STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

DIVISION OF WATER RIGHTS
P.0. BOX 2000
SACRAMENTO, CA 95812-2000

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

I. Background
PROJECT TITLE: Application to Appropriate Water APPLICATION: 30745
APPLICANT: Peter Michael

12400 Ida Clayton Road
Calistoga, CA 94515

APPLICANT’'S CONTACT PERSON: Nick Bonsignore, Wagner & Bonsignore,
2151 River Plaza Drive, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95833-4133, 916-441-6850

General Plan Designation: RRD—Resources and Rural Development
Zoning: RRD—Resources and Rural Development

Introduction

The proposed project area is within the Maacama Creek watershed in the Knights
Valley region of northeastern Sonoma County, located at 12400 Ida Clayton Road,
approximately 6 miles northwest of the town of Calistoga and approximately 15 miles
east of the town of Healdsburg (Figure 1). The proposed project area is within projected
Sections 5 and 8, Township 9 North and Range 7 West, MDB&M, and is on the Mount
Saint Helena 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle. The
proposed project area (i.e., property limit, also referred herein as the Home Ranch
property) consists of about 605 acres of land, while the Place of Use (POU) for irrigation
within the proposed project area under Application 30745 is 151 acres (Figure 2). The
main access road to the central portion of the proposed project area, where the lower
reservoir is located, is from Ida Clayton Road to the west (Figure 2). Adjacent
landowners have planted vineyards to the south, west, and north; land to the east of the
proposed project area consists of steep topography (Mount Saint Helena and its
associated ridges).

Water Right Application 30745 (proposed project) was filed with the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Division of Water Rights (Division) on
March 23, 1998 and accepted on August 7, 1998. Application 30745 currently seeks a
right to appropriate a total of 85 acre-feet per annum (afa) of water from an Unnamed
Stream tributary to Kellogg Creek, thence Redwood Creek, thence Maacama Creek,
thence the Russian River, for storage behind an existing onstream dam and in an
existing offstream reservoir.
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Project Description

As amended, Application 30745 proposes:

The seasonal diversion to storage of up to a total of 85 acre-feet (af) from an
Unnamed Stream tributary to Kellogg Creek, thence Redwood Creek, thence
Maacama Creek, thence the Russian River. The Point of Diversion (POD 1) is
located on an existing onstream reservoir (herein referred to as the lower
reservoir) and within the SE % of the NW ¥4 of projected Section 8, Township 9
North, Range 7 West, MDB&M. An additional place of storage (offstream
reservoir herein shown as and referred to as the upper reservoir) is located within
the NW Y of the NW Y% of projected Section 5, Township 9 North, Range 7 West,
MDB&M.

Storage of up to 36.5 af at the lower reservoir. Dimensions include maximum
effective height of less than or equal to 25 feet, with an approximate
embankment length of 370 feet, a storage capacity of 36.5 af, and an
approximate surface area of 3.2 acres. Freeboard height above spillway crest is
about 1 foot, and maximum water depth is about 23 feet.

Diversion of up to 48.5 af at POD 1 to storage at the upper reservoir. The rate of
diversion to offstream storage is 0.5 cubic foot per second (cfs). Water diverted
at POD 1 is pumped to the upper reservoir through a 4-inch-diameter
transmission pipeline approximately 8,000 feet long. The upper reservoir also
stores water collected from non-jurisdictional sources. Combined, the lower and
upper reservoirs have the capacity to store up to a total of 85 af.

A diversion season of December 15 to March 31.

The POU (see Figure 2) consists of 151 gross acres of vineyard and the lower
reservoir. Proposed water use includes irrigation of the vineyard and recreation
at the lower reservoir. Vineyard is irrigated using drip systems. Frost protection
occurs through mechanical wind machines (no water is used for frost protection).
Acreage distributions within the POU are noted in Table 1 below.
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Table 1. Acreage Distributions within the Place of Use

Section
Use Is within (Projected) | Township | Range B &M | Acres
NW 1/4 of NW 1/4 | 5 9N W M.D. 4.6
NE 1/4 of N\W 1/4 | 5 9N W M.D. 12.0
SW 1/4of NW 1/4 | 5 9N W M.D. 9.8
SE1/40fNW 1/4 |5 9N W M.D. 28.5
NE 1/4of SW 1/4 | 5 9N W M.D. 13.2
SE1/40fSW1/4 |5 9N W M.D. 0.3
NW 1/4of SE1/4 |5 9N W M.D. 9.2
NE 1/4of SE1/4 |5 9N W M.D. 0.6
SW 1/40f SEL4 |5 9N W M.D. 29.7
SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 5 9N W M.D. 15.0
NE 1/4 of NW 1/4 | 8 9N W M.D. 0.3
NW 1/4of NE1/4 | 8 9N W M.D. 22.3
NE 1/4of NE1/4 | 8 9N W M.D. 5.5
Total 151.0

Project Background

As originally filed, Application 30745 requested the diversion of 85 af of water for
storage in three reservoirs (PODs 1, 2, and 3). Water would be used for the purpose of
irrigation of 151 acres of vineyard and recreation. The diversion season would be from
December 15 to March 31 of each year.

In February 2000, Application 30745 was amended to modify proposed reservoir
capacities, eliminate POD 2, and move POD 3 900 feet downstream. Application 30745
was further amended in July 2004 to remove POD 3 (the reservoir located here is
considered a place of storage as it is located offstream); and again in August 2007 to
clarify the description of the POU.

A public notice was issued for Application 30745 on July 21, 2000 (State Water
Resources Control Board 2000). Five protests (see below) were filed against the
proposed project at that time, from National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Trout
Unlimited of California (TU), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the California
Sportsfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA), and MBK Engineers on behalf of Beringer
Wine Estates. All protests are currently unresolved.

NMFS expressed concerns about the proposed project resulting in: negative effects on
coho salmon and steelhead in the Russian River watershed; negative effects associated
with potential reduction or interruption of streamflows in downstream reaches; concerns
with the minimum bypass flow; the lower reservoir’s potential to interrupt naturally
occurring flows necessary for channel maintenance; disruption of available habitat by
the lower reservoir; the cumulative effect of this proposed project and other existing
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projects; and the effect of diversion structures on fish passage (Bybee 2000). A
representative from NMFS visited the project in January 2007 and again in October
2010.

TU expressed concerns about downstream fish habitat being negatively affected by
projects in the Russian River watershed (Griffin 2000).

USFWS expressed concerns about the proposed project resulting in take of federally
listed species (the federally listed endangered California freshwater shrimp Syncaris
pacifica) (Miller 2000).

CSPA expressed concerns about the proposed project resulting in: negative effects on
coho salmon and steelhead in the Russian River watershed; the original application did
not disclose the specific amount of water diverted to offstream storage on a daily basis;
how much water will be used for the purpose of recreation; the mandatory daily
streamflow requirement from the dam throughout the year; whether the dam on the
lower reservoir will have a fish ladder; whether entrainment of aquatic species
attributable to lower reservoir operation is considered likely; whether a fish screen will
be used at the outlet to the upper reservoir; whether water released from the onstream
dam would elevate water temperatures and what appropriate pool levels will be
maintained to protect aquatic species in both reservoirs (Baiocchi 2000).

MBK Engineers, on behalf of Beringer Wine Estates claimed senior rights to water from
the source from which the Applicant proposes to divert, based upon riparian claims and
Applications 26402 (P-18564) and 29267 (P-20619) (MBK Engineers/Beringer Wine
Estates 2000).

Environmental Setting and Baseline

The proposed project area is located on a north-south sloping hill area, in the northern
portion of the Kellogg Creek watershed (Figure 2). Kellogg Creek is tributary to
Redwood Creek, thence Maacama Creek, thence the Russian River. Elevations in the
proposed project area range from approximately 500 feet above mean sea level, at the
western boundary and flatter portions of the proposed project area, to 1,717 feet at the
top of Sugarloaf Hill. Topography consists of rolling hills trending in a north-south
alignment with swales. Slopes in the POU and reservoir areas range from
approximately 5% to 40%.

Established vineyard is the primary vegetation community in the POU. Outside of the
POU, grasslands, oak, and mixed coniferous forests are present. The climate of
Sonoma County is characterized by moderate temperature and precipitation. The
climate in the study area is characterized by warm, dry summers and cool, rainy
winters; the mean annual precipitation is approximately 42 inches, and the mean annual
air temperature is 60°F. (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2011.)
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The POU presently is fully developed in vineyard. Currently two reservoirs are used for
storage of irrigation water. The lower reservoir is an existing onstream reservoir with a
storage capacity of 36.5 af, impounded by an embankment dam at POD 1 and is under
review per this application. The upper reservoir, which collects runoff from non-
jurisdictional sources, has a storage capacity of about 48.5 af. There are three pump
stations, two tanks (one of them not in use), an underground cistern with a sump pump,
an old sump (no longer in use), two sediment retention basins, and a diesel generator
associated with the water conveyance system. There are also three small wetlands in
the proposed project area, none of which are within the POU. These wetland areas
have not been affected, and will be not be affected, by the proposed project.

ICF Jones & Stokes was retained by Peter Michael to conduct a site visit of the vineyard
and to classify the subject waterways for Initial Study descriptive purposes. Five
tributaries associated with POD 1, all unnamed, were surveyed (Figure 3). Tributaries 1,
2, and 3 flow generally from north to south into the lower reservoir. Tributary 4, referred
to as the Spillway Channel, flows from POD 1 approximately 2,644 feet to its confluence
with Kellogg Creek. Tributary 5, referred to as the Historic Channel, originates about
190 feet below the toe of the dam at POD 1. This ephemeral channel is tributary to
Kellogg Creek and is approximately 861 feet long. Tributary 5 was formerly the main
contributing channel to Kellogg Creek before construction of the lower reservoir. All
stream classifications of these tributaries in the proposed project area are fully
described in Peter Michael Winery, Home Ranch Property (Application 30745)—Stream
Classification of Five Unnamed Tributaries to Kellogg Creek, Sonoma County (February
18-19 and March 13, 2008) (ICF Jones & Stokes 2008).

Supplemental environmental information was submitted at the time Application 30745
was filed and accepted, establishing the environmental baseline as August 7, 1998.
The onstream dam at POD 1 was constructed in 1969 or a few years beforehand®. The
latter date would mean that construction of the lower reservoir predated the baseline by
at least 29 years. The facility includes an open-channel spillway that conveys spill flows
from the lower reservoir to a natural channel that joins Kellogg Creek approximately
2,644 feet downstream. Prior to August 1998, the owner had installed recreational
facilities at the lower reservoir, and approximately 112 gross acres of vineyard were
existing and being irrigated from the lower reservoir. An additional 32 acres were
planted between August 7, 1998, and July 21, 20007 (Figure 4). An additional 7 acres of
vineyard were cleared, graded, and prepared in 2004 and planted in 2005 (in
accordance with a Sonoma County grading permit as well a Sonoma County Sonoma
County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance [VESCO)] application and
permit) (Figure 4).

! The Applicant has obtained photographs of construction in progress at the lower reservoir that are dated
1969 (a time at which when Kodak put a date on prints). Thus the lower reservoir was constructed in
1969 (or possibly sometime before).

% These 32 acres were previously cleared and graded by a prior owner in the 1970’s. Some clearing of
vegetation regrowth was required when the Applicant planted between August 7, 1998 and July 21, 2000.
Sonoma County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance [VESCO] permits were not
developed nor required at the time of these vineyard installations.
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A 4-inch-diameter low-level outlet conduit passes through the foundation of the
embankment at the lower reservoir. A pump on the downstream end of the outlet
conduit and approximately 6,000 feet of the 4-inch-diameter transmission pipeline also
existed prior to the filing of Application 30745 as part of the irrigation system for the
vineyard.

The upper reservoir, which is offstream, was constructed in 2001 (with the appropriate
Sonoma County grading permit as well as a VESCO application and permit) in an area
that had been cleared and graded by the previous owner following a wildfire that swept
through the region in 1978. In addition to receiving water pumped from POD 1, the
upper reservoir is filled from non-jurisdictional sources (primarily sheetflow and direct
precipitation®).

As shown in Table 2, the baseline condition for Application 30745 consists of the 36.5-af
lower reservoir, the pump and transmission pipeline, and 112 gross acres of vineyard.
The following project elements will be evaluated under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA): construction of the upper reservoir; conversion of 39 acres to
vineyard (i.e., clearing of regrowth and planting and irrigation installation associated with
the 32 acres; and clearing, grading, planting, and irrigation installation associated with
the 7 acres), and seasonal diversion to storage of up to 85 af* of water. The diversion to
storage of 85 af of water from the unnamed stream was evaluated in a water availability
analysis and other associated hydrologic analyses (Wagner & Bonsignore 2008a,
2008b) and a watershed-wide depth and velocity modeling effort (ICF Jones & Stokes
2010), and is discussed in this CEQA document (refer to the Hydrology and Water
Quality section below).

Table 2. CEQA Baseline Conditions and Project Components and Associated Dates

Existing Project
Components at Project Components and
Baseline CEQA Baseline Date Associated Dates

Construction of the upper reservoir (2001)

36.5-af lower reservaoir, Conversion of 39 acres to vineyard (32 acres

including pump and planted between August 7, 1998 and July 21,

transmission pipeline 2000; 7 acres of vineyard cleared, graded,
August 7, 1998 and prepared in 2004 and planted in 2005)

Seasonal diversion to storage of up to 85 af

112 gross acres of of water (since 2001)

vineyard

® Proof of non-jurisdiction was established in 2002 during a site visit when the State Water Board
investigated a complaint by the Community Clean Water Institute alleging illegal diversion. The
investigation was conducted by the State Water Board’s Laura Vasquez (Vasquez 2002).

* The lower reservoir (36.5 af) existed prior to the CEQA baseline date and was used to irrigate 112 acres
of vineyard. The diversion and use of the 36.5 acre-feet occurred prior to the CEQA baseline date.

Initial Study for Application 30745 Page 10



Regulatory Environment

The State Water Board is the lead agency under CEQA with the primary authority for
project approval. In addition, the following responsible, trustee, and federal agencies
may have jurisdiction over some or the entire proposed project:

California Department of Fish and Game (DFG)—Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement, California Endangered Species Act (CESA) compliance;

California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (San Francisco Bay
Region)—Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
General Construction National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit;

USFWS—Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) Compliance;

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)— Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit;
and

NMFS—Federal ESA Compliance.

Environmental Impacts

The environmental factors checked below potentially could be affected by this project
and are discussed in more detail in the checklist on the following pages.

™
a
a

O~~~

Geological Problems/Soils O Noise O Public Services

Air Quality O Land Use and Planning

O

Utilities and Service Systems

Greenhouse Gases/Global [0 Energy and Mineral Resources [ Aesthetics
Warming

Hydrology/Water Quality O Hazards

Cultural Resources

RO~

Biological Resources O Population and Housing Recreation
Agriculture and Forest O Transportation/Circulation Mandatory Findings of
Resources Significance
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1. GEOLOGY and SOILS

Would the project:

Less than
Potentially  Significant  Less-than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant  No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial a a a |
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as a a a [ |
delineated in 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.

if) Strong seismic ground shaking? a a a n
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including a a a [ |
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? a a a u
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of a ] a a
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is a a a [ |

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 soils, as defined in a a a [ ]
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

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

Environmental Setting

Sonoma County is located in the Coast Ranges geomorphic province. The Coast
Ranges geomorphic province includes many separate ranges; coalescing mountain
masses; and several major structural valleys of sedimentary, igneous, and metamorphic
origin. The northern Coast Range extends from the California/Oregon border south to
the San Francisco Bay Area. On average, it extends from the coastline to 50—75 miles
inland. Typical tectonic, sedimentary, and igneous processes of the Circum-Pacific
orogenic belt have influenced the evolution of the northern Coast Range. The Coast
Ranges geomorphic province is characterized by the presence of two entirely different
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core complexes, one being a Jurassic-Cretaceous eugeosynclinal assemblage (the
Franciscan rocks) and the other consisting of early Cretaceous granitic intrusives and
older metamorphic rocks. The two unrelated, incompatible core complexes lie side by
side, separated from each other by faults. A large sequence of Cretaceous and
Cenozoic clastic deposits covers large parts of the province. The rocks in the province
are characterized by many folds, thrust faults, reverse faults, and strike-slip faults that
have developed as a consequence of Cenozoic deformation (Page 1966).

The proposed project area (and vicinity) is mapped by the California Department of
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (Wagner and Bortugno 1982), now called
the California Geological Survey, as having various rock assemblages that are based
on topographic position in the immediate watershed. These include the Sonoma
Volcanics (basalt, andesite, rhyolite, tuff, and other pyroclastic rocks), which generally
are located east of the proposed project area and are associated with Mount Saint
Helena; some minor outcrops of ultramafic rocks (peridotite), which are associated with
pre-Quaternary faults that trend to the northwest; some older landslide deposits to the
northwest of the proposed project area; and Quaternary alluvium, which is found at the
western portion of the proposed project area in the lower elevation areas. The majority
of the project area, however, is composed of the Franciscan Complex, a mélange of
sandstone, shale, conglomerate, chert, greenstone, and metagraywacke. These rock
formations are expected to be locally stable.

The soil association in the proposed project area is mapped by the Soil Conservation
Service (now called the Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS]) as the Kidd-
Forward-Cohasset soil association. In general, these soils are well-drained to somewhat
excessively drained, moderately sloping to very steep gravelly and stony loams. The
dominant soil map unit in the proposed project area is the Kidd Gravelly Loam, 9% to
50% slopes. Runoff is medium to rapid, and the erosion hazard is moderate to high.
Soils are not expansive (Miller 1972).

Sonoma County faults are part of the San Andreas fault system that extends along the
California coast. The last major earthquake in Sonoma County was a 5.7 magnitude
event on the Healdsburg fault in Santa Rosa in 1969. Analysis of seismic data indicates
that 7.5 to 8.5 magnitude earthquakes can be expected for the San Andreas and the
Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek faults, respectively. Earthquakes of magnitude 8.0 or more
on the San Andreas fault can be expected every 50 to 200 years (Sonoma County
2008).

The proposed project area is not identified as being located in an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (California Division of Mines and Geology 2001; California
Geological Survey 2007a, 2010; Hart and Bryant 1997; International Conference of
Building Officials 1997; Jennings and Bryant 2010; Sonoma County 2008; U.S.
Geological Survey 2009). However, several early Quaternary and pre-Quaternary faults
are located within an approximate 20-mile radius of the proposed project area”. The

® Based on fault activity mapping, a pre-Quaternary fault runs south to north through the Home Ranch
property (California Geological Survey 2010; Jennings and Bryant 2010).
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Maacama Fault Zone is the closest active fault zone to the proposed project area. It is
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, but is approximately 10 miles
away from the proposed project area.

Ground shaking from earthquakes can cause the most damage of any geologic hazard.
The amount of ground shaking depends on the magnitude of the earthquake, the
distance from the epicenter, and the type of earth materials in between. Ground shaking
similar to that which took place in Santa Rosa during the 1969 earthquake can be
expected somewhere in Sonoma County once every 20 to 30 years (Sonoma County
2008).

Based on a probabilistic seismic hazard map that depicts the peak horizontal ground
acceleration values exceeded at a 10% probability in 50 years (Cao et al. 2003;
California Geological Survey 2007b), the probabilistic peak horizontal ground
acceleration values for the proposed project area range from 0.4 to 0.5g, where one g
equals the force of gravity. This indicates that the ground-shaking hazard is medium.
Furthermore, the proposed project area is mapped by Sonoma County as possessing a
moderate to very strong ground-shaking severity if a magnitude 7.1 earthquake were to
occur nearby (Sonoma County 2008).

Liguefaction is a phenomenon in which the strength and stiffness of unconsolidated
sediments are reduced by earthquake shaking or other rapid loading. Poorly
consolidated, water-saturated fine sands and silts having low plasticity and located
within 50 feet of the ground surface typically are considered to be the most susceptible
to liquefaction. Soils and sediments that are not water-saturated and that consist of
coarser or finer materials are generally less susceptible to liquefaction (California
Division of Mines and Geology 1997). Soils in the proposed project area are well above
the water table and consist of loam and coarser substrate, thus rendering them not
highly susceptible to liquefaction. Additionally, liquefaction susceptibility in the proposed
project area is mapped as low (Sonoma County 2008).

In general, land uses vary in their sensitivity to geologic hazards. Agriculture (including
vineyard operations) and timber management are considered appropriate in areas
subject to geologic hazards because such uses require few occupied structures
(Sonoma County 2008).

Findings

ai. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated in 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?

The proposed project area would not be subject to fault rupture because of its distance
from active faults. Furthermore, no habitable structures were built or would be built as
part of the proposed project, and the proposed project itself would not increase the
present hazard of fault rupture. Accordingly, there is no impact.
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aii. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground
shaking?

The probabilistic peak horizontal ground acceleration values for the proposed project
area range from 0.4 to 0.5g, indicating that the ground-shaking hazard is medium.
However, no habitable structures were built or would be built as part of the proposed
project, and the proposed project itself would not increase the present hazard of ground
shaking. Accordingly, there is no impact.

aiii. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction?

Soils in the proposed project area are well above the water table and consist of loam
and coarser substrate, thus rendering them not highly susceptible to liquefaction.
Additionally, liquefaction susceptibility in the proposed project area is mapped as low
(Sonoma County 2008). Furthermore, no habitable structures were built or would be
built as part of the proposed project. Accordingly, there is no impact.

aiv. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

No habitable structures were built or would be built as part of the proposed project.
Accordingly, there is no impact.

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

The majority of the project area is composed of the Franciscan Complex, a mélange of
sandstone, shale, conglomerate, chert, greenstone, and metagraywacke. These rock
formations are expected to be locally stable. Accordingly, there is no impact associated
with an unstable geologic unit.

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

The dominant soil map unit in the proposed project area is the Kidd Gravelly Loam, 9%
to 50% slopes. Soils are not described as expansive (Miller 1972), due to their low clay
content. Accordingly, there is no impact.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternate wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

No septic tanks or wastewater disposal systems were or are proposed as part of the
project. Accordingly, there is no impact associated with soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternate wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.
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Soil Erosion Impact Discussion and Findings (Impact b)
b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Thirty-two acres were planted in a previously cleared and graded area between August
7, 1998, and July 21, 2000 (Figure 4). VESCO permits were not developed or required
at the time of these vineyard installations®. An additional 7 acres of vineyard were
cleared, graded, and prepared in 2004 and planted in 2005 (in accordance with a
Sonoma County grading permit and a Sonoma County VESCO application and permit).

The upper reservoir was constructed in 2001 (with the appropriate Sonoma County
grading permit as well as a Sonoma County VESCO application and permit) in an area
that had been cleared and graded by the previous owner following a wildfire that swept
through the region in 1978. Prior to construction of the upper reservoir, a portion of the
upper reservoir footprint had been planted with grapes (as part of the development of
the 32 acres).

Construction of the upper reservoir and conversion of 7 acres to vineyard (including the
installation of the irrigation system and other water facilities) required temporary soll
disturbance. The potential existed for the mobilization of sediment during construction
and after construction from unstabilized areas. However, compliance with the Sonoma
County VESCO (Sonoma County Code, Chapter 30, Article V, Ord. No. 5216 § 2, 2000)
permit requirements presumably ensured that no geologic or soil resources on the 7-
acre parcel or the upper reservoir site were significantly affected by the proposed
project.

The Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) requires
grading permits for projects that involve more than 50 cubic yards of fill on any lot or
projects that include an excavation or fill that alters or obstructs a drainage course.
Additionally, the Sonoma County Agricultural Commission’s Agricultural Division
administers the Sonoma County VESCO.

The purpose of the ordinance is to safeguard public health, safety, and welfare;
minimize erosion and sedimentation in connection with vineyard planting and replanting
in the county; protect the lands, streams, and riparian habitat in the county; and ensure
the long-term economic viability of the county’s viticulture resources.

Growers planting new vineyards or replanting existing vineyards are required to use
recognized conservation practices and best management practices (BMPs), and
provide for riparian setbacks to protect the environment and watersheds of the county.

® Impacts on geologic or soil resources in these 32 acres are not discussed further herein. There are no
blue-line streams adjacent to the 32 acres and removal of vegetation regrowth and planting was limited to
areas with moderate slopes, thus minimizing erosion potential.

" The Applicant obtained a VESCO permit in late 2004 from the Sonoma County Agricultural
Commissioner and the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD). The
7-acre parcel was prepared in 2004 and planted in 2005. The irrigation system was completed in 2005.
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The vineyard development included Level Il plantings®. The ordinance defines them as:

e Level Il vineyard planting means any vineyard planting on contiguous new
vineyard land under common ownership with a significant drainage area that has
similar slope characteristics and has either highly erodible soils and an average
slope of ten percent to not more than 15 percent, or less erodible soils and an
average slope of 15 percent to not more than 30 percent.

General requirements for authorized vineyard plantings include:

¢ Any person undertaking a Level Il or Il vineyard planting shall obtain a certified
erosion and sediment control plan for the vineyard planting, notify the agricultural
commission of the vineyard planting and request that the agricultural
commissioner review the vineyard planting and the certified erosion and
sediment control plan for the vineyard planting as required under the Ordinance,
and undertake the vineyard planting in accordance with the requirements of the
Ordinance and the certified erosion and sediment control plan for the vineyard
planting. The vineyard planting shall establish and maintain a riparian setback for
any designated stream on the vineyard site of either fifty feet from the top of the
bank, or, if applicable, the distance specified in the Riparian Corridors section
(26-66-030), whichever is greater.

In brief, the Applicant conducted the following steps to prevent soil erosion or slope
failure on the 7-acre parcel.

e Prior to the start of construction or diversion or use of water, the Applicant filed a
notice of vineyard planting with the Sonoma County agricultural commissioner.
The notice conformed to applicable provisions of the Sonoma County Vineyard
Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Ord. No. 5216 88 2, 2000). The notice
included:

1) maps, plans, drawings, calculations, photographs, and other information as
was necessary or required by the agricultural commissioner to verify that the
vineyard planting qualifies as a Level Il authorized vineyard planting; and

2) an erosion and sediment control plan, certified pursuant to Section 30-74 of
the Sonoma County VESCO, for the vineyard planting.

The Applicant has submitted copies of the aforementioned permits to the Division of
Water Rights to verify that the project was constructed in compliance with Sonoma
County requirements in place at the time of development. Additionally, the Applicant will
comply with the following permit term if necessary:

e For any future modification of the diversion, storage and conveyance facilities, or
of the place of use, for which compliance with the Sonoma County Grading,
Drainage, Vineyard and Orchard Site Development Ordinance® (Ordinance) is

® The construction of the upper reservoir included Level | removal of grape vines. The removal of grape
vines prompted the Applicant to obtain a Sonoma County VESCO application and permit.

Sonoma County’s VESCO has recently been superseded by this new ordinance in January of 2009.
See http://www.sonoma-county.org/agcomm/pdf/review handout 09.pdf for additional information.
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required, Permittee shall submit, prior to licensing, evidence to the Deputy
Director for Water Rights verifying that the project was constructed in compliance
with the requirements of the Sonoma County Ordinance.

In brief, compliance with the measures incorporated within an erosion and
sedimentation control plan as required by Sonoma County and compliance with
conditions of the Sonoma County grading permit and the requirements of the Sonoma
County VESCO reduced potential soil erosion impacts associated with the 7-acre parcel
and associated with any future modifications as specified in the above permit term to a
less-than-significant level .

1% site inspections conducted by the Sonoma County PRMD during and after the construction of the
upper reservoir and during and after the development of the 7-acre parcel indicated no violations and
more than adequate short- and long-term BMP implementation.
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2. AIR QUALITY

Would the project:

Less than
Potentially  Significant  Less-than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant  No

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the a a a [ |
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute a a a [ |
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant Q a [ a
concentrations?

d) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase a a [ | a

of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial a a | a
number of people?

Background

The proposed project is located within the North Coast Air Basin, falling under the
jurisdiction of the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District. The climate of
the region is mediterranean in character, with mild, rainy winter weather from November
through April, and warm to hot, sub-humid weather from May through October. The
North Coast Air Basin generally is not affected by regionally high pollution emissions.

Air quality in the area is a function of the criteria air pollutants emitted locally, the
existing regional ambient air quality, and the meteorological and topographic factors that
influence the intrusion of pollutants into the area from sources outside the immediate
vicinity.

Criteria Pollutants

Ozone

Ozone (O3) is not emitted directly into the atmosphere but is a secondary air pollutant
produced in the atmosphere. Through a complex series of photochemical reactions, in
the presence of strong sunlight and Oz precursors (nitrogen oxides [NOx] and reactive
organic gases [ROG]), Os is created. Motor vehicles are a major source of O3
precursors. Oz causes eye and respiratory irritation, reduces resistance to lung
infection, and may aggravate pulmonary conditions in persons with lung disease.
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Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is an odorless, invisible gas usually formed as the result of
incomplete combustion of organic substances and is primarily a winter pollution
problem. CO concentrations are influenced by the spatial and temporal distributions of
vehicular traffic, wind speed, and atmospheric mixing. High levels of CO can impair the
transport of oxygen in the bloodstream, thereby aggravating cardiovascular disease and
causing fatigue, headaches, and dizziness.

Respirable Particulate Matter

PM10 consists of particulate matter 10 microns (1 micron is 1 one-millionth of a meter)
or less in diameter, which can be inhaled. Relatively small particles of certain
substances (e.g., sulfates, nitrates) can cause lung damage directly or can contain
adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorine, ammonia) that may be injurious to health. Primary
sources of PM10 emissions in northern Sonoma County are entrained road dust and
construction and demolition activities. Burning of wood in residential wood stoves and
fireplaces and open agricultural burning are other sources of PM10. The amount of
particulate matter and PM10 generated is dependent on the soil type and the soil
moisture content.

Regulatory Setting

Regulation of air quality is achieved through both federal and state ambient air quality
standards and emission limits for individual sources of air pollutants.

Federal

The 1977 federal Clean Air Act (CAA) required the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to identify National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to
protect public health and welfare. NAAQS have been established for the six criteria air
pollutants, O3z, CO, NOx, sulfur dioxide (SO,), PM10, and lead. The EPA publishes
standards for these pollutants, listed in Table 3.

Pursuant to the 1990 CAA Amendments, the EPA has classified air basins (or portions
thereof) as either attainment or non-attainment for each criteria air pollutant, based on
whether the NAAQS have been achieved. Northern Sonoma County, located in the
North Coast Air Basin, currently is designated as either attainment or unclassified for
PM10 (attainment), PM2.5 (unclassified), O3 (attainment), CO (unclassified), NOx
(attainment), SO, (attainment), and lead (attainment) (California Air Resources Board
2011a).
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Table 3. State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time SAAQS NAAQS
Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm
8 hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm
8 hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb
Annual 0.030 ppm 53 ppb
Sulfur Dioxide 1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb
3 hour N/A 0.5 ppm
24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm
Annual N/A 0.03 ppm
Respirable Particulate Matter 24 hour 50 ug/m® 150 pug/m?®
Annual 20 pg/m?® N/A
Lead 30 day 1.5 pug/m? N/A
Rolling 3-Month N/A 0.15 pg/m®
Average
Calendar Quarter N/A 1.5 ug/m®
(Quarterly Average)
Notes:

SAAQS (i.e., California standards) for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour),
nitrogen dioxide, and respirable particulate matter are values that are not to be exceeded. All other
California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.

NAAQS (i.e., national standards), other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual
averages, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the
fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the
standard.

ppm = parts per million by volume; ppb = parts per billion by volume; ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic
meter of air; N/A: Not Applicable.

Source: California Air Resources Board 2009; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2010.

State

The California Air Resources Board regulates mobile emissions sources and oversees
the activities of county Air Pollution Control Districts and regional Air Quality
Management Districts. The California Air Resources Board regulates local air quality
indirectly by State Ambient Air Quality Standards (SAAQS) and vehicle emission
standards by conducting research activities and through planning and coordinating
activities.

California has adopted ambient standards that are more stringent than the federal
standards for the criteria air pollutants. These standards are shown in Table 3. Under
the California Clean Air Act, patterned after the federal CAA, areas have been
designated as attainment or nonattainment with respect to SAAQS.
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Existing Air Quality Conditions

The California Air Resources Board maintains several ambient air quality monitoring
stations in the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District that provide
information on the average concentrations of criteria air pollutants in the region. The
Cloverdale monitoring station is located closest to the proposed project area. The
second closest monitoring station is at the Healdsburg Municipal Airport. However, it
should be noted that the monitoring stations are located in urban areas while the
proposed project area is located in a rural area, more than 1,000 feet above Cloverdale.
Table 4 summarizes ambient air quality monitoring data from this location and
compares ambient air pollutant concentrations of Oz and PM10 to SAAQS and NAAQS.

Table 4. Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data

Pollutant 2006 2007 2008 2009
*Ozone (O3)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.070 0.070 0.080 0.070
Number of days Standard exceeded
SAAQS (1-hour) > 0.09 ppm 0 0 0 0
NAAQS (1-hour) > 0.12 ppm 0 0 0 0
*Particulate Matter (PM10)
Maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/m3) 30.0 29.0 81.0 24.0
Number of days Standard exceeded
SAAQS (24-hour) > 50 pg/m® 0 0 1 0
NAAQS (24-hour) > 150 pg/m® 0 0 0 0
Notes:

*Data is from the Healdsburg Municipal Airport monitoring station.
**Data is from the Cloverdale monitoring station.

ppm = parts per million; pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
Source: California Air Resources Board 2011b.

Findings

The Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District Rule Book (specifically
Regulation 1) contains guidelines for assessing the air quality impacts of proposed
projects, as well as prohibitions. The Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control
District’s approach to assessment of construction-related air quality impacts is to
emphasize the implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather
than provide detailed quantification of emissions (California Air Resources Board
2011c).
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a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
guality plan?

The project did not nor would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any
applicable air quality plan. As such, there is no impact.

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

The project did not nor would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. As such, there is no impact.

C. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Routine continued compliance with permit regulations from the Sonoma County
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office for the use of soil stabilizers, pesticides, herbicides,
and other regulated chemicals continues to render exposure of sensitive receptors to
pollutants a less-than-significant impact.

d. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Air quality impacts associated with the construction of the upper reservoir and
conversion of 39 acres to vineyard were limited to those resulting from short-term
construction activities. Construction-related emissions most likely included exhaust from
construction equipment and fugitive dust from trenching during the installation of the
irrigation system, movement of vehicles, and wind erosion of exposed soil during
vineyard installation. However, as the proposed project area had historically operated
as a vineyard, no additional workers or vehicles (which are the primary sources of
operational greenhouse gas [GHG] emissions) were required. Furthermore, the
Applicant minimized dust exposure on a regular basis through watering efforts. As such,
impacts on air quality associated with construction of the upper reservoir and
conversion of 39 acres to vineyard were less than significant.

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

Application of agricultural chemicals during vineyard operation continues to have the
potential to result in objectionable odors. Continued compliance with requirements of
the Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner continues to minimize nuisance odors to
a less-than-significant level.
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3. GREENHOUSE GASES/GLOBAL WARMING

Would the project:

Less than
Potentially  Significant  Less-than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant  No
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emission, either directly a a [ a
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment, based on any applicable
threshold of significance?

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

Environmental Setting

On September 27, 2006, the State of California adopted Assembly Bill 32 (California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). The bill requires the State Air Resources Board
to adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to the statewide GHG emissions
levels in 1990 to be achieved by 2020. GHGs include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. The State of
California Air Resources Board approved 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MMTCO.e) as the statewide GHG emission limit, which is equivalent to the
1990 emissions level. Carbon dioxide equivalent means the amount of carbon dioxide
by weight that would produce the same climate change impact as a given weight of
another GHG. Northern Sonoma County does not exceed the federal 8-hour ozone
standard.

GHGs, including carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide, serve to regulate the
earth’s surface temperature, keeping the earth’s average temperature close to 60°
Fahrenheit (F). GHGs occur both naturally and as a result of human-made activities
(anthropogenic sources).

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate (such as
temperature, precipitation, or wind) lasting for an extended period (decades or longer).
Over the past 200 years, anthropogenic sources, including the burning of fossil fuels
(such as coal and oil) and deforestation, have caused the concentrations of heat-
trapping GHGs to increase significantly in the atmosphere (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency 2008a).

In the U.S., energy-related activities account for three quarters of human-generated
GHG emissions, mostly in the form of carbon dioxide emissions from burning fossil
fuels. More than half the energy-related emissions come from large stationary sources
such as power plants, while about a third comes from transportation. Industrial
processes (such as the production of cem