for:

- A detailed premises diagram identifying the locations of material storage and
operational areas,

- Alighting diagram identifying the location of lights and types of lights in canopy areas,

- A pest management plan identifying the products to be used and integrated pest
management protocols, including an attestation that the Project sponsor will contact
the appropriate County Agricultural Commissioner regarding requirements for legal use
of pesticides on cannabis prior to using any of the materials included in the plan and will
comply with all pesticide laws, and

- A waste management plan identifying the management method for cannabis waste (as
further discussed below).

® Qutdoor lighting used for security purposes shall be shielded and downward facing (3 CCR
8304(c)).

®* Renewable energy requirements (3 CCR 8305) to ensure that electrical power used for
commercial cannabis activity meets the average electricity greenhouse gas emissions
intensity required of their local utility provider pursuant to the California Renewables
Portfolio Standard Program, division 1, part 1, chapter 2.3, article 16 (commencing with
section 399.11) of the Public Utilities Code.

® Requirements for pesticide use, including compliance with pesticide laws and regulations
enforced by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) and application and storage
protocols (3 CCR 8307).
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® Requirements for cannabis waste management including secured waste receptacles and
composting requirements (3 CCR 8308).

The Project will comply with these requirements as part of it permitting and licensing process
prior to operations.

Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Community Conservation Plans: As discussed in
Section 4.2(f) (Biological Resources), based on the CDFW'’s California Regional Conservation
Plans Map, Sonoma County does not have a Natural Community Conservation Plan (per
California Fish and Game Code Section 2800), Habitat Conservation Plan (per Federal
Endangered Species Act Section 10), or other Regional Conservation Plan (CDFW 2017).
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any such plans.

The Project site is located within the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Study Area. The
USFWS Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Plan (Figure 3 of USFWS 2005) identifies that the
Project site is located within an area designated as “potential for presence of CTS and listed
plants.” The Recovery Plan for the Santa Rosa Plain identifies that the Project site is located
within the Sonoma County CTS Horn-Hunter Management Area boundaries (Figure 13 of USFWS
2016). The Sonoma County General Plan 2020 also identifies the Project site as within the
“Potential Range of California Tiger Salamander” and a CTS “Critical Habitat” (Sonoma County
2016, Figure OSRC-5e). As discussed above in Section 4.2(a), however, the Project has no
potential to impact CTS or CTS habitat (Wiemeyer 2018). Therefore, the Project will not conflict
with plans related to CTS or the Santa Rosa Plain. In addition, the Project site is not identified as
an area where sensitive species may be present in the Santa Rosa General Plan (City of Santa
Rosa 2009b) or associated Draft Environmental Impact Report (City of Santa Rosa 2009a).

Accordingly, the Project will not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts will be less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2.

11.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required, with the exception of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 and HAZ-2
(discussed in Section 9).
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES | potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact

Significant Significant with | Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the D D D |X|
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local [] [] [] X
general plan, specific plan or other

land

12.1

use plan?

Impact Analysis

This section analyzes potential impacts to mineral resources. For the purposes of this analysis, mineral
resources include oil, natural gas, and metallic and nonmetallic deposits, including construction
aggregates. The analysis is based on applicable maps, interpretation of aerial photographs, and the
application of relevant mineral resources plans and documents.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 12 is presented below.

a, b)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state? Would the Project result in the loss of
availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact. The Santa Rosa General Plan does not identify mineral resources on the Project Site
or in the Project area (City of Santa Rosa 2009d). The Project site is located outside of the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) Mineral Resource mapping area (California
Department of Conservation 1987). In addition, the land directly west of the Project site is
classified as MRZ-1, which is associated with “areas where adequate information indicates that
no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for
their presence”.

Based on the geology and excavation activities performed at the Project site by SCS Engineers
(SCS) in September 2005 (SCS 2005c), lithology at the Project site consists of gravel and silty-clay
from the surface to approximately 5 feet bgs, underlain by approximately 1 to 2 feet of various
gravel, sand, silt, and clay mixtures which most likely represents a surface weathering zone
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overlying volcanic rock of primarily andesite composition. This mixture of silt and clay with sand
would not be used as a resource for aggregate and has not been identified as such.

The geologic map applicable to the Project site (Graymer et al. 2007) identifies the surficial
materials as Holocene alluvium. The adjacent bedrock is mapped as Andesite to basalt lava
flows, which is consistent with the bedrock encountered by SCS during subsurface explorations.

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR) is responsible for tracking oil and natural gas wells in California. No known oil, gas, or
geothermal resources are located in or adjacent to the Project site. The nearest gas field, the
abandoned Cotati Gas Field is located 5 miles southwest of the Project site, and nearest
geothermal wells are the Spring Lake Park and MacDonald wells approximately 4 miles
northeast of the Project site (California Department of Conservation 2019).

Therefore, the Project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. And, the Project will not result in
the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. The Project will have no impact.

12.2 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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13. NOISE Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary [] [] |X| []
or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan,
specific plan, noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other

agencies?

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne [] [] X []
vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity [] [] |X| []

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

This analysis of noise and vibration is based on the Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation
Facility Project Noise Study prepared for the project by Rincon Consultants, Inc., in December 2019
(Appendix G).

13.1 Environmental Setting
13.1.1 Overview of Noise and Vibration

Noise is defined as unwanted sound that disturbs human activity. Noise level (or volume) is generally
measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an
adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels to be consistent with that of human hearing response,
which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less
sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dBA level based on the lowest
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an increase
of 3 dBA and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level has no effect on ambient noise.

Page 132 Terraphase Engineering Inc.




The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dBA greater than the ambient noise
level to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in the ambient noise level is noticeable,
while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in
the range of 40-50 dBA, while areas adjacent to arterial streets are typically in the 50-60+ dBA range.
Normal conversational levels are usually in the 60-65 dBA range, and ambient noise levels greater than
65 dBA can interrupt conversations.

Noise levels typically attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from point
sources (such as industrial machinery). Noise from lightly traveled roads typically attenuates at a rate of
about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads typically attenuates at about
3 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; generally, a
single row of buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5
dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (Federal Transit Administration [FTA]
2018). The manner in which modern structures in California are constructed generally provides a
reduction of exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 25 dBA with windows closed (lllingworth & Rodkin
2018).

One of the most frequently used noise metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is
the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is
equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period
of time (essentially, the average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is
the highest RMS (root mean squared) sound pressure level within the measuring period and Lmin is the
lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measuring period.

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to be more
disturbing than that which occurs during the day. Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night
Average Level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 10-dBA penalty for noise occurring
during nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the 24-
hour average noise level with a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7 PM to 10 PM and a 10 dBA
penalty for noise occurring from 10 PM to 7 AM. Noise levels described by Ldn and CNEL typically do not
differ by more than 1 dBA. In practice, CNEL and Ldn are often used interchangeably.

The relationship between peak hourly Leq values and associated Ldn values depends on the distribution
of traffic over the entire day. There is no precise way to convert a peak hourly Leq to Ldn. However, in
urban areas near heavy traffic, the peak hourly Leq is typically 2-4 dBA lower than the daily Ldn or CNEL.
In less heavily developed areas, such as suburban areas, the peak hourly Leq is often roughly equal to
the daily Ldn or CNEL. For rural areas with little nighttime traffic, the peak hourly Leq will often be 3-4
dBA greater than the daily Ldn or CNEL value (California State Water Resources Control Board [CSWRCB]
1999).

Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried through buildings, structures, and the
ground, whereas noise is simply carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather than
heard. Some vibration effects can be caused by noise; e.g., the rattling of windows from passing trucks.
This phenomenon is caused by the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies that are close to the
resonant frequency of the material being vibrated. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by
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manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the vibration increases. The
ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and is
referenced as vibration decibels (VdB) in the U.S. Another measure of vibration is peak particle velocity
(PPV), which is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal.

The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration
velocity of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible
levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as
operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor
sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment, steel wheeled trains, and
traffic on rough roads.

13.1.2 Sensitive Receptors

Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated with
each of these uses. Typically, noise sensitive land uses include single family residential, multiple family
residential, churches, hospitals and nursing/convalescent homes, hotels and lodging, libraries, schools,
and day care centers. Noise-sensitive receptors closest to the project site include the backyards at only
two existing residences located adjacent to a small portion of the south-western corner of the project
site. There are also residential uses further down Summercreek Drive. The other land uses around the
project site are similarly zoned industrial uses to the west and north, which are not sensitive receptors.
The eastern half of the project site would not be developed by the project and is fronted by Petaluma
Hill Road. Thus, in totality, the project site has limited sensitive receptors along or adjacent to the
majority of the project site boundary.

13.1.3 Existing Noise Conditions

The most common and primary sources of noise in the Project site vicinity are motor vehicles (e.g.,
automobiles, buses, trucks, and motorcycles) along Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road. Additional
vehicle traffic is present on adjacent residential roadways (e.g., Summercreek Drive), but these
roadways have substantially lower traffic volumes and do not substantially contribute to overall ambient
noise in the vicinity. Motor vehicle noise is of concern because it is characterized by a high number of
individual events, which often create a sustained noise level, and its proximity to noise sensitive uses.
Additional sources of noise in the Project site vicinity include activities associated with the nearby
commercial uses to the north and west of the Project site, and nearby residential uses.

To determine existing ambient noise levels on the Project site, three peak-hour weekday afternoon
15-minute noise measurements (Leq[15] dBA) were taken on and near the Project site using an ANSI
Type Il integrating sound level meter.
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Figure 13.1 Noise Measurement Locations shows the locations of noise measurements taken on July 19,
2017. These noise measurements are representative of existing average ambient sound levels from
rush-hour traffic activity on Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road. The noise monitoring results are
provided in the Noise Study for the Project (Rincon Consultants, 2019b; Appendix G) and the findings
are summarized in Table 13.1. Noise measurement 1 was taken at the northern border of the Project
site on Yolanda Avenue. Noise measurement 2 was taken adjacent to nearby residences along Petaluma
Hill Road. Noise measurement 3 was taken at the end of Summercreek Drive to represent the current
ambient noise levels at the closest residential area, just southwest of the Project site.

Table 13.1 Project Vicinity Noise Monitoring Results - PM Peak Hour

Measurement Measurement . Approximate Distance to Leq[15]
. ] Sample Times . . 1
Location No. Location Primary Noise Source (dBA)
1 Yolanda Avenue 4:18 PM —4:33 PM 25 feet from centerline of 67.1
Yolanda Avenue
2 Petaluma Hill Road 5:06 PM -5:21 PM 20 feet from centerline of 77.7%
Petaluma Hill Road
3 Summercreek Drive 5:32 PM -5:47 PM 670 feet from centerline of 53.0
Petaluma Hill Road?

See Figure 13.1

Noise Measurement Locations for a map of Noise Measurement Locations.

! The equivalent noise level (Leq) is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount
of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise
level). For this measurement, the Leq was over a 15-minute period (Leq[15]).

2Noise levels at measurement location 2 exceeded 75 dBA Leq due to the proximity to a major road, which includes a
slight grade change. Cars accelerating uphill result in louder noise levels than on flat terrain.

3 While measurement 3 was taken on Summercreek Drive, the primary noise source was observed to be traffic along
Petaluma Hill Road.

Source: Rincon Consultants, 2019b. Field measurements conducted on July 19, 2017, using ANSI Type Il Integrating

sound level meter. See Appendix G.
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Figure 13.1 Noise Measurement Locations
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13.1.4 Regulatory Setting
13.1.4.1. City of Santa Rosa General Plan Noise & Safety Element

The Noise and Safety Element of the Santa Rosa General Plan focuses on reducing excessive noise that
can cause annoyance, health problems, economic loss, and ultimately hearing impairment. This element
sets goals and policies in order to maintain an acceptable community noise level to protect the health
and comfort of people living, working, and/or visiting in Santa Rosa, while maintaining a visually
appealing community. Santa Rosa General Plan policies relating to noise, and which are applicable to the
Project, are listed below:

® NS-B-1 Do not locate noise-sensitive uses in proximity to major noise sources, except residential is
allowed near rail to promote future ridership.

® NS-B-3 Prevent new stationary and transportation noise sources from creating a nuisance in existing
developed areas. Use a comprehensive program of noise prevention through planning and
mitigation, and consider noise impacts as a crucial factor in project approval.

® NS-B-4 Require new projects in the following categories to submit an acoustical study, prepared by a
qualified acoustical consultant:

- All new projects proposed for areas with existing noise above 60 dBA DNL. Mitigation shall be
sufficient to reduce noise levels below 45 dBA DNL in habitable rooms and 60 dBA DNL in private
and shared recreational facilities. Additions to existing housing units are exempt.

- All new projects that could generate noise whose impacts on other existing uses would be
greater than those normally acceptable (as specified in the Land Use Compatibility Standards).

= NS-B-5 Pursue measures to reduce noise impacts primarily through site planning. Engineering
solutions for noise mitigation, such as sound walls, are the least desirable alternative.

® NS-B-6 Do not permit existing uses to generate new noises exceeding normally acceptable levels
unless:

- Those noises are mitigated to acceptable levels; or

- The activities are specifically exempted by the City Council on the basis of community health,
safety, and welfare.

® NS-B-9 Encourage developers to incorporate acoustical site planning into their projects.
Recommended measures include:

- Incorporating buffers and/or landscaped earth berms;
- Orienting windows and outdoor living areas away from unacceptable noise exposure;

- Using reduced-noise pavement (rubberized-asphalt);
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- Incorporating traffic calming measures, alternative intersection designs, and lower speed limits;
and

- Incorporating state-of-the-art structural sound attenuation and setbacks.

® NS-B-10 Work with private enterprises to reduce or eliminate nuisance noise from industrial and
commercial sources that impact nearby residential areas. If progress is not made within a
reasonable time, the city shall issue abatement orders or take other legal measures.

® NS-B-14 Discourage new projects that have potential to create ambient noise levels more than 5
dBA DNL above existing background, within 250 feet of sensitive receptors.

13.1.4.2. Santa Rosa City Code

Chapter 17-16 of the SRCC outlines standards relating to noise. The following criteria, shown in
Table 13.2, are used as base ambient noise levels from which noise levels can be compared.

Table 13.2 Ambient Base Noise Level Criteria

Daytime (7 AM to 7 Evening (7 PM to Nighttime (10 PM to 7
Zone PM) Level (dBA) 10 PM) Level (dBA) AM) Level (dBA)
Single Family Residential, Medium 55 50 45
Density Multi-Family Residential
Multi-Family Residential 55 55 50
Office and Commercial 60 60 55
Intensive Commercial 65 65 55
Industrial 70 70 70

Source: City of Santa Rosa City Code

SRCC Section 17-16.040 states that "it is unlawful for any person to willfully make or continue, or cause
to be made or continued any loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise which disturbs the peace or quiet of
any neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal
sensitiveness residing in the area. It also states that the standards which shall be considered in
determining whether a violation of this section exist include but are not limited to the following:

e The level of noise

e The intensity of the noise

e Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual

e Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural

e The level and intensity of the background noise, if any

e The proximity of the noise to residential sleeping facilities

e The nature and zoning of the area within which the noise emanates
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e The time of day or night the noise occurs

e The duration of the noise

e Whether the noise is recurrent, intermittent or constant

e Whether the noise is produced by a commercial or noncommercial activity

In addition, the SRCC contains a section that relates to machinery and equipment; and Section 17-
16.120 states that it is unlawful for any person to operate any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air-
conditioning apparatus or similar mechanical device so as to create any noise which would cause the
noise level at the property line of any property to exceed the ambient base noise level by more than five
(5) decibels. The SRCC does not state that this quantitative standard applies to temporary construction
activities and this quantitative standard for mechanical devices is similarly not applicable to intermittent
noise from typical parking lot activity on properties. In addition, Section 20-30.090 provides that no
operational ground vibration shall be generated that is perceptible

The SRCC also contains a section that relates to machinery and equipment; and Section 17-16.120 states
that it is unlawful for any person to operate any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air-conditioning
apparatus or similar mechanical device so as to create any noise which would cause the noise level at
the property line of any property to exceed the ambient base noise level by more than five (5) decibels.
The SRCC does not state that this quantitative standard applies to temporary construction activities and
this quantitative standard for mechanical devices is similarly not applicable to intermittent noise from
typical parking lot activity on properties. In addition, Section 20-30.090 provides that no operational
ground vibration shall be generated that is perceptible without instruments by a reasonable person at
the property lines of the project site, except for vibrations from temporary construction or demolition
activities, and motor vehicle operations.

13.2 Impact Analysis

The analysis of noise impacts considers the effects of both temporary construction-related noise and
long-term noise associated with operation of the Project. This analysis is based in part on the Santa Rosa
General Plan, SRCC, the Fehr & Peers Traffic Study, the Rincon Consultants Project Noise Study, and
FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Impacts from the project would be considered
significant based on the thresholds of significance set forth in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines,
which questions whether the project would result in:

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

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

c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
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a)

Table 13.

would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

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

Less than Significant Impact.

As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines threshold for noise impacts is whether the project would
result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

This report applies Section 17-16.040 from the City’s noise ordinance as the construction noise
threshold, in part because the SRCC does not have a specific quantitative construction noise
threshold. Hence, the project could have a potentially significant impact if construction
generates loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise which disturbs the peace or quiet of any
neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal
sensitiveness residing in the area pursuant to the factors listed in SRCC Section 17-16.040.

Table 13.3 shows estimated noise levels from each phase of construction.

3 Construction Noise Levels by Project Phase and Construction Phase

Estimated Noise at 50 Estimated Noise at 50

Construction Phase Equipment feet (dBA Leq) feet (dBA Lmax)
Demolition Backhoe, Dozer, Loader, Saw 85 90

Site Preparation Grader, Loader 82 85
Grading Backhoe, Dozer, Loader, Saw 85 90
Building Construction Backhoe, Crane, Forklift, Loader 79 81
Architectural Coating Air Compressor 74 78
Paving Concrete Mixer, Loader, Paver, Roller 80 80
Source: See Appendix B of the Noise Study (Appendix G) for equipment noise impact data sheets and assumptions.

As shown in Table 13.3, the estimated noise levels during construction would range from 74 Leq
and 78 dBA Lmax to 85 dBA Leq and 90 dBA Lmax at reference distances of 50 feet from
receptors. This is a conservative assumption of noise level because not all receptors are within
50 feet of noise sources and construction activities would typically be spread out around the
site. Nonetheless, temporary construction noise would be clearly audible at adjacent residential
receptors during construction hours. Project construction is estimated to occur over
approximately one year. During this period, noise-sensitive residences southwest of the project
site would be exposed to temporary noise from construction activity. The nearest residences are
located adjacent to the southwest part of the project site.
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The existing ambient noise level during peak traffic hours was measured at 53 dBA Leq at the
residences adjacent to the project site. Estimated construction noise reaching 85 dBA Leq during
the demolition and grading phases would exceed this existing ambient noise level by 32 dBA
Leq. The intensity of the noise would not come from high-impact construction activities because
there is no pile driving associated with construction. The noise level and intensity would be
typical of normal construction activities at a reference distance of 50 feet. This type of
construction noise is not unusual. Neither is this type of noise unusual for properties (like most
of the surrounding uses) that are zoned light industrial or manufacturing. The origin of the noise
is also not unusual, and instead is commonplace for construction sites. Construction equipment
would typically operate within the body of the project site and set back from the property line
adjacent to residential uses, which would reduce their exposure to construction noise. The
proximity of the construction noise to residential sleeping facilities would vary depending on
construction activities. However, for the most part, construction activities to develop the
structures on the project site would be set back from the property line and thereby distanced
from adjacent residential uses. In addition, the zoning for the site also allows industrial and
manufacturing facilities and is thus consistent with the type of noise that could be produced
during construction of such facilities. Similarly, the density of the site and surrounding areas is
dominated by commercial uses along Yolanda Avenue.

Importantly, the City code requires, and the City imposes a standard condition of approval on,
development projects to limit construction to the hours of 7:00 AM — 4:00 PM Monday through
Friday, 8:00 AM — 4:00 PM Saturday, and none on Sunday. These timing restrictions would
ensure that adjacent residences are not exposed to construction noise during evenings,
nighttime, and Sundays, when residences are most sensitive to disturbance. The duration of the
noise would be temporary and would end with conclusion of construction activities, which are
approximately 12 months. Construction noise during this time would also be intermittent during
different times of the day and vary accordingly to the construction phase. Construction noise
would not be permanent or constant.

Therefore, based on the relevant qualitative criteria in Section 17-16.040, which is the threshold
of significance used herein, the project would not result in the generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess
of standards established in the noise ordinance. Impacts from construction noise would be less
than significant.

Long-Term Operational Noise Impacts

Cannabis operations on the project site would generate noise from the following sources:
vehicle trips on roadways to and from the project site, parking lot activities, mechanical
equipment, and trash hauling trucks. Operational noise from these sources could increase
existing ambient noise levels near the project site.

Roadway Noise

Table 13.4 shows the estimated number of daily vehicle trips generated by the project.
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Table 13.4 Project-Generated Traffic

Land Use Size DETIALT AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips
Primary Day Shift 45 employees 100 45 45
Early Night Shift 25 employees 60 0 25
Night Shift 10 employees 25 0 0
Early Morning Shift 25 employees 60 10 0
Product Deliveries 1 round trip per hour 20 2 2
Other Activities - 20 6 6
Total Project Trips 285 63 78

Source: Fehr & Peers 2019

Based on Figure 5 of the project traffic study (Fehr & Peers 2019), there are an estimated

6,740 existing daily trips on Yolanda Avenue. As shown in on Table 13.1, the existing noise level
on Yolanda Avenue during peak traffic hours was measured at 67.1 dBA Leq at 25 feet from the
roadway centerline. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors along this roadway are several single-
family residences located approximately 50 feet south of the roadway centerline. Based on a
standard attenuation of rate of 3 dBA per doubling of distance from typical roadways, it is
estimated these residences are exposed to traffic noise of approximately 64 dBA.

All new vehicle trips would access the project site directly from Yolanda Avenue. Thus, as shown
on Table 13.5, the addition of 285 daily trips would increase daily traffic on this roadway by
approximately 4.2 percent. As discussed in Section 2.1, modeling of traffic noise by Rincon
Consultants, Inc. indicates that regardless of the existing traffic volume on a given roadway, a
10 percent increase in traffic volume would raise traffic noise by approximately 0.4 dBA, while a
20 percent increase would raise traffic noise by about 0.8 dBA. The estimated 4.2 percent
increase in traffic volume would increase the overall noise level along Yolanda Avenue by less
than 0.4 dBA, which would not exceed the 1 dBA threshold that applies on this roadway (per
Table 13.3). This minimal increase in average ambient roadway noise on Yolanda Avenue would
not be noticeable to nearby residents.
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Table 13.5 Daily Trips on Yolanda Avenue

Project Generated Daily Trips with Percent Change in
Road Segment Existing Daily Trips Trips Project Daily Trips
Yolanda Avenue 6,740 285 7,025 +4.2

!Existing daily trips estimated based on peak-hour traffic counts conducted by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & Peers 2019)

The project also would generate new vehicle trips on Petaluma Hill Road. The nearest noise-
sensitive receptors along this roadway are residences located as close as approximately 75 feet
from its centerline to the north and south of Yolanda Avenue. As shown in Table 13.1, the
existing peak-hour noise level was measured at 77.7 dBA Leq at a distance of 20 feet from the
centerline of Petaluma Hill Road. At a 75-foot distance, it is estimated that residences are
currently exposed to traffic noise reaching 72 dBA Leq. Based on this existing traffic noise level,
a 1 dBA threshold would apply to the project’s effect on traffic noise (per Table 13.3).

The Draft Transportation Impact Analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (February 2019) estimates
that 10 percent of new trips would be distributed on the segment of Petaluma Hill Road north of
Yolanda Avenue, which would amount to about 29 additional daily trips, and 15 percent of new
trips would be distributed on the segment of Petaluma Hill Road south of Yolanda Avenue, or
43 trips. This trip generation would increase the road segment’s current estimated traffic
volume of 17,140 ADT on the segment north of Yolanda Avenue by approximately 0.17 percent,
and would increase the estimated traffic volumes of 17,960 ADT on the segment south of
Yolanda Avenue by approximately 0.24 percent. As explained above, a 10 percent increase in
traffic volumes would increase traffic noise by approximately 0.4 dBA. Therefore, an increase in
traffic volumes by up to 0.24 percent would not result in a perceptible increase in traffic noise
levels. Vehicle trips generated by the project would not result in a noticeable increase in traffic
noise along Petaluma Hill Road and would not exceed the 1 dBA threshold that applies on this
roadway.

Therefore, the project would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to increases in roadway
noise that exceed the FTA criteria shown in Table 13.3, and this impact would be less than
significant.

Parking Lot Noise

Typical noise sources associated with parking lots include tire squealing, door slamming, car
alarms, horns, and engine start-ups. The proposed project includes 85 parking stalls located in
various areas of the site. Approximately half of these parking stalls would be located along the
southern property line approximately 50 feet from adjacent residences. Table 13.6 shows typical
sound levels at this distance from various noise sources on parking lots.
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Table 13.6 Maximum Noise Levels from Parking Lot Activity

Source Maximum Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet

Autos at 14 mph 50
Car Alarm Signal 69
Car Alarm Chirp 54
Car Horns 69
Door Slams or Radios 64
Talking 36
Tire Squeals 66

Source: Gordan Bricken & Associates, 1996. Estimates are based on actual noise measurements taken at various parking lots.

As shown in Table 13.6, parking lot noise could reach an estimated 69 dBA at adjacent
residences. The proposed 7-foot solid wall on the southern property line would block line-of-
sight between on-site parking activity and the ground floor of adjacent residences, reducing
their exposure to parking lot noise by up to 10 dBA (FTA 2018). However, second-floor living
areas at these residences could be directly exposed to noise from parking lot activity. Because
the proposed cannabis facility would operate continuously, parking lot activity would generate
noise during both daytime and nighttime hours.

As the Court of Appeal, First Appellate District, recently held in Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa (May
24,2018, A144782) Cal.App.5th, “The City Code dictates no standard numeric measure
expressed in decibel levels for other types of noise... such as parking lot noise.” Instead of a
numeric threshold, the Court ruled that the City’s noise ordinance provides “a more flexible and
gualitative approach” to evaluating the impact of parking lot noise on residential
neighborhoods, based on the set of criteria in SRCC Section 17-16.040.

The isolated, intermittent sounds generated by parking lot activity do not typically count against
the City’s ambient base noise thresholds identified in SRCC Section 17-16.030 (Streeter

2018). The City defines “ambient noise” as a noise level “averaged over a period of 15 minutes
without inclusion of noise from isolated, identifiable sources, at the location and time of day
near that at which a comparison is to be made” (SRCC Section 17-16.010). Therefore, parking lot
activity would not be subject to the City’s standard of 5 dBA above ambient base noise
thresholds for mechanical noise. Instead, as the court of appeal recently held in Jensen v. City of
Santa Rosa (May 24, 2018, A144782) Cal.App.5th, the qualitative noise standards in SRCC
Section 17-16.040 would apply to parking lot activity. These standards prohibit the generation of
“any loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise which disturbs the peace or quiet of any neighborhood
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or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitiveness
residing in the area.”

Although activity in the proposed southern parking lot would generate noise in proximity to
adjacent residences, the location, type, frequency, and loudness of parking lot activity would not
substantially disturb the peace and quiet of people of normal sensitivity to noise. The two
entrances to the parking lot would be located on the northern property line, no closer than
approximately 375 feet from the nearest residences southwest of the project site.
Approximately half of the proposed 85 parking spaces would be located north of the main
building. Vehicles entering and exiting parking lot, and employees parking on the north side of
the main building, would not generate noise in the southern parking lot which would be
adjacent to residences. Parking lot activity is also a typical noise source in Santa Rosa, even near
residential uses. For example, parking lots at auto repair uses to the immediate west of the
project site are located adjacent to the north side of residences. In addition, parking lot activities
such as door slams, car alarm chirps, and engine starting would only generate intermittent noise
when vehicles are used. The loudest individual noise sources in parking lot areas shown in Table
13.6, including car horns, car alarm signals, and tire squeals, would occur rarely. Average noise
levels from parking lot activity would be substantially lower than the maximum noise level of 69
dBA shown in Table 13.6. Estimated intermittent noise levels of up to 69 dBA also would not be
unusually loud and intense. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact
from parking lot noise.

For informational purposes only, Rincon Consultants also prepared an evaluation of noise from
parking lot activity based on the City’s numeric thresholds described in City Code Section 17-
16.120 do apply to parking lot noise. To be clear, this analysis is not required by law, and is for
informational purposes only. The code analysis that follows is only for illustrative purposes and
the code applied here is not a threshold of significance for parking lot noise. Accordingly, as
described above, Section 17-16.120 prohibits any operation of machinery, equipment, pump,
fan, air-conditioning apparatus or similar mechanical devices that would cause the noise level at
the property line of any property to exceed the ambient base noise level by more than five
decibels. Given a mechanical noise standard of 5 dBA above the ambient base noise level criteria
for the Single-Family Residential zone, noise from parking lot activity would be subject to the
following standards:

® Daytime (7 AM to 7PM): 60 dBA Leq
® Evening (7 to 10 PM): 55 dBA Leq
® Nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM): 50 dBA Leq

To compare noise from parking lot activity to these standards, estimated parking lot noise was
combined with background ambient noise levels over representative 15-minute daytime,
evening, and nighttime periods. Under a conservative scenario, it was assumed that one car
alarm signal, 10 car door slams, and 10 car alarm chirps would occur over one-second intervals
during a given 15-minute period. The background ambient noise level at residences along
Summercreek Drive was measured at 53.0 dBA Leq during peak traffic hours. This measured
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noise level was assumed to be representative of existing daytime and evening conditions at the
residences. During nighttime hours, the background ambient noise level was assumed to be
45 dBA Leq, which is typical of suburban residential areas when nearby traffic activity is low.

Adding parking lot activity to the background ambient noise level results in a combined noise
level of 53.7 dBA Leq during daytime and evening hours, and 48.5 dBA Leq during nighttime
hours. Estimated parking lot noise would not exceed the standards of 60 dBA Leq and 55 dBA
Leq during daytime and evening hours, nor would it exceed the nighttime standard of 50 dBA
Leq. Therefore, even if the City’s mechanical noise standards were applicable to parking lot
activity (which they are not), this impact would be less than significant.

Mechanical Equipment Noise

New mechanical equipment that would generate noise during operation of the cannabis facility
includes Avus 550 kW natural gas co-generation units and equipment associated with the
Heating Ventilation Air Condition (HVAC) system. HVAC equipment would involve up to three
500-ton adsorption chillers, up to two 5,000 BTU boilers, two cooling towers, and associated
pumps, compressors, and ancillary equipment. It is assumed that this mechanical equipment
would operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week. Because the individual pieces of
equipment listed above would operate simultaneously, this analysis assumes their noise
generation would be additive, resulting in a cumulative noise level from all mechanical
equipment. The cumulative noise level is calculated below by summing the estimated noise
levels from individual types of mechanical equipment at the property line facing the nearest
residences.

Pursuant to SRCC Section 17-16.120, the threshold of significance for mechanical equipment
noise is 5 dBA above the ambient base noise level criteria. (Those criteria are set forth above in
Table 13.2.) For residential uses, the thresholds are 50 dBA at nighttime, 55 dBA during the
evening, and 60 dBA during the daytime. The co-generation units would be housed in a utility
building with solid walls located approximately 400 feet away from residences located to the
southwest and east of the project site. The co-generation units would generate noise levels
estimated at 70 dBA Leq external to the utility building from the silencer exhaust pipe, based on
the manufacturer’s specifications. At a distance of 400 feet to the nearest residences, this
external noise level would attenuate to an estimated 44 dBA Leq, without accounting for further
attenuation by the proposed main building, or perimeter walls around the project site. The
utility building’s placement relative to the proposed main building would further reduce the
exposure of residents to co-generation equipment noise: the main building would serve as a
single building row that obstructs line of sight from the utility building to residences located
southwest of the site, reducing cogeneration noise by an estimated 5 dBA. Therefore, the
nearest residences would be exposed to an estimated noise level of 39 dBA Leq from the use of
cogeneration units. This noise level would be less than the measured ambient noise level of 53
dBA Leq at the nearest residences, and less than the most stringent 50 dBA nighttime threshold
set by City code.
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Other equipment housed inside the utility building would include chillers, boilers, and
associated pumps, compressors, and ancillary equipment. Because this equipment would be
fully enclosed by the utility building, it would not generate noise that noticeably contributes to
ambient noise levels at the property line facing nearby residences. Modern exterior building
materials typically attenuate noise by about 25 dBA, which would substantially reduce noise
levels outside the utility building. For example, the chillers would generate a noise level of 74
dBA Leq at the source, based on manufacturer’s specifications provided by Atlas Copco. A
reduction of 25 dBA from inside to outside the utility building would result in an estimated noise
level of 49 dBA Leq. At a distance of 400 feet to residences, this noise level would decrease to an
estimated 31 dBA Leq, which is far below the measured ambient noise level of 53 dBA Leq at
that location, and less than the most stringent 50 dBA nighttime threshold set by City code.

Two cooling towers would be installed outside the proposed utility building, although their
precise location has not yet been determined. The cooling towers would either be
manufactured by Evapco or another brand that generates comparable sound levels to the
Evapco LPT 8312 model. Based on the manufacturer’s specifications, this model of cooling tower
generates a noise level of up to 64 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet to the side. Two cooling
towers would generate a combined noise level of an estimated 67 dBA Leq. At a distance of 400
feet to the nearest residences, this external noise level would attenuate to an estimated 49 dBA
Leq. If the cooling towers were located next to the west, north, or east side of the utility
building, the main building would block line of sight to the nearest residences to the southwest
of the project site. It is estimated that placement of the cooling towers in these areas would
reduce noise exposure by 5 dBA.

In combination, the cogeneration units and cooling towers would generate an estimated
cumulative noise level of 49 dBA Leq at the property line facing the nearest residences, which
does not exceed the measured ambient noise level of 53 dBA Leq at these residences. In
addition, the combined noise level from mechanical equipment (49 dBA Leq) would not be 5
dBA or more above the City’s base ambient noise levels of 55 dBA from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, 50
dBA from 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM, and 45 dBA from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. Additionally, the
proposed 7-foot solid wall on the southern property line would block line-of-sight between
mechanical equipment and the ground floor of adjacent residences, further reducing their
exposure to mechanical noise (FTA 2018). Because mechanical noise would not exceed
applicable standards in the City’s noise ordinance, it would have a less than significant impact on
sensitive receptors.

Delivery and Trash Truck Noise

On-site activities would include the use of delivery trucks and trash hauling trucks. Delivery and
trash truck trips to the site would be a periodic source of operational noise. Maximum noise
levels generated by passages of medium duty delivery trucks generally range from 61 to 70 dBA
Leq at a distance of 25 feet, depending on the speed at which the truck is driving (Olson 1972).
However, delivery and trash truck activity would occur at the trash enclosure and truck bays
along the east side of the proposed building, located approximately 250 feet from the nearest
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b)

residences to the southwest. Based on an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance,
the maximum anticipated noise levels from delivery and trash trucks would be about 50 dBA at
a distance of 250 feet. This noise level would not exceed the measured background ambient
noise level of 53 dBA Leq at residences adjacent to the project site.

The proposed three-story building would obstruct line of sight between residences and the truck
activity area, further reducing their exposure to on-site truck noise. It is also assumed that trucks
would enter and exit the project site by the eastern proposed driveway on Yolanda Avenue,
which is located approximately 450 feet from the nearest residences to the southwest of the
site. Loading and delivery trucks circulating the project site to and from the trash enclosure and
truck bays would not typically use the southern parking lot nearest to residences. In addition,
trash pick-up would occur during daytime hours only, and pickup and delivery would occur
during typical business hours, between 10:00 AM and 5:00 PM. Truck activity would not
generate noise during the most sensitive evening and nighttime hours.

Because truck noise at sensitive receptors would not exceed the measured ambient noise level
at sensitive receptors, would be reduced by the location of truck activity on-site, and would not
occur during evening or nighttime hours, on-site truck noise would not substantially disturb the
peace and quiet of neighboring residences. Therefore, the impact from on-site truck noise
would be less than significant.

Impact Conclusion

Overall, the Project will not result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. Impacts
will be less than significant.

Would the project result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-
borne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact.

As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines threshold is whether the project would result in the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily generate groundborne vibration. The
construction equipment that is expected to cause vibration includes large and small bulldozers,
loaded trucks, and jackhammers. Table 13.7 shows estimated vibration levels at the nearest
sensitive receptors, which are adjacent to the southwest of the project site.
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Table 13.7 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment Appro'ximate VdB at Nearest Approximat? inches/second (PPV) at
Sensitive Receptors at 50 feet Nearest Sensitive Receptors at 50 feet

Large Bulldozer 81 0.031

Loaded Trucks 80 0.027

Jackhammer 68 0.012

Small Bulldozer 52 0.001

Source: FTA 2018.

Based on the information presented in Table 13.7, construction activities could generate
maximum vibration levels of approximately 81 VdB or 0.031 PPV at the closest reference
distance. For a conservative vibration estimate, the analysis assumed that a backhoe has similar
vibration levels as a small bulldozer, paving equipment has similar vibration levels as a large
bulldozer, and that loaded trucks and a jackhammer would be used on the project site during
construction. Also, it was assumed that vibration-generating equipment, including bulldozers,
loaded trucks, and jackhammers, is a limited subset of construction equipment and would
typically operate at different times and locations across the project site. The structures that are
closest to the project site and that could be impacted by construction vibration are the
residential uses which are considered category 2 uses that are non-engineered timber and
masonry structures. The threshold of significance for damage to these structures is 94 VdB or
0.2 PPV. Therefore, the project would not have a significant vibration impact (based on the
building damage thresholds) on the adjacent residential uses.

Regarding human annoyance or disturbance impacts from construction, the City limits
construction activity to the hours of 7:00 AM — 4:00 PM Monday through Friday, 8:00 AM — 4:00
PM Saturday, and none on Sunday. Therefore, no construction activity can occur during
nighttime hours when people normally sleep. These code-based timing restrictions would
prevent any construction activity from occurring during nighttime hours and thus the project
would not expose adjacent residences to vibration during normal sleeping hours. In addition,
construction activities are temporary and would cease once project construction is complete.
The construction activities are typical of construction methods and do not involve excessive
construction durations or unique methods of construction that could cause excessive vibration.
There are a limited number of sensitive receptors around the site, and the site itself is zoned for
light industrial uses. Furthermore, there are a limited number of sensitive receptors adjacent to
the project site. Taken together, these facts demonstrate that the project would not result in
the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Therefore,
potential impacts of the project, regarding building damage and human annoyance, are
considered less than significant.

Therefore, the Project will not result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels. Impacts will be less than significant.
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c)

13.3

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

No Impact. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan, and there are no
public airports or public use airports within two miles of the Project site, and no private airstrips
in the vicinity of the Project site. The closest airports to the Project site are (1) Sonoma County
airport, which is located approximately 8.5 miles northwest of the Project, and (2) Graywood
Ranch Airport-CA39 on Gray Road in Santa Rosa, which is approximately 7.8 miles east of the
Project. The Project site is not located within the boundaries of the airport’s land use
compatibility plan for either airport. The Project site is not located or in the vicinity of a private
strip.

As discussed above, the Project is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, the Project will not result in noise-related impacts on people residing in or working in
the Project area. There would be no impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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14. POPULATION AND

Less Than
HOUSING Potentially | . .o . Less Than
i Significant with Significant | No Impact
Significant Mitigation Igm act
Impact Incorporated P

Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned [] [] |X| []

population growth in the area, either
directly (by proposing new homes or
businesses) or indirectly (through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure improvements)?

b) Displace substantial number of existing [] [] |X| []
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

14.1 Environmental Setting

As of January 2018, the estimated population of the City of Santa Rosa was 178,488, with an average
household size of 2.68 persons (California Department of Finance 2018). The City is composed of single-
and multi-family development, but the majority (70%) of housing units are single-family homes. As of
December 2018, within the Santa Rosa Metropolitan Area, the civilian labor force is approximately
268,000 and the total number of employed persons is approximately 260,000 (United States
Department of Labor 2019).

The Project site is currently developed with one single-family residence and miscellaneous sheds and
buildings as discussed in the Project Description. These buildings would be demolished in preparation
for development of the proposed indoor cannabis cultivation facility.

14.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on population and housing. The Project would have
a less than significant impact to population growth and housing displacement. A discussion of each
environmental issue included under Section 14 is presented below.

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in the area, either directly
(by proposing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (through extension of roads or other
infrastructure improvements)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will not generate substantial population growth in the
area. The Project does not include any new homes that could directly induce population growth
in the area. The Project includes a new cannabis cultivation business. The business will hire

approximately 105 full-time employees to operate the facility, and temporary employees during
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b)

14.3

construction. This modest employment generation will not have the potential to induce
significant population growth in the Santa Rosa area, which has a population of approximately
178,488 people (California Department of Finance 2017). Moreover, the new positions created
by the Project will likely be filled by existing residents, or by new residents who move to the
area consistent with the City’s anticipated growth rate.

The Project does not include road extensions or other infrastructure improvements that could
indirectly induce substantial population growth. The Project includes only minor improvements
to roads and other infrastructure, such as utility connections onsite, which do not have the
potential to induce population growth in the area.

Therefore, the Project does not have the potential to directly or indirectly induce substantial
unplanned population growth in the area. The Project’s impacts would be less than significant.

Would the project displace substantial number of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes the demolition of one existing single-family
residence on the Project site, as described in the Project description. The existing residence is
currently vacant, and no residents will be displaced by the demolition. Therefore, the Project
will not displace a substantial number of existing people or housing units and will not
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Impacts will be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

a) Fire Protection?
b) Police Protection?
c) Schools?

d) Parks?

oo
oo
oo
XXX X X

e) Other public facilities?

15.1 Environmental Setting

The City of Santa Rosa provides Police Protection and Fire Protection services within City boundaries.
The City operates ten fire stations, including the Roseland one contract station. In addition, the City has
an automatic aid agreement with the Rincon Valley Fire District, which integrates its station on Todd
Road into the citywide response matrix (Emergency Services Consulting International [ESCI] 2016b). The
Project is less than 3 miles from three fire stations:

® Santa Rosa Fire Department (SRFD) Station 8, serving the Roseland Fire District and the southwest
Santa Rosa area, located at 830 Burbank Avenue, approximately 2.8 miles northwest of the Project
site. As discussed in the Santa Rosa General Plan, the City plans to move this station to a new
location near Sebastopol Road and Timothy Road, approximately 2.6 miles northwest of the Project
site.

® SRFD Station 1 located at 955 Sonoma Avenue, approximately 2.4 miles north of the Project site.

® Rincon Valley Fire District Bellevue Station located at 207 Todd Road, approximately 2.8 miles south
of the Project site.

The Santa Rosa General Plan identifies City plans for a new fire station in Santa Rosa, southeast of the
intersection of Franz Kafka Avenue and Kawana Terrace, approximately 0.3 mile northeast of the Project
site (City of Santa Rosa 2009d).

The Santa Rosa Police Department is contracted to provide law enforcement services. The local
headquarters is located at 965 Sonoma Avenue, which is approximately 2.3 miles north of the property.
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15.2

Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts with respect to the provision of new public services.
The Project would have no impact on public services. A discussion of each environmental issue included
under Section 15 is presented below.

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

a)

Fire Protection?

No Impact. As discussed above, the SFRD provides fire protection services to the Project area.
While the Project will slightly increase demand on the City’s fire protection services due to
development of a new structure, existing SRFD facilities have adequate capacity to meet this
demand while maintaining performance objectives. In particular, given the Project’s proximity to
local fire stations, fire personnel will be able to reach the Project site in accordance with
applicable performance objectives (City of Santa Rosa 2009d). Accordingly, the Project will not
trigger the need for the City to construct any new or expanded fire protection facilities.

In addition, SRFD has approved plans to construct a new fire station and response unit to serve
the City’s south-central area, which will further improve coverage and response time in this area
(ESCI 2016a). The new fire station, to be located southeast of the intersection of Franz Kafka
Avenue and Kawana Terrace (approximately 0.3 mile northeast of the Project site), and was
programmed before the Project was proposed. In other words, the new station was not related
to the Project, nor is it required to maintain acceptable performance objectives for service to
the Project. Thus, there are no environmental impacts due to the physical construction of new
fire protection facilities related to implementation of the Project.

Moreover, the Project will further reduce its demand for fire protection services by complying
with mandatory state and local fire safety and suppression requirements, including for provision
of fire sprinklers, fire hydrant system access, and secondary access routes. Emergency access to
the Project will be provided from the driveways off Yolanda Avenue, with a secondary
emergency access route off Petaluma Hill Road.

Project operations will also be subject to review and approval by the City to ensure fire safety
and reduce demand on fire protection services. Extraction operations would include a closed-
loop system meeting the requirements of the federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act including
use of authorized solvents only, the prevention of off-gassing, and certification by a California
licensed engineer. In accordance with the City of Santa Rosa Cannabis Ordinance, extraction
equipment would be annually inspected and recertified by a California licensed engineer. No on-
site cannabis cultivation, distribution, manufacturing or testing/laboratory operations would
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occur until the Bureau of Fire Prevention issued an operational permit (SRCC Section 18-
44.105.6.50). The closed-loop extraction system would not be utilized until inspected and
approved by the City’s Building Official and Fire Code Official, in accordance with the City of
Santa Rosa Cannabis Ordinance.

As discussed in Section 9(f), Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project is assumed to be
located within a Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Threat Area. Also note, however, that the
existing conditions on the Project site do not contain high levels of fire fuel. Instead, the Project
site is surrounded on three sides by paved road and an adjacent parking lot. Also, a large portion
of the project site contains gravel surfaces that would be replaced with paved parking areas.
There are regularly-disk undeveloped grass areas and some trees on the Project site. Yet, these
existing conditions are not considered fire threat conducive. Even with these low-risk on-site
conditions, the Project includes proactive measures to reduce the potential risk associated with
wildfire. The Project would prepare and implement a Vegetation Maintenance Program, as
required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-2. Although the Vegetation Maintenance Program is not
necessary to mitigate this potential impact, its implementation will further reduce the Project’s
potential demand on fire protection services and ensure that the Project will not trigger the
need for the City to construct new fire protection facilities.

Therefore, the Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered fire facilities, the construction of which would
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for fire services. The Project will have no
impact.

b) Police Protection?

No Impact. The Santa Rosa Police Department will provide police protection services for the
Project area. Although the Project will slightly increase demand for police services (due to a new
structure and employees on the site), existing police facilities have adequate capacity to meet
this demand, and the Project will not by itself trigger the need for any new or expanded police
facilities. Accordingly, there are no environmental impacts from the physical construction of
new police facilities.

In addition, the Project will further reduce its potential demand for police services by complying
with mandatory safety regulations and incorporating security features. Under the City of Santa
Rosa Cannabis Ordinance (ORD-2017-025), the Project must meet requirements for site security,
including establishing measures for prevention of access for unauthorized persons to the
property, adequate lighting, security cameras, an alarm system, securing waste and storage, and
safe and secure transportation.

Security surveillance video cameras will be installed to provide 24-hour surveillance of all
internal and external areas where cannabis is cultivated, weighed, manufactured, packaged,
stored, transferred, and dispensed. An alarm system will also be installed, and an alarm permit
will be obtained from the Santa Rosa Police Department prior to installation. The system will

Terraphase Engineering Inc. Page 155



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

c)

d, e)

include sensors to detect entry and exit from secure areas. Inventory controls and loss
documentation procedures will be implemented. A web-based inventory control system will be
accessible upon demand to enable the City to implement a track-and-trace program. All
cannabis products produced, manufactured, or distributed through the facility will be
inventoried into the system along with the employee identification number, date and time,
quantity, strain, and batch number. All employees will be trained to report loss or theft
immediately to the company and the City of Santa Rosa. All products will be stored in a
restricted-access area. Locks will be placed on points of entry and exit compliant with Building
Code. Security measures will also be designed to ensure emergency access compliance with the
California Fire Code and Santa Rosa Fire Department standards. A local security company, SOCO
Private Security would conduct patrols of the property 24 hours per day, and walls will be
constructed along the perimeter of the Project site (Figure 11.7). Compliance with these
requirements will further ensure that the Project will not trigger the need for the City to
construct new police protection facilities.

Therefore, the Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered police facilities, the construction of which will
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for police services. The Project will have no
impact.

Schools?

No Impact. The Project will not require construction of new or expanded school facilities. The
Project is a cannabis cultivation facility that would not induce substantial population growth in
the area, as discussed in Section 14 (Population and Housing). Therefore, the Project will not
increase the City’s student population such that new schools would be required, and there is no
possibility of environmental impacts due to the physical construction or expansion of schools. In
addition, the Project will be required to pay taxes and fees to support future development and
maintenance of school facilities.

Therefore, the Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered school facilities, the construction of which will
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for school services. The Project will have no
impact.

Parks and/or other public facilities?

No Impact. Project development will not impact local or regional parks, nor require the
construction or provision of new or expanded parks or other public facilities. The Project is a
cannabis cultivation facility that will not induce substantial population growth in the area, as
discussed in Section 14 (Population and Housing). Therefore, it will not trigger the need for new
or expanded parks, recreational facilities, or other public facilities, and there is no possibility of
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environmental impacts due to the physical construction or expansion of such facilities. In
addition, the Project sponsor will be required to pay development impact fees to support future
development and maintenance of miscellaneous public services.

Therefore, the Project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered parks or other public facilities, the
construction of which will cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services. The Project will have no impact.

15.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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10 RECREATION Potentiall Less Than Less Than
otentially | ¢ i .
L gnificant with . g No Impact
Significant Mitigation SIfn:If::tnt P
Impact Incorporated P

Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing [] ] [] |X|

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

b) Does the project include recreational [] [] [] X
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

16.1 Environmental Setting

The City of Santa Rosa operates 531 acres of neighborhood and community parks, 170 acres of
undeveloped parkland, and 14 additional community and/or recreational facilities around the City. The
largest City park is the 152-acre Howarth Memorial Park, located approximately 4.5 miles northeast of
the Project. Additional parks located within City, but not operated by the City, include the Taylor
Mountain Regional Park & Open Space Preserve (approximately 1,100 acres in size and 0.5 mile east of
the Project at its nearest point), Spring Lake County Park (approximately 320 acres in size and 4 miles
northeast of the Project) and Annadel State Park (approximately 5,000 acres in size and 5 miles
northeast of the Project). Neighborhood parks near the Project include the 3.5-acre Harvest Park (1,200
feet southwest) and the 3.0-acre Colgan Creek Park (0.5 mile north).

16.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts with respect to the provision of new recreational
facilities. The Project would not materially increase or decrease the use of existing parks. There are no
other recreational facilities located near the Project site that would be adversely impacted by the
Project. A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 16 is presented below.

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

No Impact. The Project will result in the development of a cannabis cultivation facility with
approximately 105 employees. The project will not result in a permanent population increase
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around the Project site. Instead, the employees will commute to the facility and leave the facility
when their shift is complete. It is not anticipated that the employee will travel to, or use, the
parks in the area in connection with their employment at the facility. There is no direct path of
travel from the project Site to Harvest Park, which is the closest park to the facility. Even if an
occasional employee utilize a nearby park, that is not enough use to cause a substantial
deterioration of the recreational facility. Therefore, the Project will not increase the use of
existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility will occur or be accelerated; nor will the Project require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. The Project will have no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project does not include recreational facilities or require construction or
expansion of recreational facilities because it is a light industrial facility that does not increase
demand for, or the use of, recreational facilities.

16.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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17. TRANSPORTATION Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Conflict with a plan, ordinance or [] [] X []
policy addressing the circulation

system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA ] [] X []
Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency [] [] |X| []
access?

17.1 Existing Conditions

This section outlines the transportation setting, methodology of the transportation analysis, and existing
operating conditions of the study roadway network.

17.1.1 Transportation Setting

The Project site is located at 800 Yolanda Avenue in the City of Santa Rosa, California. The Project site is
located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road. Yolanda
Avenue is a two-lane, east-west roadway that is designated as a regional/arterial street in the Santa
Rosa General Plan Transportation (Circulation) Element. Petaluma Hill Road is a two-lane, north-south
roadway that is designated as a regional/arterial street in the Santa Rosa General Plan Transportation
(Circulation) Element. The Project includes an internal circulation system that takes access to the public
roadway network through the use of two driveways on Yolanda Avenue. The easternmost driveway will
be located approximately 400 feet west of the intersection of Yolanda Avenue and Petaluma Hill Road.
The westernmost driveway will be located about 200 feet west of the eastern driveway.

17.1.2 Transportation Analysis Methodology

Multimodal transportation operations in the City of Santa Rosa are governed by the goals and policies in
the Santa Rosa General Plan Transportation (Circulation) Element. The operations of roadway facilities
are described with the term “level of service” (LOS). LOS is a qualitative description of traffic flow from a
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vehicle driver’s perspective based on factors such as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to
maneuver. Six levels of service are defined ranging from LOS A (free-flow conditions) to LOS F (over
capacity conditions). LOS E corresponds to operations “at capacity.” When volumes exceed capacity,
stop-and-go conditions result, and operations are designated LOS F.

For signalized intersections, the method described in Chapter 18 of the Transportation Research Board'’s
2010 Highway Capacity Manual (2010 HCM) was used to conduct the level of service calculations for the
signalized study intersections. This method is used to estimate the control delay experienced by
motorists at an intersection. Control delay includes the initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time,
stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The average control delay for signalized intersections was
calculated using the Synchro traffic analysis software and correlated to a LOS designation.

For unsignalized intersections, the method described in Chapter 19 of the 2010 HCM was used to
conduct the level of service calculations for the side-street stop-controlled intersections. The average
control delay for unsignalized intersections was also calculated using the Synchro traffic analysis
software. For side-street stop-controlled intersections, the worst movement (for multi-lane approaches)
or worst approach (for single-lane approaches) delay was used to determine the LOS for the
intersection, using the LOS designations.

A multimodal transportation impact analysis (TIA) for the Project was completed by Fehr & Peers to
assess existing transportation conditions and to identify the potential for the Project to significantly
impact the circulation system (Fehr & Peers 2019a). Additionally, Fehr & Peers prepared a technical
memorandum presenting the results of its parking analysis (Fehr & Peers 2019b). The TIA and parking
memorandum are included as Appendix H.

The multimodal TIA evaluates the following seven intersections:
1. Kawana Springs Road/Petaluma Hill Road
2. Yolanda Avenue/Petaluma Hill Road
3. Yolanda Avenue-US 101 Northbound Ramps/Santa Rosa Avenue
4. Hearn Avenue/Santa Rosa Avenue
5. Hearn Avenue/Corby Avenue
6. Project Driveway East/Yolanda Avenue
7. Project Driveway West/Yolanda Avenue
17.1.3 Existing Facilities and Operating Characteristics

Existing intersection operating conditions during the typical weekday morning (AM) and afternoon (PM)
commute periods were analyzed and documented for the above intersections. These operations are
documented below in Table 17.1; all intersections operate acceptably with respect to the LOS D
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standard, except for the intersection of Hearn Avenue/Corby Avenue, which operates at LOS E during
the AM peak hour and PM peak hour.

Table 17.1  Existing Intersection Levels of Service

. Peak
Intersection Control Type Hour Delay LOS
Kawana Springs Road/ . . AM 23.5 C
1 Petaluma Hill Road Signalized PM 23.7 C
5 Yolanda Avenue/ Sienalized AM 20.0 B
Petaluma Hill Road g PM 29.8 C
3 Yolanda Avenue-US 101 Northbound Sienalized AM 35.3 D
Ramps/Santa Rosa Avenue & PM 37.8 D
Hearn Avenue/ . . AM 25.0 C
4 Santa Rosa Avenue Signalized PM 29.5 C
5 Hearn Avenue/ Sienalized AM 57.8 E
Corby Avenue g PM 62.3 E
6 Project Driveway East/ Intersection does not exist in this scenario.
Yolanda Avenue
7 Project Driveway West/ Intersection does not exist in this scenario.
Yolanda Avenue

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. LOS = Level of Service designation per 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual. Bold represents unacceptable operations.

The study area roadways are characterized as the following:

Yolanda Avenue is a two-lane regional/arterial street located north of the project; the facility runs in an
east-west direction from Santa Rosa Avenue in the west, to Petaluma Hill Road in the east. Further to
the west of Santa Rosa Avenue, Yolanda Avenue transitions to/from the ramps at the US 101/Yolanda
Avenue-Hearn Avenue interchange. The speed limit on the facility near the Project site is 35 miles per
hour; bicycle and pedestrian facilities are generally not provided in the vicinity of the Project site. The
Yolanda Avenue corridor is also proposed to connect to the future Farmers Lane Extension, a portion of
which is currently under construction as part of a nearby development project.

Petaluma Hill Road is a north-south two-lane regional/arterial street that extends from Santa Rosa
Avenue (near State Route 12 [SR 12]) in the north to Adobe Road in Penngrove. In addition to the
roadway being designated as a regional/arterial street in the Santa Rosa General Plan, Petaluma Hill
Road is a major regional roadway paralleling US 101, and provides connections between southeastern
Santa Rosa, eastern Rohnert Park, Penngrove and Petaluma (via subsequent connections to Old
Redwood Highway and Adobe Road). The posted speed limit is 35 miles per hour between Colgan
Avenue and Burt Street and 40 miles per hour between Burt Street and the city limits south of the study
area; on-street parking is prohibited along the roadway.

Santa Rosa Avenue is a north-south four-to-six lane regional/arterial street that extends from
Downtown Santa Rosa (at Third Street) in the north to US 101 and Roberts Lake Road in the south. The
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facility serves a mix of residential, retail, and industrial uses along the corridor. The posted speed limit is
40 miles per hour and on-street parking is (generally) not permitted.

Hearn Avenue is a two-to-four lane east-west regional/arterial street that connects residential areas
west of Stony Point Road (in the west) to Santa Rosa Avenue in the east. The roadway serves as one of
the three local US 101 overcrossings between SR 12 and Rohnert Park. The US 101/Hearn Avenue
interchange is proposed to be improved as part of the US 101/Hearn Avenue Interchange Project. The
posted speed limit in the vicinity of the interchange is 30 miles per hour.

Kawana Springs Road is an east-west two-lane regional/arterial street that connects Santa Rosa Avenue
in the west to residential neighborhoods in the east. The roadway is proposed to connect to the future
Farmers Lane Extension. The current posted speed limit is 30 miles per hour to the east of Petaluma Hill
Road and 35 miles per hour to the west of Petaluma Hill Road.

US 101 is a six-lane north-south freeway that connects the project site to destinations throughout
central Sonoma, Marin, and Mendocino Counties, with further connections to San Francisco, Los
Angeles, and California’s North Coast region. In the vicinity of the project site, US 101 includes high-
occupancy vehicle lanes, which require a vehicle occupancy of two or more persons. The on-ramps at
the US 101/Hearn Avenue-Yolanda Avenue are subject to ramp metering during the morning and
afternoon commute periods; the northbound US 101 on-ramp includes a high-occupancy vehicle bypass
lane, subject to a vehicle occupancy restriction of two or more persons per vehicle.

The intersection operations/LOS analysis includes an evaluation of Existing Conditions, Existing plus
Approved Projects Conditions, and Cumulative Conditions. The Existing plus Approved Projects and
Cumulative scenarios include a LOS analysis of intersection operations both without and with the
addition of trips generated by the Project. Existing plus Approved Projects scenario traffic volumes were
generated using traffic count data and data regarding approved project trip generation as provided by
City of Santa Rosa staff for nearby approved projects. As explained in Section 5.0 of the TIA, the baseline
conditions analysis includes certain improvements and approved projects in the vicinity of the project
site because that is a more accurate picture of the proposed project’s likely impacts once operational.
This is due to changes in the city roadway infrastructure and status of developments that affect
conditions surrounding the project site that would occur before implementation of the project. This
approach provides the decision makers and public a more realistic and accurate picture of the potential
traffic impacts the project would have. Cumulative Conditions scenario traffic volumes were developed
using the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) travel demand model. The SCTA travel
demand model includes land use data to reflect project buildout of the Santa Rosa General Plan and
other regional land use planning projections, such as Plan Bay Area (2040). Future roadway
improvements, such as the proposed Farmers Lane extension between Bennett Valley Road and Yolanda
Avenue/Bennett Valley Road, are included in the SCTA travel demand model.

The study area is served by a variety of public transit operators, which provide local, regional and
intercity transit services. Local transit connections are provided by Santa Rosa CityBus. Sonoma County
Transit provides regional and intercity transit service.
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The City of Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan notes the presence of several existing and
proposed bicycle facilities in the study area (City of Santa Rosa 2019). Figure 3-14 of the plan notes the
presence of existing Class Il bike lanes along Petaluma Hill Road, Kawana Springs Road, and Santa Rosa
Avenue. Improvements to the bicycle system, as noted on Figure 5-6 of the plan, include Class Il bike
lanes on Yolanda Avenue, Hearn Avenue and the proposed Farmers Lane Extension. The existing Class Il
bike lanes on Petaluma Hill Road are proposed to be upgraded to buffered bike lanes north of Yolanda
Avenue.

17.2 Thresholds of Significance

The Fehr & Peers multimodal transportation impact analysis (TIA) assessed the Project’s effect on
intersection operations, as well as the project’s effect on transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This
analysis was based on the following impact criteria, with the applicable Santa Rosa General Plan
Transportation Element policy or polices noted.

Signalized Intersection

The Project would have significant impacts to signalized intersection operations if:

®* Forintersections operating acceptably (LOS A, B, C or D) prior to the implementation of the Project:
the Project would create a significant impact if it would cause intersection operations to degrade to
LOSEorLOSF

® Forintersections operating unacceptably (LOS E or LOS F) prior to the implementation of the
Project: the Project would create a significant impact if it would result in an increase of greater than
5.0 seconds in the average delay at the intersection and the number of project trips added to the
intersection results in an increase in volume-to-capacity ratio of more than 0.020.

Unsignalized Intersection

The Project would have significant impacts to unsignalized intersection operations if:

® Forintersections operating acceptably (LOS A, B, C or D) prior to the implementation of the Project:
the Project would create a significant impact if both the following criteria are met:

- It would cause intersection operations to degrade to LOS E or LOS F

- Theintersection meets California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Signal
Warrant 3A or Warrant 3B (commonly known as the “Peak Hour Signal Warrant”)

® Forintersections operating unacceptably (LOS E or LOS F) prior to the implementation of the
Project: the Project would create a significant impact if both the following criteria are met:

- The Project would result in an increase of greater than 5.0 seconds in the worst approach or
worst movement delay at the intersection
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- Theintersection meets California MUTCD Signal Warrant 3A or Warrant 3B (commonly known as
the “Peak Hour Signal Warrant”)

Pedestrian System

The Project would create a significant impact related to the pedestrian system if any of the following
criteria are met:

® The Project generates 20 or more pedestrians in any single hour at an unsignalized intersection,
mid-block crossing, or where no crossing has been established;

® The Project disrupts existing pedestrian facilities, including existing paths of travel and direct access;
®* The Project interferes with or precludes planned pedestrian facilities; or

®* The Project creates inconsistencies with adopted pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or
standards.

Bicycle System

The Project would create a significant impact related to the bicycle system if any of the following criteria
are met:

* The Project disrupts existing bicycle facilities, including existing paths of travel and direct access;
®* The Project interferes with or precludes planned bicycle facilities; or

®* The Project creates inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, or
standards.

Public Transit System (Policy T-H-3)

The Project would create a significant impact related to public transit service if any of the following
criteria are met:

®* The Project generates a substantial increase in public transit riders that cannot be adequately served
by existing public transit services;

®* The Project establishes transit facilities or equipment that results in a sight distance deficiency or
vehicle conflict point; or

®* The Project disrupts or conflicts with existing or planned public transit facilities.

Emergency Access

Ease of access and travel time are critical for first responders traveling in emergency access vehicles.
Obstructions in the roadway, detours, and congestion delay are among the factors that can affect
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emergency response time. Using the Santa Rosa General Plan as a guide, significant impacts would occur
if a project or an element of a project:

® Conflicts with an existing or planned emergency response facility or route; or
®* Provides inadequate access to accommodate emergency vehicles

17.3 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to the multimodal transportation system. This
analysis is based on applicable plans and policies for the assessment of significant impacts, and the TIA
prepared by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & Peers 2019a).

The Project does not conflict with the LOS standards established by the City, the City of Santa Rosa
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan goals, the pending “vehicle miles traveled” (VMT) requirements
(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b)), or emergency access-ways. The sight-distances associated with
the Project driveways meet the Caltrans Highway Design Manual standards. The technical reports were
prepared, and this Mitigated Negative Declaration was published, before July 1, 2020, and thus more
detailed VMT analysis was not required by the Lead Agency.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 17 is presented below.

a) Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Less than Significant Impact. The multimodal TIA evaluated intersection operations, and the
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the study area for the Existing plus Approved Projects
condition and the Cumulative condition.

The trip generation for the Project was estimated based on travel characteristics for the
employees and visitors traveling to uses on site. These characteristics include the following:

®* Employee shifts: As described in Section II.5 of the Project Description

® Deliveries: One (1) peak hour round trip per peak hour, up to 10 daily round trips

® Other trips generated by visitors, employee appointments, US Mail, etc.: 20 daily trips, with
three (3) round trips occurring in each peak hour

Under these assumptions, the Project is estimated to generate 285 daily total trips, 63 AM peak
hour trips (54 inbound and 9 outbound), and 78 PM peak hour trips (29 inbound and 49
outbound). The trip generation estimation project, as described in the TIA developed by Fehr &
Peers, assumes that the employee shifts generate commute-related trips by employees during
the 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM peak periods of travel. As described in

Section I1.5 of the Project Description, the employee shifts are not proposed to begin or end
during the 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM peak periods, indicating a substantially
reduced potential for the generation of Project-related trips during the morning and evening
peak hours of travel.
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Existing plus Approved Projects Scenario

The Existing plus Approved Projects scenario baseline (i.e. “No Project”) includes existing traffic
demand plus traffic demand generated by nearby approved or built but not yet occupied
projects. Additionally, a growth factor of five percent (approximately 2.5 percent per year) is
applied to reflect growth in regional travel demand beyond the trips generated by nearby
projects. The Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project scenario includes the addition of
Project-generated trips in addition to the baseline volumes. The Existing plus Approved Projects
scenario also includes partial buildout of the Farmers Lane extension project (project currently
under construction to serve the Kawana Springs neighborhood); the partial buildout assumption
includes only the portion of the Farmers Lane extension project between Petaluma Hill Road
and the Kawana Springs neighborhood — the connection to Bennett Valley Road is not assumed
for this scenario. Table 17.2 presents the operations of study intersections under the Existing
plus Approved Projects scenario; and also shows the impacts of adding the project to the
baseline conditions.

Table 17.2  Existing Plus Approved Projects Intersection Levels of Service

Existing plus Existing plus Approved
Peak Approved Projects Projects plus Project
Intersection Control Type
Hour
Delay LOS Delay LOS
Kawana Springs Road/ . . AM 31.9 C 31.9 C
! Petaluma Hill Road Signalized PM 28.7 c 28.8 c
5 Yolanda Avenue/ Sienalized AM 40.7 D 42.4 D
Petaluma Hill Road & PM 63.7 E 67.0 E
Yolanda Avenue-US 101
3 Northbo\llmduRamps/ Signalized AM 41.6 D 42.3 D
& PM 40.4 D 41.0 D
Santa Rosa Avenue
4 Hearn Avenue/ Sienalized AM 18.6 B 19.0 B
Santa Rosa Avenue & PM 25.3 C 25.8 C
5 Hearn Avenue/ sienalized AM 77.9 E 79.2 E
Corby Avenue g PM 72.6 E 75.4 E
6 Project Driveway East/ Side-Street AM /r;'t::seiist;oi: Z‘:;S 0.2 (16.6) A(Q)
Yolanda Avenue Stop-Controlled PM . 0.8 (16.4) A(Q)
scenario.
| -
S| Project Driveway west/ Side-Street AM 'r"t:[ ZTZOI: Z‘:;S 0.1(17.8) A(C)
Yolanda Avenue Stop-Controlled PM . 0.1(16.1) A(Q)
scenario.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. Delay for side street stop-controlled intersections

presented as: whole intersection average delay (worst movement delay). LOS = Level of Service designation per
2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Bold represents unacceptable operations.

As presented in Table 17.2, the effect of the addition of Project generated traffic to the roadway
system is that most intersections operate within the City’s LOS D standard. For those
intersections where intersections would operate at LOS E, the addition of Project trips does not
result in a delay change of more than five seconds. Therefore, the project does not conflict with
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applicable LOS standards and other congestion related policies regarding impacts to the
circulation system. Impacts would be less-than-significant.

Cumulative Scenario

The Cumulative scenario considers a horizon year of 2040, which includes buildout of the Santa
Rosa General Plan. Traffic volume forecasts were developed using outputs from the Sonoma
County Transportation Authority (SCTA) travel demand model, which includes land use
projections for Santa Rosa and Sonoma County, as well as buildout of the roadway network per
the General Plan. Under the Cumulative scenario, nearby roadway improvements include the
full buildout of the Farmers Lane extensions between Yolanda Avenue/Petaluma Hill Road and
Bennett Valley Road, and the US 101/Hearn Avenue interchange improvements project. A
widening of Yolanda Avenue to four lanes would also result with the implementation of the
Farmers Lane extension, and the Yolanda Avenue/Petaluma Hill Road intersection would be
widened to accommodate the additional through lanes. The Cumulative plus Project scenario
analysis considers baseline Cumulative scenario volumes plus traffic generated by the Project.

Table 17.3, below, presents the results of the Cumulative scenario analysis.

Table 17.3 Cumulative (Year 2040) Intersection Levels of Service
Cumulative Cumulative plus
Conditions Project Conditions
. Peak
Intersection Control Type
Hour
Delay LOS Delay LOS
Kawana Springs Road/ L AM 66.1 E 66.1 E
! Petaluma Hill Road Signalized PM 62.2 E 62.2 E
5 Yolanda Avenue/ Sienalized AM 28.6 C 28.9 C
Petaluma Hill Road & PM 50.1 D 50.7 D
Yolanda Avenue-US 101
3 Northbound Ramps/ Signalized AM >2.9 D >3.2 D
& PM 416 D 42.0 D
Santa Rosa Avenue
4 Hearn Avenue/ Sienalized AM 42.4 D 44.8 D
Santa Rosa Avenue & PM 47.9 D 49.1 D
5 Hearn Avenue/ Sienalized AM 95.1 F 95.7 F
Corby Avenue & PM 135.9 F 139.9 F
Int tion d
6 Project Driveway East/ Side-Street AM Z:::j(isltoiz t;;s 0.1(19.5) A(C)
Yolanda Avenue Stop-Controlled PM . 0.8 (30.9) A (D)
scenario.
7 Project Driveway West/ Side-Street AM Ir;f:iiistioiz ‘tjf?iis 0.1(21.4) A(C)
Yolanda Avenue Stop-Controlled PM . 0.1(27.1) A (D)
scenario.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019. Delay measured in seconds per vehicle. Delay for side street stop-controlled intersections

presented as: whole intersection average delay (worst movement delay). LOS = Level of Service designation per
2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Bold represents unacceptable operations.

Page 168

Terraphase Engineering Inc.



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

As presented in Table 17.3, the effect of the addition of Project generated traffic to the roadway
system is that most intersections operate within the City’s LOS D standard. For those
intersections where intersections operate at LOS E or LOS F, the addition of Project trips does
not result in a delay change of more than five seconds. Therefore, the project does not conflict
with applicable LOS standards and other congestion related policies regarding the circulation
system. Impacts would be less-than-significant in the Cumulative scenario.

Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project will not be
significantly impacted by the Project. While the Project would generate minor amounts of
additional demand for public transit on nearby public transit lines, the Santa Rosa CityBus and
Sonoma County Transit routes serving the site currently have adequate capacity to
accommodate the additional demand. Therefore, the Project impact to the transit system is less
than significant.

The recently adopted City of Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan details goals and
policies for the pedestrian and bicycle circulation system in the vicinity of the Project. The
Yolanda Avenue corridor is proposed to receive Class Il bike lanes; the Project would not
preclude the installation of these Class Il bike lanes. Likewise, the Project would provide a
dedication of land to the City to facilitate construction of sidewalks along the Yolanda Avenue
project frontage, which would facilitate the installation of other planned or programmed
pedestrian facilities in this area when the City implements street improvements in the vicinity.

In addition, as noted above, public street, sidewalk, and utility improvements along the parcel’s
Petaluma Hill Road and Yolanda Avenue frontages, as well as any associated right-of-way or
easement dedications, shall be designed, installed, and dedicated in a manner consistent with
the requirements and allowances set forth in the City of Santa Rosa’s General Plan, Design and
Construction Standards, and Chapter 18-12 of the Santa Rosa City Code.

The project would generate a minor amount of additional pedestrian activity at the project site.
However, it would not significantly impact pedestrian, bike, or transit facilities in the vicinity.
Also note that the Project Site and surrounding land uses are industrial uses that are not
typically associated with high rates of pedestrian activity. Data from the California Household
Travel Survey indicates that about 89% of commute trips in Santa Rosa are done by car, with 9%
walking, 1.7% bicycling and <1.0% on transit. Under a peak shift change condition at the Project
(i.e., 45 day shift employees changing with 25 night shift employees), and a 21.5% non-drive
share assumption (which is a conservative estimate higher than the referenced data), the
Project could potentially generate approximately 15 non-auto trips total. Therefore, the Project
would not create significant pedestrian-related impacts and also would not generate a
substantial increase in public transit riders. Therefore, the project’s impacts to pedestrians and
bicyclists are less-than-significant.
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b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 establishes that VMT, rather
than automobile delay or LOS, will become the most appropriate measure of transportation
impacts in the future. The new requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 do not apply
statewide until July 1, 2020. (Subd. (c).). A lead agency may elect to be governed immediately by
the new requirements, but the City of Santa Rosa has not made this election. And, the City (as
the Lead Agency) has set forth that any project environmental document released for public
review prior to July 1, 2020, will not be subject to the new VMT CEQA requirements.
Accordingly, the Project analysis was performed according to LOS standards in effect prior to
July 1, 2020, and is not in conflict or inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, and
impacts are less than significant.

Although no legally binding VMT threshold of significance applies to the Project, this analysis
includes a discussion of VMT for informational purposes. Even if CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3 applied, the Project would be consistent with its requirements, and the Project’s VMT
impacts would be less than significant.

Projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or along an existing high-
quality transit corridor are presumed to cause a less than significant transportation
impact(Subd. (b)(1)). A high-quality transit corridor is defined as an existing fixed-route bus
corridor with a headway of 15 minutes or better during both the morning and evening peak
periods.

Here, the Project site is located approximately one-half mile from transit stops along the Santa
Rosa Avenue corridor. These stops are served by Santa Rosa CityBus and Sonoma County Transit
routes that, combined, result in service frequencies of about 15 minutes. These routes all travel
along Santa Rosa Avenue between Yolanda Avenue and downtown Santa Rosa, and all routes
serve the downtown Santa Rosa transit mall, which is a major local and regional transit hub.
Collectively, these routes form a high-quality transit corridor for purposes of CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3. Given the project’s proximity to this corridor, it complies with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, and it is presumed to have a less than
significant transportation impact.

c) Would the project substantially increase traffic hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than Significant Impact. The multimodal TIA completed by Fehr & Peers included a sight
distance evaluation along the Yolanda Avenue corridor in the vicinity of the Project driveways.
The posted speed limit along Yolanda Avenue is 35 miles-per-hour, which corresponds to a
required stopping sight distance of 250 feet per Table 201.1 of the Caltrans Highway Design
Manual. According to Table 405.1B of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, required corner
sight distance for private driveway intersections with public roadways is equal to the stopping
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d)

17.4

sight distance along the public roadway. The observed sight distance along Yolanda Avenue
appears to be in excess of 250 feet, and thus sight distance at the driveway intersections would
be adequate.

The proposed driveways are to intersect Yolanda Avenue at or near 90-degree angles, which is
consistent with general practices for minimizing sight distance hazards. While it is
recommended that the final site plan be reviewed prior to issuance of building permits for
potential sight distance impediments (including, but not limited to, new signs, above ground
utility boxes, light poles, or landscaping proposed in the corner sight triangle), the Project does
not propose to construct geometric design features or incompatible uses that would
substantially increase traffic hazards. The Yolanda Avenue corridor is frequently traveled by
large trucks, and the addition of a limited amount of new daily truck trips will not be
incompatible with the corridor. Therefore, the Project does not result in an increase in traffic
hazards, and the impact is less than significant.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would accommodate emergency vehicle access
through the use of two driveways along Yolanda Avenue. A fire tender roof access area is
located along the southern perimeter of the main building, and a ring road encircles the main
building.

The Project would not significantly degrade the operations along public roadway system in the
vicinity of the project site, and thus emergency vehicle access routes would not be impacted.
Therefore, the project does not conflict with existing or planned emergency vehicle response
routes, nor does it provide inadequate access to accommodate emergency response vehicles.
Therefore, the Project does not result in inadequate emergency access and the impact is less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
RESOURCES Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the [] X [] []
California Register of Historical

Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

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

18.1 Environmental Setting

Origer prepared a Historical Resources Study for the Project site dated September 6, 2017 (Origer 2017;
Appendix F). The Historical Resources Study included an archival search at the NWIC, Sonoma State
University, Rohnert Park, California and at the Origer offices. Archival research found that the Project
area had not been previously subject to a cultural resources survey. Two studies have been conducted
adjacent to the Project area (Jones & Stokes 2000; Origer 1976). Two resources are recorded within %
mile of the Project site (Chattan 2003, 2009). These resources do not have the potential to extend onto
the Project site.

On April 24, 2017, Origer submitted a Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request to the
NAHC. On April 27, 2017, NAHC responded to the request and indicated that the Sacred Lands File was

completed for the Project site with negative results. The NAHC provided a list of Native American tribes
with traditional lands or cultural places located within the boundaries of Sonoma County to contact for
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further information. Four tribes are listed: Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, Kashia Band of Pomo
Indians of the Stewarts Point Rancheria, Lytton Rancheria of California, and Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of
Alexander Valley. Representatives the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) and Lytton
Rancheria of California were contacted via USPS on April 24, 2017, and representatives of the Kashia
Band of Pomo Indians of the Stewarts Point Rancheria and Mishewal-Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley
were contacted via USPS on May 2, 2017.

On May 10, 2017, a response was received via email from Buffy McQuillen, Tribal Heritage Preservation
Officer representing the FIGR. Ms. McQuillen acknowledged receipt of the notification letter and stated
that the Tribe would review the project within ten days. No other comments have been received as of
February 9, 2018 (Origer 2018).

In accordance with AB 52, notification of the Project was mailed by City of Santa Rosa Planning
Department staff to the following local tribes on May 10, 2018:

® Lytton Rancheria of California
® Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

None of the contacted tribes requested consultation under AB 52.
18.2 Impact Analysis

The following section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on tribal cultural resources. This analysis is
based upon the Historical Resources Study prepared for the Project site, archival research including at
the Northwest Information Center, and information received from the Native American Heritage
Commission and Sacred Lands File.

Although highly unlikely based on the geological and historical resource reports prepared for the
Project, there is a possibility the grading and construction activities associated with the Project could
potentially disturb unknown tribal cultural resources on the Project site. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 will reduce the potential impact to less than significant. A discussion of each
environmental issue included under Section 18 is presented below.
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a, b)

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A search of the Sacred Land File did not indicate
the presence of a Native American Sacred Site within or in the immediate vicinity of the Project
site. The site-specific Historical Resources Study noted that two resources are recorded within %
mile of the Project site (Chattan 2003, 2009); however, neither resource has the potential to
extend into the Project site. Origer concluded that based on the study area's geologic age,
analysis of the environmental setting, and analysis of soil sensitivity for buried sites, the
probability of identifying a buried prehistoric archaeological site is very low. See further
discussion in Section 5 (Cultural Resources).

It is highly unlikely that tribal cultural resources are present on the Project site. There is
nevertheless a low possibility of discovery of unknown tribal cultural resources during Project
construction. If a potential tribal cultural resource is unearthed on the Project site, Mitigation
Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3 must be implemented. Mitigation Measure CUL-2 requires that
ground-disturbing activity immediately halt, that a qualified archeologist and tribal
representative (if appropriate) be notified, and that the resource be appropriately evaluated
and addressed. In the event that human remains are unearthed on the project site, Mitigation
Measure CUL-3 requires that ground-disturbing activity immediately halt, and that the Sonoma
County Coroner be contacted to fulfill its legally mandated duties. Consistent with Sonoma
County General Plan Policies HP-A-1 through HP-A-5, implementation of Mitigation Measures
CUL-2 and CUL-3 will ensure that any tribal cultural resources are appropriately addressed and
that any Native American human remains are treated with sensitivity and dignity.

Accordingly, the Project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources, or that is significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3, impacts will be less than significant.
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18.3 Mitigation Measures

The Project must implement Mitigation Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3, as described in Section 5 (Cultural
Resources) in the event of an accidental find.
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE

SYSTEMS . Less Than
Pf)te.r;-tlally Significant with sl.iesnsi f::aar?t No
Significant Mitigation Igm o Impact
Impact Incorporated P

Would the project:

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

Have sufficient supplies available to serve [] [] X []
the project and reasonably foreseeable

future development during normal, dry and

multiple dry years?

c) Resultin a determination by the [] [] |E []
wastewater treatment provider which

serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or [] [] |X| []
local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local |:| |:| |Z |:|
management and reduction statutes and

regulations related to solid waste?

b

~

19.1 Environmental Setting
Water

The Project site is currently connected to the City’s public water supply system. The Sonoma County
Water Agency (SCWA) provides domestic water to the project area. SCWA provides the City with 56.6
million gpd of water. The City has three groundwater wells in the Santa Rosa Plain, which offer an
average of 3,870 acre-feet per year. Under its agreement with the SCWA, the City is entitled to receive
56.6 million gpd of water up to an annual volume of 29,100 acre-feet. The City operates a 12-inch
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diameter water line along Yolanda Avenue, adjacent to the Project site (City of Santa Rosa Water
Department 2018b).

Wastewater

The Project site is currently connected to the City’s public sewerage system. Sewerage discharged to the
City’s public system is collected and transported to Laguna Sub-Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
(LWTP) for treatment and disposal. The LWTP is currently rated to treat up to 21.34 million gpd of
wastewater. The Incremental Recycled Water Program (IRWP) has been approved and will increase the
plant’s capacity rating of 25.79 million gpd. Approximately 18.25 million gpd of that will be allocated to
the City, which will be sufficient to meet the City’s wastewater services (City of Santa Rosa 2014). The
City operates a 6-inch diameter sewer line along Yolanda Avenue, adjacent to the Project site (City of
Santa Rosa 2018b).

Stormwater

Surface water runoff from the Project site flows in a southerly direction and sheet flows into the
drainage channel at the southeast end of the site. Portions of the site along the northern site boundary
flow north into the roadside drainage ditch along Yolanda Avenue. Storm drain inlets are located in the
gravel area on the western portion of the site that connect to the roadside drainage ditch along Yolanda
Avenue which ultimately drains to Colgan Creek. Colgan Creek is located approximately 3,000 feet north
of the Project site.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas service to the area. The Project
sponsor has received a will-serve letter from PG&E indicating that service is available for the Project site
and that extensions will be made in accordance with PG&E gas and electric rules and regulations on file
with the California Public Utilities Commission (PG&E 2019; Attachment 2).

Municipal Solid Waste

North Bay Corporation (NBC) provides the City with municipal solid waste collection services. NBC
provides curbside pickup for regular trash, green waste, and recyclables. Sonoma County’s Central
Disposal Site is permitted to dispose of approximately 1,050 tons per day. Santa Rosa and the other
cities in Sonoma Country dispose of solid waste to three county landfills in the Bay Area. Solid waste
generated from the county’s waste system is diverted to Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center in
Marin County, Keller Canyon Landfill in Contra Costa County, or Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County.

19.2 Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to utilities and service systems. This analysis is
based on the Project’s plans for stormwater and drainage improvements, the available capacity of the
City’s water and wastewater systems, the City’s available water supplies, the available capacity of
landfills serving the Project, the Santa Rosa General Plan and related infrastructure planning documents,
and generally applicable laws and regulations governing stormwater and solid waste.

Terraphase Engineering Inc. Page 177



The Santa Rosa Farm Group

Cannabis Cultivation, Manufacture, and Distribution Facility
800 Yolanda Avenue, Santa Rosa, California

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study

The Project would not exceed the service capacities of existing water facilities, sewer facilities,
stormwater drainage infrastructure, or landfills. The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements. A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 19 is presented below.

a)

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

Less Than Significant Impact.

Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities

The Project will construct an onsite network of water and sewer piping that will connect to the
existing 12-inch water line and 6-inch sewer line on Yolanda Avenue.

Water will mostly be consumed by cultivation operations, which will require approximately
9,000 gpd of water. Additional water usage for sanitary purposes and incidental usage (e.g.,
cleaning, ancillary operations, landscape irrigation, etc.) will increase the total water usage to
approximately 12,000 gpd. The Project will not be a “water-demand project” as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15155(a) which would require a detailed water assessment, because (a) it will
not plan to house more than 1,000 persons, occupy more than 40 acres of land, or have more
than 650,000 square feet of floor area; and (b) it will not demand an amount of water
equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500-dwelling-unit project,
which would require approximately 27,500 gpd of water (based on 55 gallons per capita per day
water use for indoor residential water use [City of Santa Rosa 2014a]).

The Project includes characteristics that reduce water demand, such as efficient irrigation of
landscaping, use of water-efficient fixtures, and use of the water reclamation and biowaste
recycling system discussed in Section 11.4.5.4 of the Project Description. This system will enable
approximately 70% to 90% of wastewater from cannabis cultivation operations to be reclaimed
and reused onsite, thereby reducing water and wastewater demand. In addition, all landscaping
plantings will require moderate to very low water use in compliance with the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (SRCC Chapter 14-30).

Depending on the efficiency of the water reclamation system, between 5,300 and 6,800 gpd will
be needed to support the Project (Terraphase 2019a; Attachment 1). However, to provide a
conservative analysis of potential impacts in this document, the quantitative analysis herein
assumes the Project would demand 12,000 gpd (Id.). Even in this scenario, the water supply for
the Project is adequate and will be provided from the City’s existing public water supply via the
existing connection to the 12-inch main on Yolanda Avenue. Per the CDFA Cannabis Regulations
(3 CCR 8102(v) and 8107), the source of the cultivation water supply must be identified. In this
case, the City’s public water supply and infrastructure will be used to supply the Project.
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The City has confirmed that water and wastewater service is available for new development
projects that are consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan (City of Santa Rosa Water
Department 2018a, 2018b; Attachment 2). As discussed in Section 11(b) (Land Use and
Planning), the Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan and Zoning ordinances. As
such, the Project will not increase water or wastewater demand beyond what has already been
anticipated. Therefore, existing water supplies, facilities and infrastructure are sufficient to meet
the demands of the project.

The Project will not require or result in the relocation or construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Impacts will be less than significant.

Stormwater Drainage Facilities

The Project includes the construction of minor stormwater drainage facilities typical for this type
of development. Stormwater inlets will be located in the paved areas of the Project site. Inlets
installed in the parking areas and asphalt-covered areas north and east of the main building will
be connected via underground concrete pressure piping (CPP) to a proposed rock outfall located
on the northern portion of the Project site, adjacent to Yolanda Avenue. An inlet installed
southwest of the main building and a slot drain installed at the base of the loading dock along
the main building’s eastern exterior will connect underground via CPP to an outfall located at
the southwestern corner of the Project site. Underslab and/or foundation drains will be installed
per the structural drawings and will be kept separate from stormwater drainpipes. As discussed
in Section 10 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the construction of these minor facilities within the
developed portion of the Project site will not cause significant environmental effects.

The eastern portion of the Project site will remain undeveloped and unpaved, and stormwater
will percolate through unpaved areas or travel overland to adjacent roadways. There will not be
any new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities in this area.

Accordingly, the Project will not require or result in the relocation or construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Impacts will be less than significant.

Electric Power and Natural Gas Facilities

As discussed in Section 3 (Air Quality), the Project proposes to use electricity entirely from a
natural gas-powered cogeneration system onsite. In the unlikely event that the cogenerator
system fails, the Project would use electricity from PG&E. These events, by their nature, would
be infrequent and temporary. Nonetheless, in order to provide a complete analysis of energy
use, two electricity source scenarios are discussed including electricity provided by the
cogenerator system and electricity provided by PG&E.

The annual Project energy demand is assumed to be approximately 21,900,000 kWh of
electricity and 331,870 therms to operate the natural gas boiler. Per the will serve letter
provided by PG&E, electricity and natural gas are available for the Project (PG&E 2019).
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b)

c)

Accordingly, the Project will not require or result in the relocation or construction of new
electricity production facilities beyond the cogeneration system evaluated in this Initial Study,
and natural gas facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Impacts will be less than significant.

Telecommunications Facilities

Several telecommunications service providers operate within the area, including Comcast.
Accordingly, the Project will not require or result in the relocation or construction of
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Impacts will be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 19(a), above, the City of Santa Rosa Water
Department has confirmed that adequate water supply exists to serve new development
projects that are consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan (Attachment 2). Given the
Project’s consistency with the Santa Rosa General Plan (see Section 11, Land Use and Planning),
this serves as confirmation from the that the Project’s projected water supply needs can be
effectively met based on available supplies.

The Project will have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing
entitlements and associated resources during normal, dry and multiple dry years, and new or
expanded entitlements are not expected to be needed. Impacts will be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The LWTP has a capacity of 21.34 million gpd. Projects are
currently being implemented to increase the LWTP’s capacity to 25.79 million gpd, 18.25 million
gpd of which would be allocated to Santa Rosa. The LWTP implements all RWQCB, SWRCB, and
City of Santa Rosa 2014 Sanitary Sewer System Master Plan requirements pertaining to water
quality and wastewater discharge. As discussed in Section 19(a), above, the City of Santa Rosa
Water Department has confirmed that adequate sewer availability to serve new development
projects that are consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan.

Accordingly, the Project will result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. Impacts will be less than significant.
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d,e) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals? Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will be served by Redwood Landfill and Recycling
Center in Marin County or Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County, which both have sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs for all phases and
aspects of the project, including construction, demolition, and operations. Additionally, the
Project and any facilities accepting waste from it will comply with all federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste, including the
requirements of CAL Green, the Mandatory Commercial Recycling Regulation (AB 341),
California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939 and SB 1016), Mandatory Commercial
Organics Recycling (AB 1826), and Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act (AB 1327).
Mandatory compliance with these management and reduction statutes and regulations will
require recycling, minimize solid waste, and divert solid waste from landfills. Therefore, impacts
will be less than significant.

Construction & Demolition Waste

CALGreen (Title 24 Part 11, California Green Building Standards Code) applies to all new
buildings and to additions and alterations of residential and nonresidential buildings. The City
has incorporated the requirements of CALGreen into the Building Permit approval process.
Construction and demolition will be conducted in accordance with the CALGreen Construction
Waste Management Requirements (24 CCR 5.408) which requires that owners of new
construction and demolition projects divert 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and
demolition waste. The project sponsor will be required to meet the requirements of 24 CCR
5.408 through one of the following methods:

®* Develop and submit a waste management plan prior to the start of construction to the City
which identifies materials and facilities to be used and document diversion,

® Use a waste management company, approved by the City, that can document 65 percent
diversion, or

® Use the disposal reduction alternative, as appropriate for the type of project.

Project construction and demolition activities will generate the following waste:

®* Demolition waste and construction debris: Approximately 500 to 1,000 cubic yards
(approximately 200 to 400 tons) of non-hazardous waste is anticipated to be generated
during demolition and construction. Through implementation of the required CALGreen
diversion methods, approximately 325 to 650 cubic yards of demolition waste will be
diverted for recycling or reuse, and approximately 175 to 350 cubic yards of demolition
waste will be managed for disposal.
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® Petroleum hydrocarbon-impacted soil: Approximately 15 cubic yards of impacted soil from
underneath the mower shop will be excavated and removed from the site. The soil will be
sampled and analyzed for hazardous waste characteristics prior to off-haul. The PHC-
impacted soil will be transported to a disposal facility permitted to accept soil with elevated
total petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations.

® Hazardous building material waste: Based on the age of the buildings to be demolished, they
may contain hazardous building materials, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing
materials, lead-based paint on the interior and exterior of the buildings, and electrical
equipment that could contain PCBs or DEHP. The Hazardous Materials Survey included in
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 will identify potential hazardous and universal waste materials,
which would be segregated prior to demolition, and managed in accordance with hazardous
and universal waste regulations. The volume of hazardous building materials, if present,
would be a fraction of the overall construction and demolition waste, and would be
accommodated by existing hazardous waste landfill facilities.

Non-hazardous waste and recyclables will be collected by NBC, or an alternate licensed
commercial transporter, and transported to a permitted non-hazardous disposal or recycling
facility. The following local landfills have confirmed available capacity to accept the anticipated
volume of construction and demolition debris:

* Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center in Marin County is permitted to accept 2,310 tons of
material daily and reported an average daily tonnage of approximately 900 tons; it has an
estimated closure year of 2024 (CalRecycle 2018; Redwood Landfill 2016).

® Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County is permitted to accept up to 4,330 tons of material
daily and reported an average daily tonnage of approximately 2,500 tons; it has an
estimated closure year of 2048 (Solano County LEA 2012; Daily Republic 2016).

As such, the Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center and Potrero Hills Landfill would have
sufficient daily capacity to accept construction solid waste and soil generated by the Project.

Operational Waste

As discussed in the CDFA PEIR, Project operations would generate solid waste from cultivation
(soils, fertilizers, pesticides, pots, wool cubes), as well as typical office trash from workers,
discarded irrigation tubing, and other equipment. Additionally, cannabis cultivation would
typically generate green waste throughout the cultivation process from trimming of unwanted
leaves and plant parts. The CDFA Cannabis Regulations require that the cultivator develop a
cannabis waste disposal plan (3 CCR 8308). In accordance with the CDFA Cannabis Regulations,
cannabis waste will be disposed of at either a solid waste or composting facility that has a
permit to operate from the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
(CalRecycle).
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Hazardous waste, including spent solvents, may be generated from the extraction process.
Project operations will also generate universal waste such as used lamps, batteries, and aerosol
cans. In accordance with the requirements of AB 351 (California’s Mandatory Commercial
Recycling Law), commercial solid wastes such as paper, plastic, metals, and cardboard would be
recycled.

Based on the estimated solid waste generation rates presented by the CalRecycle, a light
industrial facility would produce approximately 42 pounds of solid waste per employee per day
(CalRecycle 2019). Based on these estimates, the Project would generate approximately 805
tons per year, or 15 tons per week, of solid waste. The estimated solid waste production is
approximately 0.3 percent of the solid waste generation in Sonoma County, and the Redwood
Landfill and Recycling Center and Potrero Hills Landfill would have sufficient capacity to accept
operational waste generated by the Project.

The facility operators are required to meet all local, state, and federal standards for solid waste
disposal. Compliance with these regulations will further reduce the project’s impact on solid
waste generation. Therefore, the impacts associated with solid waste disposal will be less than
significant.

The Project will not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals. The Project will also comply with management and reduction federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. With implementation of Mitigation Measure
HAZ-1, impacts will be less than significant.

19.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required, with the exception of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (discussed in
Section 8).
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20. WILDFIRE Potentially Less Than Less Than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

a) Substantially impair an adopted |:| IZ |:| |:|
emergency response plan or

emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and |:| |X| |:| |:|
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,

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

c) Require the installation or ] X [] []

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

d) Expose people or structures to [] [] |X| []
significant risks, including downslope

or downstream flooding or landslides,
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

20.1 Environmental Setting

In 2017, Santa Rosa was substantially affected by the Central LNU Complex fire incident, which included
the Tubbs Fire. The Tubbs Fire consumed 36,807 acres, destroyed 5,936 structures, damaged 317
structures, and resulted in loss of life (CalFire 2018). During November 2018, air quality throughout
northern California was affected by the Camp Fire in Butte County. Due to levels of particulate matter in
the unhealthy range, schools in Santa Rosa were closed during that period.
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The Project site is located in an area designated as a Non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Non-
VHFHSZ) within the Local Responsibility Area (CalFire 2008).° The Project site is adjacent to areas
designated as Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone within the SRA located to the southeast of the Project
site across Petaluma Hill Road. Per the City of Santa Rosa Wildland-Urban Interface Map, the Project is
not located within the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) fire threat (City of Santa Rosa 2009a; Michael
Baker International 2016). However, CalFire Fire and Resource Assessment Program Wildland Urban
Interface identifies the Project as being within the WUI (CalFire 2003). As discussed in Section 9 (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), given the discrepancy in data, and the recent wildfires in Santa Rosa, it is
conservatively assumed that the Project site is located within the WUI for analytical purposes only.

Based on the CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer, the Project site is approximately 4.2 miles south
of the closest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) in the Local Responsibility Area. The nearest
VHFHSZ in the SRA is located approximately 5.4 miles northeast of the Project site.

The City of Santa Rosa has the following emergency response and preparedness plans; however, these
plans have not been modified since the 2017 fires:

® local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP; Michael Baker International 2016). The LHMP identifies the
capabilities, resources, information, strategies for risk reduction, and critical facilities, as well as
providing guidance for and coordination of mitigation actions, all of which are important for the City
to reduce its vulnerability to disasters.

®* Emergency Operations Plan (EOP; City of Santa Rosa 2017c). The EOP identifies the City’s emergency
planning, organization, response policies, and procedures. The EOP also addresses integration and
coordination with other governmental levels when required.

® Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP; City of Santa Rosa 2017a). The COOP prepares for the
continuation of government and the performance of essential functions during and after a disaster
or other disruption to normal government operations.

As discussed in the LHMP, areas in Santa Rosa with higher potential for wildfire risks include hillside
residential neighborhoods in the northern and eastern areas of the City with tall grasses and chaparral,
which provide fuel for wildfires.

The Project design includes two driveways for site access from Yolanda Avenue, an area to the north of
the building for fire roof access, and a designated fire lane around the entire building. As discussed in
Section 10 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the Project would include the addition of impervious surfaces
on the western portion of the property, which would act as fuel breaks in the event of a fire.

As discussed in the LHMP, fire areas generally fall into two categories — State Responsibility Areas,
where the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) is responsible for fire
protection, and Local Responsibility Areas, where local fire departments and fire protection districts
have responsibility. CalFire designates levels of wildfire severity based on the amount of vegetation,
topography, and weather (temperature, humidity, and wind).
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20.2

Impact Analysis

This section analyzes the Project’s potential impacts to wildfires. This analysis is based on the state and
local fire and hazard maps prepared by government agencies, City of Santa Rosa emergency
preparedness plans, and other relevant materials described below. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2 will reduce the risk associated with wildland fires to less than significant.

A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 20 is presented below.

a)

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is located adjacent
to Non-VHFHSZ SRA lands and approximately 5.4 miles from VHFHSZ SRA lands. The LHMP
states: “Wildfire risk in Santa Rosa is elevated in the wildland-urban interface, where
development is introduced into natural environments such as vegetated areas where the
likelihood of wildfires is increased” (Michael Baker International 2016). The Project consists of
the re-development of the western portion of the Site, which was previously developed with a
primary single-family residence, two secondary single-family residences, a barn, a storage shed
and landscaped areas. The eastern portion of the Project site, which contains pastureland that
has been annually disked and mowed and also includes a gravel driveway, will remain Not a Part
of the Project. As such, the Project would not include the introduction of development into
natural environments.

As discussed in Section 17 (Transportation), the Project would not significantly alter the existing
circulation pattern in the Project area or adversely impact emergency response or emergency
evacuation plans, including during Project construction. The Project site is also designed in
accordance with current building and fire codes to ensure adequate road or fire road access for
fire equipment, in accordance with LHMP Mitigation Action 2.5.

LHMP Mitigation Measure 1.2 requires that the City evaluate a zoning code update to identify
vegetation management requirements in the WUI zone for existing and new development.
While the Zoning Code has not been updated to reflect vegetation management requirements,
as discussed in Section 9(g), the Project will be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-
2, which requires the preparation of a Vegetation Maintenance Program, including an onsite fire
hazard assessment consultation with a representative of the Santa Rosa Fire Department,
identification of defensible space zone boundaries developed in accordance with the
requirements of Government Code Section 51182, the maintenance measures to be taken
within each zone (e.g., removal of dead material, maintaining “fuel breaks” such as the eastern
driveway), and the frequency at which the maintenance measures will be performed (i.e.,
annually or less); and the performance of the maintenance measures at regular intervals.
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b)

For information and analytical purposes, the Project site can be considered located in (although
it is technical not in a WUI zone) or near an area with elevated fire risks. Even with this
conservative assumption, development and operation of the Project would not increase fire risk
at the site and it would not substantially impair emergency response plans based on the design
of the circulation system, compliance with fire code, and general lack of fire fuels on the site.

Accordingly, the Project will not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan, and therefore, would have a less than significant impact with
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above, the Project site
is located adjacent to SRA lands. The Project site and surrounding area is relatively flat with hills
approximately one-half mile to the east, and as such would not exacerbate wildfire risks. The
Project would remove certain existing vegetation and trees, and develop impervious surfaces
and an industrial structure. These changes in the existing conditions of the site would not
exacerbate wildfire risk, and would in fact, result in less wildfire risk for the site overall. In
addition, as discussed in Section 3 (Air Quality), the prevailing winds in the summer are from the
northwest to the southeast, and as a result, in the event of a wildfire in the area, the fire and
embers may travel in a southeasterly direction from the high hazard areas to the north, and
occupants of the Project may be exposed to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire. The
employees have an immediate path of travel to evacuate the site along Yolanda Avenue, and
there are no slopes or other factors that would limit timely departure from the site. In addition,
the vegetation management, including fuel breaks, required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 will
further reduce the likelihood of the occupants being exposed to high wildfire risk.

Accordingly, based on project design and location, and with implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2, the Project will have a less than significant impact due to slope, prevailing
winds, and other factors, to exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to,
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is served by existing
roads and will not require new road to maintain adequate circulation. The Project will include
fuel modification and fire breaks, in compliance with applicable fire codes, which can generally
reduce the risk associated with wildfire on the site because of the reduced vegetation. The
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d)

20.3

Project will not require the City to install new above-ground power lines to service the site.
Instead, the Project will include the installation and operation of five cogeneration units to
produce electricity onsite. The Project will connect to the PG&E electricity grid for auxiliary
electrical support with underground lines connecting to a pad-mounted transformer. The onsite
power generation and distribution system will be operated and maintained in accordance with
industry standards to prevent deterioration or failure. The power generation system is inside the
main structure, and to the extent certain components of the system are outside, those facilities
are surrounded by impervious surfaces and setback from any onsite or nearby fire fuel sources.
Relevant site features and layout including the fire tender area and entry gates have been
approved by the City of Santa Rosa Fire Department (Attachment 2). In addition, the
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 will include a vegetation maintenance program,
which will include the use of fuel breaks such as the existing eastern driveway, to further reduce
the potential fire risk from aboveground power lines and utilities.

The Project impacts from the installation of or maintenance of associated infrastructure that will
be less than significant impact, and further minimized with implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2, with respect to exacerbating fire risk or potentially resulting in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is relatively flat and will not expose people or
structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Mitigation Measures

No specific wildland fire mitigation measures are required, with the exception of Mitigation Measure
HAZ-2 (discussed in Section 9).
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS

OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

b)

21.1

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

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

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

Impact Analysis

X

With implementation of previously identified mitigation measures and compliance with mandatory
regulations, the Project would not significantly affect the environment as a whole, would not have
cumulatively considerable impacts, and would not have substantially adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly. A discussion of each environmental issue included under Section 21 is
presented below.
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a)

b)

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed throughout this Initial Study, the Project does not
have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, with implementation of
mitigation measures for air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and tribal
cultural resources, as well as compliance with mandatory regulations and development
standards.

As discussed in Section 4 (Biological Resources), the Project would not have any significant
biological impacts, with implementation of standard mitigations for nesting birds and roosting
bats. The Project would not substantially reduce the habitat of any fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate any plan
or animal community, or significantly affect any special status plant or animal species.

As discussed in Section 5 (Cultural Resources), Section 7 (Geology and Soils), and Section 18
(Tribal Cultural Resources), the Project site is highly unlikely to contain any historic or
archaeological resources, and Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-3, and GEO-2 will reduce
any potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Accordingly, the Project’s potential impacts under this threshold will be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as “two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or
increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a
single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is
the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time” (14 CCR 15355).

The analysis of cumulative impacts for each environmental factor can employ one of two
methods. First, a lead agency may select a list of other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, including those outside the control of the agency, to evaluate
together with the Project. Second, the lead agency may rely on a summary of development
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projections. These projections may be from an adopted general plan or related planning
document, or from a prior environmental document that has been adopted or certified, and
these documents may describe or evaluate the regional or area-wide conditions contributing to
the cumulative impact (14 CCR 15130(b)).

The cumulative analysis for the Project uses both methods, depending on which is most
appropriate for each impact category. Where applicable, the projections method is based on
projections contained in the Santa Rosa General Plan and General Plan EIR. Where applicable,
the list method is based on the following list of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects:

® Santa Rosa Avenue Widening Project between Yolanda Avenue and Colgan Avenue:
completed in 2014 to 2015 (located 0.4 mile west of the Project site).

®* Residences at Taylor Mountain at 2880 Franz Kafka Avenue: in-progress development of 93
apartment units (located at northeastern adjoining property from Project site).

® Taylor Mountain Estate at 2800 Petaluma Hill Road: in-progress development of five single-
family residences (located east of the Residences at Taylor Mountain).

® Kawana Springs Apartments at 2604 Petaluma Hill Road: planned 120-unit apartment home
development to be located at the southeastern corner of Kawana Springs Road and
Petaluma Hill Road (to be located approximately % mile northeast of Project site); design
review is complete.

®* Modified Kawana Meadows at 1162 Kawana Springs Road: planned development of 62
single-family residences (to be located approximately % mile northeast of the Project site).

® Valley Point Professional Center Apartments at 2660 Petaluma Hill: planned 126-unit
residential development (to be located directly northeast of Petaluma Hill Road from the
Project).

® Green Trove Wellness Cultivation & Manufacturing Facility (Green Trove project) at 368
Yolanda Avenue: planned 24,000-square-foot cannabis cultivation facility (to be located
approximately % mile west of the Project site).

® Yolanda Apartments at 325 Yolanda Avenue: 252-unit multi-family residential development
currently in design review with the City (to be located approximately % mile west of the
Project site).

This list of cumulative projects is based on a review of the Santa Rosa General Plan, Santa Rosa
General Plan EIR, the City’s Pending Development Report (City of Santa Rosa 2019a), the Traffic
Impact Analysis report (Fehr & Peers 2019), discussion with City staff, and online documentation
accessed via the City’s Planning Documents & Environmental Impact Reports website (Santa
Rosa 2019b). In addition to the relevant projects listed, the 2017 Tubbs Fire destroyed about
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2,900 houses in Santa Rosa. Redevelopment of the areas impacted by the wildfire, is anticipated
in the coming years, although such redevelopment will be focused north of Highway 12, on the
opposite side of the City from the Project site.® Based on the communications with City staff, the
City has approved permits for 1,171 replacement housing units and is in the process of
processing permits for 232 replacement housing units. Substantial rebuilding efforts are
anticipated over the duration of the project construction.’

The following presents the cumulative impact analysis for the Project for each impact area
required by CEQA. Where the project-specific analysis found that the Project will have no
impact, no further cumulative impact analysis was conducted. With implementation of
previously identified mitigation measures and compliance with mandatory regulations, the
Project’s impacts will not be cumulatively considerable.

Aesthetics

The cumulative setting for visual impacts is the land adjacent to the Project. Cumulative impacts
were evaluated using the Taylor Mountain project from the list. A cumulative impact to
aesthetic resources could be created if multiple projects within the area significantly altered
scenic vistas, damaged scenic resources, degraded visual character of the area, or resulted in
substantial glare.

As described in Section 1 (Aesthetics), the Project will not result in a significant aesthetic impact
by creating a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; substantially damaging scenic
resources; substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or creating a new source of substantial light or glare.

The Residences at Taylor Mountain and Taylor Mountain Estates project (collectively, the Taylor
Mountain project) located on the east side of Petaluma Hill Road are currently in construction,
with a completion date estimated in 2019. As documented in their 2017 IS/MND?, the Taylor
Mountain project would include mitigation measures for aesthetic resources, including
landscaping requirements, preservation of views from Todd Creek Trail, screening of subdivision
from Taylor Mountain Regional Park, and tree preservation measures.

Although the Taylor Mountain project would be visible within the same viewshed as the Project,
neither the Project nor the Taylor Mountain project will substantially obstruct views from
Petaluma Hill Road or cause significant adverse impacts on the character of the area. As
discussed in Section 1, all new development is subject to the Santa Rosa General Plan Urban

& https://srcity.org/2675/Rebuilding
https://data.srcity.org/stat/goals/nfyv-t4uw/gnc9-dfn8/jkvm-7dgu

https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/17087/Residences-at-Taylor-Mountain-and-Taylor-
Mountain-Estates?bidld=
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Design policies which addresses the visual quality and character of the built environment in
Santa Rosa and outlines specific policies for the city entries and corridors (such as Petaluma Hill
Road). Through conformance with the Urban Design policies, both projects improve the visual
quality of the City and enhance the appearance of major entries to the City. Light and glare
associated with each of the projects would be localized to the immediate vicinities of the project
sites.

Therefore, the Project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

The cumulative setting for air quality is the air basin. Cumulative impacts were evaluated using
the criteria identified in the BAAQMD guidelines. Similarly, BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds
for air pollutants measure whether a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. If a project exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be
cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s
existing air quality conditions or significant contribution to climate change. In accordance with
BAAQMD methodology, since the Project’s impacts to air quality and climate change would be
less than significant, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is unnecessary (BAAQMD
2017).

The cumulative setting for greenhouse gas emissions is global. Cumulative impacts were
evaluated using the criteria identified in BAAQMD guidelines and the City’s CAP. As explained in
Section 8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), the CAP was developed to assist the City in reducing
cumulative GHG emissions with reduction measures in order to meet a local reduction of GHG
emissions by 15% below 2007 levels by 2020. Projects are analyzed using the New Development
Checklist included in the CAP, and when the checklist shows that a new project is in compliance
with the CAP, then it will have a less than significant impact both on a project-specific and
cumulative basis with respect to greenhouse gas emissions. As discussed in Section 8, the
Project is in compliance with the CAP.

Because the Project would comply with the City’s CAP and applicable BAAQMD significance
thresholds, cumulative impacts with respect to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions would
be less than significant. In accordance with BAAQMD methodology, additional analysis to assess
cumulative impacts is unnecessary (BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, the Project will not have
cumulatively considerable impacts.

Biological Resources

The cumulative setting for biological resources includes projects within approximately 5-miles of
the Project site. This area represents the reasonable distance for populations of nesting birds
and bats discussed in Section 4 (Biological Resources). Cumulative impacts were evaluated using
both projects from the list as well as the projections in the General Plan EIR. The existing setting
of the areas to the north, west, and south of the Project site are currently developed and
therefore future projects in these areas would not be expected to impact special status species.
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The area to the northeast across Petaluma Hill includes the Taylor Mountain development, and
is planned for low, medium and medium-high residential uses. The area east of the Taylor
Mountain development is Taylor Mountain open space. The area east and southeast of the
Project site is agricultural use.

As explained in Section 4, the Project will have no impact on Biological Resources, with the
exception of potential impacts to nesting birds and bats which would be reduced to less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. Development
activities associated with the Project, as well as other concurrent and future development
projects in the area, may impact nesting birds and bats. Standard pre-construction surveys and,
if necessary, avoidance procedures would be required for any project with the potential to
affect nesting birds and/or bats. Therefore, the Project will not have cumulatively considerable
impacts on biological resources. Further, the impacts associated with the proposed
development will not contribute to a cumulative reduction of important wildlife habitat.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The cumulative setting is the Project site. This setting was selected because there were no
cultural or tribal cultural resources identified in the Cultural Resources Study, and therefore,
impacts would be limited to construction impacts on previously unidentified cultural or tribal
cultural resources on the Project site. Additionally, cultural resources are inherently local and
would not span between the Project site and other development projects.

As discussed in Section 5 (Cultural Resources) and Section 18 (Tribal Cultural Resources), the
Project would not result in impacts to known cultural or tribal cultural resources. The analysis of
cumulative impacts on cultural resources is limited to construction impacts on previously
unidentified cultural and paleontological resources that could occur as a result of the Project,
and where the same unidentified resources could also be affected by construction of other
projects. As discussed in Section 5 (Cultural Resources, implementation of Mitigation Measures
CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3 would ensure that the Project would have a less than significant impact
to unknown archaeological artifacts or human remains. Therefore, with implementation of
Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3, the Project would not have cumulatively
considerable impacts.

Geology and Soils

The cumulative setting is the area immediately around the Project site. There are no projects
from the Project list that are located in the immediate area of the Project site. As discussed in
Section 7 (Geology and Soils), implementation of the Project would not result in a change to the
geology or soil characteristics of the project area or surrounding properties. As with the Project,
any future development would be required to comply with the requirements of the current CBC,
which would ensure that development on unstable or expansive soil is sufficiently mitigated to
reduce hazards to a less than significant level. Therefore, the Project would not have
cumulatively considerable impacts.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Wildfire

The cumulative setting area is regional given that an accidental release of hazardous materials
or a wildfire can have regional impacts. The Project would have no potential to emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, and no impact with respect to aviation-related
safety hazards or excessive noise, and therefore, would not contribute to a cumulative impact in
these areas. The cumulative impacts were evaluated using the summary of projects from the
General Plan EIR.

As discussed in Section 4.N of the General Plan EIR, the proposed development in the General
Plan 2035 is expected to include commercial, light industry and general industrial uses which
would involve hazardous materials and wastes, however, conformance with the hazardous
materials regulations and General Plan policies would result in a less-than-significant impact.

As discussed in Section 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), the Project would result in less-
than-significant impacts with mitigation incorporated associated with the handling and disposal
of hazardous building materials and the preparation and maintenance of a Vegetation
Management Program (Mitigation Measure HAZ-2). While other projects within the region
would include the management of hazardous materials onsite, excavation and transport of
impacted soils or other environmental media, and demolition of hazardous building
components, those projects will be required to comply with all applicable hazardous materials
handling and storage requirements to ensure that public health and safety are not at risk.
Therefore, the Project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts.

As discussed in Section 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and Section 20 (Wildfire), the
Project is assumed to be located within the WUI. Through preparation and maintenance of a
Vegetation Management Program (Mitigation Measure HAZ-2), the Project’s impact associated
with wildland fires will be less than significant. Several of the related projects, including the
Taylor Mountain development, are also located within the WUI or Moderate Fire Hazard
Severity Zones in State Responsibility Area, and therefore, may pose a similar or increased risk
of wildland fire. Those projects will also be required to comply with applicable federal, state,
and local laws related to fire prevention, design features, and operational measures. Therefore,
the Project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The cumulative setting is regional and includes the following: North Coast Hydrologic Region,
Russian River Hydrologic Unit, Middle Russian River Hydrologic Area, Santa Rosa Hydrologic Sub-
Area, Laguna Super Planning Watershed and Laguna de Santa Rosa Planning Watershed.
Cumulative impacts were evaluated using the General Plan EIR. As discussed in Section 4.H of
the General Plan EIR, new development and intensification under the General Plan 2035 could
alter existing drainage patterns, cause erosion, increase potential for flooding, or degrade water
quality. However, through compliance with NPDES permitting requirements including the
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SUSMP, and required design standards, impacts associated with General Plan 2035 development
are less than significant.

As discussed in Section 10 (Hydrology and Water Quality), long-term operational effects of the
Project will include creation of new impervious surfaces (roof top, parking, etc.), which will
increase the amount of stormwater runoff from the Project site compared to pre-project
conditions, if unmitigated. Increased runoff will increase both the volume of runoff and the rate
of stormwater runoff into the nearby creek, which has the potential cumulative effect of
increasing sediment loading and could increase in-channel souring/erosion. However, following
demonstration of compliance with the City’s LID standards (i.e., implementation of Mitigation
Measure HYD-1), the Project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts.

Land Use

The cumulative setting is city-wide. The cumulative impacts were evaluated using the summary
of projections from the General Plan EIR. The Project is consistent with the Santa Rosa General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Future development projects would be required to demonstrate
consistency with General Plan policies and Zoning Ordinance and ensure that they do not create
land use conflicts with adjacent properties. Additionally, any nearby cannabis cultivation
projects would be required to comply with the Santa Rosa General Plan and Zoning ordinance
and to obtain necessary authorizations from the City. Therefore, the Project will not have
cumulatively considerable impacts.

Population and Housing

The cumulative setting is city-wide. The cumulative impact was evaluated using the General Plan
EIR. The Project will result in the removal of one housing unit from the City’s housing supply.
The 2017 wildfires resulted in the destruction of thousands of housing units within the City.
Many housing development projects, including the relevant projects listed above, were in the
planning stages prior to the wildfire. Additional housing development is anticipated to rebuild in
the areas impacted by the wildfire. The reduction of one housing unit, which has been
unoccupied since at least 2016, will not have a cumulatively considerable impact to housing. The
Project will have no considerable impact to population growth.

Transportation

The cumulative setting is the Project vicinity including the intersections identified in Section 17
(Transportation). The cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 17.3(a). The Cumulative
scenario considers a horizon year of 2040, which includes buildout of the City of Santa Rosa
General Plan. Traffic volume forecasts were developed using outputs from the SCTA travel
demand model, which includes land use projections for Santa Rosa and Sonoma County, as well
as buildout of the roadway network per the General Plan. As discussed in Section 17.3(a), the
effect of the addition of Project generated traffic to the estimated 2040 roadway system is that
most intersections operate within the City’s LOS D standard. For those intersections where
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c)

intersections operate at LOS E or LOS F, the addition of Project trips does not result in a delay
change of more than five seconds. Impacts due to a conflict with applicable LOS standards and
other congestion related policies would be less than significant in the Cumulative scenario.
Therefore, the Project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts.

Energy and Utilities and Service Systems

The impacts evaluated in Section 6 (Energy) Section 19 (Utilities and Services Systems) are
assessed in their cumulative context. As discussed in Section 6, the Project will be consistent
with the Santa Rosa CAP and will not obstruct implementation of a local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency such that a significant cumulative environmental impact would
occur. As discussed in Section 19, the Project will result in an increase in the cumulative water
demand and wastewater capacity demand of the region; however, the demand is consistent
with the Santa Rosa General Plan and Zoning ordinances, and as such will not increase water
demand beyond what has already been anticipated. Other approved projects are anticipated to
be in accordance with the Santa Rosa General Plan and Zoning ordinances and would therefore
also be included in current water and wastewater projections. Similarly, the Project will
contribute to an increase in the cumulative demand for solid waste disposal; however, the
Project will be served by a landfill with permitted capacity and will comply with federal, state,
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The Project will not have cumulatively
considerable impacts to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the Project will not have
cumulatively considerable impacts.

The Project has no impact on Agriculture and Forestry, Mineral Resources, Public Services, and
Recreation, and therefore, potential cumulative impacts on these resource areas are not
discussed in this section. Based on both the consistency with the General Plan EIR and the
review of projects planned in the vicinity, the Project’s cumulative impacts will be less than
significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the Project could result in adverse effects
on humans in the following areas; however, with implementation of the identified mitigation
measures and compliance with mandatory regulations and development standards, the
Project’s indirect and direct adverse impacts on human beings onsite and in the Project vicinity
would be less than significant:

® Air Quality — Odors associated with the Project have the potential to adversely affect
humans. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires the preparation and
implementation of an Odor Control Plan, will reduce this impact to less-than-significant.

® Geology and Soils — The Project development in conjunction with the Project site geological
and soil conditions has the potential to adversely affect humans. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which requires the preparation and implementation of a
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Geotechnical Investigation and Design Report, will reduce this impact to less-than-
significant.

* Wildfire — Given that the Project site is located adjacent to SRA lands, the Project could
expose people to risks associated with wildfire. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
HAZ-2, which requires the preparation and implementation of a Vegetation Management
Program, will reduce this impact to less-than-significant.

21.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are described in previous sections.
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PROJECT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS







Photograph 1-1 Commercial and industrial development — north of Project site

Photograph 1-2 Adjacent Yolanda Industrial Park — west of Project site




Photograph 1-3 Adjacent residences — southwest corner of Project site
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SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY. WATER USE  COMMENTS

TREES

LAGERSTROMERIA "'TUSCARORA" CRAPE MYRTLE 24" BOX 18 LOW STANDARD

ACER RUBUM RED MAPLE 24" BOX 18 MODERATE STANDARD
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30" SEQUOIA SEMPERVIRENS (COAST REDWOOD)

HERITAGE TREES PROPOSED FOR REPLACEMENT:

1.

A TOTAL OF 13 15-GALLON CONTAINER SIZE QUERCUS AGRIFOLIAS (COAST LIVE OAKS) ARE REQUIRED FOR
REPLACEMENT. THIS LANDSCAPE PLAN PROPOSES A TOTAL OF 22 COAST LIVE OAK TREES BE PLANTED.
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BY

DESCRIPTION

REV.

TREES APPROVED FOR REMOVAL:

FOR EACH SIX INCHES OR FRACTION THEREOF OF THE DIAMETER OF A TREE WHICH
WAS APPROVED FOR REMOVAL, TWO TREES OF THE SAME GENUS AND SPECIES AS THE
REMOVED TREE (OR ANOTHER SPECIES, IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR), EACH OF A
MINIMUM 15-GALLON CONTAINER SIZE, SHALL BE PLANTED ON THE PROJECT SITE,
PROVIDED HOWEVER, THAT AN INCREASED NUMBER OF SMALLER SIZE TREES OF THE
SAME GENUS AND SPECIES MAY BE PLANTED IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR, OR A
FEWER NUMBER OF SUCH TREES OF A LARGER SIZE IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR.

TREES NOT APPROVED FOR REMOVAL:

FOR EACH SIX INCHES OR FRACTION THEREOF OF THE DIAMETER OF A TREE WHICH
WAS NOT APPROVED FOR REMOVAL, FOUR TREES OF THE SAME GENUS AND SPECIES AS
THE REMOVED TREE (OR ANOTHER SPECIES, IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR), EACH OF
A MINIMUM 15-GALLON CONTAINER SIZE, SHALL BE PLANTED ON THE PROJECT SITE,
PROVIDED HOWEVER, THAT AN INCREASED NUMBER OF SMALLER SIZE TREES OF THE
SAME GENUS AND SPECIES MAY BE PLANTED IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR, OR A
FEWER NUMBER OF SUCH TREES OF A LARGER SIZE IF APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR.

WATER SOURCE DESCRIPTION:

THE NEW COMMERCIAL LANDSCAPE WILL BE IRRIGATED WITH A HIGH EFFICIENCY, WEATHER BASED IRRIGATION CONTROL SYSTEM WHICH
WILL BE SUPPLIED BY A DEDICATED INDUSTRIAL WATER SERVICE. THE SYSTEM WILL INCLUDE THE LATEST TECHNOLOGY FOR WATER USE
EFFICIENCY, AND BE CAPABLE OF ADJUSTING SCHEDULED RUNTIMES BY UTILIZING THE SITE'S WEATHER BASED DATA. THE SYSTEM SHALL
MEET ALL THE REQUIREMENTS LISTED IN THE CALIFORNIA 2015 UPDATED MWELO AND THE MANUFACTURERS' RECOMMENDATIONS.

GENERAL NOTES:

1. THE LANDSCAPE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA'S WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE #4051, INCLUDING
SUBMITTAL OF A COMPLETE LANDSCAPE DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE.

arLd

IN PLANTED AREAS.

o

ALL LANDSCAPE IS TO BE IRRIGATED BY AN AUTOMATIC , WATER CONSERVING IRRIGATION SYSTEM.

TREES ARE TO BE IRRIGATED ON A SEPARATE ZONE FROM OTHER PLANTS.

INSTALL ROOT BARRIERS FOR TREES WHICH ARE CLOSER THAN 8' TO HARDSCAPES.

A MINIMUM OF 1' DEPTH OF NON-MECHANICALLY COMPACTED SOIL SHALL BE AVAILABLE FOR WATER ABSORPTION AND ROOT GROWTH

ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL RECEIVE A MIN. 3" LAYER OF ORGANIC MULCH.

7. A SOIL FERTILITY TEST SHALL BE REQUIRED AFTER GRADING IS COMPLETE AND BEFORE ANY PLANT WORK TO DETERMINE THE FINAL
AMENDMENT AND FERTILIZER FORMULA.

8. A LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION PLAN, MWELO CALCULATIONS, WATER USE CALCULATIONS, AND PLANTING AND IRRIGATION DETAILS SHALL
BE PREPARED TO COMPLY WITH CURRENT CITY OF SANTA ROSA REQUIREMENTS, AND SUBMITTED AT THE FINAL DESIGN REVIEW STAGE.
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Plant Legend

SPECIES NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY. WATER USE COMMENTS
SHRUBS
ARCTOSTAPHYLOS 'SENTINEL' MANZANITA 5 GAL 71 LOW 6' O.C. SPACING
@*7 ROSEMARINUS OFFICIANALUS 'BLUE SPIRES' ROSEMARY 5 GAL 39 LOW 6' TALL, 3' WIDE

(O——— CALLISTEMON 'LITTLE JOHN" DWARF BOTTLE BRUSH 5 GAL 61 LOW 6' TALL, 3' WIDE
GRASSES & GRASSLIKE
MUHLENBERGIA 'REGAL MIST' PINK MUHLY GRASS 5 GAL 92 LOW 5' TALL, 4

©—=—— LOMANDRA LONGIFOLIA MAT RUSH 5 GAL 344 LOW 3' CLUMPS. EVERGREEN GRASS

2800 Cleveland Ave, Suite C
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
www.bcengineeringgroup.com

BC ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.
CIVIL ENGINEERING & LAND PLANNING

Phone: 707.542.4321

800 YOLANDA AVENUE

PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN
800 YOLANDA LLC
SANTA ROSA CA 95404

Date: 9/6/18

Job: 237-17

prawn: MD

Scale: 1" =20

APN:  044-091-063

Permit #:

Sheet:

L1



AutoCAD SHX Text
WIL 16"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 18"

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" RED

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" RED

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" RED

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" RED

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 20"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 24"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL CLSTR 28"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 6"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 6"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 8"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 20"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 18"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 20"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 12"16"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 12"14"

AutoCAD SHX Text
OAK 16"

AutoCAD SHX Text
EUC 96"

AutoCAD SHX Text
WAL 14"

AutoCAD SHX Text
LDS 20"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 20"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 18"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 30"

AutoCAD SHX Text
LDS 6"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 22"

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
155

AutoCAD SHX Text
155

AutoCAD SHX Text
147

AutoCAD SHX Text
148

AutoCAD SHX Text
148

AutoCAD SHX Text
148

AutoCAD SHX Text
148

AutoCAD SHX Text
149

AutoCAD SHX Text
149

AutoCAD SHX Text
149

AutoCAD SHX Text
149

AutoCAD SHX Text
151

AutoCAD SHX Text
151

AutoCAD SHX Text
152

AutoCAD SHX Text
152

AutoCAD SHX Text
153

AutoCAD SHX Text
154

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 24"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RED 26"





APPENDIX C
PHOTOMETRIC STUDY PREPARED BY E-CONOLIGHT
AUGUST 15, 2018







o

v \!ﬂ(

2.4 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.2 1.4 1.0 0.7 1.1

0.8 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.7 9.8 1.5

.

A.

X\

MH: 16

GRASSLAND -

HABI TAT

‘5 '6.6

~ %.0 7.8 3.5 1.4

e
\\'\‘f —\ F1
\Jﬁf ~ (FlwmH: 16 ,‘ d

0.7 1.9 6.1 1

3.4%6.2 2.0

2.0 3.6 6.8 12.3%12.56.9 8.6 2.0 1.0 0.7 9.9 1.2 1.5 1.0 0.7 %.

4.8

O\

6.4 4.4 4.2 43 46 6.5
‘%77 e e e e ™ e~ 7%7 A

4.6 1.9 0.7 0.5 0.9

3 STORY BUI LDI NG

0.9 0.6 0.4 0.

F2

F2

F2
MH: 13.5

i

=)

=)

Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label Arrangement Lumens/Lamp LLF Total Watts | Description
—1 | 18 F1 SINGLE N.A. 1.000 | 2106 E-APA12A-C340Z
=) 19 F2 SINGLE N.A. 1.000 | 627 E-WFCO03A-F40Z
Calculation Summary
Label Avg Max Min Avg/Min | Max/Min
CalcPts 3.34 25.3 0.0 N.A. N.A.
Property Spill 0.00 0.0 0.0 N.A. N.A.

Fixture Mounting Height: As Shown

Pole Schedule:
(18) E-PS4E15C1DB (4" X 15' SQUARE STEEL POLE)

Additional Required Equipment:
(18) E-ACE (Direct Arm Mount)

***Customer to verify Color, Mounting, Fixture Location and
Voltage prior to ordering.***

e-conolight’

1501 96th Street

Sturtevant, Wisconsin 53177
PH: (888) 243-9445

FX: (262) 504-5409
www.e-conolight.com

. |
Customer responsible to verify ordering information/
catalogue number prior to placing order.
‘ Date:8/15/2018 ) Scale: 1"=20' ) Layout by: Chris Schlitz

‘ Project Name: 197678 - 800 Yolanda Santa Rosa, CA ) Salesforce: 26667

‘ Filename: 171016MJ1CISR6.AGI

‘ Footcandles calculated at grade using initial lumen values

Illumination results shown on this lighting design are based on project parameters provided to E-conolight
used in conjunction with luminaire test procedures conducted under laboratory conditions. Actual project
conditions differing from these design parameters may affect field results. The customer is responsible for
verifying dimensional accuracy along with compliance with any applicable electrical, lighting, or energy code.
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Project Description

1 Project Description

1.1 Introduction

This study is an analysis of the potential air quality and greenhouse gas impacts of a proposed
project located at 800 Yolanda Avenue in Santa Rosa, California. The study has been prepared by
Rincon Consultants, Inc. under contract to 800 Yolanda LLC for use by the City of Santa Rosa in
support of the environmental documentation being prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This analysis considers both temporary impacts that would result
from project construction and long-term impacts associated with operation of the project.

1.2 Project Summary

The following describes the project background and the currently proposed project.

Project Background

The project site encompasses approximately 5.5 acres (240,886 square feet [sf]) and is largely
vacant, but is currently developed with an occupied residence and ancillary structures, totaling
approximately 5,000 square feet. The western portion of the project site is covered with gravel, and
the eastern portion consists of an undeveloped area with a gravel driveway accessing Petaluma Hill
Road. The project site is generally level with limited topographic relief, and site elevation is
approximately 155 feet above mean sea level. Figure 1 shows the location of the project site.

Project Description

The proposed project involves construction of a three-story, approximately 120,000-square-foot
industrial building, would be constructed on the western portion of the project site. The second and
third stories would be equipped with grow canopies with a combined total of approximately 44,000
sf to be used for cannabis cultivation. The project would also utilize compressed CO, to encourage
plant growth through CO, injection of approximately 98 pounds per day. The remaining space would
be used for offices, manufacturing and distribution. Approximately three acres of the project site
would be developed with the proposed building, parking lot, and landscaping. The parking lot would
contain 85 vehicle stalls and three bicycle stalls. The remaining 2.5-acres of the project site would
not be disturbed. Site security measures would include two security booths, which would be staffed
by security guards 24-hours per day. The project developer would hire a security company with
electric vehicles in the fleet to patrol.

Sustainability Features

The project would incorporate the following sustainability features:

= Water reclamation and desalination

= Natural gas co-generation system

= Incorporate PG&E's Smart Meter System (cost/energy savings)
= Use cool paving materials for high solar reflectivity
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Figure 1 Project Site Location




Project Description

= Pre-wire and plumb for solar thermal/photovoltaic systems

= |Install electric vehicle charging systems

= Use water meters to track water use

=  Meet on-site meter separation requirements in locations with current/future recycled water
capabilities

= Provide outdoor outlets for charging landscaping equipment

= Limit GHG construction equipment emissions by using electric/alternative fuel as available

In addition, the project applicant is proposing to implement the following best practices to limit
emissions of air pollutants during construction activities as recommended by BAAQMD (BAAQMD
2017a). Standards duplicative of City Code dust management requirements during construction are
not included.

= All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

= All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

= |dling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided
for construction workers at all access points.

= All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.

= Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead agency
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Water Demand

Water would be primarily consumed by cultivation operations, which would require approximately
9,000 gallons of water per day. Incidental and sanitary water demand would bring the total to
approximately 12,000 gallons of water per day. The project would reclaim and treat approximately
70 — 90 percent of water used in cultivation for reuse onsite.

Energy Demand

The electrical power that would be required for the proposed cultivation and ancillary equipment,
including lighting and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC), is approximately 5,000
kilowatts (kW). The HVAC system would be in compliance with CCR Title 24, specifically Part 11 —
California Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen). Assuming the facility would be operational 24-
hours a day, with the grow lights operational for approximately 12 hours per day, total annual
electricity demand would be approximately 21,900,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year.

The proposed cogenerator would be a 2.75 megawatt (MW) system. The cogenerator system has
been sized to supply the project’s energy needs. The cogenerator system would include five 550 kW
generators. For the purposes of this analysis, it is conservatively assumed that all five generators
would operate 8,300 hours annually. In reality, it is expected that only four generators would be
operated simultaneously throughout the year with one backup generator for greater electrical
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demand and maintenance. Assuming five generators operating regularly, the cogenerator system
would require approximately 1,918,130 therms per year to operate and would generate
approximately 22,825,000 kWh per year. The project would also include a natural gas boiler, which
would demand approximately 331,870 therms per year. Therefore, total facility natural gas demand
would be approximately 2,250,000 therms per year. Natural gas and electrical services are available
to the property by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E).

Odor Control

The project would include various methods for odor control, including engineering controls, carbon
filtration, neutralization and oxidation to control odors from growing operations. In addition, the
project would include an odor mitigation control plan that establishes a protocol to continuously
sample representative effluent air following the carbon adsorption system during grow periods. The
sample(s) would be analyzed to determine reasonable odor threshold limits for various strains and
species. Air dispersion modeling would be performed to identify a worse case concentration
isopleth at the property boundary and determine where the highest ground level concentration
might result at or beyond the property boundary. It is possible then to determine what maximum
control efficiency is required of the carbon control system to reduce ground level concentration
impacts of each grow below their respective odor thresholds. If the carbon filtration system alone is
not adequate in obtaining the control efficiency determined under the odor mitigation control plan,
then odor control abatement will be enhanced through one of several means. Additional controls
may include, but are not limited to, mist eliminators via spray application, oxidation using hydrogen
peroxide or ozone and/or other neutralizing agents. All added controls and their guarantee
efficiency would be backed by vendor suppliers.

Construction

The project construction schedule would extend for approximately eleven months and would
include the following phases: Demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction,
architectural coating, paving, and landscaping. Approximately 70 cubic yards (CY) of material would
be imported onsite and 3,505 square feet would be demolished. The applicant provided
construction schedule and equipment list are detailed in Appendix A.
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2 Air Quality

2.1 Background

Local Climate and Meteorology

The project site is in Santa Rosa in Sonoma County, which is located within the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin (Basin). The Basin is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD). The Pacific Ocean influences the moderate climate of Sonoma County. In
summer, afternoon northwesterly winds blow contaminants south toward San Francisco. In winter,
periods of stagnant air can occur, especially in periods between storms.

Sonoma County’s climate is largely affected by the topography of the Petaluma, Cotati, and Sonoma
valleys. Temperatures are similar in the Petaluma and Cotati valleys, while Sonoma Valley
temperatures are warmer, similar to Napa Valley. Average daily temperatures range from moderate
overnight to hot during the day in the summer, and from cool overnight to moderate during the day
in the winter. Wind patterns in the Petaluma and Cotati valleys are strongly influenced by the
Petaluma Gap, with calm to mild winds typical in both Santa Rosa and Petaluma. During late
afternoons in summer, fog is common in the Petaluma and Cotati valleys, and can persist until late
morning the following day. Sunshine in the Sonoma Valley is plentiful. Annual rainfall ranges from
24 inches in Petaluma, 29 inches in Sonoma, and 30 inches in Santa Rosa.

Ozone and fine particle pollution, or PM, s, are major regional air pollutants of concern in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Ozone is primarily a problem in the summer, and fine particle pollution in the
winter. Although much of the interior of Sonoma County can get quite hot during summer, air
monitoring results show that this area experiences some of the lowest ozone levels in the entire Bay
Area. Gaps in the hills to the west allow fresh marine air inland on all but the hottest summer days.
PM, s can become elevated, particularly due to wood burning during the holiday season; however,
air monitoring results indicate that this region has some of the lowest levels of PM, 5 in the Bay
Area.

Air Pollutants of Primary Concern

The federal and State Clean Air Acts mandate the control and reduction of certain air pollutants.
Under these Acts, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants.
Ambient air pollutant concentrations are affected by the rates and distributions of air pollutant
emissions, as well as by the climate and topographic influences discussed above. The primary
determinant of concentrations of non-reactive pollutants (such as carbon monoxide and suspended
particulate matter) is proximity to major sources. In particular, ambient carbon monoxide levels
usually closely follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic.

Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust stack
of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere. Primary criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO,), fine particulate matter (PM,, and py,5), sulfur dioxide (SO,), and lead (Pb).
Ozone (0;) is considered a secondary criteria pollutant because it is created by atmospheric
chemical and photochemical reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides
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(NOy). The project would generate SO,, PM;o, PM, 5, as well as ozone precursors ROG and NOy
(including NO,) during construction and operation. These pollutants can have adverse impacts on
human health at certain levels of exposure. The following subsections describe the characteristics,
sources, and health and atmospheric effects of air pollutants. The impact analysis contained within
this study correlates the increase in emissions that the project would generate to potential adverse
impacts on human health, even though the state of environmental science modeling at this time is
not capable of precisely identifying how pollutant concentrations directly or indirectly correlate to
specific levels of human health impacts. It should also be noted that, as discussed further in Section
2.2, Impact Analysis, project-related emissions would be below the applicable air emission
thresholds of significance, which are created by the air districts to address, in part, the potential
impacts of criteria pollutants on human health.

A discussion of primary criteria pollutants is provided below.

Ozone

Ozone (03) is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between nitrogen oxides
(NOy) and reactive organic gases (ROG). NOy is formed during the combustion of fuels, while
reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. Because
ozone requires sunlight to form, it mostly occurs in substantial concentrations between the months
of April and October. Ozone is a pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans
including respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions. Groups most
sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, people with respiratory disorders, and people who
exercise strenuously outdoors.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a local pollutant that is found in high concentrations only near fuel
combustion equipment and other sources of carbon monoxide. The primary source of CO, a
colorless, odorless, poisonous gas, is automobile traffic. Elevated concentrations, therefore, are
usually only found near areas of high traffic volumes. CO’s health effects are related to its affinity for
hemoglobin in the blood. At high concentrations, CO reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood,
causing heart difficulty in people with chronic diseases, reduced lung capacity, and impaired mental
abilities.

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor
vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of nitrogen oxide produced by
combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form NO,, creating the mixture of NO and
NO, commonly called NOy. Nitrogen dioxide is an acute irritant. A relationship between NO, and
chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase in bronchitis in young children at
concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur. NO, absorbs blue light and causes a
reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It can also contribute to the formation
of PMy, and acid rain.

Suspended Particulates

Atmospheric particulate matter is comprised of finely divided solids and liquids such as dust, soot,
aerosols, fumes, and mists. The particulates that are of particular concern are PM,, (which measures
no more than 10 microns in diameter) and PM, ;5 (a fine particulate measuring no more than 2.5
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microns in diameter). The characteristics, sources, and potential health effects associated with the
small particulates (those between 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter) and PM, 5 can be different. Major
man-made sources of PM., are agricultural operations, industrial processes, combustion of fossil
fuels, construction, demolition operations, and entrainment of road dust into the atmosphere.
Natural sources include windblown dust, wildfire smoke, and sea spray salt. The finer, PM, 5
particulates are generally associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in the
atmosphere as a secondary pollutant through chemical reactions. PM, 5 is more likely to penetrate
deeply into the lungs and poses a serious health threat to all groups, but particularly to the elderly,
children, and those with respiratory problems. More than half of the small and fine particulate
matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there, which can cause permanent lung damage. These
materials can damage health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory
tract or by acting as carriers of an absorbed toxic substance.

Sulfur Dioxide

S0, is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing
fossil fuels. When SO, oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfur trioxide (SOs). Collectively, these
pollutants are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOy). In humid atmospheres, SO, can also form sulfuric
acid mist, which can eventually react to produce sulfate particulates that can inhibit visibility.
Combustion of high sulfur-content fuels is the major source, while chemical plants, sulfur recovery
plants, and metal processing are minor contributors. At sufficiently high concentrations, SO, irritates
the upper respiratory tract. At lower concentrations, when in conjunction with particulates, SO,
appears to do still greater harm by injuring lung tissues. This compound also constricts the breathing
passages, especially in people with asthma and people involved in moderate to heavy exercise.
Sulfur dioxide causes respiratory irritation, including wheezing, shortness of breath, and coughing.
Long-term SO, exposure has been associated with increased risk of mortality from respiratory or
cardiovascular disease. Sulfur oxides, in combination with moisture and oxygen, can yellow leaves
on plants, dissolve marble, and eat away iron and steel.

Lead

Lead (Pb) is a metal found naturally in the environment, as well as in manufacturing products. Lead
occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter. The major sources of Pb emissions historically have
been mobile and industrial sources. In the early 1970s, the U.S. EPA set national regulations to
gradually reduce the lead content in gasoline. In 1975, unleaded gasoline was introduced for motor
vehicles equipped with catalytic converters. The USEPA completed the ban prohibiting the use of
leaded gasoline in highway vehicles in December 1995. As a result of the USEPA’s regulatory efforts
to remove lead from gasoline, atmospheric lead concentrations have declined substantially over the
past several decades. The most dramatic reductions in lead emissions occurred prior to 1990 due to
the removal of lead from gasoline sold for most highway vehicles. Lead emissions were further
reduced substantially between 1990 and 2008, with reductions occurring in the metals industries in
part due to national emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants (USEPA 2013). As a result of
phasing out leaded gasoline, metal processing is currently the primary source of Pb emissions. The
highest level of Pb in the air is generally found near lead smelters. Other stationary sources include
waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery manufacturers. Lead may cause a range of health
effects, including anemia, kidney disease, and neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction (in
severe cases). Demolition of buildings containing lead-based paint is regulated by existing laws and
regulations, including California Code of Regulations Title 17, Division 1, Chapter 8 and Senate Bill
460, to reduce or eliminate the risk to nearby receptors. Furthermore, the proposed project does
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not include any stationary sources of lead emissions. Therefore, implementation of the project
would not result in substantial emissions of lead, and this pollutant is not discussed further in this
analysis.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to
an increase in deaths or serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human
health. TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from a
variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, industrial
operations, painting operations, and research and teaching facilities. One of the main sources of
TACs in California is diesel engines that emit exhaust containing solid material known as diesel
particulate matter (DPM; California Air Resources Board [CARB] 2011a). TACs are different than the
criteria pollutants previously discussed because ambient air quality standards have not been
established for TACs. TACs occurring at extremely low levels may still cause health effects, and it is
typically difficult to identify levels of exposure that do not produce adverse health effects. TAC
impacts are described by carcinogenic risk and by chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e.,
severe but of short duration) adverse effects on human health.

Current Ambient Air Quality

CARB and the U.S. EPA establish ambient air quality standards for major pollutants. Standards have
been set at levels intended to be protective of public health. California standards are typically more
restrictive than federal standards. Local air districts and CARB monitor ambient air quality to ensure
that air quality standards are met, and if they are not met, develop strategies to meet the
standards. Air quality monitoring stations measure pollutant ground-level concentrations (typically,
ten feet above ground level). Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local
air basin is classified as in “attainment” or “non-attainment.” Some areas are unclassified, which
means no monitoring data are available. Unclassified areas are considered to be in attainment.
Table 1 summarizes the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for each of these pollutants as well as the attainment status of the
Basin. As shown in Table 1, the Basin is in nonattainment for the federal standards for ozone and
PM, . The Basin is also in nonattainment for the State standard for ozone, PM;,, and PM, s.
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Table 1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Standards National Standards
Attainment Attainment
Pollutant Averaging Time  Concentration Status Concentration Status
Ozone 8 Hour 0.070 ppm N 0.070 ppm N
1 Hour 0.09 ppm N
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm A 9 ppm A
1 Hour 20 ppm A 35 ppm A
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 Hour 0.18 ppm A 0.100 ppm U
Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm A
Arithmetic
Mean
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.04 ppm A 0.14 ppm A
1 Hour 0.25 ppm A 0.075 ppm
Annual 0.030 ppm A
Arithmetic
Mean
Particulate Matter Annual 20 ug/m3 N
(PMyp) Arithmetic
Mean
24 Hour 50 pg/m’ N 150 pg/m’ U
Particulate Matter -  Annual 12 ug/m3 12 },lg/m3 U/A
Fine (PM,5) Arithmetic
Mean
24 Hour 35 },lg/m3 N
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m’ A
Lead Calendar 1.5 },lg/m3 A
Quarter
Rolling 3 Month 0.15 pg/m’
Average
30 Day Average 1.5 ug/m’) A
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm u
Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.010 ppm No information
(chloroethene) available
Visibility Reducing 8 Hour(10:00 u
particles t018:00 PST)

A=Attainment; N=Nonattainment; U=Unclassified; mg/m>=milligrams per cubic meter; ppm=parts per million; pg/m>*=micrograms per
cubic meter

Source: BAAQMD 2017a.

The Sebastopol Monitoring Station is the BAAQMD-operated monitoring station located closest to
the City of Santa Rosa and is approximately 6 miles west of the project site. Table 2 summarizes the
representative annual air quality data for the project site over the years 2014 to 2017 at the
Sebastopol Monitoring Station for all criteria pollutants, except PM,, and CO since they were
unavailable for that station. Data for PMy, was is from the Healdsburg-133 Matheson Street station
approximately 17 miles north of the project site. CO data is not available at any station in Sonoma
County or for the San Francisco air basin as a whole.
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Table 2 Ambient Air Quality at the Nearest Monitoring Stations

Pollutant 2014 2015 2016 2017
Ozone (ppm), Worst 1-Hour 0.67 0.068 0.073 0.087
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 0
Ozone (ppm), 8-Hour Average 0.061 0.062 0.064 0.071
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 1
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide (ppm), Highest 8-Hour Average * * * *
Number of days of above State or Federal standard (>9.0 ppm) * * * *
Particulate Matter <10 microns, ug/m3, Worst 24 Hours' 45.6 50.7 43.5 161.5
Number of days above State standard (>50 ug/m3) 0 1 0 7
Number of days above Federal standard (>150 pg/ms) 0 0 0 1
Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, ug/ma, Worst 24 Hours 26.2 29.9 18.7 81.8
Number of days above Federal standard (>35 ug/m3) 0 0 0 4

ppm = parts per million; p.g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

* No data available

Sebastopol Monitoring Station was used for all pollutants, except PM;o, which used data from Healdsburg-133 Matheson Street station.
Source: CARB 2019a

! Reporting the California “First High”

As shown in Table 2, PM, exceeded the state standard in 2015 and state and federal standards in
2017 and PM, 5 exceeded the federal standard in 2017 (PM exceedances in 2017 were likely due to
the local wildfire). The 8-hour average of ozone also exceed the state standard one time in 2017.

Federal and State

The federal and state governments have authority under the federal and state Clean Air Acts to
regulate emissions of airborne pollutants and have established ambient air quality standards (AAQS)
for the protection of public health. An air quality standard is defined as “the maximum amount of a
pollutant averaged over a specified period of time that can be present in outdoor air without
harming public health” (CARB 2019b). The USEPA is the federal agency designated to administer air
quality regulation, while CARB is the state equivalent in California. Federal and state AAQS have
been established for six criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO,, SO,, PM,o, PM, 5, and Pb. AAQS are designed
to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children
under the age of 14, the elderly (over the age of 65), persons engaged in strenuous work or
exercise, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases (U.S. EPA 2016). In
addition, the State of California has established health-based ambient air quality standards for these
and other pollutants, some of which are more stringent than the federal standards (California Air
Resources Board 2019c and 2019d). Table 1 lists the current federal and state standards for
regulated pollutants.

Air Quality Management Plan

The BAAQMD is primarily responsible for ensuring that the national and State ambient air quality
standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area. The BAAQMD is also responsible for
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adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issuing permits for
stationary sources of air pollutants, inspecting stationary sources of air pollutants, responding to
citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding grants
to reduce motor vehicle emissions, and conducting public education campaigns. The BAAQMD has
jurisdiction over much of the nine-county Bay Area, including Sonoma County.

The BAAQMD, along with other regional agencies (such as the Association of Bay Area Governments
[ABAG] and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission [MTC]), has prepared the Ozone
Attainment Plan to guide the region’s air quality planning efforts and address the federal standard
for ozone. The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most recently approved regional Clean Air Plan, which was
adopted in April 2017, as an update to the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy and the 2010 Clean Air
Plan. The 2017 Clean Air Plan provides an integrated, multi-pollutant strategy to improve air quality,
protect public health, and protect the climate. The plan is designed to provide a control strategy to
reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan. The
2017 Clean Air Plan included Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) from the 2005 Ozone
Strategy, measures that were modified and expanded based on new investment and policy
decisions as well as public input. In particular, the TCMs have been updated to reflect the policy and
investment decisions made in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) regional
transportation plan, Transportation 2035: Change in Motion. The 2017 Clean Air Plan is also based
on population and employment forecasts from ABAG (BAAQMD 2017b).

City of Santa Rosa

The City of Santa Rosa’s General Plan 2035, adopted in 2019, lists several air quality policies as part
of its Open Space and Conservation element that supplement those of the BAAQMD. The following
policies are applicable to the proposed project (City of Santa Rosa 2019):

OSC-J Take appropriate actions to help Santa Rosa and the larger Bay Area region achieve
and maintain all ambient air quality standards.

OSC-J-1 Review all new construction projects and require dust abatement actions as
contained in the CEQA Handbook of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

0OSC-J-2 Budget for clean fuels and vehicles in the city’s long-range capital expenditure
plans, to replace and improve the existing fleet of gasoline and diesel powered
vehicles. Initiate a policy to make its fleet among the cleanest in the North Bay by:

=  Purchasing electric vehicles wherever possible, and especially for stop-and-go
units such as parking meter readers.

= Purchasing electric or hybrid electric fleet vehicles for general staff use,
especially for building inspectors and other uses primarily within the city.

= Purchasing alternative fuel vehicles, such as natural gas, as the existing diesel-
powered fleet is replaced. Alternatively, purchase diesel vehicles only if they
meet or exceed emission specifications for available natural gas fuel vehicles.

= Purchasing biodiesel fuel for use by the city diesel truck fleet.
= As possible, use lo-NOx fuel additives, such as Purinox, in all diesel vehicles.

0SC-J-3 Reduce particulate matter emissions from wood burning appliances through
implementation of the city’s Wood Burning Appliance code.
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Sensitive Receptors

Ambient air quality standards have been established to represent the levels of air quality considered
sufficient, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public health and welfare. They are
designed to protect people most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14;
persons over 65; persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise; and people with cardiovascular
and chronic respiratory diseases. CARB identifies sensitive receptors as “land uses where sensitive
individuals are most likely to spend time,” such as “schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds,
daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities” (CARB 2005). The sensitive
receptors nearest to the project site are residences located adjacent to the southwest corner of the
project site.

2.2 Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

This analysis uses the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The May 2017 CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines include revisions made to the 2010 Guidelines, addressing the California Supreme
Court’s 2015 opinion in the Cal. Bldg. Indus. Ass’n vs. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist., 62 Cal. 4th
369 (BAAQMD 2017c). Therefore, the numeric thresholds in the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality
Thresholds were used for this analysis to determine whether the impacts of the project exceed the
thresholds identified in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Significance Thresholds

To determine whether a project would have a significant impact to air quality, Appendix G of the
2019 State CEQA Guidelines asks whether a project would:

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

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

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

The BAAQMD's significance thresholds in the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines for project
operations within the Basin are used to determine the air quality impacts of the proposed project.
Table 3 shows the quantitative thresholds for air quality impact evaluation from the May 2017 CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines. These represent the levels at which a project’s individual emissions of criteria
air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the Basin‘s
existing air quality conditions for all pollutants in which the basin is in state or federal non-
attainment (ROG, NOy, PMy,, and PM,;5).

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission levels
for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project exceeds
the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in
significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions. Therefore,
additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is unnecessary.
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Table 3 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Construction Operational
Average Daily Emissions Maximum Annual Emissions Average Daily Emissions
Pollutant/Precursor (Ibs/day) (tpy) (Ibs/day)
ROG 54 10 54
NOy 54 10 54
PMy, 82 (exhaust) 15 82
PM, 5 54 (exhaust) 10 54

Source: BAAQMD 2017c.

Notes: tpy = tons per year; Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOy = oxides of nitrogen; PM, s = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PMyo = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10
micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; tpy = tons per year.

Methodology

The construction emissions associated with development of the project were calculated using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.1. Temporary emissions would
result from three primary sources: operation of construction vehicles (e.g., scrapers, loaders, and
excavators); ground disturbance during clearing and grading, which creates fugitive dust; and the
application of asphalt, paint, or other oil-based substances. The extent of daily emissions,
particularly reactive organic gases (ROGs) and nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions, generated by
construction equipment would depend on the quantity of equipment used and the hours of
operation for each project. The extent of fugitive dust (PM,; and PM,,) emissions would depend
upon the following factors: 1) the amount of disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3)
whether existing structures are demolished; 4) whether excavation is involved; and 5) whether
transporting excavated materials offsite is necessary. The amount of ROG emissions generated by
paints and oil-based substances such as asphalt depends upon the type and amount of material
utilized.

CalEEMod was used to estimate air pollutant emissions associated with project construction, which
was estimated to extend approximately 11 months based on the applicant’s preliminary
construction schedule (see Appendix A). Demolition of the existing single-family dwelling would
occur first, followed by site preparation, grading, construction, paving, architectural coating, and
landscaping. Construction activities would result in temporary air quality impacts that may vary
substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and,
for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.

CalEEMod was also used to estimate non-stationary source operational emissions. Operational
emissions included mobile source emissions, area source emissions, and emissions from energy use.
Mobile source emissions would be generated by the increase in motor vehicle trips to and from the
project site. This analysis uses daily trip generation estimates provided by Fehr & Peers in the
Transportation Impact Analysis Report (Fehr & Peers 2019). Area source emissions are generated by
landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coating. CalEEMod also
estimates emissions from water demand and wastewater generation. As discussed in the Project
Description, the project would demand approximately 12,000 gallons of water per day. This
assumption was included in the CalEEMod analysis.
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It is the goal of the project to use electricity entirely from a natural gas powered cogenerator system
onsite, a stationary source. In the unlikely event that the cogenerator system fails, the project would
use electricity from PG&E. These events, by their nature, would be infrequent and temporary.
Nonetheless, in order to provide a conservative, worst case analysis of air pollutant and GHG
emissions, two electricity source scenarios were evaluated in this study:

= Scenario 1: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System
= Scenario 2: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

For Scenario 1, it was assumed that all electricity would be generated on site and no electricity
demand was included in CalEEMod, as associated criteria pollutant emissions from the cogenerator
system were calculated separately using manufacturer specific emission factors. For Scenario 2, it
was assumed that all electricity would be supplied by PG&E and 21,900,000 kWh annual electricity
consumption was included in CalEEMod. The proposed chiller could run on exhaust heat from the
cogenerator system, further reducing energy demand of the facility; however, this reduction in
demand is not included in order to provide a conservative estimate of energy related emissions. In
addition, CalEEMod calculates emissions from natural gas combustion onsite (California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2017). Modeling assumptions for both scenarios included
that the project would demand approximately 331,870 therms per year to operate proposed natural
gas boiler. Emissions associated with combustion of natural gas by the cogenerator system were
calculated separately using manufacturer specific emission factors.

Consistent the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, stationary source criteria pollutant emissions
were quantified and added to project mobile- and area-source emissions for comparison to
thresholds of significance (BAAQMD 2017; page 3-1). Emissions from the cogenerator units,
stationary sources, were estimated separately using emission factors provided by Western Energy
Systems for the Avus 500 Plus NG/Agenitor 412, which is a generator unit likely to be used by the
project. Exact generator equipment has not been selected for the project, as final selection will be
made during the facility design phase; nonetheless, the emissions estimated in this study provide a
reasonable estimate of emissions from similarly-sized cogenerator units that are likely to be used by
the project. As required by BAAQMD Rule 1, General Requirements, the project applicant would be
required to obtain an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD in order to
operate the cogenerator system on the project site. Pursuant to BAAQMD Rule 2, New Source
Review, in order to receive an authority to construct and permit to operate, the proposed
cogenerator system would be required to implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to
control criteria pollutant emissions, if it would emit pollutants in an amount of 10 or more pounds
per day (see Rule 2, Section 2-2-301). The proposed cogenerator system would emit more than 10
pounds per day each of NOy, CO, and VOC; therefore, the project is required to comply with
BAAQMD Rule 2 by implementing BACT. Consistent with the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,
the stationary source analysis takes into account this mandatory regulatory compliance measure
and stationary emissions estimates are based on emission factors with BACT in place (selective
catalytic reduction [SCR] or oxidation catalyst system; BAAQMD 2017, page 4-3). Post-catalyst
emission factors and manufacturer emissions estimates are provided in Appendix B.

Human Health Impacts

The methodology in this report makes a reasonable effort to substantively connect the project’s air
quality impacts to the likely health consequences. The methodology in this report also connects the
project’s air quality impacts to the likely health consequences, consistent with the California
Supreme Court’s (Court) decision regarding Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (Friant Ranch, L.P.)
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(2018). The following information is provided to be consistent with the Court’s opinion by explaining
the limitations of available AQ modeling tools and thresholds and why it is not scientifically feasible
at the time of drafting this report to provide an analysis explaining the direct connection between
the project’s regional pollutant emissions and human health. This information is based upon the
South Coast Air Management District (SCAQMD) and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJIVAPCD) amicus briefs filed in the Friant Ranch decision that explain the difficulties in providing a
precise correlation between regional pollutant emissions and human health. The BAAQMD did not
comment on the Friant Ranch decision. However, the findings and conclusions from the SIVAPCD
and SCAQMD are considered applicable and germane to this methodological issue.

With regard to the analysis of air quality-related health impacts, the SCAQMD, the air quality
authority for the South Coast Air Basin, has stated that “in some cases, it is not feasible to correlate
[air pollutant] emissions to specific, quantifiable health impacts (e.g., premature mortality; hospital
admissions).” In such cases, a general description of the adverse health impacts resulting from the
pollutants at issue may be sufficient.

The SCAQMD has further stated that from a scientific standpoint, it takes a large amount of
additional precursor emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient ozone levels over an entire
region. For example, the SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP showed that reducing NOy by 432 tons per day and
reducing ROC by 187 tons per day would only reduce ozone levels at SCAQMD’s monitor site with
the highest levels by only 9 parts per billion (SCAQMD 2013). SCAQMD staff does not currently know
of a way to accurately quantify ozone- related health impacts caused by NOy or ROC precursor
emissions from relatively small projects.

SCAQMD acknowledged that it may be feasible to analyze regional air quality related health impacts
for projects on a regional scale with very high emissions of NOx and ROCs. The example SCAQMD
provided was for proposed Rule 1315, which authorized various newly-permitted sources to use
offsets from the SCAQMD’s “internal bank” of emission reductions. The CEQA analysis accounted for
essentially all of the increases in emissions due to new or modified sources in the District between
2010 and 2030, or approximately 6,620 pounds per day of NOy and 89,947 pounds per day of ROC,
to expected health outcomes from ozone and particulate matter (e.g., 20 premature deaths per
year and 89,947 school absences in the year 2030 due to ozone). The SCAQMD stated that its staff
does not currently know of a way to accurately quantify ozone- related health impacts caused by
ozone from relatively small projects like the proposed project. Therefore, a general description of
the adverse health impacts resulting from the pollutants at issue is all that can be provided at this
time.

The SIVAPCD amicus brief addresses whether it is scientifically feasible to correlate an individual
project’s air quality emissions to specific health impacts. As discussed under Section 2.1,
Background, human health impacts associated with criteria pollutants are analyzed and taken into
consideration when the EPA sets the NAAQS for each criteria pollutant (42 U.S.C. § 7409(b)(1)). The
health impact of a particular criteria pollutant is analyzed on a regional, not a facility level, based on
how close the area is to complying with (attaining) the NAAQS. As discussed by the SIVAPCD, it is
not feasible to conduct a criteria air pollutant analysis detailing health impacts on a project-level
basis because currently available computer modeling tools are not equipped for this task.

In some instances, when a health risk type analysis is required for criteria air pollutants, it is
important to understand how the relevant criteria pollutants (ozone and particulate matter) are
formed, dispersed and regulated. Ground level ozone (smog) is not directly emitted into the air, but
is instead formed when precursor pollutants such as NOy and ROC are emitted into the atmosphere
and undergo complex chemical reactions in the process of sunlight. Once formed, ozone can be
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transported long distances by wind. Because of the complexity of ozone formation, a specific
tonnage amount of NOy or ROCs emitted in a particular area does not equate to a particular
concentration of ozone in that area. Even rural areas that have relatively low tonnages of emissions
of NOy or ROC can have high levels of ozone concentrations simply due to wind transport.
Conversely, areas that have substantially more NOy and ROC emissions could experience lower
concentrations of ozone simply because sea breezes disperse the emissions (SJVAPCD 2007).
Furthermore, the SIVAPCD states that although emissions of particulate matter can have a localized
impact, the tonnage emitted does not always equate to the local PM concentration because local
PM concentrations are affected by several factors, including wind transport, meteorology, and
complex chemical factors. In addition, secondary PM is formed via a complex process such that the
tonnage of PM-forming precursor emissions in a given area and does not necessarily result in an
equivalent concentration of secondary PM in that same area.

For ozone and PM, the disconnect between the tonnage of precursor pollutants and the
concentration of ozone and secondary PM formed is important because it is not necessarily the
tonnage of precursor pollutants that causes human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of
resulting ozone and PM that cause these effects. The NAAQS, which are statutorily required to be
set by USEPA at levels that are requisite to protect the public health, are established as
concentrations of ozone and PM and not as tonnages of their precursor pollutants. Because the
NAAQS are focused on achieving a particular concentration region-wide, the SJIVAPCD’s tools and
plans for attaining the NAAQS are regional in nature.

The computer models used to simulate and predict an attainment date for ozone and PM are based
on regional inventories of precursor pollutants and meteorology within the air basin. At a very basic
level, the models simulate future ozone and PM levels based on regional inputs, such as regional
inventories of precursor pollutants and atmospheric chemistry and meteorology. The computer
models are not designed to determine whether the emissions generated by an individual
development project will affect the date that the air basin attains the NAAQS. Instead, the models
help inform regional planning strategies based on the extent all of the emission-generating sources
within the air basin must be controlled in order to reach attainment. For example, according to the
BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, basin-wide emissions in 2015 included 259 tons per day of ROC
emissions and 298 tons per day of NOy emissions (BAAQMD 2017b). Running the photochemical grid
model used for predicting ozone attainment with the emissions solely from this project (which
equates to less than one hundredth of one percent for both ROC and NOy) is not likely to yield valid
information given the relatively small scale involved.

Therefore, in summary, given the state of environmental science modeling in use at this time, the
correlation between air quality impacts and human health cannot be technically perfect or based on
scientific certainty. This detail explains why it is not scientifically feasible at the time of drafting of
this report to substantively connect this individual project’s air quality impacts to likely health
consequences. Hence, the analysis in this report functions to provide detail sufficient to enable
those who did not participate in its preparation understand and consider meaningfully the potential
air quality impacts associated with the project. In addition, the correlation methodology used herein
produces impact analysis that connects the levels of pollutants that would be emitted by the project
to potential adverse health effects. This provides the public with an idea of the health consequences
that could result when more pollutants are added to the basin, particularly for nonattainment
pollutants. Therefore, the analysis herein either informs the public how the analytical results
translate to create potential adverse impacts or explains what is known, and why, given existing
scientific constraints, it cannot translate potential health impacts further.
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Project Impacts

Construction-Related Emissions

The CEQA Guidelines threshold is whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? [Construction]

Table 4 summarizes the estimated maximum daily construction emissions from development of the
proposed project. As shown therein, the maximum daily emissions are well below the applicable
thresholds and would not exceed any of the BAAQMD project-level thresholds for construction
emissions.

Table 4 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Maximum Emissions (lbs/day)

PM;, PM, 5
(Exhaust Only) (Exhaust Only)
Maximum (lbs/day) 26.2 40.5 8.5 4.7
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Notes: See Appendix B, “Scenario 2 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities,” Table 2.1, Overall Construction (Maximum Daily
Emission_ - Unmitigated Construction for CalEEMod output. Numbers may not add up due to rounding. Winter emissions were used
because they are generally higher than summer emission rates and provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily emissions.

With regard to fugitive dust, the BAAQMD’s May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines states that
implementation of best construction management practices (further detailed below) would fully
address impacts related to fugitive dust (PM, s and PM4 not emitted in exhaust) and does not
provide construction or operational-related thresholds of significance for fugitive dust.

Although project-related construction emissions would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds, the
BAAQMD recommends implementation of Basic Construction Mitigation Measures (BAAQMD
2017c) for all proposed projects to reduce emissions of air pollutants during construction activities.

These basic construction mitigation measures include the following:

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

= All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.

= All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

= All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

= All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible.
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are
used.
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= |dling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided
for construction workers at all access points.

= All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.

=  Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead agency
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

As discussed in Section 1, Project Description, the applicant is proposing to implement best practices
recommended by BAAQMD to limit emissions of air pollutants during construction. For
informational purposes, the analysis below describes how the project’s incremental (and less than
significant) impacts relate to human health.

As discussed under Methodology, the disconnect between the tonnage of pollutants emitted and
the localized concentrations of ozone, PM, 5 and PM,q is important because it is not necessarily the
tonnage of pollutants emitted that causes human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of
ozone and PM that cause these effects. In addition, it is not scientifically feasible to correlate an
individual project’s air quality emissions to specific health impacts. Therefore, a general description
of the adverse health impacts resulting from the pollutants at issue is all that can be provided at this
time. The incremental increase in ozone, PM, s and PM;, concentrations in the basin as a result of
project construction would contribute to adverse health impacts that are already occurring due to
the region’s nonattainment status for these pollutants. As discussed in subsection, Air Pollutants of
Primary Concern, the health impacts of ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible
changes in lung functions, and the health impacts of suspended particulates (PM,.s and PMy)
include respiratory irritation, reduced lung function, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and
cancer. However, because emissions of ROC, PM, 5, PM.,, and NOy during project construction
would not exceed the BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds and the project would incorporate
BAAQMD-recommended construction best management practices, the project’s incremental
contribution to these adverse health impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Emissions

The CEQA Guidelines threshold is whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? [Operational]

Tables 5 and 6 summarize the estimated emissions associated with operation of the project under
two scenarios: Scenario 1, Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System, and Scenario 2,
Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities. As shown in Table 5, the project would not exceed
BAAQMD daily or annual operational thresholds even with inclusion of the cogenerator system, a
stationary source (Scenario 1).

As noted under Methodology above, the project applicant would be required to obtain an Authority
to Construct and Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD, in order to operate the cogenerator system
on the project site. As such, stationary source emissions estimates shown in Table 5 include
adherence to applicable regulatory compliance measures, as required in BAAQMD Rule 2, New
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Source Review, Section 2-2-301, Best Available Control Technology Requirement. Adherence to
existing regulations and permit requirements would ensure that the project would not generate
stationary source emissions in excess of BAAQMD’s thresholds.

As shown in Table 6, in the unlikely event that the project would rely on electricity entirely from
PG&E (Scenario 2), the project would not exceed BAAQMD daily or annual operational thresholds.

There is no difference between energy-related criteria pollutant emissions between Scenario 1 and
Scenario 2 because CalEEMod only calculates direct emissions of criteria pollutants from energy
sources that combust on-site, such as natural gas used in a building (CAPCOA 2017). CalEEMod does
not calculate or attribute emissions of criteria pollutants from electricity generation to individual
projects because fossil fuel power plants are existing stationary sources permitted by air districts
and/or the U.S. EPA, and they are subject to local, state and federal control measures. Criteria
pollutant emissions from power plants are associated with the power plants themselves, and not
individual projects or electricity users. As discussed in the GHG analysis in Section 3, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, of this report, indirect emissions of GHGs due to electricity consumption are
calculated in CalEEMod and attributed to individual projects and consumers. For informational
purposes, the analysis below describes how the project’s incremental (and less than significant)
impacts relate to human health.

As discussed under Methodology, the disconnect between the tonnage of pollutants emitted and
the localized concentrations of ozone, PM, 5 and PM,q is important because it is not necessarily the
tonnage of pollutants emitted that causes human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of
ozone and PM that cause these effects. In addition, it is not scientifically feasible to correlate an
individual project’s air quality emissions to specific health impacts. Therefore, a general description
of the adverse health impacts resulting from the pollutants at issue is all that can be provided at this
time. The incremental increase in ozone, PM, s and PM;, concentrations in the basin as a result of
project construction would contribute to adverse health impacts that are already occurring due to
the region’s nonattainment status for these pollutants. As discussed in subsection, Air Pollutants of
Primary Concern, the health impacts of ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible
changes in lung functions, and the health impacts of suspended particulates (PM,.s and PMy)
include respiratory irritation, reduced lung function, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and
cancer. However, because emissions of ROC, PM, 5, PM,, and NOy during project operation would
not exceed the BAAQMD's significance thresholds and the project would adherence to applicable
regulatory compliance measures, as required in BAAQMD Rule 2, New Source Review, Section 2-2-
301, Best Available Control Technology Requirement, the project’s incremental contribution to
these adverse health impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 5 Estimated Operational Emissions: Scenario 1 —Electrical Demand Supplied by
Cogenerator System

Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source

Average Daily Emissions (Ib/day)

Area 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 2.0 17.8 0.1 0.1 1.4 1.4
Mobile 0.6 34 <0.1 <0.1 1.8 0.5
Stationary 29.5 14.3 20.4 NA NA NA
Total 34.9 35.5 20.5 0.1 3.2 1.9
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 NA NA 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy)

Area 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 0.4 3.3 2.7 <0.1 0.2 0.2
Mobile 0.1 0.6 1.4 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Stationary 5.1 2.5 3.5 NA NA NA
Total 6.1 6.4 7.6 <0.1 0.5 0.3
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 NA NA 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Note: See Appendix B for modeling results for non-stationary sources, and post-catalyst emission factors and manufacturer emissions
estimates for stationary equipment. Stationary source emissions estimates include adherence to applicable regulatory compliance measures,
as required in BAAQMD Rule 2, New Source Review, Section 2-2-301, Best Available Control Technology Requirement. Numbers may not add
up due to rounding. Winter emissions were used for non-stationary sources because they are generally higher than summer emission rates
and provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily emissions.

NA = Not applicable
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Table 6 Estimated Operational Emissions: Scenario 2 —Electrical Demand Supplied by
Utilities

Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source

Average Daily Emissions (Ib/day)

Area 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 2.0 17.8 0.1 0.1 1.4 1.4
Mobile 0.6 34 <0.1 <0.1 1.8 0.5
Stationary 0 0 0 NA NA NA
Total 5.3 21.2 23.0 0.1 3.2 1.9
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 NA NA 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy)

Area 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy 0.4 3.3 2.7 <0.1 0.2 0.2
Mobile 0.1 0.6 1.4 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Stationary 0 0 0 NA NA NA
Total 1.0 3.9 4.1 <0.1 0.6 0.3
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 NA NA 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA No No

Note: See Appendix B for modeling results for non-stationary sources, and post-catalyst emission factors and manufacturer emissions
estimates for stationary equipment. Numbers may not add up due to rounding. Winter emissions were used for non-stationary sources
because they are generally higher than summer emission rates and provide a more conservative estimate of maximum daily emissions.
NA = Not applicable

The next CEQA Guidelines threshold inquires whether the project would expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Toxic Air Contaminants

CARB's Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic
emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities,
dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). The Air Quality and Land Use Handbook does not
provide guidance for facilities or stationary equipment that require a permit to operate from a local
air district. Instead, toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from these sources are directly regulated
through the air district rule and permit review process.
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Nearby sensitive receptors include residences directly adjacent to the south and southwest of the
project site boundary. Common stationary source types of TAC and PM, 5 emissions include gasoline
stations, dry cleaners, and diesel backup generators, which are subject to BAAQMD permit
requirements (BAAQMD 2017c). The project would include a cogenerator system onsite, which is a
natural gas combustion engine, and would be a stationary source of TACs. Regulation 2, Rule 5 of
the BAAQMD specifies permit requirements for new or modified stationary sources of TAC. The
Project Risk Requirement (2-5-302.1) states that the Air Pollution Control Officer shall deny an
Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs if the project
cancer risk exceeds 10.0 in one million. The project applicant would be required to obtain an
Authority to Construction and Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD in order to operate the
cogenerator system on the project site; therefore, adherence to existing regulations and permit
requirements would ensure that the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

The BAAQMD recommends CO “hotspot” analysis for a project if the addition of project traffic
would increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour.
According to the Traffic Impact Analysis Report prepared for the project (Fehr & Peers 2019), no
intersections would handle more than 44,000 vehicles per hour due to project-related traffic.
Therefore, the project would not result in a CO “hotspot” and no intersection-specific CO modeling
is required.

Odors

The May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines identify land uses considered by BAAQMD to have
potential for offensive odors. The list includes wastewater treatment plants, landfills, confined
animal facilities, composting stations, food manufacturing plants, refineries, and chemical plants.
Although the BAAQMD does not explicitly list cannabis cultivation facilities, odor may present a
potential concern to surrounding communities. Malodorous aromas could be emitted by varied
strains and species during the growth cycle of cannabis plants. However, the project would include
odor controls through various methods such as engineering controls, carbon filtration,
neutralization, and oxidation. Specifically, the project would include hydroxyl generators which use
water vapor in the atmosphere to create hydroxyl radicals. Once created, the hydroxyl radicals
would be dispersed into the air where they would deodorize, oxidize, and deactivate airborne
microbials. Additionally, the project applicant would create an Odor Control Plan that would
establish a protocol to continuously sample representative effluent air following the carbon
absorption system during grow periods. If the carbon filtration system alone is not adequate in
obtaining the control efficiency determined under the odor mitigation control plan, then odor
control abatement will be enhanced through one of several means. Additional controls may include,
but not be limited to, mist eliminators via spray application, oxidation using hydrogen peroxide or
ozone and/or other neutralizing agents. All added controls and their guarantee efficiency would be
backed by vendor suppliers.

The BAAQMD also regulates odor emissions through Regulation 7, Odorous Substances; this
regulation places general limitations on odorous substances and specific emission limitations on
certain odorous compounds. The project would be required to comply with Regulation 7 and would
be subject to BAAQMD enforcement, in the event of non-compliance. The project’s proposed odor
control equipment and plan, as well as compliance with existing regulations would ensure that the
project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
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Air Quality Plan Consistency

With regard to the last CEQA Guidelines threshold, it inquires whether the project would conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

According to the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, an air quality plan refers to clean air plans,
state implementation plans (SIPS), ozone plans, and other potential air quality plans developed by
the BAAQMD. To date, the BAAQMD’s most current adopted air quality plan is the 2017 Clean Air
Plan. The consistency analysis should evaluate whether the project is consistent with the applicable
goals, control measures, and strategies outlined in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. If the project is
consistent with these components, it would be considered consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
Goals of the Clean Air Plan include: attainment of air quality standards and reduction of population
exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area. The 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85
individual control measures that describe specific actions to reduce emissions of air and climate
pollutants from the full range of emission sources. The control measures are categorized based
upon the economic sector framework used by the CARB for the AB 32 Scoping Plan Update. These
sectors include: Stationary (Industrial) Sources, Transportation, Energy, Buildings, Agriculture,
Natural and Working Lands, Waste Management, Water, and Super-GHG Pollutants (i.e., methane).
The BAAQMD encourages project developers and lead agencies to incorporate these measures into
project designs and plan elements. If approval of a project would not cause the disruption, delay, or
otherwise hinder the implementation of any air quality plan control measure, it would be
considered consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

The project would be consistent with a variety of applicable Clean Air Plan goals and control
measures such as the overarching goal of protecting air quality and health at the regional and local
scale because project-generated emissions do not exceed the applicable BAAQMD thresholds.
Additionally, the project would be consistent with: Measure EN2, Decrease Electricity Demand, by
utilizing an onsite cogenerator system, which would support local government’s energy efficiency
programs by providing electricity onsite; Measure TR14, Cars and Light Trucks, which encourages
the use of purchase and lease of battery-electric and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, which would be
used onsite by the security guards; and Measure WR1, Limiting GHGs from publicly owned
treatment works (POTW), which aims to reduce the GHGs emitted directly within POTWs and would
be achieved by using recycled water for cannabis cultivation. Additionally, the project would not
result in operational or construction emissions that would exceed the BAAQMD’s thresholds.
Further, the project would not directly increase population, as it does not include a substantial
increase in residential or employment, as only 105 employees are anticipated in the Transportation
Impact Analysis Report (Fehr & Peers 2019). The project is anticipated to primarily draw employees
from the surrounding area and would not result in population or employment growth that would
exceed the population projections on which the 2017 Clean Air Plan is based. For these reasons, the
project would not conflict with or obstruct continued implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
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3 Greenhouse Gases

3.1 Background

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases
(GHGs). The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate
change include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxides (N,O), fluorinated gases such as
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg). Water vapor
is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH, are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO, are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices
and landfills. Observations of CO, concentrations, globally-averaged temperature, and sea level rise
are generally well within the range of the extent of the earlier IPCC projections. The recently
observed increases in CH, and N,O concentrations are smaller than those assumed in the scenarios
in the previous assessments. Each IPCC assessment has used new projections of future climate
change that have become more detailed as the models have become more advanced.

Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include
fluorinated gases and SF¢ (California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA] 2006). Different
types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO,) is used to relate the
amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide
equivalent” (CO,e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a
100-year GWP of one. By contrast, methane CH, has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect
is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC 2007).

Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce
more extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century.
Some of the potential impacts in California of global warming may include loss of snow pack, sea
level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and
more drought years (CalEPA 2010). While these potential impacts identify the possible effects of
climate change at a global and potentially statewide level, in general, scientific modeling tools are
currently unable to predict what impacts would occur locally.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

Federal Emissions Inventory

Total United States GHG emissions were 6,456.7 million metric tons (MMT or gigatonnes) of CO,e in
2017 (U.S. EPA 2019). Total United States emissions have increased by 1.3 percent since 1990;
emissions decreased by 0.5 percent from 2016 to 2017 (U.S. EPA 2019). The decrease from 2016 to
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2017 was a result of multiple factors, including: (1) a continued shift from coal to natural gas and
other non-fossil energy sources in the electric power sector and (2) milder weather in 2017 resulting
in overall decreased electricity usage (U.S. EPA 2019). Since 1990, U.S. emissions have increased at
an average annual rate of 0.05 percent. In 2017, the industrial and transportation end-use sectors
accounted for 30 percent and 29 percent, respectively, of GHG emissions (with electricity-related
emissions distributed). The residential and commercial end-use sectors accounted for 15 percent
and 16 percent of GHG emissions, respectively (U.S. EPA 2019).

California Emissions Inventory

Based on CARB’s California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2016, California produced 424.1
MMT of CO,e in 2017 (CARB 2019a). The major source of GHGs in California is associated with
transportation, contributing 41 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions. The industrial sector is
the second largest source, contributing 24 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, and electric power
accounted for approximately 15 percent (CARB 2019a). California emissions are due in part to its
large size and large population compared to other states. However, a factor that reduces California’s
per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, as compared to other states, is its relatively mild climate. In
2016, the State of California achieved its 2020 GHG emission reduction targets as emissions fell
below 431 MMT of CO,e (CARB 2018a). The annual 2030 statewide target emissions level is 260
MMT of CO,e (CARB 2017). With implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan, regulated GHG
emissions are projected to decline to 260 MMT of CO,e per year by 2030. Per Executive Order (EO)
B-55-18, the statewide goal for 2045 is to achieve carbon neutrality and maintain net negative
emissions thereafter. This goal supersedes the 2050 goal of an 80 percent reduction in GHG
emissions below 1990 levels established by EO S-3-05, and CARB has been tasked with including a
pathway toward the EO B-55-18 carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping Plan update.

Potential Effects of Climate Change.

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling
predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme
climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. Long-term
trends have found that each of the past three decades has been warmer than all the previous
decades in the instrumental record, and the decade from 2000 through 2010 has been the warmest.
The observed global mean surface temperature (GMST) for the decade from 2006 to 2015 was
approximately 0.87°C (0.75°C to 0.99°C) higher than the average GMST over the period from 1850 to
1900. Several independently analyzed data records of global and regional Land-Surface Air
Temperature (LSAT) obtained from station observations are in agreement that LSAT as well as sea
surface temperatures have increased. In addition to these findings, there are identifiable signs that
global warming is currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic over the past two
decades (IPCC 2014 and 2018).

Potential impacts of climate change in California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years
(CalEPA 2010). Below is a summary of some of the potential effects that could be experienced in
California as a result of climate change.

According to California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment, statewide temperatures from 1986 to
2016 were approximately 1°F to 2°F higher than those recorded from 1901 to 1960. Potential
impacts of climate change in California may include loss in water supply from snow pack, sea level
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rise, more extreme heat days per year, more large forest fires, and more drought years (State of
California 2018). While there is growing scientific consensus about the possible effects of climate
change at a global and statewide level, current scientific modeling tools are unable to predict what
local impacts may occur with a similar degree of accuracy. In addition to statewide projections,
California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment includes regional reports that summarize climate
impacts and adaptation solutions for nine regions of the state as well as regionally-specific climate
change case studies (State of California 2018). Below is a summary of some of the potential effects
that could be experienced in California as a result of climate change.

Air Quality

Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen air quality in
many areas of California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone,
however the magnitude of the effect, and its indirect effects, are uncertain. As temperatures have
increased in recent years, the area burned by wildfires throughout the state has increased, and
wildfires have been occurring at higher elevations in the Sierra Nevada Mountains (State of
California 2018). If higher temperatures continue to be accompanied by an increase in the incidence
and extent of large wildfires, air quality would worsen. However, if higher temperatures are
accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear the
air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thereby ameliorating the
pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier conditions and
poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and asthma attacks
throughout the state (California Natural Resources Agency 2009).

Water Supply

Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of stream flow and precipitation)
indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic conditions in California, including a
pattern of recurring and extended droughts. Although uncertainty remains with respect to the
overall impact of climate change on future water supplies in California, the average early spring
snowpack in the Sierra Nevada decreased by about 10 percent during the last century, a loss of 1.5
million acre-feet of snowpack storage. During the same period, sea level rose eight inches along
California’s coast. California’s temperature has risen 1°F, mostly at night and during the winter, with
higher elevations experiencing the highest increase. Many Southern California cities have
experienced their lowest recorded annual precipitation twice within the past decade. In a span of
only two years, Los Angeles experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (DWR 2008;
CCCC 2009).

This uncertainty regarding future precipitation trends complicates the analysis of future water
demand, especially where the relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water
demand is not well understood. However, the average early spring snowpack in the western United
States, including the Sierra Nevada Mountains, decreased by about 10 percent during the last
century. During the same period, sea level rose over 5.9 inches along the central and southern
California coast (State of California 2018). The Sierra snowpack provides the majority of California's
water supply by accumulating snow during the state’s wet winters and releasing it slowly during the
state’s dry springs and summers. A warmer climate is predicted to reduce the fraction of
precipitation falling as snow and result in less snowfall at lower elevations, thereby reducing the
total snowpack (DWR 2008; State of California 2018). The State of California projects that average
spring snowpack in the Sierra Nevada and other mountain catchments in central and northern
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California will decline by approximately 66 percent from its historical average by 2050 (State of
California 2018).

Hydrology and Sea Level Rise

As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect: the amount of snowfall, rainfall, and
snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs (flash floods, rain or snow
events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise and coastal flooding; coastal
erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. According to The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the
California Coast, prepared by the California Climate Change Center (CCCC 2009), climate change has
the potential to induce substantial sea level rise in the coming century. The rising sea level increases
the likelihood and risk of flooding. The rate of increase of global mean sea levels over the 2001-2010
decade, as observed by satellites, ocean buoys and land gauges, was approximately 3.2 mm per
year, which is double the observed 20th century trend of 1.6 mm per year (WMO 2013). As a result,
sea levels averaged over the last decade were about 8 inches higher than those of 1880 (WMO
2013). Sea levels are rising faster now than in the previous two millennia, and the rise is expected to
accelerate, even with robust GHG emission control measures. The most recent IPCC report (2014)
predicts a mean sea-level rise of 11-38 inches by 2100. This prediction is more than 50 percent
higher than earlier projections of 7-23 inches, when comparing the same emissions scenarios and
time periods. A rise in sea levels could result in coastal flooding and erosion and could jeopardize
California’s water supply due to salt water intrusion. In addition, increased CO, emissions can cause
oceans to acidify due to the carbonic acid it forms. Increased storm intensity and frequency could
affect the ability of flood-control facilities, including levees, to handle storm events.

Agriculture

California has a $50 billion annual agricultural industry that produces over a third of the country’s
vegetables and two-thirds of the country’s fruits and nuts (California Department of Food and
Agriculture 2018). Higher CO, levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use
efficiency. However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, certain regions of agricultural
production could experience water shortages of up to 16 percent; water demand could increase as
hotter conditions lead to the loss of soil moisture; crop-yield could be threatened by water-induced
stress and extreme heat waves; and plants may be susceptible to new and changing pest and
disease outbreaks (State of California 2018). In addition, temperature increases could change the
time of year certain crops, such as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality
(California Climate Change Center 2006).

Ecosystems and Wildlife

Climate change and the potential resulting changes in weather patterns could have ecological
effects on a global and local scale. Increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the
rate of climate change. Scientists project that the annual average maximum daily temperatures in
California could rise by 4.4 to 5.8°F in the next 50 years and by 5.6 to 8.8°F in the next century (State
of California 2018). Soil moisture is likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms are
likely to become more frequent. Rising temperatures could have four major impacts on plants and
animals related to (1) timing of ecological events; (2) geographic distribution and range; (3) species’
composition and the incidence of nonnative species within communities; and (4) ecosystem
processes, such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan 2006; State of California 2018).
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Regulatory Setting

The following regulations address both climate change and GHG emissions.

Federal Regulations

The U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. ([2007]
549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the U.S. EPA has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG emissions
under the federal Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG
emissions in October 2009. This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers,
direct GHG emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines,
and requires annual reporting of emissions. In 2012 the U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule that establishes
the GHG permitting thresholds that determine when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source
Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit programs are
required for new and existing industrial facilities.

In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court in Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA (134 S. Ct. 2427 [2014]) held
that U.S. EPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a source
is @ major source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. The Court also held that PSD permits
that are otherwise required (based on emissions of other pollutants) may continue to require
limitations on GHG emissions based on the application of Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

California Regulations

The State of California considers GHG emissions and the impacts of climate change to be a serious
threat to the public health, environment, economic well-being, and natural resources of California
and has taken an aggressive stance to mitigate the State’s impact on climate change through the
adoption of policies and legislation. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for the
coordination and oversight of State and local air pollution control programs in California. California
has a numerous regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG emissions. These initiatives are
summarized below.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”),
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, U.S. EPA granted the
waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its GHG emission standards for motor vehicles
beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley | took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016
and Pavley Il, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) IIl GHG,” will cover 2017 to
2025. Fleet average emission standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012
and 30 percent by 2016. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low
Emissions Vehicles (LEV), Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would
provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, new
automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from
their model year 2016 levels (CARB 2011b).

California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
“California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the
statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and requires CARB to prepare a
Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline.
In addition, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of
statewide GHG emissions. Based on this guidance, CARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and
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2020 limit of 427 MMT CO,e. The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008, and
included measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water
use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures. Many of the GHG reduction measures
included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and
Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted since approval of the Scoping Plan.

In May 2014, CARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The 2013 Scoping Plan
update defines CARB'’s climate change priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork to
reach post-2020 statewide goals. The update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the
“near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the original Scoping Plan. It also
evaluates how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy
priorities, such as for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy and transportation, and land use
(CARB 2014).

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental
issue that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March
2010, the California Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and
mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts.

CARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 MT of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying the
largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual reporting of
emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005 percent of California’s total inventory of GHG emissions
for 2004.

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by
directing ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger
vehicles for 2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPO) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) were assigned targets of a 7 percent reduction in GHGs from transportation
sources by 2020 and a 15 percent reduction by 2035. ABAG and MTC adopted a RTP/SCS, called Plan
Bay Area, which, when implemented, would meet the assigned targets by achieving a 10 percent
per capita GHG emissions reduction in 2020 and a 16 percent reduction in 2035 (CARB 2014b).

In April 2011, the governor signed SB 2X requiring California to generate 33 percent of its electricity
from renewable energy by 2020.

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, extending AB 32 by
requiring the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other
provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping
Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the
continuation and expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program,
as well as implementation of recently adopted policies and policies, such as SB 350 and SB 1383 (see
below). The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing
technology, and strategic investment to support its strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan
Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-level thresholds for land use development.
Instead, it recommends that local governments adopt policies and locally-appropriate quantitative
thresholds consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six metric tons (MT) CO,e by 2030 and two
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MT CO,e by 2050 (CARB 2017c). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate
for plan-level analyses (city, county, subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual
projects because they include all emissions sectors in the state (CARB 2017).

Adopted on October 7, 2015, SB 350 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the electricity
sector through a number of measures, including requiring electricity providers to achieve a 50
percent renewables portfolio standard by 2030, a cumulative doubling of statewide energy
efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas by retail customers by 2030.

Adopted in September 2016, SB 1383 requires the CARB to approve and begin implementing a
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants. The bill requires the
strategy to achieve the following reduction targets by 2030:

= Methane — 40 percent below 2013 levels
= Hydrofluorocarbons — 40 percent below 2013 levels
=  Anthropogenic black carbon — 50 percent below 2013 levels

The bill also requires CalRecycle, in consultation with the State board, to adopt regulations that
achieve specified targets for reducing organic waste in landfills.

In September 2018, the governor signed SB 100, which accelerates the state’s Renewables Portfolio
Standard Program, which was last updated by SB 350 in 2015, and commits to 100 percent clean
energy in California by 2045. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from
eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 44 percent by 2024,
60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.

On September 10, 2018, the governor issued Executive Order B-55-18, which established a new
statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative emissions
thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing statewide GHG reduction targets established by SB
375, SB 32, SB 1383, and SB 100. EO B-55-18 also tasks CARB with including a pathway toward the
EO B-55-18 carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping Plan update.

For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills, Executive Orders, and reports discussed
above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the following websites:
and .

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the Resources Agency has adopted amendments to the State
CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The
adopted CEQA Guidelines provide general regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of
GHG emissions in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or
qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. To
date, a variety of air districts have adopted quantitative significance thresholds for GHGs.

Local Regulations and Climate Action Plan

In June 2012, Santa Rosa adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to assist the City’s efforts to reduce
GHG emissions with reduction measures that are consistent with AB 32. The CAP identified GHG
emission reduction strategies, actions, and measures that would enable the City to meet its
reduction target for 2020 and 2035. To achieve the established 2020 target of reducing GHG
emissions by 15 percent below 2007 levels, the CAP proposes measures and recommends
continuing to implement, monitor, and evaluate communitywide programs including the “smart”
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development patterns established in the 2010 General Plan, new Green Building Codes, and
Complete Streets program. The CAP proposes quantifiable emissions reduction measures for the
City focused on energy, solid waste, transportation, and land use, and the CAP includes measures
specific to municipal operations as well as the whole community. The City’s progress will be
monitored each year, while a full GHG inventory will be performed at least every five years.

The reduction measures included in the CAP are a diverse mix of regulatory and incentive-based
programs for both new and existing development. The reduction measures also aim to reduce GHG
emissions from each source to avoid reliance on any one strategy or sector to achieve the target.
The CAP is being implemented through various department’s at the City, which are the primary
entities responsible for implementation. Thus, in many instances (even when a CAP measure) may
apply to a singular new project) it is the City’s obligation, through the implementing department, to
ensure CAP compliance. And, in many instances, the GHG reduction strategies are city-based policy
or ordinances that may apply to individual projects but are implemented ultimately by City actions.
The City periodically provides summary reports to track implementation. The May 2018 Summary of
Implementation Report is incorporated by reference herein.

The CAP clearly states that CAP compliance can be used to assess plan-level and project-level
impacts and allow a lead agency to determine that a project’s impact on GHG emissions is less than
significant if it is in compliance. Appendix D of the CAP describes in detail how the City’s Climate
Action Plan satisfies the BAAQMD'’s requirements for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy and will
allow future development projects to determine that a project has a less than significant impact on
GHG emissions if it complies with the City’s Climate Action Plan.

Furthermore, Appendix D to the CAP explains how the plan meets the criteria for a Qualified
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy under the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines adopted by the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). As explained in Appendix D:

The purpose of the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is to assist lead agencies in
evaluating the air quality impacts of proposed projects and plans within the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin. The guidelines were updated to establish thresholds of significance for
impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to be consistent with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act. These thresholds can be used to assess plan-
level and project-level impacts and allow a lead agency to determine that a project’s impact
on GHG emissions is less than significant if it is in compliance with a Qualified Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Strategy.

The City’s Climate Action Plan follows both the State CEQA Guidelines and BAAQMD’s
guidelines by incorporating the standard elements of a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy
into the CAP. The standard elements of a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy include the
following steps:

1. Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified
time period, resulting from activities within a defined geographic range.

2. Establish a level, based on substantial evidence below which the contribution to
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be
cumulatively considerable.

3. Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or
categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area.

Santa Rosa Farm Group — Cannabis Cultivation Facility Project 31



Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Study

4. Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards that
substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis,
would collectively achieve the specified emissions level.

5. Monitor the plan’s progress.

6. Adopt the greenhouse gas reduction strategy in a public process following
environmental review.

Appendix D then details how the City’s CAP has been developed to satisfy the standard elements of
a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy and how it will allow future development projects to determine
that a project has a less than significant impact on GHG emissions if it complies with the CAP. (See
CAP, pp. D-1to D-9.)

The CAP includes as Appendix E a “New Development Checklist.” (See CAP, pp. E-1 to E-2.)
Appendix E states that, “to ensure new development projects are compliant with the City’s Climate
Action Plan, the following checklist has been developed. This checklist should be filled out for each
new project, subject to discretionary review, to allow new development to find a less than
significant impact for greenhouse gas emissions in the environmental review process.” A footnote
to the checklist states that “to be in compliance with the CAP, all measures denoted with an asterisk
are required in all new development projects unless otherwise specified. If a project cannot meet
one or more of the mandatory requirements, substitutions may be made from other measures
listed at the discretion of the Community Development Director.” As discussed above,
demonstrating compliance with the CAP (on a project-specific basis using the checklist) results in a
determination that a project has a less than significant impact on GHG emissions.

3.2 Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Based on Appendix G of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to GHG emissions from the
project would be significant if the project would:

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

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

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).

According to CEQA Guidelines, projects can tier off of a qualified GHG reduction plan, which allows
for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the project’s consistency
with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This approach is
considered by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) in their white paper, Beyond
Newhall and 2020, to be the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to
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determine the significance of a project’s GHG emissions (2016). As mentioned above under Local
Regulations, Santa Rosa adopted a qualified GHG reduction plan and has been implementing the
requirements of its CAP for city-wide actions as well as individual projects, when applicable.

To evaluate whether a project may generate a quantity of GHG emissions that may have a
significant impact on the environment, a number of operational bright-line significance thresholds
have been developed by state agencies. Significance thresholds are numeric mass emissions
thresholds which identify the level at which additional analysis of project GHG emissions is
necessary. Projects that attain the significance target, with or without mitigation, would result in
less than significant GHG emissions. Many significance thresholds have been developed to reflect a
90 percent capture rate tied to the 2020 reduction target established in AB 32. These targets have
been identified by numerous lead agencies (including the City of Santa Rosa) as appropriate
significance screening tools for residential, commercial, industrial, and public land uses and facilities
projects with horizon years before 2020.1

To evaluate the questions from Appendix G, the City applies the CEQA thresholds of significance
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) which has two distinct
threshold pathways for operational-related GHG emissions — one for development projects and one
for stationary-source projects. In the 2017 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the BAAQMD
outlines an approach to determine the significance of projects. For residential, commercial,
industrial, and public land use development projects, the potential thresholds of significance for
GHG emissions includes compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy. Because Santa Rosa
has a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy (i.e., the CAP), the compliance threshold applies best to the
proposed project and is the chosen threshold of significance for this report. Appendix E of the CAP
includes a checklist to determine whether a project is consistent with the identified measures and
actions of the CAP and, therefore, complies with the CAP. If a project complies with the CAP, its
GHG-related impacts are less than significant. This analysis evaluates the proposed project against
the CAP consistency checklist to determine if it has significant GHG-related impacts (Table 7).

For stationary source emissions that would accommodate processes and equipment that emit GHG
emissions and would require an Air District permit to operate, such as emissions from the
cogenerator system, the recommended BAAQMD threshold is 10,000 MT per year

The Association of Environmental Professionals’ (AEP) white paper “Beyond Newhall and 2020”
recommends that CEQA GHG analyses evaluate project emissions in light of the trajectory of state
climate change legislation and assess their “substantial progress” toward achieving long-term
reduction targets identified in available plans, legislation, or EOs. Consistent with the
recommendations in this white paper, the project’s GHG impacts are analyzed in terms of whether
the project would impede “substantial progress” toward meeting the reduction goal identified in SB
32 and EO S-55-18. As SB 32 is considered an interim target toward meeting the 2045 state goal,
consistency with SB 32 would be considered contributing substantial progress toward meeting the
state’s long-term 2045 goals. Avoiding interference with, and making substantial progress toward,
these long-term state targets is important as these targets have been set at levels that reduce
California’s fair share of emissions toward international targets that will stabilize global climate
change effects and avoid the adverse environmental consequences described herein. As mentioned
above, under California Regulations, the 2017 Scoping Plan recommends that local governments
target 6 MT of CO.e per capita per year in 2030 and 2 MT of CO,e per capita per year in 2050 in their
long-range plans, such as CAPs. As shown in Figure D-5 (GHG Emissions Per Service Population) in

1 The horizon year should be defined by the year in which the project is fully operational.
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Appendix D of the City’s CAP, with CAP implementation, the projected GHG emissions per capita in
Santa Rosa is estimated to be 2.4 MT of CO,e in 2035. Therefore, implementation of the City’s CAPs
makes substantial progress towards achieving the state’s post-2020 targets.

Project Impacts

Consistency with GHG Reduction Plans and Policies

The second threshold questions from Appendix G or the State CEQA Guidelines is: Would the project
conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

As discussed above, several plans have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions in California
generally and in Sonoma County and the region. The project’s consistency with the City of Santa
Rosa Climate Action Plan, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 2017-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the 2017 State Scoping Plan
are discussed below.

CITY OF SANTA ROSA CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

The City’s CAP includes numerous measures that reduce GHG emissions. For a new development
project, only certain measures apply from the CAP. Table 7 summarizes the project’s consistency
with applicable CAP measures. As summarized therein, the project would be consistent with the
applicable measures of the City’s CAP. Accordingly, the project would result in less than significant
GHG emission impacts.

The City’s CAP includes a New Development Checklist (Appendix E of the CAP) for use in evaluating
whether new development projects comply with the CAP such that their GHG impacts will be less
than significant. Table 7 summarizes the project’s consistency with the mandatory items in the New
Development Checklist, based on the Project description and incorporated sustainable design
features. Each item is further analyzed in the narrative discussion following Table 7.

Table 7 CAP New Development Checklist

Does not

# Description Complies Comply N/A
1.1.1  Comply with CALGreen Tier 1 standards* X

1.1.3  After 2020, all new development will utilize zero net electricity* X
1.3.1 Install real-time energy monitors to track energy use* X

1.4.2  Comply with the City’s tree preservation ordinance* X

1.4.3  Provide public and private trees in compliance with the Zoning Code* X

1.5 Install new sidewalks and paving with high solar reflectivity materials* X
2.1.3  Pre-wire and pre-plumb for solar thermal or PV systems X

3.1.2  Support implementation of station plans and corridor plans X

3.2.1  Provide on-site services such as ATMS or dry cleaners to site users X
3.2.2  Improve non-vehicular network to promote walking, biking X

3.2.3  Support mixed-use, higher-density development near services X
3.3.1 Provide affordable housing near transit X
3.5.1  Unbundle parking from property cost X
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Does not

# Description Complies Comply N/A
3.6.1 Install calming features to improve ped/bike experience X

4.1.1 Implement the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan X

4.1.2 Install bicycle parking consistent with regulations* X

4.1.3  Provide bicycle safety training to residents, employees, motorists X
4.2.2  Provide safe spaces to wait for bus arrival X
4.3.2  Work with large employers to provide rideshare programs X
4.3.3  Consider expanding employee programs promoting transit use X
4.3.4  Provide awards for employee use of alternative commute options X
4.3.5 Encourage new employers of 50+ to provide subsidized transit passes* X

4.3.7  Provide space for additional park-and-ride lots X
4.5.1 Include facilities for employees that promote telecommuting X
5.1.2 Install electric vehicle charging equipment X

5.2.1  Provide alternative fuels at new refueling stations* X
6.1.3  Increase diversion of construction waste* X

7.1.1  Reduce potable water use for outdoor landscaping* X

7.1.3  Use water meters which track real-time water use* X

7.3.2  Meet on-site meter separation requirements in locations with current X

or future recycled water capabilities*

8.1.3  Establish community gardens and urban farms X
9.1.2  Provide outdoor electrical outlets for charging lawn equipment X

9.1.3 Install low water use landscapes* X

9.2.1  Minimize construction idling time to five minutes or less* X

9.2.2  Maintain construction equipment per manufacturer’s specs* X

9.2.3  Limit GHG construction equipment by using electrified equipment or X

alternative fuels*

Source: Santa Rosa, City of. 2012. Climate Action Plan: City of Santa Rosa. Available at: http://www.ca-ilg.org/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/santa_rosa-_climate_action_plan.pdf.

* To be in compliance with the CAP, all measures denoted with an asterisk are required in all new development projects unless
otherwise specified. If a project cannot meet one or more of the mandatory requirements, substitutions may be made from other
measures listed at the discretion of the Community Development Director.

*1.1.1 Comply with CALGreen Tier 1 standards.

CALGreen (Title 24 Part 11, California Green Building Standards Code) applies to all new buildings
and to additions and alterations of residential and nonresidential buildings. The City has
incorporated the requirements of CALGreen into the Building Permit approval process. The 2018
Summary of Implementation report indicates that this item is complete and all new development
starting in January 2017 will comply. The project will comply with all Tier 1 standards, pursuant to
the 2016 CALGreen Tier 1 Checklist and intervening supplements. Thus, the project will comply with
ltem 1.1.1.

*1.1.3 After 2020, all new development will utilize zero net electricity.

Unlike most new development projects, which require energy from the grid, the project would
utilize a cogenerator system that results in virtually all electricity to be generated onsite and thus
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the project would not demand substantial amounts of electricity from the grid. This feature of the
project makes it consistent with the City’s effort to achieve a net zero electricity goal. Therefore, the
project would comply with item 1.1.3. Note also that the 2018 Summary of Implementation reports
that full achievement of 1.1.3 has no feasible path at the City level, and such achievement must be
part of future policy development in connection with advancement in the California building code.
Thus, the project complies with this item to the extent feasible.

*1.3.1 Install real-time energy monitors to track energy use.

The proposed project includes installation of real-time energy monitors to track energy use. As
stated in Section 1, Project Description, the project will incorporate PG&E's Smart Meter System for
cost and energy savings. Thus, the project will comply with Item 1.3.1.

*1.4.2 Comply with the City’s tree preservation ordinance and *1.4.3 Provide public & private
trees in compliance with the Zoning Code.

1) The action required under these two items is to: (1) implement the City’s tree preservation
ordinance; and (2) require new development to supply an adequate number of street and
private trees. The project will comply with the City of Santa Rosa Tree Preservation
Ordinance (Santa Rosa City Code Section 17-24). The Tree Preservation Ordinance governs
the alteration, removal, and relocation of trees, including heritage trees. “Heritage trees”
are defined as trees of certain species native to Sonoma County with trunks exceeding
specified diameters or circumferences. The Tree Preservation Ordinances requires a permit
for the alteration, removal, or relocation of any trees, including heritage trees, on property
proposed for development.

An arborist report and tree inventory was prepared for the proposed project (Horticultural
Associates 2017). The inventory includes 78 trees on the project site (humbered 1 through 78),
consisting of 65 coast redwood, six black walnut trees, and one each of almond, blue gum,
crabapple, English walnut, evergreen ash, honey locust, and valley oak trees.

The project will be required to remove and replace 58 trees, including the three heritage trees, in
compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance. Compliance with the Tree Preservation
Ordinance is mandatory and is enforced through permitting requirements and the development
plan approval process (City Code Section 17-24.050). Prior to the removal of the trees, the final
landscape plan (as part of the development plan) for the proposed project must be reviewed by the
City’s Design Board for compliance with the tree ordinance and zoning requirements in the City’s
Design Guidelines (City Code 20.52.030). The final landscape plan must comply with the
replacement and planting requirements of the Tree Preservation Ordinance and must be approved
by the City.

Therefore, mandatory compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and Design Guidelines will
ensure that the proposed project will not conflict with the Tree Preservation Ordinance and will not
have environmental impacts related to the alteration or removal of trees. Thus, the project will
comply with Items 1.4.2 and 1.4.3.

*1.5 Install new sidewalks and paving with high solar reflectivity materials.

The City action to implement item 1.5 is adopt an ordinance that requires and specifies cool paving
materials for new parking lots, sidewalks, roofs, and crosswalks and integrates Low Impact
Development guidelines for new construction and Capital Improvement Projects. The 2018
Summary of Implementation indicates that the City is in the process of incorporating these type of
requirements in the upcoming revision of the City street standards. Thus, this item is not applicable
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at this time. In addition, the proposed project will not involve the installation of new sidewalks, and
instead will provide dedications to the City for the provision of new sidewalks if future roadway
improvement programs are implemented. Also note that, as explained in Section 1, Project
Description, the proposed project includes installation cool paving materials with high solar
reflectivity materials, which help achieve this measure to the extent it could apply upon adoption of
the city ordinance.

*4.1.2 Install bicycle parking consistent with regulations.

The City action for this measure is to update bicycle parking regulations for multi-family homes and
commercial businesses to increase bicycle parking citywide. The 2018 Summary of Implementation
indicates that the City completed this measure. The City’s Zoning Code requires the project to
provide nine bicycle parking spaces. The project would include bicycle parking spaces as required by
code, and therefore would comply with this item. The project will comply with Item 4.1.2.

*4.3.5 Encourage new employers of 50+ to provide subsidized transit passes.

The City action for this item is to encourage new developments with more than 50 on-site
employees to provide subsidized or free. The 2018 Summary of Implementation indicates that the
City would implement this measure on a project-by-project basis. The context of this sub-measure
is for the City to increase the number of shared trips and transit trips in the City and is included in
Measure 4.3: Car Sharing and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Programs. Thus, the City
has the opportunity to encourage the project applicant include such subsidies in its TDM program
during the entitlement and project approval phase of the project. The project it is anticipated have
more than 50 new employees. Thus, the City may encourage transit subsidy as part of project
approvals in connection with other TDM if necessary to achieve TDM goals in the industrial area of
the project site. Thus, the project will comply with Item 4.3.5.

*5.2.1 Provide alternative fuels at new refueling stations.

The City action for this item is to require new refueling stations to provide biodiesel fuel,
compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, electric vehicle charging stations, or other alternative
fuels. This measure does not apply because the proposed project does not include a new refueling
station.

*6.1.3 Increase diversion of construction waste.

Project construction and demolition would be conducted in accordance with the CALGreen
Construction Waste Management Requirements (24 CCR 5.408). CALGreen requires that owners of
new construction and demolition projects divert 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and
demolition waste. The project sponsor will be required to meet the requirements of 24 CCR 5.408
through one of the following methods:

= Develop and submit a waste management plan prior to the start of construction to the City
which identifies materials and facilities to be used and document diversion,

= Use a waste management company, approved by the City, that can document 65 percent
diversion, or

= Use the disposal reduction alternative, as appropriate for the type of project.

Project construction and demolition activities would generate approximately 500 to 1,000 cubic
yards (approximately 200 to 400 tons) of non-hazardous waste. Through implementation of the
required CALGreen diversion methods, approximately 325 to 650 cubic yards of demolition waste
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would be diverted for recycling or reuse, and approximately 175 to 350 cubic yards of demolition
waste would be managed for disposal. Thus, the project will comply with Item 6.1.3.

*7.1.1 Reduce potable water use for outdoor landscaping.

The project will reduce onsite water demand through efficient irrigation of landscaping, use of
water-efficient fixtures, and particularly by use of the water reclamation and biowaste recycling
system. This system would enable approximately 70 percent to 90 percent of wastewater from
cannabis cultivation operations to be reclaimed and reused onsite, thereby reducing water and
wastewater demand. In addition, all landscaping plantings would require moderate to very low
water use in compliance with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (City of Santa Rosa
2007). Thus, the project will comply with Item 7.1.1.

*7.1.3 Use water meters which track real-time water use.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project will include installation of real-time water
monitors to track water use. In addition, the project will utilize PG&E's Smart Meter System for cost
and energy savings. Thus, the project will comply with Item 7.1.3.

*7.3.2 Meet on-site meter separation requirements in locations with current or future recycled
water capabilities.

The project meet onsite meter separation requirements in locations with current/future recycled
water capabilities. Thus, the project will comply with Item 7.3.2.

*9.1.3 Install low water use landscapes.

The project will be required to install low water use landscaping in compliance with the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (City of Santa Rosa 2007). Thus, the project will comply with Item
9.1.3.

*9.2.1 Minimize construction equipment idling time to 5 minutes or less.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project applicant will implement construction best
practices such that that idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics
control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). In addition, clear
signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. Thus, the project will comply
with Item 9.2.1.

*9,2.2 Maintain construction equipment per manufacturer's specs.

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, the project applicant will implement construction best
practices such that all construction equipment will be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. In addition, all equipment will be checked by a certified visible
emissions evaluator. Thus, the project will comply with Item 9.2.2.

*9.2.3 Limit GHG construction equipment emissions by using electrified equipment or alternative
fuels.

The City action for item 9.2.3 is to work with project applicants to limit GHG emissions from
construction equipment by selecting one of the following measures, at a minimum, as appropriate
to the construction project: (a) substitute electrified equipment for diesel- and gasoline-powered
equipment where practical; (b) use alternative fuels for construction equipment on-site, where
feasible, such as compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel;
of (c) avoid the use of on-site generators by connecting to grid electricity or utilizing solar-powered
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equipment. Here, the project will limit GHG construction equipment emissions by using electric or
alternative fuel as available, and work with the City through the approval process to implement the
options provided above. Thus, the project will comply with Item 9.2.3.

As shown in Table 7 and in the narrative explanation above, the project would comply with the
applicable CAP measures for new development. The project would be consistent with the Santa
Rosa CAP and would thereby results in a determination that the project has a less than significant
impact on GHG emissions.

Stationary Source Emissions

GHG emissions from the cogenerator units, which are stationary sources, were estimated using
emission factors provided by Western Energy Systems for the Avus 500 Plus NG/Agenitor 412, which
is a generator unit likely to be used by the project (see Appendix B for emission factors and
manufacturer emissions estimates). Exact generator equipment has not been selected for the
project, as final selection will be made during the facility design phase; nonetheless, the emissions
estimated in this study provide a reasonable estimate of emissions from similarly sized cogenerator
units that are likely to be used by the project.

The proposed stationary source would generate an estimated 5,045 MT of CO.e per year. Therefore,
the cogenerator system GHG emissions would not exceed BAAQMD’s threshold of 10,000 MT CO,e
per year.

3.3 Conclusion

All GHG emissions impacts related to project construction and operation would be less than
significant. The project would be consistent with the City’s CAP, the 2017 Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-
18, which are regulations adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan to reduce or
mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.
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4 Energy

4.1 Background

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 48th in the
nation, due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (U.S. Energy Information
Administration [EIA] 2018a). California consumed 292,039 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity and
2,110,829 million cubic feet of natural gas in 2017 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 201943, EIA
2018b). In addition, Californians consume approximately 18.7 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels
per year (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2017). The single largest end-use sector for energy
consumption in California is transportation (39.8 percent), followed by industry (23.7 percent),
commercial (18.9 percent), and residential (17.7 percent) (EIA 2018a).

Most of California’s electricity is generated in-state with approximately 30 percent imported from
the Northwest and Southwest in 2017. In addition, approximately 30 percent of California’s
electricity supply comes from renewable energy sources, such as wind, solar photovoltaic (PV),
geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2019b). Adopted on September 10, 2018, Senate Bill (SB) 100
accelerates the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standards Program, codified in the Public Utilities Act,
by requiring electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources
to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.

To reduce statewide vehicle emissions, California requires that all motorists use California
Reformulated Gasoline (CaRFG), which is sourced almost exclusively from in-state refineries.
Gasoline is the most used transportation fuel in California with 15.1 billion gallons sold in 2015 and
is used by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles (CEC 2016a). Diesel is the second
most used fuel in California with 4.2 billion gallons sold in 2015 and is used primarily by heavy duty-
trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty
construction and military vehicles (CEC 2016b). Both gasoline and diesel are primarily petroleum-
based, and their consumption releases greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including CO, and NOy. The
transportation sector is the single largest source of GHG emissions in California, accounting for 41
percent of all inventoried emissions in 2016 (CARB 2018).

4.2 Impact Analysis

The energy analysis evaluates the potential for the project to cause significant impacts related to
energy resources. This analysis follows guidance for evaluation of energy impacts contained in
Appendix F and Appendix G of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines. As detailed in the analysis below,
the project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy and would not
conflict with any State or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Methodology

Energy consumption is analyzed herein in terms of construction and operational energy.
Construction energy demand accounts for anticipated energy consumption during project
construction, such as fuel consumed by construction equipment and construction workers’ vehicles
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traveling to and from the project site. Operational energy demand accounts for the anticipated
energy consumption during project operation, such as fuel consumed by cars, trucks, and public
transit; natural gas consumed for on-site power generation, heating building space, and cooking
needs; and electricity consumed for building power needs, including, but not limited to lighting,
water conveyance, and air conditioning.

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate
emissions resulting from the proposed project. The CalEEMod results provide the average travel
distance, vehicle trip numbers, and vehicle fleet mix during construction and operation of the
proposed project. The CalEEMod results additionally provide the estimated gross electricity and
natural gas consumption by land use during operation of the proposed project. The values
contained therein are used in this analysis to determine the anticipated energy consumption during
construction and operation of the proposed project.

Significance Thresholds

Based on Appendix G of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to energy from the project
would be significant if the project would:

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

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

a) Consumption of Energy Resources

CONSTRUCTION

Project construction would require energy resources primarily in the form of fuel consumption to
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power
may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction equipment. Table 1
summarizes the anticipated energy consumption from construction equipment and vehicles,
including construction worker trips to and from the project site.

As shown in Table 8, construction of the project would require approximately 5,042 gallons of
gasoline and 40,995 gallons of diesel fuel. Energy use during construction would be temporary in
nature, and construction equipment used would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in
the region. Electrical power would be consumed to construct the project, and the demand, to the
extent required, would be supplied from existing electrical infrastructure in the area. Overall,
demolition and construction activities would require minimal electricity consumption and would
not be expected to have any adverse impact on available electricity supplies or infrastructure. In
addition, per applicable regulatory requirements, the project will comply with construction waste
management practices to divert construction and demolition debris. These practices would result
in efficient use of energy necessary to construct the project. Furthermore, in the interest of cost
efficiency, construction contractors would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or
unnecessary. Therefore, project construction would not result in potentially significant
environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, and
impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 8 Proposed Project Construction Energy Usage

Fuel Consumption (Gallons)

Source Gasoline Diesel
Construction Equipment & Hauling Trips - 40,995
Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 5,042 -

See Appendix C for energy calculation sheets.

OPERATION

Operational energy demand accounts for two primary sources: vehicle trips and the built
environment. Energy demand from project transportation would include fuel consumed by
passenger vehicles. Energy demand from the built environment would include natural gas
consumed for heating and electricity consumed for lighting, water conveyance, and air
conditioning.

Transportation

Once completed, the increase in vehicle trips associated with the project would increase fuel
consumption. Vehicle trips associated with the project would require approximately 34,428 gallons
of gasoline and 11,664 gallons of diesel fuel, or 1,621 MMBtu annually (see Appendix C for energy
calculations). As a light industrial project, mobile fuel consumption would result from employee
trips and commutes and per capita fuel consumption and would not be wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary but would be standard for similar types of facilities.

Built Environment

The proposed project would require either cogeneration power or grid connections for electricity
and natural gas. It is the goal of the project to use electricity from a natural gas powered
cogenerator system onsite. In the unlikely event that the cogenerator system fails, the project
would use electricity from PG&E. These events, by their nature, would be infrequent and temporary.
Natural gas and electrical services are available to the property by PG&E. This report analyzes the
energy demand from both potential operational scenarios.

The project would increase the amount of electricity and natural gas demand needed to serve the
project. As described in the Methodology subsection of Section 2, Air Quality, in order to provide a
conservative analysis of energy demand, two operational electricity source scenarios were
evaluated in this study:

= Scenario 1: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System
= Scenario 2: Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

As outlined in the Project Description, the electrical power that would be required for the proposed
cultivation and ancillary equipment, including lighting, and HVAC, is approximately 5,000 kilowatts
(kwW). Assuming the facility would be operational 24-hours a day, with the grow lights operational
for approximately 12 hours per day, total annual electricity demand would be approximately
21,900,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year.

Assuming five generators operating regularly, the cogenerator system would require approximately
1,918,130 therms per year to operate and would generate approximately 22,825,000 kWh per year.
The project would also include a natural gas boiler, which would demand approximately 331,870

42



Energy

therms per year. Therefore, total facility natural gas demand would be approximately 2,250,000
therms per year.

As shown in Table 9, under Scenario 1, the project’s electricity consumption would represent
approximately 0.008 percent of statewide annual demand, and project natural gas consumption
would represent approximately 0.010 percent of statewide annual demand. It is important to note
that under Scenario 1, the project would demand 21,900 megawatt hours of electricity; however,
that electricity would be generated onsite and the project would not rely on electricity generated by
the grid.

Table 9 Project Energy Use Relative to Statewide Energy Use: Scenario 1 - Total Electrical
Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System

Annual Project- Annual Statewide Project Percent of
Form of Energy Related Energy Use  Energy Use Statewide Energy Use
Electricity Megawatt hours 21,900 292,039,000 0.008%
Natural Gas Million cubic feet 224.9 2,110,829° 0.010%

1 Therms (US) = approximately 100 Cubic Feet of Natural Gas
? California Energy Commission 2019a
3 U.S. Energy Information Administration [EIA] 2018b

As shown in Table 10, under Scenario 2, the project’s electricity consumption would represent
approximately 0.008 percent of statewide annual demand, and project natural gas consumption
would represent approximately 0.001 percent of statewide annual demand. Natural gas demand for
Scenario 2 is lower than Scenario 1 because it would only include natural gas demand needed to
operate the proposed boiler.

Table 10 Project Energy Use Relative to Statewide Energy Use: Scenario 2 - Total
Electrical Demand Supplied by Utilities

Annual Project- Annual Statewide Project Percent of

Form of Energy Related Energy Use  Energy Use Statewide Energy Use
Electricity Megawatt hours 21,900 292,039,0002 0.008%

Natural Gas Million cubic feet 33.2! 2,110,8293 0.001%

' 1 Therms (US) = approximately 100 Cubic Feet Of Natural Gas

? California Energy Commission 2019a

*U.S. Energy Information Administration [EIA] 2018b

The project would be subject to energy conservation requirements in the California Energy Code
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for
Nonresidential Buildings) and CALGreen (Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations), as
embodied in enforceable conditions of approval. Further, California’s use of non-renewable
electricity and natural gas are expected to continue to decline as a proportion of overall energy
demand due to stringent energy efficiency measures and a mandated increase in renewable energy
use that would serve to offset any increase in non-renewable energy use resulting from the project.

b) Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Plans

Several measures in the City’s CAP are intended to increase energy efficiency and conservation and
expanding the use of renewable energy. The voluntary CAP measures applicable to the proposed
project include Measure 1.1 (CalGreen Requirements for New Construction), Measure 1.3 (Smart
Meter Utilization), Measure 1.5 (Cool Roofs and Pavements), 1.6 (Energy Efficient Appliances), 2.1
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(Small-Scale Renewable Energy Installations), Measure 2.3 (Renewable Power Generation) and
Measure 5.1 (Electric and Hybrid-Electric Vehicles). The project will comply with CalGreen Building
Standards in building construction, and as noted in Section 1.2 Project Summary above, would install
PG&E smart meters. It would use cool paving materials for increased solar reflectivity and water and
energy efficient appliances, and would include pre-wiring and plumbing for future solar thermal or
photovoltaic systems. The project would also include electric vehicle charging stations. Therefore,
the project would be consistent with the above CAP measures related to renewable energy and

energy efficiency. No impact would occur in relation to state and local plans for renewable energy
and energy efficiency.

4.3 Conclusion

As detailed in the analysis above, the project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation. In

addition, the project would be consistent with all applicable measures related to renewable energy
and energy efficiency in the City’s CAP.
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AQ and GHG Study - Appendix A

Construction Equipment and Schedule



Project Name:

Santa Rosa Farms

Project Size |5 acres s.f. Industrial 120,000
Total project
acres
disturbed X acres s.f. other (Roads): 15,680
s.f. parking lot 28,800
7:00 am to 4:00 pm M-F
Construction |8:00 am to 4:00 pm Sat spaces in parking
Hours No Work on Sundays lot 76
Comments
Phase Average Average
Qty of each Total Avg. Daily Worker |Daily Truck
type of Work Hours per | Annual |trips trips
equipment Description HP Load Factor Load Factor Hours/day Days day Hours |(roundtrip) |(roundtrip)
Abatement/Demolition Start Date: 1/1/2018 Total days in phase: 20
(Demo SF residence & Paving) End Date: 1/29/2018
1 Rubber Tired Dozers 255 0.4 7 5) 6 Square footage of building(s) to be
1 1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 0.37 7 10 6 demolished:
1 Dumpster/Tenders 16 0.38 7 10 6
1 Other Material Handling Equipment 171 0.42 7 6 6
8 2
Site Preparation (clearing vegetation, ¢ Start Date: 1/30/2018 Total days in phase: 15
End Date: 2/20/2018
2 Graders
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Rubber Tired Dozers
Scrapers
Grading (mass grading, i.e. cut/fill) Start Date: 2/21/2018 Total days in phase: 20
End Date: 3/20/2018
Rubber Tired Dozers Total acres disturbed:
3A Concrete/Industrial Saws Total cubic yards imported:
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Total cubic yards exported:
Graders
Excavators
Scrapers
Grading (fine grading) Start Date: 3/21/2018 Total days in phase: 15
End Date: 4/11/2018
Rubber Tired Dozers Total acres disturbed:
3B Concrete/Industrial Saws
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Graders
Excavators
Scrapers
Building Construction Start Date: 4/16/2018 Total days in phase: 105
End Date: 9/10/2018
1 Excavators 162 0.38 7 5)
1 Forklifts 89 0.78 7 40
a 1 Cement and Mortar Mixers 9 0.56 7 10
2 Cranes 226 0.29 7 30 120,000 s.f. of (3) story building, concrete
2 Welders 46 0.45 7 30 slab on grade (first floor) and elevated
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 0.37 7 30 concrete slabs at upper floors with steel and
1 Pumsp (Concrete) 84 0.74 4 S deck system with Exterior metal finishes.
2 Air Compressors 78 0.48 6 30
Architectural Finishes Start Date: 9/11/2018 Total days in phase: 25
End Date: 10/15/2018
5 2 Cranes 226 0.29 7 5) Exterior and Exterior Finishes
2 Forklifts 89 0.78 7 10
2 Pressure Washers 18 0.2 6 5)
2 Air Compressors 78 0.48 6 5)
Paving Start Date: 9/11/2018 Total days in phase: 25
End Date: 10/15/2018
1 Pavers 125 0.42 8 10 Total square footage to be paved: +/-
6 1 Cement and Mortar Mixers 9 0.56 6 10 56,000 s.f (16,000 s.f roads, 29,000 sf of
1 Rollers 80 0.38 8 10 praking, and 11,000 sf of paved yard)
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 0.37 7 5)
1 Surfacing Equipment 253 0.3 7 5
1 Paving Equipment 130 0.36 7 8
Landscaping Start Date: 10/16/2018 Total days in phase: 20




End Date: 11/5/2018
7 1 trencher 97 0.37 5) Total square footage of landscaped area:
1 Forklifts 89 0.78 5
1 Sweepers/Scrubbers 64 0.46 5)
Yellow - architect / civil to provide
Blue - Terraphase will make an estimate if information is not provided. Blue input Filled-in by Dorado Design and Construction

Pink - calculated value |

Equipment types listed in "Equipment Types" worksheet tab.

Equipment listed in this sheet is to provide an example of inputs

It is assumed that water trucks would be used during grading

Add or subtract phases and equipment, as appropriate

Modify horepower or load factor, as appropriate
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Modeling Results



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

Page 1 of 32

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

800 Yolanda
Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Scenario 1 — Total Electrical Demand Supplied by Cogenerator System

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry . 120.00 . 1000sqft ! 1.64 : 120,000.00 0
"""""""""""""""" ;""""'""""""""""':-------------------------------I---------------:"-'"-'-""'-""!F"'""""""
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 6.70 . 1000sqft ! 0.15 ! 6,700.00 0
"""""""""""""""" ;""""'""""""""""':-------------------------------I---------------:"-'"-'-""'-""!F"'""""""
Parking Lot . 85.00 . Space ! 0.76 : 51,351.00 0
"""""" Citypark oz T T Toas Y Acre v 0.45 : 19,593.29 T o T
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 75
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2020
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

(Ib/MWhr)

(Ib/MWhr)




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1 Page 2 of 32 Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Project Characteristics - Client provided information

Land Use - From PD and applicant provided construction data, approx 3 acres of site developed
Construction Phase - Client provided construction schedule. Trenching = Landscaping phase.
Off-road Equipment - Applicant provided details.

Off-road Equipment - Applicant provided construction details

Off-road Equipment - Based on applicant provided construction details.

Off-road Equipment - Applicant provided construction details

Off-road Equipment - Applicant provided construction details

Off-road Equipment - Applicant provided construction details

Off-road Equipment - Phase = Landscaping. Applicant provided construction details

Trips and VMT -

Demolition - Approx area to be demolished

Grading - 70 CY of material expected to be required as fill

Architectural Coating - CALGreen Mandatory Requirements

Vehicle Trips - Source: Fehr and Peers 2017

Vehicle Emission Factors -

Vehicle Emission Factors -

Vehicle Emission Factors -

Area Coating - CALGreen Building Code requirements

Energy Use - Scenarion 1: All electricity would be provided onsite from Cogen. Natural gas for non-cogen uses included.
Water And Wastewater - Based on applicant provided water estimate.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumed compliance with BAAQMD recommended measures
Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Fleet Mix -

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Stationary Sources - Process Boilers -
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating . EF_Nonresidential_Exterior . 150.00 50.00
777 iblArchitecturalCoating HAR EF_Nonresidential_Interior 100.00 : """""" 5000
777 iblArchitecturalCoating HAR EF_Residential_Exterior 150.00 : """""" 5000
777 iblArchitecturalCoating 1T Residential inierior 100.00 : """""" 5000
""""" iAreacoatng % Area EF Nomesidential Exterior - 150 : -
""""" iAreacoatng % Area EF Nonresidential Interior - 100 : -
""""" biAreacoating % Area EF Residential Exterior | - 150 : -
T iConstousivitigation & WaterUnpavedRoadvehidespeed 4 40 : """""" 15T
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbaye T 10.00 :2500
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbaye T 220.00 :10500
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbaye T 6.00 :3500
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbaye T 10.00 :2500
"""" iConstrucionPhase & T Numbaye T 3.00 :1500
""""" iEnergyUse T  lgningeteet T 3.17 :ooo
""""" iEnergyUse T  lgningeteet T 0.88 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse TR TTTTTTTE 3.70 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse TR NG T 6.67 :27660
""""" tiEnergyUse TR g T 155 :ooo
""""" tiEnergyUse T NG 19.81 :27660
"""""" biGadng T Vaweriaimpored 0.00 :7000
T WiandUse T T BuildingSpacesquareFest 34,000.00 : T missio0
T doitandise HAR GreenSpaceSquareFeet 19,602.00 : T Tiesesze T
T doitandise T AndGsesquareFest 34,000.00 : T missio0
T doitandise T AndGsesquareFest 19,602.00 : T Tiesesze T
T doitandise T LotAcreage 2.75 : T e T
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T THorsepower T 231.00 A
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Page 4 of 32

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

HorsePower

UsageHours

158.00

168.00

263.00

78.00

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.40

0.30

0.50

1.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

4.00

1.00

hssduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduacduaaduacduacduaadeaaduacduacadinnduanduns

8.00
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Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

tblOffRoadEquipment

tbiWater

UsageHours

OutdoorWaterUseRate

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

2018

22.75

1.32

16.74

0.68

1.89

6.97

27,750,000.00

hssduaaduaaduaaduacduaaduaaduacduacduaaduacduacduacduacduacduacducaduoadunnduas

536,166.61

2.0 Emissions Summary
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2018 - 26.1532 ! 40.3622 ! 31.3144 ! 0.0596 ! 6.7892 ! 2.1894 ! 8.5451 ! 3.0807 1+ 2.0887 1 4.7148 0.0000 ' 5,838.259 ! 5,838.259 ! 1.1063 : 0.0000 ! 5,863.077
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 1 1 [} [} L} 2
- 1
Maximum 26.1532 40.3622 31.3144 0.0596 6.7892 2.1894 8.5451 3.0807 2.0887 4.7148 0.0000 5,838.259 | 5,838.259 1.1063 0.0000 5,863.077
1 1 2
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2018 E: 26.1532 ' 40.3622 ! 31.3144 ' 00596 ' 3.1254 1 21894 : 48812 ' 14049 ' 20887 ' 3.0391 0.0000 :5,838.259!5,838.259 ' 1.1063 ! 0.0000 !5,863.077
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 1 1 l 1] 1] 1 2
Maximum 26.1532 | 40.3622 | 31.3144 0.0596 3.1254 2.1894 4.8812 1.4049 2.0887 3.0391 0.0000 | 5,838.259 | 5,838.259 | 1.1063 0.0000 | 5,863.077
1 1 2
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 53.97 0.00 42.88 54.39 0.00 35.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 7 of 32

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 27506 1 2.0000e- ! 0.0218 * 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- *+ 8.0000e- ! 8.0000e- * 8.0000e- v 0.0464 ! 0.0464 ' 1.2000e- ¢ ! 0.0495
- V004 . : v 005 § 005 i 005 005 . ' . 004 .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ————mq - fm——————p e s aaa
Energy 1.9614 1+ 17.8308 ' 14.9779 + 0.1070 v 13551 1+ 1.3551 v 1.3551 1+ 1.3551 121,396.93 1 21,396.93+ 0.4101 * 0.3923 1 21,524.08
L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 80 1 80 L] L] 1 93
1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- ———————— - f———————n - f———————n : ——— ——————n - m——————p = s e
Mobile 0.7043 ! 3.1941 ! 7.8709 ! 0.0230 ! 1.7782 ! 0.0294 ! 1.8075 ! 0.4768 ! 0.0277 ! 0.5045 ! 2,326.739 ! 2,326.739 ! 0.0998 ! : 2,329.233
1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 3
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - o - m——————— e
Stationary - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 5.4163 21.0251 22.8705 0.1300 1.7782 1.3846 3.1628 0.4768 1.3829 1.8597 23,723.72 | 23,723.72 0.5100 0.3923 23,853.37
35 35 21
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2.2 Overall Operational

Mitigated Operational

Page 8 of 32

800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 27506 1 2.0000e- * 0.0218 s 0.0000 ' 8.0000e- * 8.0000e- 1 1 8.0000e- * 8.0000e- v 0.0464 1 0.0464 1 1.2000e- ' 0.0495
o Vo004 : : i 005 , 005 {005 . 005 . ' Vo004 . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e m————mq - fm—————— s
Energy = 19614  17.8308 '+ 14.9779 + 0.1070 v 13551 1+ 1.3551 v 13551 1+ 1.3551 1 21,396.93 1 21,396.93+ 0.4101 * 0.3923 1 21,524.08
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
.. ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 80 ' 80 ' ' ' 93
----------- n ———————— - f———————— - ———————n : ke e ————mq - m——————— - e e
Mobile - 0.7043 ! 3.1941 : 7.8709 ! 0.0230 ! 1.7782 : 0.0294 ! 1.8075 ! 0.4768 : 0.0277 ! 0.5045 ! 2,326.739 : 2,326.739 ! 0.0998 ! ! 2,329.233
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 3
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - R o - m———————— == a e
Stationary - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 5.4163 21.0251 22.8705 0.1300 1.7782 1.3846 3.1628 0.4768 1.3829 1.8597 23,723.72 | 23,723.72 0.5100 0.3923 23,853.37
35 35 21
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Demolition *Demolition :1/1/2018 11/26/2018 ! 5! 20;
2 T fSite proparation " 1Sie Preparation '"""""!172'772'0'1%""' ;571%72'0'1%""'";"""'%’E""""'"'IEE’ I
3 fGrading T §'e'r;&iﬁg3'""""""""!E/'l'ﬁz'o'l's""' ;17672'61'8'""'";"""'%’E""""'"'EEE' I
4T Hvenching T TTTTTTTTTTTTT §'TFe'n'c'hi'n§""""""""!Z/'ﬁz'&fs""" ;E/Zﬁz'Efs'""'";"""'%’E""""'""z'&fi’ I
5 Buiding Gonstrucion §EsLﬁ&iH§E:'o?né{rac'ti'o'n""""!E/'s?z'&fs""" ;5/'2?372'0'1%""'";"""'%’E"""""'ib"s';' I
6 fpaving T TTTTTTTTTTTT 5'p'a;i'n;"""""""""!572572'0'1%""' ;15/'272'0'1%""'";"""'%’E""""'""z'é'i’ I
7T FArchitectural Goating  Architectural Coating 11372016 I 12/7/2018 I 5; 25? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 19.69

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 45.94

Acres of Paving: 0.91

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 180,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 60,000; Striped Parking Area: 3,483

(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00: 81; 0.73
............................ '---------------------------F------------------------------I bereccacenaaana
Demolition *Dumpers/Tenders ! 1 7.00: 16; 0.38
............................ T T T Ty S PR pRP JRpUpRpEPERPpp Ry | bereccacenaaana
Demolition 'Excavators ! 3 8.00: 158; 0.38
....................................................... e bFereccanenaaana
Demolition 'Other Material Handling Equipment ! 1 7.00: 171 0.42
....................................................... e bFereccecenaaana
Demolition 'Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 7.00: 255, 0.40
............................ '---------------------------F------------------------------I bFereccacenaaana
Demolition *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 7.00: 97 0.37
............................ '---------------------------F------------------------------I bFereccacenaaana
Site Preparation 'Graders ! 1 7.00: 187; 0.41
....................................................... e bFereccecenaaana
Site Preparation 'Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 7.00: 247 0.40
S-it-e-lsr-e-péFa-ti:)H ----------------- =Scrapers ! 1 7.00: 67 0 -5.{;
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

Site Preparation

Architectural Coating

=Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1: 7.00: 97!
EConcrete/lndustrial Saws : ---------------- 1 7.00; ----------- 81?
:Excavators :“-“““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)55 158§
'Graders :“-“““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)55 187;
'Rubber Tired Dozers !“-“““““““1 ----------- 7- (-)6i 247
:Scrapers :“-“““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)55 367!
'Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 97:
'Forkllfts T 7,001 89!
'Sweepers/Scrubbers :“-“““““““l ----------- 6- 56: 64
'Trenchers :“-“““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)55 97!
'Aerompressors :“-“““““““2 ----------- 6- 56: 78
'Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 9;
:Cranes :“-“““““““2 ----------- 7. (-)55 226;
:Excavators :“-“““““““1 ----------- 7. (-)55 162!
'Forkllfts T 7,001 89!
'Generator Sets :“-“““““““l ----------- 8- 56: 84,
EELFn'p's """""""""" Y 4,001 7t
'Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 97:
'Welders e 7,001 46"
'Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““l ----------- 6- 56: 9;
:Pavers T 5,001 125
'Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 130;
'Rollers T 5,001 80!
'Surfacmg Equipment :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 253,
'Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““l ----------- 7- 56: 97:
'Aerompressors :“-“““““““2 ----------- 6- 56: 78
;Cranes I 2! 7.00: 226:
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

Architectural Coating =Forklifts ! 2! 7.00: 89! 0.78
...................................................... e
Architectural Coating Pressure Washers ! 2! 6.00: 13! 0.20
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition . 8: 20.00! 0.00 16.00: 10.80: 7.30} 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_Mix {HHDT
o | Y O i - - A ememmeaaa [ [ i eeeeaaaa
Site Preparation . 4:r 10.005 0.001 0.00: 10.SOE 7.30} 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
o | Y O i - - e mme e ——————— [ i eeeeaaaa
Grading . 6:r 15.005 0.001 9.00: 10.SOE 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
o | Y O i - - e mme e ——————— [ i eeeeaaaa
Trenching . 3:r 8.005 0.001 0.00: 10.SOE 7.30} 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
o | Y O i - - e mme e ——————— [ i eeeeaaaa
Building Construction * 12:r 83.005 32.001 0.00: 10.SOE 7.30} 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_MIX {HHDT
S LT L L LT e ; I- e Je=e=eeaea- T T
Paving . 6:r 15.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.SOE 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
................ = } ! [ 4+ ! } 3 .
Architectural Coating = 8: 17.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.80: 7.30: 20.00:LD_Mix *HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

3.2 Demolition - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - 0.1725 0.0000 0.1725 0.0261 0.0000 0.0261 0.0000 0.0000

- - - ———— == m -

Off.Road = 20873 1 20.8307 + 27.0241 + 0.0383 1 v 1.5601 1.5601 1 1.4579 1 1.4579 + 3,806.355 1 3,806.355 1 1.0355 ' 3,832.242
- : : : : : . 8 . 8 : N
Total 2.9873 | 20.8397 | 27.2241 | 0.0383 0.1725 1.5601 1.7326 0.0261 1.4579 1.4840 3,806.355 | 3,806.355 | 1.0355 3,832.242
8 8 7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 7.9700e- ! 02696 ! 00538 ! 6.5000e- ' 0.0138 ! 1.4900e- ! 0.0153 ' 3.7700e- ! 1.4300e- ! 5.2000e- ' 69.8157 ! 69.8157 ! 4.3200e- ! ' 69.9237
o 003 : \ 004 v 003 , 003 , 003 , 003 . : \ 003 :
----------- : ey : ey ey : ——— e ey : e
Vendor ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : R ey : ——— e ey : e
Worker ! 00794 ' 09196 ! 1.8100e- ' 01643 ! 1.3800e- ! 0.1657 ' 0.0436 ! 1.2700e- ! 0.0449 1 180.2043 ! 180.2043 ! 7.8400e- ! 1 180.4003
' . v 003 . 003 . v 003 . . ¢ 003, .
Total 0.1251 0.3490 0.9734 | 2.4600e- | 0.1781 | 2.8700e- | 0.1810 0.0474 | 2.7000e- | o0.0501 250.0200 | 250.0200 | 0.0122 250.3240
003 003 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - 0.0776 0.0000 0.0776 0.0118 0.0000 0.0118 0.0000 0.0000

Off.Road = 20873 1 20.8307 + 27.0241 + 0.0383 1 v 1.5601 1.5601 1 1.4579 1 1.4579 0.0000 + 3,806.355 1 3,806.355 1 1.0355 ' 3,832.242
- : : : : : . 8 . 8 : N
Total 2.9873 | 20.8397 | 27.2241 | 0.0383 0.0776 1.5601 1.6377 0.0118 1.4579 1.4696 0.0000 | 3,806.355 | 3,806.355 | 1.0355 3,832.242
8 8 7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 7.9700e- ! 02696 ! 00538 ! 6.5000e- ' 0.0138 ! 1.4900e- ! 0.0153 ' 3.7700e- ! 1.4300e- ! 5.2000e- ' 69.8157 ! 69.8157 ! 4.3200e- ! ' 69.9237
o 003 : \ 004 v 003 , 003 , 003 , 003 . : \ 003 :
----------- : ey : ey ey : ——— e ey : e
Vendor ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : R ey : ——— e ey : e
Worker ! 00794 ' 09196 ! 1.8100e- ' 01643 ! 1.3800e- ! 0.1657 ' 0.0436 ! 1.2700e- ! 0.0449 1 180.2043 ! 180.2043 ! 7.8400e- ! 1 180.4003
' . v 003 . 003 . v 003, . . ¢ 003, .
Total 0.1251 0.3490 0.9734 | 2.4600e- | 0.1781 | 2.8700e- | 0.1810 0.0474 | 2.7000e- | o0.0501 250.0200 | 250.0200 | 0.0122 250.3240
003 003 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 6.6614 ' 0.0000 ! 6.6614 ' 3.0468 ! 0.0000 ' 3.0468 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : ro---aan
Off-Road - 2.7115 : 31.9452 ! 15.2378 : 0.0293 ! ! 1.3894 : 1.3894 ! : 1.2782 ! 1.2782 ! 2,946.723 ! 2,946.723 : 0.9174 ! ! 2,969.656
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 1 [} l 1 [} L] 9
Total 2.7115 31.9452 15.2378 0.0293 6.6614 1.3894 8.0508 3.0468 1.2782 4.3250 2,946.723 | 2,946.723 0.9174 2,969.656
1 1 9
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : b
Worker ! 00397 : 04598 1 9.1000e- : 0.0822 ! 6.9000e- ! 0.0828 @ 0.0218 ! 6.4000e- ! 0.0224 ' 90.1021 @ 90.1021 1 3.9200e- ! ! 90.2002
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0586 0.0397 0.4598 9.1000e- 0.0822 6.9000e- 0.0828 0.0218 6.4000e- 0.0224 90.1021 | 90.1021 | 3.9200e- 90.2002
004 004 004 003
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 2.9976 ' 0.0000 ! 2.9976 ' 1.3710 ! 0.0000 ' 1.3710 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : ro---aan
Off-Road - 2.7115 : 31.9452 ! 15.2378 : 0.0293 ! ! 1.3894 : 1.3894 ! : 1.2782 ! 1.2782 0.0000 ! 2,946.723 ! 2,946.723 : 0.9174 ! ! 2,969.656
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 1 [} l 1 [} L] 9
Total 2.7115 31.9452 15.2378 0.0293 2.9976 1.3894 4.3870 1.3710 1.2782 2.6493 0.0000 2,946.723 | 2,946.723 0.9174 2,969.656
1 1 9
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : b
Worker ! 00397 : 04598 1 9.1000e- : 0.0822 ! 6.9000e- ! 0.0828 @ 0.0218 ! 6.4000e- ! 0.0224 ' 90.1021 @ 90.1021 1 3.9200e- ! ! 90.2002
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0586 0.0397 0.4598 9.1000e- 0.0822 6.9000e- 0.0828 0.0218 6.4000e- 0.0224 90.1021 | 90.1021 | 3.9200e- 90.2002
004 004 004 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust =t ' ' ' ' 6.6615 ! 00000 ! 6.6615 ' 3.0468 ! 0.0000 ! 3.0468 ' ' 0.0000 ' * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} 1]
----------- ———————— R - R f———————— : ——— e ey :
OffRoad = 3.4189 ! 38.0796 ' 21.3626 ! 0.0393 ! ' 17544 v 17544 ' 16327 1 16327 13,919.94113,919.941 ¢ 1.0990 ! ' 3,947.417
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 1] 1] 5
Total 3.4189 | 38.0796 | 21.3626 | 0.0393 6.6615 1.7544 8.4159 3.0468 1.6327 4.6795 3,919.941 | 3,919.941 | 1.0990 3,947.417
5 5 5
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 2.5600€- ! 00867 ' 00173 ! 2.1000e- ' 4.4400e- ' 4.8000e- ' 4.9200e- ' 1.2100e- ' 4.6000e- ! 1.6700e- ' 22,4408 ' 22.4408 ! 1.3900e- ! v 22,4755
o003 : , 004 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . : \ 003 :
----------- : ey : ey ey : ——— e ey :
Vendor ' 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 * 00000 ! 0.000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 *: 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : iy ey : T L ey :
Worker ! 00596 ' 06897 ! 1.3600e- ! 0.1232 ' 1.0300e- ! 0.1243 * 0.0327 ! 9.6000e- ! 0.0336 * 135.1532 + 135.1532 ! 5.8800e- ! ' 135.3003
. ' 003 , 003 ' 004, . ' , 003 .
Total 0.0904 0.1462 0.7070 | 1.5700e- | 0.1277 | 1.5100e- | 0.1292 0.0339 | 1.4200e- | 0.0353 157.5940 | 157.5940 | 7.2700e- 157.7757
003 003 003 003
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust =t ' ' ' ' 29977 1 00000 ' 29977 + 13711 ' 0.0000 ! 13711 ' ' 0.0000 ' * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————— ———————— : ———— e ey f———————n -
OffRoad = 3.4189 ! 38.0796 ' 21.3626 ! 0.0393 ! ' 17544 v 17544 ' 16327 1 16327 0.0000 *3,919.94113919.941! 1.0990 ! ' 3,947.417
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 [} L] 5
Total 3.4189 | 38.0796 | 21.3626 | 0.0393 2.9977 1.7544 4.7521 1.3711 1.6327 3.0038 0.0000 | 3,919.941 | 3,919.941 | 1.0990 3,947.417
5 5 5
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 2.5600e- ! 00867 ' 00173 ! 2.1000e- ' 4.4400e- ' 4.8000e- ' 4.9200e- ' 1.2100e- ' 4.6000e- ! 1.6700e- ' 22,4408 ' 22.4408 ! 1.3900e- ! v 22,4755
o003 . , 004 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 003 , 004 , 003 . . \ 003 .
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n -
Vendor ' 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 * 00000 ! 0.000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 *: 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ——— ey ———————n -
Worker ! 00596 ' 06897 ! 1.3600e- ! 0.1232 ' 1.0300e- ! 0.1243 * 0.0327 ! 9.6000e- ! 0.0336 * 135.1532 + 135.1532 ! 5.8800e- ! ' 135.3003
. . 003 . 003 . 004, . . , 003 .
Total 0.0904 0.1462 0.7070 | 1.5700e- | 0.1277 | 1.5100e- | 0.1292 0.0339 | 1.4200e- | 0.0353 157.5940 | 157.5940 | 7.2700e- 157.7757
003 003 003 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road - 1.2579 v 111174 8.0851 ! 0.0102 ' v 0.8804 1 0.8804 ! 0.8100 ' 0.8100 ' 1,029.129 ' 1,029.129 ! 0.3204 ' ' 1,037.139
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 4
Total 1.2579 11.1174 8.0851 0.0102 0.8804 0.8804 0.8100 0.8100 1,029.129 | 1,029.129 0.3204 1,037.139
9 9 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : -
Worker ! 00318 : 03679 ! 7.3000e- ! 0.0657 ! 5.5000e- ! 0.0663 @ 0.0174 ! 5.1000e- : 0.0179 ' 72,0817 ' 72.0817 1 3.1400e- ! ! 721601
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0469 0.0318 0.3679 7.3000e- 0.0657 5.5000e- 0.0663 0.0174 5.1000e- 0.0179 72.0817 | 72.0817 | 3.1400e- 72.1601
004 004 004 003
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3.5 Trenching - 2018
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 12579 1 11.1174 + 8.0851 ' 0.0102 v 0.8804 1 0.8804 ' 0.8100 * 0.8100 0.0000 1,029.129 + 1,029.129 + 0.3204 + 1,037.139
- : : : : : ' : : : 9 9 : .4
Total 1.2579 11.1174 8.0851 0.0102 0.8804 0.8804 0.8100 0.8100 0.0000 1,029.129 | 1,029.129 0.3204 1,037.139
9 9 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : -
Worker ! 00318 : 03679 ! 7.3000e- ! 0.0657 ! 5.5000e- ! 0.0663 @ 0.0174 ! 5.1000e- : 0.0179 ' 72,0817 ' 72.0817 1 3.1400e- ! ! 721601
' ' v 004 i 004 ' v 004 . ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0469 0.0318 0.3679 7.3000e- 0.0657 5.5000e- 0.0663 0.0174 5.1000e- 0.0179 72.0817 | 72.0817 | 3.1400e- 72.1601
004 004 004 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

3.6 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road = 4.2703 1 356073 1 26.3158 + 0.0433 v 21446 1 21446 v 20460 1+ 2.0460 1 4,163.416 1 4,163.416 1 0.8994 1 ' 4,185.901
- . . . . . . . : . V6 4 6 . V4
Total 4.2703 35.6073 26.3158 0.0433 2.1446 2.1446 2.0460 2.0460 4,163.416 | 4,163.416 0.8994 4,185.901
6 6 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00000 ' 00000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 © 00000 ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : R : ey ey : ——— e ey :
Vendor | 44253 1 11821 ! 87300e- ' 02155 ! 00391 ! 02545 : 00619 ! 00374 ' 0.0993 1 926.9948 1 926.9948 1 0.0608 ! 1 9285143
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ey : fm———————— ey : ——— e fm :
Worker ' 03296 ' 3.8165 ' 7.5300e- * 0.6818 * 5.7300e- ' 0.6876 * 0.1809 1 52900e- + 0.1861 ' 747.8478 1 747.8478 1 0.0326 ' 748.6614
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
. . \ 003 . v 003 . \ 003 . . . . . .
Total 0.6654 | 47549 | 4.9986 | 0.0163 | 08973 | 0.0448 | 09421 | 02428 | 0.0427 0.2855 1,674.842 | 1,674.842 | 0.0933 1,677.175
5 5 8
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 42703 1+ 35.6073 '+ 26.3158 ' 0.0433 1 v 21446 v 21446 1 2.0460 1 2.0460 0.0000 14,163.416 + 4,163.416 ' 0.8994 '+ 4,185.901
- : : : : : ' : : : .6 1 6 : .4
Total 4.2703 35.6073 26.3158 0.0433 2.1446 2.1446 2.0460 2.0460 0.0000 4,163.416 | 4,163.416 0.8994 4,185.901
6 6 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx (6{0) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rommma--
Vendor ! 44253 + 11821 1 8.7300e- ! 0.2155 ! 0.0391 ! 0.2545 : 0.0619 ! 0.0374 : 0.0993 ' 926.9948 ! 926.9948 1 0.0608 ! ! 9285143
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mmaa
Worker ' 03296 ' 3.8165 ' 7.5300e- * 0.6818 ' 5.7300e- ' 0.6876 ' 0.1809 ' 5.2900e- * 0.1861 v 747.8478 v 747.8478 v+ 0.0326 ' 748.6614
1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
' ' v 003 v 003 ' v 003 ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.6654 4.7549 4.9986 0.0163 0.8973 0.0448 0.9421 0.2428 0.0427 0.2855 1,674.842 | 1,674.842 | 0.0933 1,677.175
5 5 8
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 1.2377 v 13.4127 v 10.6464 + 0.0196 v 0.7163 v 0.7163 ' 0.6598 1 0.6598 +1,955.179 + 1,955.179+ 0.6008 + 1,970.199
- : : : : : : : : : T3 3 : .7
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : R
Paving - 0.0954 : ! : ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 1.3331 13.4127 10.6464 0.0196 0.7163 0.7163 0.6598 0.6598 1,955.179 | 1,955.179 0.6008 1,970.199
3 3 7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : At
Worker ! 00596 @ 06897 ! 1.3600e- : 0.1232 ! 1.0300e- ! 0.1243 @ 0.0327 ! 9.6000e- ! 0.0336 ' 135.1532 ! 135.1532 1 5.8800e- ! ! 135.3003
, ' « 003, . 003 ' . 004 . . . 003 .
Total 0.0879 0.0596 0.6897 1.3600e- 0.1232 1.0300e- 0.1243 0.0327 9.6000e- 0.0336 135.1532 | 135.1532 | 5.8800e- 135.3003
003 003 004 003
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3.7 Paving - 2018

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road - 1.2377 ! 13.4127 ' 10.6464 ! 0.0196 ' ' 0.7163 ! 0.7163 ' ! 0.6598 ' 0.6598 0.0000 ' 1,955.179 ' 1,955.179 ! 0.6008 ' 1 1,970.199
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 6
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : R
Paving - 0.0954 : ! : ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 1.3331 13.4127 10.6464 0.0196 0.7163 0.7163 0.6598 0.6598 0.0000 1,955.179 | 1,955.179 0.6008 1,970.199
3 3 6
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : At
Worker ! 00596 @ 06897 ! 1.3600e- : 0.1232 ! 1.0300e- ! 0.1243 @ 0.0327 ! 9.6000e- ! 0.0336 ' 135.1532 ! 135.1532 1 5.8800e- ! ! 135.3003
, ' « 003, . 003 ' . 004 . . . 003 .
Total 0.0879 0.0596 0.6897 1.3600e- 0.1232 1.0300e- 0.1243 0.0327 9.6000e- 0.0336 135.1532 | 135.1532 | 5.8800e- 135.3003
003 003 004 003
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating - 23.2166 ! ' ! ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : ro--aaan
Off-Road = 28370 ' 26.7607 * 16.5390 * 0.0268 v 16804 ' 1.6804 v 15714 + 15714 1 2,645.641 v 2,645.641 1 0.6939 ' 2,662.988
- : : : : : : : : : o4 4 : V9
Total 26.0536 26.7607 16.5390 0.0268 1.6804 1.6804 1.5714 1.5714 2,645.641 | 2,645.641 0.6939 2,662.988
4 4 9
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom-maa
Worker ! 00675 @ 07817 1 1.5400e- ! 0.1397 1 1.1700e- ! 0.1408 : 0.0370 ! 1.0800e- ' 0.0381 ' 153.1736 ! 153.1736 | 6.6700e- ! ! 153.3403
' ' ¢ 003, « 003 ' ¢ 003, : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0996 0.0675 0.7817 1.5400e- 0.1397 1.1700e- 0.1408 0.0370 1.0800e- 0.0381 153.1736 | 153.1736 | 6.6700e- 153.3403
003 003 003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating - 23.2166 ! ' ! ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : ro--aaan
Off-Road = 28370 ' 26.7607 * 16.5390 * 0.0268 v 16804 ' 1.6804 v 15714 + 15714 0.0000 * 2,645.6412,645.6411+ 0.6939 ' 2,662.988
- : : : : : : : : : o4 4 : V9
Total 26.0536 26.7607 16.5390 0.0268 1.6804 1.6804 1.5714 1.5714 0.0000 2,645.641 | 2,645.641 0.6939 2,662.988
4 4 9
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom-maa
Worker ! 00675 @ 07817 1 1.5400e- ! 0.1397 1 1.1700e- ! 0.1408 : 0.0370 ! 1.0800e- ' 0.0381 ' 153.1736 ! 153.1736 | 6.6700e- ! ! 153.3403
' ' ¢ 003, « 003 ' ¢ 003, : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0996 0.0675 0.7817 1.5400e- 0.1397 1.1700e- 0.1408 0.0370 1.0800e- 0.0381 153.1736 | 153.1736 | 6.6700e- 153.3403
003 003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 5- 0.7043 ! 3.1941 + 7.8709 ! 0.0230 + 1.7782 + 0.0294 ! 1.8075 1+ 0.4768 ! 0.0277 + 0.5045 v 2,326.739 v 2,326.739 ! 0.0998 v 2,329.233
- : : : : : o2 2 : .3
----------- ::--------;--------:--------;--------:--------:--------;--------:--------;--------:-------- EEE R -.--------:--------;--------:------- r =
Unmitigated = 0.7043 + 3.1941 + 7.8709 +* 0.0230 * 17782 + 0.0294 + 18075 + 04768 * 0.0277 * 05045 = 1 2,326.739 + 2,326.739 +  0.0998 * ' 2,329.233
- . . . . . . . . . . o2 2 . .3
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
General Light Industry ; 285.60 ' 285.60 285.60 . 833,812 . 833,812
SN NN SRR EEREE R RN ENR AR R RN NS R mmmmmmmeefmm——————————t m e sa= .. Bermsacmssessamsesmmn—. e
Other Asphalt Surfaces M 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
S L T LT T e e B ereeaemeseeeemmsasee—aan B eiiieceeeeeccessaaaaaaaaan
Parking Lot M 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . "
Total | 285.60 285.60 28560 | 833,812 | 833,812

4.3 Trip Type Information
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

City Park * 950 ! 730 : 730 : 3300 @ 4800 1 1900 66 - 28
""" General Light Industry 950 1 7.30 : 730 1 5900 1 2800 | 1300 & ¢ 92 -
"""Other Asphalt Surfaces  +  9.50 1 7.30 1 730 000 1 000 1 000 i o T R

Parking Lot v 950 77300 Y730 7T o007 000 ¢ 000 - 0 : 0
4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use [ oA | oom LDT2 MDV LhD1 | LHD2 MHD HHD | oBUS | UBUS MCY | sBuUs MH

General Light Industry  * 0.568926% 0.041373] 0.172015f 0.112977] 0.030659 0.007080; 0.028564i 0.025868{ 0.003029] 0.001930i 0.005517; 0.000872] 0.001190

""" Other Asphalt Surfaces ' -6.-Séé€;£6-§- "0.041373] 0.172015] 0.112977{ 0.030659] 0.007080] 0.028564] 0.025868{ 0.003029{ 0.001930] 0.005517] 0.000872] 0.001190]
"""" Parking Lot ' -6.-Séé€;£6-§- "0.041373] 0.172015] 0.112977{ 0.030659] 0.007080] 0.028564] 0.025868{ 0.003029{ 0.001930] 0.005517] 0.000872] 0.001190]
T Ciypark i'd.?séééz'es? 0.041373' 0.172015' 0.112977: 0.030659: 0.007080* 0.028564* 0.025868' 0.003029' 0.001930* 0.005517: 0.000872: 0.001190|

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures

Energy
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800 Yolanda - Sonoma-San Francisco County, Summer

Date: 3/13/2018 2:02 PM

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas = 1.9614 ! 17.8308 ' 14.9779 ! 0.1070 v 1.3551 ! 1.3551 ! 1.3551 + 1.3551 1 21,396.93  21,396.93 ! 0.4101 ' 0.3923 ' 21,524.08
Mitigated ' : ' : : ' : ' : . 80 . 80 : .93
L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e g N E N e e e e e e e e e e m e s e m— e e === — = = == ===
NaturalGas = 1.9614  17.8308 ' 14.9779 * 0.1070 + 13551 13551 v 13551 + 1.3551 = 1 21,396.93 + 21,396.93 + 0.4101 + 0.3923 1 21,524.08
Unmitigated =, : : : : : : : : : . . 80 . 80 : .9
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park ! 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ [] [ [] [ [ ] [ ' ] [ [ [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————q - fm——————p e = e
General Light + 181874 & 19614  17.8308 '+ 14.9779 + 0.1070 v 13551 + 13551 v 13551 + 1.3551 121,396.93 1 21,396.93 + 0.4101 * 0.3923 1 21,524.08
[ [ [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ []
Industry ' ™ ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' ' 80 ] 80 ' ' ' 93
----------- A - —