

















2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

13-2
(cont.)

13-3

13-4

TRANSCRIPT

3
in the Town Green, and you know, just something so that there’s less transportation of this

wood and so that the wood isn’t being burned. It's not a mitigation for the loss, but itis a
mitigation for carbon that will be produced because of there disposal so to speak. So that is a
stretch but it's an actual environmental comment.

™ And we've already talked about, this isn’t an environmental comment, but you know that
the screening for Mr. McDonough’s house could be.. he would chose it and it would be
planted as soon as possible. So that he’s got a head start on the screening for aesthetics
|_before the pond is built.

I also would like to see the pond fencing and the road look more natural. I know that it's not
like a square and there’s a little bit of undulation around it, but I agreed with the speaker
that said it could have a more natural looking berm on the top. The road be as narrow as
possible, the fencing be as benign looking as possible. The Ocean View Pond is ugly. It does

leak. I ride my bike out on that ride - there’s slime coming from under, it has been for at
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 8-1

Wildlife surveys were conducted in 2007; a list of observed species is included in Draft SEIR
Appendix D. The list includes fox, coyote, red-shouldered hawk, and red-tailed hawk.
Minimizing impacts to common wildlife species is required pursuant to the Master Plan EIR
- see Mitigation Measure 4.4.6 (p. 4.4-50), which states the following:

Contractors shall use BMPs to avoid disturbance or direct mortality to common wildlife
species. These may include: covering all open trench areas at the end of work days, providing
escape ramps, and checking trenches daily for trapped wildlife.

This mitigation measure was previously adopted to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level, and remains in effect for the Project.

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.4.3 in the Master Plan EIR -Responses to Comments

p. 3-6) requires avoidance of construction during the breeding season for bats, raptors and
passerine birds, or the use of buffer zones if complete avoidance is not possible. This
mitigation measure was previously adopted to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level, and remains in effect for the Project.

Response to Comment 8-2

During preliminary engineering evaluations and preparation of the Draft SEIR, the Town
consulted with the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and DSOD to obtain information
on design, construction, and performance issues at SCWA’s nearby Ocean View Reservoir
because it is located in the same geologic formation as the Project. As the commentor notes,
it is readily apparent that considerable seepage from the Ocean View Reservoir is occurring.
The Ocean View Reservoir was built with a compacted soil liner of native sandy soils, rather
than the geomembrane liner proposed for the Project.

The proposed geomembrane liner is a proven technology with a satisfactory performance
history over many decades. Its calculated leakage rate of 450 gallons per acre per day (see
Draft SEIR, Appendix E, Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum) is expected to provide
twice as much leakage protection as the “industry standard” clay liner and ten to one
hundred times more leakage protection than a liner of compacted native sandy soil.

Town engineering staff and the Draft SEIR engineering consultant have carefully reviewed
the Ocean View Reservoir data as well as the proposed liner and related geotechnical
characteristics. In their professional judgment, the Town reviewers are confident that any
leakage from the pond will be minimized with the proposed liner and will not have the
performance concerns of the Ocean View Reservoir.

Response to Comment 8-3

To reduce noise from the pumps during their operation, the pumps will be fully enclosed by
a concrete, roofed structure (see Impact 3.9-2). The change in noise levels outside the pump
station would be less than significant and would not be expected to disturb wildlife or
sensitive receptors, including residences.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment 8-4

As discussed in Draft SEIR Section 2.4.1, the dam would be primarily constructed using
onsite materials excavated from the footprint of the pond. Significant soils testing has
already been completed as a part of Project feasibility studies and preliminary design, and
the results show that onsite materials should be suitable for use (see Draft SEIR Appendix F,
Geology Technology Memorandum). The soils testing and related preliminary design
information have been forwarded to the DSOD for their review, and they have found the
preliminary design information satisfactory as evidenced by their letter dated August 15,
2008 (see Exhibit 2-1 in Response to Comment 3-17). Additional studies will be performed
on the Project site to provide further detailed engineering design criteria (see Response to
Comment 5-3), and these studies will also be subject to review and approval by DSOD. Also,
all materials used in the construction of the dam must be tested and adhere to standard
industry construction specifications for quality and safety, subject to oversight by DSOD.

DSOD is responsible for the supervision of the construction, enlargement, alteration, repair,
maintenance, operation and removal of dams and reservoirs for the protection of life and
property. Among the major DSOD concerns is suitability of the dam foundation and
embankment materials, and stability of the dam embankment, foundation and pond side
slopes. DSOD provides comprehensive, independent oversight of dam design, construction
and operation as summarized in Draft SEIR p. 2-12.

The town also notes that the soils, geologic and preliminary embankment design work for
the Project has been performed by Amec-Geomatrix, Inc., a very highly qualified
geotechnical consulting firm with specialized expertise in seismic issues and dam design in
California.

Response to Comment 8-5

Impacts to roadways, including wear and tear caused by construction vehicles, were
previously analyzed in Master Plan EIR Impact 4.7.4. (See Master Plan EIR Responses to
Comments p. 3-6.) Mitigation for this potential impact includes a pre-construction survey of
roadways to be used. This mitigation applies to the Project. Any roads damaged by
construction would be repaired to a condition equal to, or better than, that which existed
prior to construction activity.

Response to Comment 9-1

The location of the pump station was selected based on hydraulic analysis and to minimize
construction impacts that would occur with a longer pipeline installation. The pump station
must be located below the bottom of the pond (lower in elevation) in order to completely
drain the pond. The staging areas are not located below the bottom of the pond levee and
therefore would not be a suitable location for the pump station. One other location was
considered at a draw northwest of the pond. The alternate location would require a much
longer pipeline and greater environmental impacts, so it was not considered for further
evaluation. As described in Impact 3.4-1, reasonable efforts will be made to preserve
existing trees along Eastside Road that would screen the pump station. The pump station
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

enclosure will be neutrally toned (see Draft SEIR p. 3-78). With implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, “Prepare and implement a landscaping plan to replant area
around the pump station with native species,” impacts will be less than significant. A
simulation of this view with mitigation is presented in Figure 3.4-4 in the Draft SEIR.

Response to Comment 9-2

Comment regarding truck traffic during grape harvest noted. Closures on Eastside Road are
for the purposes of pipeline construction, which is anticipated to take place during the
summer, as noted in Table 2-1 of the Draft SEIR. It is expected that the road closures and
detour routes would be completed before the fall grape harvest season.

Response to Comment 9-3

The preliminary design concept, as evaluated in the Draft SEIR, includes two horizontal
terraces across the topsoil “agricultural berm” that is proposed to be placed on the
downstream face of the dam. Use and configuration of such an agricultural berm is
contingent on the approval of DSOD. The current concept shows one terrace approximately
25 feet wide and the other approximately 40 feet wide; however, the size and location of
these terraces could change during final design. As the comment suggests, it may also be
possible to vary the width or slope of these terraces, or to include undulations that would
make their appearance more varied. As part of final design, it is expected that the design of
the agricultural berm and terraces will be refined to incorporate more variation such as
those suggested by the commentor, subject to approval of DSOD. Regardless of such
aesthetic variations, it is expected that wildlife will be able to use the entire unfenced slope
of the berm (approximately 400 feet wide) as a north-south pathway between Eastside Road
and the pond, not just the terraces.

Response to Comment 10-1

The Town proposes the temporary closure of Eastside Road only after first having
considered other options, such as a one-lane closure. A one-lane closure of Eastside Road
during pipeline installation would require one-way traffic controls; that is, the road would
be open for a period of time only to drivers going in one direction. Drivers going the other
direction could experience significant delays while waiting for the controlled direction to
change. In addition, maintaining a lane open would restrict the work area, increasing the
amount of time required to install the pipeline, and could present a significant safety hazard
to construction workers. Therefore, it was determined that a short-term road closure to
maximize efficiency in pipeline construction, and hence reduce associated impacts to
wildlife, traffic, noise, etc., would be preferable to a significantly longer one-lane closure on
Eastside Road. The road closure will be coordinated with Town of Windsor and County of
Sonoma transportation authorities and emergency services. As noted in Response to
Comment 9-2, pipeline installation along Eastside Road is not expected to occur during the
fall grape harvest seasons. As discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft SEIR, no significant
impacts would occur with implementation of the Project and proposed mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment 11-1

Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2.

Response to Comment 12-1

See Response to Comment 3-3.

Response to Comment 12-2

See Responses to Comments 3-4 and 3-5b.

Response to Comment 12-3

See Responses to Comments 3-25 and 3-26. The Town Council may consider the request for
further restricted construction hours when it considers the Project; the requested change
would not change the analysis or conclusion of the Draft SEIR as to visual impacts. Any
consideration of the request should also consider Impact 3.9-1 regarding the potential for
occasional extended work hours.

Response to Comment 12-4

See Response to Comment 3-18.

Response to Comment 12-5

See Response to Comment 3-23.

Response to Comment 12-6

A significant accumulation of organic matter is not expected to occur since the proposed
pond would be lined and periodically drained, and the nearest vegetation to the edge of the
pond will be at least fifteen feet away due to the access road. Therefore, fluctuations in
water depth are not expected to result in additional odors.

Response to Comment 13-1

For wildlife corridors, impacts are considered significant if implementation of the Project
would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors (see Draft
SEIR p. 3-25). Impact 3.2-8 analyzes the effect of the Project on wildlife habitat linkages, and
no significant impacts were identified previously because linkages will be maintained.
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Additional detail regarding wildlife corridors is provided in Responses to Comments 3-10
and 6-4 above.

Response to Comment 13-2

The Project would not be classified as a major source of greenhouse gas emissions as it
would produce less than 25,000 metric tons per year (see Draft SEIR p. 3-118). Although
construction of the pond would result in the loss of 28 acres of oak woodland, which would
result in a loss of a carbon sink, mitigation measures for oak woodland would offset the loss
(see Draft SEIR p. 3-118). No further mitigation is required because impacts are considered
less than significant.

As stated in the Draft SEIR, removed trees would be beneficially reused locally as much as
possible. Potential local reuse opportunities identified in the Draft SEIR include a wood
cogeneration plant, construction of a shelter in Adobe State Park, use by local woodturners,
and use for mulch (p. 2-7).

Response to Comment 13-3

See Response to Comment 3-5a.

Response to Comment 13-4

In regard to pond fencing and visible aesthetics, see Response to Comment 3-5d. Potential
impacts to the public view from Eastside Road is described on Draft SEIR p. 3-78. As stated,
the dam face may be briefly visible from the roadway; a simulation of this viewpoint is
included in Figure 3.4-4. Regarding leakage from Ocean View Reservoir, see Response to
Comment 8-2.

Response to Comment 13-5

As the purpose of CEQA is to evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, the
Town has considered the worst-case impacts to all resources, in order to describe the full
extent of possible impacts. Because it cannot be known at this stage precisely what the
extent of the overall impacts to the existing trees along Eastside Road will be, for the
purposes of identifying appropriate mitigation measures, all trees were analyzed as if they
would be removed. As stated in the Draft SEIR, efforts will be made to preserve existing
trees along Eastside Road that would screen the pump station and, if visible, the dam face
(see p. 3-78).
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Response to Comment 13-6

The “honeycomb” the commentor describes is referred to in the Draft SEIR as the liner cover
- gravel, concrete, or plastic soil cement confined in a geosynthetic grid and is an optional
element of the project. See Response to Comment 3-5c.
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CHAPTER 3

Revisions to the Draft SEIR

This section contains those portions of the Eastside Road Storage Project Draft SEIR that
have been revised based on the comments received during the public review period and/or
staff-generated clarifications. Text deleted from the Draft SEIR is shown below in
strikethroughformat; text that has been added is shown in underline. These revisions
supersede the Draft SEIR dated May 2008 as specified below. The Town has carefully
reviewed the revisions and determined that they are not significant new information
requiring recirculation under CEQA guidelines Section 15088.5.

Section 2.5.4, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (p. 2-11), is revised as follows
to revise the section title and add two new paragraphs:

254 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

The Project will require various authorizations from the RWQCB pursuant to the federal
Clean Water Act (CWA) and the state Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. In
addition, the Project may require authorizations from the SWRCB Division of Water Rights
pursuant to various sections of the California Water Code. The SWRCB Division of Water
Rights administers state programs that manage the diversion and storage of water. Under
the authority of the SWRCB, the RWQCB administers water quality programs including the
issuance of waste discharge requirements.

The purpose of the pond is to store recycled water. Because the Project incidentally would
divert and store a portion of the site’s natural runoff, a water right permit may be required.
If required by law, the Town will apply for a water right permit, which would be reviewed
by the SWRCB Division of Water Rights to assure that downstream beneficial uses are
protected. Storage of recycled water is authorized under an existing permit from the
RWQCB, but changes in the use of treated wastewater may require additional approval
from the SWRCB Division of Water Rights in the form of a wastewater change petition.

A Water Quality Certification or Waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean-Water-Aet
{CWA} is required for Section 404 permit actions (see discussion below in Subsection 2.5.8
regarding U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] jurisdiction); this certification or waiver
is issued by the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board —in the case of this
Project, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Dredge or fill activities that
may result in a discharge to “Waters of the State” are also regulated by the RWQCB under
its state authority provided by the Porter-Cologne Act in the form of Waste Discharge
Requirements or Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements.
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR

Figure 2-5, Storage Pond Construction Plan (p. 2-23) is revised to correct topographic line elevations.

[The revised figure is shown on the following page.]

Section 3.1.3, Land Use and Recreation (the last paragraph on page 3-3) is revised as follows.

The Project would generate short-term noise, air quality, and traffic related impacts. These
impacts would be short-term, and would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
implementation of standard construction measures, as defined in Master Plan EIR Section

3.6, Trafflc, 3.7, A1r Quahty, and 4.9, Noise (ESA 2000) Al-l—l-mpaets—téeﬂ’&f-}ed—we&ld—be—less

&Hehanged—Constructlon noise is updated in Sectlon 3. 9 of the Draft SEIR.

Section 3.2.3, Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 (“Implement projects that offset permanent loss of beneficial
uses resulting from fill of intermittent drainages™) (p. 3-33): the second bullet is revised as follows to
correct a typographical error.

e Where impacts cannot be avoided, they shall be minimized, for example my-by
minimizing the width of the pump station access road that crosses the Eastside Road
drainage.

Section 3.2.3, Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 (“Implement projects that offset permanent loss of beneficial
uses resulting from fill of intermittent drainages”) (p. 3-33): the second full paragraph is revised as
follows in response to public comments.

The mitigation ratio for drainage impacts shall be determined during coordination with
resources agencies during the permitting process and will depend upon the type of
mitigation planned (preservation, restoration, creation, or combination of mitigation types),
project location, and other mitigation variables. The Town will mitigate permanent impacts
to drainages (stream areas with existing and potential beneficial uses) in terms of acreage,
function, and value at a mitigation ratio of at least 1:1, unless otherwise agreed upon by the
RWOQCB and other regulatory agencies during the permitting process. To assist in the
development of a mitigation ratio and mitigation plan, an HEA shall be prepared in
coordination with the resource agencies....
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FIGURE 2-5
Storage Pond Construction Plan
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR

Section 3.2.3, Impact 3.2-6 (“Project construction would result in loss of roosting habitat for special-status
bat species and could disturb roosting bats during construction”) (p. 3-36): new sentence added to clarify
that Mitigation Measure 3.2-6 replaces the special-status bats portion of Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure
4.4.3 to reflect the updated impact analysis.

Project construction would result in the loss of approximately 28 acres of mixed oak woodland
containing potential roosting habitat for special-status bat species, including the pallid bat and
western red bat. Although roosting habitat for special-status bat species would be lost, existing
adjacent areas would provide alternative roosting habitat for bats. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d (preservation of mixed oak woodland), some of these alternative
habitats would be conserved in perpetuity, providing alternate roosting opportunities.
Construction activities could result in impacts to roosting bats. With preservation of mixed oak
woodlands and Mitigation Measure 3.2-6, impacts to special-status bat species would be less
than significant. Mitigation Measure 3.2-6 replaces that portion of Master Plan EIR Mitigation
Measure 4.4.3 addressing special-status bats in accordance with the updated impact analysis.

Section 3.4.3, last paragraph of the first bullet under Impact 3.4-1 (“Observation Point 1 - View from Eastside
Road looking eastward toward the proposed Project”) (p. 3-78): sentence inserted to clarify that Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1 updates and replaces Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.10.1b to reflect the updated
impact analysis.

Reasonable efforts will be made to preserve the existing trees along Eastside Road that would
screen the pump station and, if visible, the dam face. In the event that trees are unable to be
preserved, the quality of the view from this segment of Eastside Road would change from high
to average as a result of the Project. The character would change from rural to somewhat
engineered. Regular roadway users will be highly sensitive to this change in view; for less-
frequent travelers, the vegetation gap and presence of the building and fence would be
variations in the otherwise rural conditions along this stretch of roadway. With implementation
of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, impacts will be less than significant. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1
replaces Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.10.1b in accordance with the updated impact
analysis. A simulation of this view with mitigation is presented in Figure 3.4-4.

Section 3.7.2, Standards of Significance [for Air Quality], Construction Emission Calculation Methods
subsection (p. 3-113), is revised as follows.

Construction Emission Calculation Methods

Construction emissions were calculated for exhaust emissions from construction equipment and
fugitive dust emissions from earthmoving activities. Construction exhaust and fugitive dust
emissions were estimated using Rimpo and Associates” URBEMIS 2007 software (version 9.2.4).
Emissions were estimated for NOx, ROG, PMig, and PMzs. NOx and ROG are precursors to
ozone formation so emissions of these compounds were used to evaluate ozone impacts.
Construction activities include tree clearing, excavation, embankment construction, and pond
liner installation. Construction emissions were calculated for the maximum daily emissions
which would be expected during the excavation phase. During excavation, construction
equipment such as a grader, excavator, scraper, and water truck would be used. It was assumed
construction activities that generate emissions would occur eight hours per day. A diesel- or
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR

gasoline-powered generator may be used for 13 months out of the 24-month construction
schedule. Used only during construction hours, the generator is expected to generate emissions
similar to those from a small piece of construction equipment (e.g., truck).

Section 3.7.3, Impact 3.7-2 (“Construction of the Project could cause or contribute to a violation of an air
quality standard”) (p. 3-114): third paragraph is revised as follows.

Fugitive dust control measures would not address exhaust emissions of NOx or ROG, which
contribute to the formation of the nonattainment pollutant ozone. Construction equipment
exhaust emissions (NOx and ROG) are included in the emissions inventory that is the basis for
the regional air quality plans and are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of the

ozone standards in the Bay Area (BAAQMD, 1999). Appreximately13-months-of the

Therefore,

construction equipment exhaust emissions would be less than significant.

Section 3.9.3, Impact 3.9-1 (“Construction of the Project facilities would result in temporary and localized
noise impacts”) (p. 3-129): second paragraph is revised as follows to clarify that Mitigation Measures 3.9-1a
and 3.9-1b update and replace Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9.1a to reflect the updated impact
analysis, to focus the mitigation more specifically on the project site, and to reflect that no impact equipment
(e.g., pile drivers) is proposed for Project construction.

Construction noise would be exempt under the Town of Windsor noise ordinance. Because the
properties surrounding the Project site are located within the County jurisdiction, the County’s
noise standard of 60 dBA (CNEL) was used to evaluate impacts. Without use of additional
controls, maximum construction noise at the nearest residence would be approximately 9 to 76
dBA. These noise levels would occur only when construction was occurring near the property
line at the closest point to the noise sensitive property. With use of additional controls,
construction noise at the nearest residence would be 5 to 10 dBA less. Staging areas, which will
generate noise throughout construction, are located well away from any residences. In addition,
due the temporary nature of construction, normal construction hours between hours of 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on Saturday, and
implementation of noise controls (see Mitigation Measure 3.9-1a), noise impacts would be less
than significant. Mitigation Measure 3.9-1b is also included to minimize impacts from extended
work hours, which may be required occasionally. Mitigation Measures 3.9-1a and 3.9-1b replace
Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9.1a in accordance with the updated impact analysis.

Section 5.1, No Project Alternative (p. 5-3): final paragraph is revised as follows.

Assuming no development were to occur on the 168-acre parcel, impacts to loss of mixed oak
woodland, other biological resources, hydrology, groundwater, visual resources, geology, soils,
seismicity, noise, and traffic associated with the proposed Project would not occur with the No
Project Alternative.
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