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Introduction:
In August of 2018 the City received an application for the Davis Townhomes project, proposing
development of eighteen (18); 1,180 square foot, 2-bedroom, 1.5 bathroom, 2-story townhomes.
The proposed development would occur on a vacant lot located at the end of Morris Street, south
of Sebastopol Avenue/Hwy 12.
This application includes multiple entitlements which require hearings by different bodies. The
entitlements include: 1) A request to modify the Environmental and Scenic Open Space (ESOS)
study requirements (approved by PC on 10/23/2018); 2) a Use Permit for a fully residential
project in a commercial zone; 3) a Planned Community Zoning designation (preliminary review by
DRB on 11/1 4/201 8); 4) ESOS Visual Analysis Study; 5) Tentative Map for a subdivision of more
than 4 parcels; 6) Environmental review (California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, review);
and, 7) Design Review for a subdivision of three or more units (to be completed by the Design
Review Board).
The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council for these entitlements.
Use Permit to Allow Residential Only
The applicant is proposing to develop a fully-residential project in the Downtown Core Zoning
District. Per the Zoning Ordinance permanent residential-only projects are a permitted use, when
not part of a mixed-use development, with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
I

Planned Community
The applicant is proposing a Planned Community (PC) District designation for the site, which is a
zoning designation that allows for specific development standards to be assigned for the
development of a site that varies from the base zoning district. In this case, the property is
currently zoned CD (Downtown Core), and the applicant is requesting it to be rezoned to PC. The
PC zoning designation had a preliminary review by the Design Review Board.
Tentative Subdivision Map
The applicant proposes to develop an 18 Lot subdivision with a common area (Lot 19), with lots
ranging from 1260 to 1801 square feet.
CEQA Determination
The project required an Initial Study, which found 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 and mitigations in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A Mitigate Negative Declaration was prepared.
Project History/Prior Review:
The Planning Commission conducted a Preliminary Review of the proposed project at their March
13, 2018 meeting prior to the formal submittal of the project. The Commission at that time was
supportive of the project, including the development as a residential-only project, and reductions
to the ESOS requirements given the prior development of the site. On October 23, 2018 the
Planning Commission approved the reduction of the required ESOS to require only visual
analysis per SMC 17.46.090. The Commission also approved the reduction of the required 100’
setback buffer to the sensitive habitat (Railroad Forest) to 50’ per SMC 17.46.050.6(1).
On November 14,2018 the Design Review Board conducted an initial review of the Planned
Community project and the Board was unanimously in support of the project as solely residential,
and with the lower FAR and reduced lot sizes. The Board discussed the proposed height of the
project and while some members thought that the height of the development could go as high as
the base zoning district allows (40 feet), the applicant adjusted the submitted Policy Statement
Table to show 40 feet as the proposed height, however the proposed elevations in the plans still
show the height to be —30 feet to ridge from 6” below finish floor; only 2-stories are proposed. It
should be noted that this height total may vary due to flood plain restrictions.
The Board also provided general comments regarding the overall design and landscaping of the
project but limited this discussion as the item will be returning for official Design Review at a later
date. Minutes from the November 14, 2018 DRB meeting are located in the Attachments section
of this Staff Report.
Site and Surrounding Uses:
The site is located at the end pf Morris Street. The site itself is relatively sheltered from view, this
is due to the physical separation from Sebastopol Avenue, in combination with commercial, retail
and residential development along Sebastopol Avenue and the mobile home park to the east.
The proposed development would be 2-stories, comparable to the single-family house along the
northeastern boundary and the Sebastopol Inn located to the west. As such, the size would not
be out of character with the surrounding uses. Given the site location, the proposed development,
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would only be visible from the public right-of-way at the intersection of Morris Street and
Sebastopol Avenue.
Project Description:
The proposed town homes are clustered around a central open space, in three clusters. Lot sizes
vary from —1250 to —1800 square feet. The town homes are proposed to have 6-foot-deep front
and rear porches (which will have a storage closet). In addition, there will be private rear yards of
a minimum 20 feet deep by 20 feet wide with rear gates.
The project will include 18 carport spaces along with 18 assigned surface parking spaces and two
(2) visitor parking spaces, for a total of 38 parking space. Four (4) of the spaces are proposed to
be electric car charging stations.
The proposed development also includes gated driveway access to Park Village (to be used in
case of emergency), fire and emergency vehicle access, storm water retention areas, and new
landscaping including the addition of 56 new trees, trash and recycling enclosure, and one
ganged mail box.
Further information regarding lighting, materials and colors are detailed in the project description
submitted by the applicant, which is attached to the end of this staff report. The style of the
homes are proposed to be farmhouse or late craftsman to compliment much of the architecture
found throughout Sebastopol. Roof pitches and front and rear porch roofs will be varied; and all
porches will have decorative railings which will be painted to coordinate with the individual color
trim of the home. The design of the units and landscaping will be reviewed in further detail by the
Design Review Board.
The applicant indicated that the home heights from grade cannot be confirmed until a grading
plan is completed. Depending on the finish grade the homes are approximately 30’ high at the
ridge from 6” below the finish floor. Due to the fact that the project is located in a flood plain all
homes are required to have a finish floor at 80’ elevation, which is 2’ above the 78’ 100-year flood
level.
Change from earlier plans submittal:
All bioswales, building or building improvements (such as fences or decks) have been removed
from the 50’ setback area. The homes on Lots 17 and 18 have been moved 5’ east to allow a rear
yard and new side yard for Lot 18. This was done to ensure that the entire Lot 18 was outside of
the required 50’ setback from the Railroad Forest.
General Plan Consistency:
The General Plan Land Use designation for the site is CC: Central Core and the ESOS overlay.
Due to the ESOS overlay an ESOS study is required for any development occurring on the
project site. At their October 23, 2018 Planning Commission hearing the Commission approved a
reduced ESOS study to only require a staff level Visual Resources Analysis. This report is
included later in this Staff Report. With approval of the Visual Resource Analysis Report the
project will be compliant with the ESOS overlay.
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The General Plan describes Central Core as the following: “This designation applies to portions of
SebastopoPs Downtown and nearby areas. The Central Core designation allows office,
commercia4 and retail uses, as well as mixed-use residential developments. Residential uses
are allowed at a density of 15.1 to 44 units per acre. “The Zoning Ordinance allows for solely
residential in the CD district, with approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
The following provisions of the General Plan relate to this project:
Policy LU 1-7:
wherever possible.

Encourage new development to be contiguous to existing development,

The project is consistent with this provision as the site is located at the edge of the Downtown
Core District and is surrounded on three sides by existing residential and commercial
developments.
Policy LU 6-2:
Promote compact urban form that provides residential opportunities in
close proximity to jobs, sen/ices and transit.
The project is consistent with this provision as it provides much needed housing located in
close proximity to various community services and transit.
Policy COS 12-9:
Encourage the protection and incorporation of existing, native, mature, nonorchard trees and areas of natural vegetation as part of new development.
The application is consistent with this provision as only one tree is slated for removal.
Additionally, Conditions of Approval have been added in regards to the 50’ Railroad Forest
setback which require this area to be maintained in its natural state, and which requiring buffer
plantings / mitigation planting in said 50’ setback. To meet this the applicant shall work with a
biologist to develop a planting plan to identify and propose plant species to provide a buffer to
the identified natural resource.
Policy COS 12-12: Encourage clustered development that preserves a sense of openness,
particularly in areas adjacent to open spaces and scenic resources.
The application is consistent with this provision as the development is clustered in the center of
the project site, with the townhomes in arranged in the three clusters with open space located in
the center, and around the perimeter of the property. The southern edge of the site will have the
largest open space, with a 50’ setback from the Railroad Forest property. A Condition of
Approval has been added to require an open space easement on this section of the property
which would prevent disturbance of this area with the exception of restoration and removal of
invasive species.
Policy CD 1-7:
Promote a compact urban form and infill development with increased
densities to be located in areas that are readily accessible by pedestrians and bicyclist, served by
transit, and allow for convenient access to daily activities.
The project is consistent with this provision as it an inf ill development which provides much
needed housing located in close proximity to pedestrian and bicycle trails and has convenient
access to local amenities and transit. As conditioned, the project would be modified to include a
bicycle/pedestrian connection to the existing trail located at the west side of the site.
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Policy CD 3-4:
Require new development to avoid the disruption of cultural, archeologica4
and historical resources.
The project was subject to a Cultural Resource Evaluation (located in Attachments) which
found that the site did not contain any known or evident cultural, archeological or historic
resources. A Condition of Approval was added to require that, in the event that any
unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered during grading or underground
excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be stopped until the discovery area can be
evaluated by an archaeologist and appropriate actions are taken. As such, the application is
consistent with this provision.
Additionally, the proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element, in that the site is
identified as a site in the Site Inventory as land suitable for residential development. The
proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element, in that, as conditioned, the proposal would
meet the City’s Inclusionary Housing requirements by providing on-site Inclusionary Unit(s) and
providing housing opportunities at a variety of income levels as discussed further in this staff
report.
Overall, staff believes that, with the recommendation of approval by the Planning Commission
and City Council approval of a Use Permit for solely residential in a commercial district and a
Planned Community; (along with the associated lS/MND and Tentative Subdivision Map), this
project will be consistent with various provisions of the General Plan.
Zoning Ordinance Consistency:
The proposed location for the Davis Townhomes is on one parcel located at the edge of the
Downtown Core District (CD). The CD District is intended to create, preserve, and enhance the
downtown area as the historic retail core of SebastopoL Solely residential development is a
permitted use (with a Use Permit) in the CD district. As mentioned earlier, the applicant is
proposing a Planned Community Overlay for this propefly as it does not meet the minimum FAR
and is proposing a smaller lot size than is required by the CD district or for a Small Lot
Subdivision (reduced lot size with attached houses in Small Lot Subdivision can be approved by
the Planning Commission).
Allowed Uses Table
Allowed Uses
Permanent residential uses that are
allowed in the R7 District when not
part of a mixed-use development
Nonresidential uses except for office
uses
Common Area Accessory buildings
Residential Accessory buildings

Downtown Core
Requirements
Conditional Use
Permit

Planned Community
Proposed
Conditional Use Permit

35,000 sf

Home office uses, subject to
SMC 17.210
Conditional Use Permit
Permitted, subject to 17.08.030,
but limited to 80 sq. ft. in size

-
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Development Standards Table
Development Standards
Minimum lot area
Maximum building height: BuildingS
and other facilities

Downtown Core
Requirements
6,000
40 ft., 3 stories! 50
ft. 4 stories (1)

Front Yard
Side Yard, Corner
Rear Yard, Main Building

0 ft.
0 ft.
0 ft.

Rear Yard, Main Building when
abutting residential district
Maximum residential density

20 ft.

.

Maximum Floor area ratio, not
including residential except for
purposes of calculating minimum FAR

1 DU!1 ,743 SF lot
area (CD)
1 DU! 1,000 SF lot
area (RM-H)
Minimum (new
buildings); 1.0
Maximum; 2.5

Minimum residential density

1 DU! 3,600 SF lot
area

Minimum usable open space

50 sq. ft. per DU

Parking Residential

2 parking spaces
per 2 or 3 bedroom
units. 18 units x 2 =
36
20% required
vehicle parking
requirement. 36 x
0.20 = 8 bicycle
parking spaces.

Bicycle Parking Spaces

Planned Community
Proposed
1,260— 1,801 sq. ft.
2 stories, and 40 ft. as hsted in
this table. However per plans
—30 ft. (total may vary due to
flood plain restrictions).
5 ft.
5 ft.
5 ft. (lot 18, angled rear property
line)
20 ft.
18 residential units on 75,794.4
SF lot = 1 DU!4,210.8 SF lot
Net FAR (with 50’ back and
access easement SF not
included in calculation), 18 units
= 21,240 cond. space! (75,794—
21,691 [50’ setback, access
easements for bike path, shared
driveway and maintenance
accessj) => 21,240 !54,103 SF
= 0.39 FAR
Net Density: 18 residential units
on 54,103 SF lot = 1
DU!3,005.72 SF lot
280 sq. ft. per DU in rear yard +
front and rear porches and
common area
2 spaces per unit (36 spaces),
one of which is in a carport, and
2 visitor spaces. 38 spaces total
Hook in rear closet space for a
bike for each unit, 18 bike
spaces.

Generally, the proposed project is consistent with the base zoning requirements of the Downtown
Core District. The Planned Community overlay is being requested as the project does not meet
the minimum required FAR and minimum lot sizes. However, the Planned Community overlay
allows for consideration of the unique site characteristics (discussed in the Analysis section of this
Staff Report); and, if approved, the application would be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.
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Solely residential development is also an allowed use in the CD Zoning District with approval of a
Use Permit; if approved the project would be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.
As noted above, an ESOS visual analysis is required due to the overlay, this is included in the
Analysis section of this Report.
This application will require Design Review by the DRB which will occur at a later date.
lnclusionary Housing:
The project is subject to the city’s Inclusionary Housing requirements, which requires a certain
percentage of units be reserved as Affordable housing in perpetuity for projects of more than five
dwelling units. The level of affordably is indexed to the Area Median Income for Sonoma County
(AMI) for the year the units are sold/rented.
During the recent Zoning Ordinance update, the Inclusionary Housing requirements were
modified to provide additional flexibility to an applicant by requiring a different percentage/number
of units be provided based on level of affordability.
For this project, the number of units to be provided are as follows (note, the fraction of a unit
requirement can be fulfilled through either paying the corresponding Inclusionary Housing In-lieu
fee, or by rounding up the number of units provided):
120% of AMI (Moderate Income) requires 15% of units, or 2.7 units (2 units plus .7 of a
unit, or 3 units provided)
80% of AM! (Low Income) requires 10% of units, or 1.8 units
50% of AM! (Very Low Income) requires 5% of units (Very Low Income), or .9 units

These units will be reserved as affordable through a deed-restriction and affordable housing
agreement between the City, Applicant and the steward of the units.
Sebastopol, like most other smaller communities, does not have a housing authority or dedicated
staff to administer its affordable housing units. Instead, the City partners with a qualified housing
land trust or qualified affordable housing provider to monitor (“steward”) these units, including any
marketing, pre-qualification of buyers, etc. The City has identified the Housing Land Trust of
Sonoma County (HLT) as the likely steward of these units and is working with the applicant and
the HLT to review these requirements.
The applicant is likely to provide units at the 80% of AM! (Low Income) level, and is considering
providing two units rather than paying the inclusionary fee. However, the applicant is requesting
flexibility to determine the final number of units/level of affordability at a later time. This
designation would need to be completed, and all agreements executed, prior to approval of the
Final Map. Staff has added a Condition of Approval for the project that the applicant provide a
proposal to the City regarding how they will meet these requirements, including identification of
which lots/units would be the inclusionary units which will need to be approved by City Council
prior to recording of the Final Map. Staff has also included other conditions to ensure that the
design and construction meets the requirements of the Section 17.250 (Exhibit B, COA #10 a-g).
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Staff will continue to work with the HLT and applicant to ensure the proposal meets all of the
requirements of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (including distribution of the units throughout
the site, required agreements, language for the deed restrictions, etc.) prior to the submittal of the
Final Map.
Public Comment:
The Planning Department did the following to comply with Section 17.460 of the Zoning
Ordinance: (1) Provided written notice to all property owners within 600 feet of the external
boundaries of the subject property; (2) provided a written notice that was published in the
Sonoma West Times; and (3) posted three written notices publicly on and within vicinity of the
subject property. Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15070, staff prepared a Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) which was filed with the State Clearinghouse and the
Sonoma County Clerk/Recorder (Attachment 3). The Draft lS/MND was circulated for public
review March 7, 2019 through April 8,2019.
The Planning Department has not received any comments from the public as of writing this
report.
City Departmental Comment:
The application was routed to the Building, Engineering, Fire, Police and Public Works
Department, along with the City Manager’s office for comments and conditions. The following
comments were made (note, these comments are in relation to other components of this
application):
• Per Building Official: Applicant shall obtain a Flood Plain Development Permit prior to any
construction.
• Per Engineering Official:
o The applicant shall submit copies of the easement deed on the property.
o See EXHIBIT B: Recommended Conditions of Approval for further Engineering
Department Conditions.
• Per Public Works Official: Identification of the location of the irrigation only water shall be
added to the plans. Identification of the location of backflow protection devices shall be
added to the plans.
Required Findings:

-

Use Permit: Conditional Use Permits are discretionary and shall be granted only when the review
authority determines that the proposed use or activity complies with all of the following findings:
a. The proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and all applicable provisions of
this title.
b. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the use applied for will not, under
the circumstances of the particular case (location, size, design, and operating
characteristics), be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the area of such use or be
detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the
general welfare of the City.
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Tentative Map for Subdivision:
A. In recommending approval or conditional approval or in approving or conditionally
approving a tentative map, the Planning Commission or City Council as applicable shall
find:
1. That the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the General Plan, and other applicable provisions
of this code including SMC Chapter 16 and the State Subdivision Map Act (SMA);
and
2. That the design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as
described in the State Subdivision Map Act and any guidelines promulgated by the
City Council.
ESOS Visual Resource Analysis: the following aspects of the proposed Project were considered
by City Staff in regards to the visual resource analysis, will the Project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a sqenic vista;
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to: trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic landscape;
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or,
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views of the area.
Key Issues:
Key issues for the Planning Commission to consider include:
1. Use Permit for solely residential. Is the proposed use of solely residential appropriate?
2. Planned Community Rezone. Are the proposed changes from the base district (reduced
FAR and lot sizes) appropriate based on the overall project design and site location? Are
the Policy Statement and Development plan for the proposed project appropriate?
3. ESOS Visual Analysis. Does the report adequately review the visual impacts created by
the proposed development? Does the Commission have comments regarding the content
of or require revisions to the report?
4. Tentative Map. Is the proposed subdivision layout appropriate?
5. CEQA compliance. Does the Commission find the Mitigated Negative Declaration
adequate?
6. Design. Is the design suitable for the project site? Does the Commission have any
design-related recommendations for consideration of the Design Review Board?
7. Conditions. Are there any modifications to the recommended conditions of approval?
8. Overall project. Considering all aspects of the project, does it merit approval?
Analysis:
Solely Residential Development in a Commercial Zone:
The Zoning Ordinance allows for solely residential development on a commercially zoned parcel,
provided it does not detract from the intent of the commercial spaces on the street. Overall, the
proposed project appears appropriate for the site. The proposal is for an attached single-family
housing development consisting of multiple lots and one large lot of common space that contains
a common outdoor area, as well as covered parking and surface parking.
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The 1.74-acre site is located at the end of Morris Street behind an existing commercial center.
The commercial frontage is poor due to the physical separation from Sebastopol Avenue, in
combination with commercial, retail and residential development along Sebastopol Avenue and
the mobile home park to the east. Given the properties location, situated behind existing
commercial and the residential development to the northeast and east, the proposal appears
appropriate for the site. The site is not well suited for commercial development but does appear to
be an appropriate location for much needed housing.
Overall, the project site is unique as it is located on the edge of an urbanized area and is
considered part of the City’s Downtown but abuts an environmentally sensitive habitat. The
project will result in the removal of 1 existing tree and result in the planting of an additional 50+
trees, as currently proposed. The proposed site is located within walking distance of existing
commercial, and recreational uses, and will provide additional housing opportunities for locals.
Planned Community:
The key reason why a Planned Community zoning designation was proposed for this property is
due to the fact that the proposal would not meet the minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) or
subdivision size as required by this zoning district or for a Small Lot Subdivision. Applying for a
Planned Community Zoning will allow for a reduction in these and make the project viable. The
Planning Commission will need to review the appropriateness of the deviations from the standard
CD development standards, such as:
Appropriateness of smaller lot sizes
o Under the new SMC 17.230: Small Lot Subdivisions the minimum lot size is
1,500 square feet. However, a reduced lot size may be allowed for
attached single family development.
The development proposes lots sizes as small as 1,260 square
feet.
The Design Review Board discussed this aspect during their preliminary review of the Planned
Community and considered the proposed lot sizes reasonable given the site and site design. Staff
concurs with this given the ample common area spaces proposed.
The required minimum FAR for the CD District is 1.0; the FAR of project is 0.3g. Staff has
identified several factors that support the development at a smaller FAR, including:
o The site is unique in that it abuts a sensitive habitat but is considered part
of the City’s Downtown Core.
o This site would not be appropriate for the 4 stories which the district allows
given the ESOS and development guidelines for Laguna area
development.
o Smaller size of the units is better suited for the unique character of site.
o Parking requirements are being met as proposed.
o Floodplain makes garden apartments unfeasible.
The Board reviewed these aspects as well and felt that the reduced FAR for the property was
appropriate. Staff concurs with this as the smaller unit size provides for sensitivity to the
environmental context of the site which is near the Laguna de Santa Rosa and provides for
“affordability by design” in that the proposed housing units will be more affordable than larger
units would be.
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Visual Impact Analysis (VRA) Report:
The purpose of this Visual Resources Analysis is to assess the potential visual impacts of the
Davis Townhomes project (heretofore referred to as the ‘Project’), under the required ESOS study
requirements, and to propose measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential adverse visual
impacts associated with construction of the proposed Project on the surrounding visual
environment.
Key issues to be evaluated in this analysis are whether the Project has the potential to adversely
impact the existing visual character or quality of the affected properties and/or the physical or
natural surroundings. Potential visual effects are considered from public roadways and other
public vantage points in and around the neighboring community. Project design attributes; the
potential to remove, change, or add features that contribute to the existing quality of the visual
landscape; and, potential conflicts with applicable plans or policies relating to visual resources are
considered.
The proposed development area would be potentially visible from several principal viewpoints
within the City of Sebastopol, as follows:
• Tomodachi Park and Park Village (located to the east of the proposed
development).
• Vehicle/Pedestrian Bridge crossing the Laguna De Santa Rosa channel at the
eastern entrance to the City.
• Views from the Morris Street/Sebastopol Avenue intersection.
• Multi-use connector trail from Sebastopol Avenue to the Joe Rodota Trail.
Due to area topography, views to the site are generally restricted. Limited views may occur from
surrounding residential and/or Tomodachi Park, but would generally be screened visually due to
intervening vegetation and/or existing development. The key views identified above are
considered in this report, and the Project’s potential to alter or affect existing views from these
public vantage points within the viewshed are limited.
VRA Proiect Location/ Surrounding Uses:
The site is located at the end of Morris Street at 6731 Sebastopol Avenue. The subject property is
behind and to the south of commercial properties that face onto Sebastopol Avenue and an
existing parking lot that contains approximately 32 parking spaces. A bike path and the
Sebastopol Inn are located to the west. The Railroad Forest is located to the south. A residential
property, Park Village, and Tomodachi Park are located to the north and east.
The site itself is relatively sheltered from view, due to the physical separation from Sebastopol
Avenue, in combination with commercial, retail and residential development along Sebastopol
Avenue and the mobile home park to the east. The proposed development would be 2-stories,
comparable to the single-family house along the northeastern boundary and the Sebastopol Inn
located to the west. As such, the size would not be out of character with the surrounding uses.
Given the site location, the proposed development, would only be visible from the public right-ofway at the intersection of Morris Street and Sebastopol Avenue, and from the Joe Rodota trail
connector to Sebastopol Avenue.
VRA Proiect Description:
The complex will have 18, 2-story townhouse units, arranged in three clusters. In addition, the
project will include 18 carport spaces along with 18 assigned surface parking spaces and two
visitor parking spaces; 4 spaces are proposed to be electric car charging stations.
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The proposed development also includes gated driveway access to Park Village (to be used in
case of emergency), fire and emergency vehicle access, storm water retention areas, and new
landscaping including the addition of 56 new trees. Further information regarding exterior
lighting, materials and colors are detailed in the project description submitted by the applicant
which is attached to this staff report.
Lighting:
Any lighting proposed shall comply with the General Plan Policy COS 11-7 and COS 11-8 which
consider minimizing light pollution and up cast lighting. This includes the use of downcast (“dark
sky compliant”) lighting and conscientious placement of any proposed lighting. The detailed
lighting plan will be reviewed by the Design Review Board for compliance this requirement. This
had been added a Condition of Approval.
Signage:
Any signage will be minimal and will meet the City’s Sign Ordinance guidelines as set forth in
SMC 17.120. Signage lighting shall be restricted to external illumination (if illumination is
proposed). This has been added as Condition of Approval.
Fencing and Landscaping:
Fences and walls are used to provide security, visual privacy, and/or define a space. Walls and
fences shall be designed to be compatible with the surrounding landscape and architectural
concept.
Construction Access (visual impact during construction):
All materials for the Project’s construction would be delivered to the site by truck. The majority of
truck traffic would occur on designated truck routes and/or major streets (e.g., Highway
12/Sebastopol Avenue). Traffic resulting from construction activities would be temporary and may
occur along area roadways as workers and materials are transported to and from the Project
area.
Long Term Access/Circulation:
Permanent access to the site would occur from Morris Street and Sebastopol Avenue.
Emergency access will be available through a gate located at the eastern portion of the property
where it abuts the existing mobile home park. This would not be an access road open for public
or everyday resident use, but would be available to both sites for emergency use.
Visual Analysis:
The following aspects of the proposed Project were considered by City Staff in regards to the
visual resource analysis, will the Project:
e) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
f) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to: trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic landscape;
g) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or,
h) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views of the area.
As describe above, in the Project Description, the Project Site is undeveloped and relatively flat.
The Site is surrounded by existing residential and commercial development to the north, east and
west. Visual resources are primarily limited to those located adjacent to the Project Site due to
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the existing developments in the surrounding areas. To the south of the Project Site is the
Railroad Forest property, which is owned by the City and designated as Wetlands/Scenic Open
Space. An existing bike connector path is located just to the west of the Project Site, views
currently exist (from this path) of the Railroad Forest property. The Project includes a 50’ setback
from the Railroad Forest and required restoration of vegetation within this setback. While the
proposed development may partially block the view from the bike path, the mitigation requiring
restoration and further plantings in the 50’ abutting the Railroad Forest property will likely
increase the scenic value along this section of the path.
Staff believes the proposed Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista as
the Project Site is not viewable from any panoramic vistas located nearby, and given the
proposed 2-story height of the project. The site does not contain any rock outcroppings or notable
natural features; only one tree on the Project Site is proposed for removal. The increase in
development in the area the Project Site would be difficult to discern within the greater fabric of
the surrounding development.
The two-story Project would not interfere with the skyline and horizon line that are available from
the intersection of Highway 12 and Morris Street and is consistent with the 2-story buildings to the
east of the site. Furthermore, the Project will be subject to a number of Conditions of Approval
regarding height, color selection and screening which will reduce potential impacts on any scenic
vistas. Any project lighting is subject to review and approval by the Design Review Board and
would be in compliance with the City’s General Plan policies related to light pollution.
The Project would not result in the introduction of features that would significantly detract from or
contrast with the visual character of the surrounding community by conflicting with visual
elements or quality of an existing area (i.e., through conflicting style, size, coverage, scale,
building materials, etc.) given that the proposed project is of a similar size and scale to the
surrounding development. The Project would not result in the removal of or substantial adverse
change to one or more features that contribute to the valued visual character or image of the
Project area, including but not limited to designated landmarks, historic resources, trees, or rock
outcroppings in that there are no designated landmarks, historic resources or rock outcroppings
located on the property; the Project only proposed the removal of one (1) tree and includes a
planting plan for 56 more tree (this is not including any plantings that will be required in the 50’
Railroad Forest setback). Furthermore, the Project does not substantially obstruct, interrupt, or
detract from a valued focal and/or panoramic vista from a public road, trails within an adopted
County or State trail system, scenic vista or highway, or recreational area. Additionally, the
Project as designed would also not result in an inconsistency with any goals, standards, or
policies related to visual resources as given in the General Plan. For the above reasons, it was
determined that the Project would not result in potentially significant impacts on visual resources
in the Sebastopol community.
Overall, while affecting the visual character of the Project area on a short-term basis, Project
construction activities would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the Project Site and surrounding area, for the following reasons: 1) views of
construction would be limited in duration and locations; 2) the Project Site appearance would be
typical of construction sites in urban areas; 3) construction fencing would be placed along the
periphery of the Project Site to screen much of the construction from view at street and bike path
level.
Tentative Map:
13

A “Tentative Map” is a map prepared for the purpose of showing the design and improvements for
a parcel that is proposed to be subdivided, and the existing conditions in and around it. Tentative
Maps are governed by both the City’s Subdivision Ordinance (SMC Chapter 16) and the State
Subdivision Map Act (SMA). A Tentative Map is similar to a preliminary design in that the
approving body utilizes the tentative map for review, and often adds Conditions of Approval to be
incorporated into the final document (in this case, the Final Map).
While the Tentative Map is reviewed by Planning Commission and approved by City Council, the
Final Map requires only the approval of the City Council (after review for compliance by the City
Engineer and Planning Department). Unlike a Tentative Map, the review and approval of a Final
Map has very little discretion; it is limited to consistency with the City and SMA requirements, and
conformance with the Tentative Map. Therefore, it is important that any conditions or
requirements pertaining to changes to the subdivision map be specified at the time of approval of
the Tentative Map (to include, easement dedications, number of parcels proposed and size of
parcels, restricted areas, etc.).
For this project, Planning Department Staff and the City Engineer have reviewed the Tentative
Map and found, with the proposed Conditions of Approval, it will meet the requirements of the
City’s Subdivision Ordinance and the State SMA.
The applicant is requesting to divide 1.74 acres of land into 18 lots (with one common area lot,
#19), ranging from 1,260 square feet to 1,801 square feet. The proposed lot configurations are
designed to accommodate the townhomes units, open communal space and parking spaces.
Access to the subdivision would be obtained from the existing Morris Street entrance at 6731
Sebastopol Avenue.
CEQA- Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration:
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15063, staff prepared an
Initial Study to assess the potential adverse environmental effects of the proposed Project. Staff
identified potential cumulative adverse impacts associated with the construction of the Project in
regards to the following; Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Hydrology/Water Quality, and Transportation/Traffic. However, mitigation measures were
identified that would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. These
mitigation measures are included as Conditions of Approval.
The Mitigated Negative Declaration identified potentially significant impacts regarding aesthetics,
biological resources, and hydrology/water quality issues related to the Environmental and Scenic
Open Space designation and proximity to the Laguna de Santa Rosa, cultural resources,
construction period air quality issues, and traffic. There are available feasible mitigation measures
that would reduce these impacts below a level of significance and, as conditioned, which would
be applied to the project. These include the following:
1. Aesthetics Aesthetics concerns are associated with any scenic vistas in relation to its
proximity to the Laguna de Santa Rosa.
a. Building height shall be limited to 2 stories.
b. Exterior colors shall be selected which blend with the natural surroundings. Final
colors shall be approved by the Design Review Board.
c. Plantings shall be included along the eastern property line, in addition to the proposed
6’ fence, to provide additional screening.
-
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d. Construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the Project Site on the
north, east and west property lines to screen construction activity from view. The
southern construction fencing shall run along the required 50 setback buffer from the
Railroad Forest property and not from the property line.
e. Any signage will be minimal and will meet the City’s Sign Ordinance guidelines as set
forth in SMC 17.120. Signage lighting shall be restricted to external illumination, if
applicable.
2. Air Quality Air quality concerns are associated primarily with construction of the projecL
a. Include basic measures to control dust and exhaust during construction. During any
construction period ground disturbance, the applicant shall ensure that the project
contractor implement measures to control dust and exhaust. Implementation of the
measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would reduce the air quality
impacts associated with grading and new construction to a less than significant level.
The contractor shall implement the following best management practices that are
required of all projects:
i. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, and other loose material off-site shall be
covered.
H. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per week. The use of
dry power sweeping is prohibited.
Hi. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour
(mph).
iv. 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.
v. 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 [CCRfl. Clear signage shall be provided for construction
workers at all access points.
vi. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked
by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior
to operation.
vH. 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.
—

3. Biological Resources Biological Resources concerns are associated with any scenic vistas
in relation to its proximity to the Laguna de Santa Rosa.
a. A 50-foot environmental setback from the south property line shall be maintained in
perpetuity as a buffer to the environmental resources of the adjacent Railroad Forest
property (APN 004-072-014). The open space area and this restriction shall be
designated on the Final Map.
b. No residential lots, improvements (trails, picnic benches, etc.) or structures shall be
permitted inside the 50’ setback buffer area.
c. Maintenance of this 50’ setback and buffer area shall include the following restrictions
and requirements:
—

15

i. Submittal of a plan, to be incorporated into the CCR’s for the project, for the
maintenance and control of exotic plant species within this setback area. This
plan shall be required with the Final Map application.
N. The buffer area shall be replanted with native species appropriate to provide a
buffer to the Railroad Forest area prior to final inspection.
iN. The removal and replanting plan shall be developed by, or reviewed and
approved by, a qualified biologist and City Staff prior to issuance of a building
permit.
iv. CCR’s shall include provisions for post-construction maintenance and control
of exotic plant species within this setback area.
v. CCR’s shall include the prohibition of the development of walking paths,
hardscapes, play structures, or accessory structures; or the placement of
permanent fixtures or furniture within this buffer. Only restoration shall be
permitted in the 50’ buffer.
vi. Stormwater maintenance requirements in Applicant materials are required and
shall be included in the CCR’s.
d. During construction, heavy equipment undercarriages and tires be washed prior to
entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
i. Applicant shall submit a Construction Management Plan that includes the
provision for cleaning of heavy equipment undercarriages and tires prior to
entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
e. A pre-construction survey of on-site trees and trees within the immediate vicinity as
determined by a qualified biologist, shall be require if project disturbances occurs
during the breeding season of the following special-status species: Selaphorus sasin
(Alien ~s Hummingbird); Botaurus lentiginosus (American Bittern); Pelecanus
erythrorhynchos (American White Pelican); Nycticorax nycticorax (Black-crowned
Night-Heron); Larus californicus (Californian Gull); Hydroprogne caspia (Caspian
Tern); Accipiter cooperii (Cooper~s Hawk); Phalacrocorax auratus (Double-crested
Cormorant); Aquila chrysaetos (Golden Eagle); Ammodramus savannarum
(Grasshopper Sparrow); Ardea herodias (Great Blue Heron); Ardea alba (Great
Egret); Lanius ludovicianus (Loggerhead Shrike); Numenius americanus (Long-billed
Curlew); Falco columbarius (Merlin); Picoides nuttallii (Nuttall~s Widoecjer( Contopus
cooperi (Olive-sided Flycatcher); Falco peregrinus (P{eregrine Falcon); Passerculus
sandwich ensis (Svannah Sparrow); Accipiter striatus (Sharp-shunned Hawk); Asio
flammeus (Short-eared Owl);Egretta thula (Snowy Egret); Chaetura vauxi (Vaux~s
Swift); Elan us leucurus (White-taIled Kite); Setophagapetechia (Yellow Warbler);
Icteria virens (Yellow-breated Chat). The survey shall be completed within 15 days
prior to beginning construction during the breeding season, and shall be done by a
qualified biologist. Surveys shall be conducted according to a protocol developed in
consultation with the DFW. Any active nests discovered during the pre-construction
survey shall be marked on a map, and appropriate construction-free setbacks shall be
established where no construction activities shall be permitted until all young have
fledged and are observed by the qualified biologist to be foraging independently of
their parents.
f. Construction mitigations shall include temporary fencing at the 50-foot setback, with
no construction staging or travel permitted within this area.
4. Cultural Resources Cultural Resources concerns are associated with any potential
archeological resources.
a. In the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered during
-
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grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be stopped
until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and appropriate actions
are taken.
5. Transportation/Traffic- Traffic concerns are associated with potential increase to traffic and
the Morris Street/Sebastopol A venue intersection, pedestrian and bicycle access to the site;
and, emergency access to/from Park Village site.
a. Prior to final inspection, the Project shall restripe the southbound Morris Street
approach to create two 15-foot lanes (one outbound and one inbound), and if needed,
re-install the traffic signal detector position.
b. Project shall be modified prior to submitting for Design Review to include a
walkway/sidewalk connection between the Project Site and the existing multi-purpose
trail on the west side of the Project Site.
c. The locked access gate between the Village Park Mobile Home Park and the Davis
Townhomes properties shall be unlocked and opened in case of emergencies to allow
for emergency evacuation.
As mitigated by the IS/MND, and by additional COAs, the project is consistent with the City’s
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commission should review the MND and
determine if it is adequate.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Commission receive a presentation from the applicant, conduct a
public hearing and consider any public comments, deliberate, and recommend the City Council
approve the Use Permit for a Solely Residential Project, the Planned Community Rezone, the
ESOS Visual Resource Analysis, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the
Tentative Map, by adopting the associated Resolution and based on the facts, findings, and
analysis set forth in Exhibit A “Recommended Findings” and subject to the Conditions of Approval
in Exhibit B “Recommended Conditions” contained in this staff report.
Alternatively, the Commission could continue action on the project to obtain additional information
or for other specified reasons; or find that the project is incompatible with the site and determine
that a denial is appropriate. In that event, the Commission should articulate its rationale for
denying the application, and staff will subsequently prepare findings in the event of a denial.
Exhibits:
Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit A: Recommended Findings of Approval
Exhibit B: Recommended Conditions of Approval
Attachments:
Master Planning Application Form and Environmental Assessment
Application Materials, including: Policy Statement/Policy Statement Table, Project Description,
Color Palate/Color rendering sample, Location, Aerial and Parcel Map, Cross Site Section,
Lighting Plan and Cutout, Smart Vent Wet and Dry Flooring Info, Carport, Trash Enclosure and
Mailbox Info, and Flood Plain Grading Summary and Initial Storm Water Management Plan
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration and attachments, including: Traffic Study and
Cultural Resources Evaluation
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Minutes from 10/23/2018 PC meeting
Minutes from 11/14/2018 DAB meeting
Plan Submittal: Tentative Map, Grading Plan, Utility Plan, Floor Plan, Elevations, Landscape Plan
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RESOLUTION NO. 19RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SEBASTOPOL
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, PLANNED COMMUNITY
ZONING DESIGNATION, USE PERMIT FOR SOLELY-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN A
COMMERCIAL ZONE, ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCENIC OPEN SPACE STUDY APPROVAL AND
ADOPTION OF A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARTION
FOR THE PROPERTY AT 6737 SEBASTOPOLAVENUE
(APN 004-063-036)
WHEREAS, an application for a Tentative Subdivision Map, Use Permit to allow a fully
residential project in a commercial zone; Planned Community Zoning designation; and,
approval of an Environmental Scenic Open Space (ESOS) study modification and approval
of ESOS requirements (the “Project”), was filed on August 15, 2018, by Dan Davis. This
proposal consists of subdividing a vacant 1.74 acre parcel (APN 004-063-036) parcel, into
19 lots, to be developed with 18 townhomes and a common area lot. Parking will be
provided via a surface parking lot on the common area lot.
WHEREAS, with the approval of a Use Permit, the proposed residential-only development
will be consistent with the subject property’s General Plan designation of Central Core
and Zoning Designation of Downtown Core; and,
WHEREAS, with the approval of an Ordinance, the zoning for the property will be
changed from Downtown Core to a Planned Community zoning district; and,
WHEREAS, the Project, as conditioned, is consistent with the Central Core Land Use
designation of the General Plan and General Plan policies, in that:
The proposal is consistent with Policy LU 1-7 as the site is located at the edge of the
Downtown Core District and is surrounded on three sides by existing residential and
commercial developments.
The proposal is consistent with Policy LU 6-205 it provides much needed housing
located in close proximity to various community services and transit.
The proposal is consistent Policy COS 12-9 as only one tree is slated for removaL
Additionally, Condition of Approval hove been added in regards to the 50’ Railroad
Forest setback which require this area to be maintained in its natural state, and which
requiring buffer plantings / mitigation planting in said 50’ setback.
The proposal is consistent with Policy COS 12-12 as the development is clustered in the
center of the project site, with the townhomes in arranged in the three clusters with
open space located in the center, and around the perimeter of the property. The
southern edge of the site will have the largest open space, with a 50’ setback from the

Railroad Forest property. As conditionecJ~ an open space easement shall be required on
this section of the property which wauld prevent disturbance of this oreo with the
exception of restoration and removal of invasive species.
The proposal is consistent with Policy CD 1-7 as it an infill development which provides
much needed housing located in close proximity to pedestrian and bicycle trails and
has convenient access to local amenities and transit. The project includes the
requirement to construct a bicycle/pedestrian connection to the existing connector trail
located at the west side of the site.
The proposal is consistent with Policy CD 3-4 as the project was subject to a Cultural
Resource Evaluation which found that the site did not contain any known or evident
cultural, archeological or historic resources. In the event that any unanticipated
artifacts or culturalfeatures are discovered during grading or underground excavations
all work in the vicinity of the find shall be stopped until the discovery area can be
evaluated by an archaeologist and appropriate actions are taken.
The proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element in that the site is ident~fied
as a site in the Site Inventory as land suitable for residential development.
The proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element in that as conditioned, the
proposal would meet the City’s Inclusionary Housing requirements by providing an-site
Inclusionary Unit(s) and providing housing opportunities at a variety of income levels.
WHEREAS, on March 13, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted a preliminary review

with the Planning Commission to review the project; and
WHEREAS, on October 23, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted a duly-noticed
Public Hearing, heard public testimony, deliberated, and approved a reduction of the
Environmental Scenic Open Space (ESOS) study to require a Visual Analysis only, and
approved a reduction in the ESOS buffer setback to be 50 feet; and
WHEREAS, the applicant made adjustments in the proposal based on community
comments and Planning Commission review of the ESOS reduced setback request; and
WHEREAS, on November 14, 2018, the Design Review Board reviewed the Planned
Community zoning designation request, Policy Statement and Development Plan, and
provided recommendations for the Planning Commission to consider; and
WHEREAS, a Visual Analysis was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the
ESOS overlay zoning and considering the preliminary review comments from the public
comments and Planning Commission and Design Review Board reviews held on October
23, 2018 and November 14, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the project was the subject of an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), which was circulated for public comment, including the California State
Clearinghouse and the Federated Indians of the Graton Rancheria, consistent with local
and State CEQA requirements, which the Planning Commission has reviewed and
considered, as well as comments made on it during its public review period; and the
Commission has further considered additional information provided in the staff report,
and included conditions of approval relating to that topic; and
WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration identifies potentially significant impacts
regarding aesthetics, biological resources, and hydrology/water quality issues related to
the Environmental and Scenic Open Space designation and proximity to the Laguna de
Santa Rosa, cultural resources, construction period air quality issues, and traffic, and
WHEREAS, there are available feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these
impacts below a level of significance and, as conditioned, which would be applied to the
project; and
WHEREAS, on April 9, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted a duly-noticed Public
Hearing, heard public testimony and considered the applications for a Tentative
Subdivision Map, Planned Community Zoning designations, Use Permit for a solelyresidential development in a commercial zone, and Visual Analysis for an ESOS overlay
district, and
WHEREAS, on April 9, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing,
received a staff report, accepted public testimony, and duly considered the application,
including, but not limited to, the application materials, Mitigated Negative Declaration,
staff report, resolution, and public comments, and duly considered the application.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION DOES HEREBY ADOPT THIS
RESOLUTION recommending the City Council:
1. Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
2. Review and approve the proposed Tentative Map, Use Permit to permit a solelyresidential development in a commercial zone, ESOS visual resources analysis
subject to the Findings in Exhibit A “Recommended Findings for Approval” and the
mitigation measures and conditions included in Exhibit B “Recommended
Conditions of Approval”; and,
3. Introduce and waive the first reading of an Ordinance to rezone the parcel as a
Planned Community Zoning District, subject to the zoning regulations included in
~

Exhibit A “Findings”.

Approved on

_________,

2019 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
Certified:
Kari Svanstrom, Planning Director

EXHIBIT A
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF APPROVAL
Use Permit for solely residential development in a commercial Zone,
Planned Community Zoning Designation, ESOS Visual Resource Analysis,
Tentative Subdivision Map, and Mitigated Negative Declaration
6737 Sebastopol Avenue
APN 004-063-036, File 201 8-82
The project is consistent with the provisions of the General Plan, in that:
1. The proposal is consistent with Policy LU 1-7 as the site is located at the edge of the
Downtown Core District and is surrounded on three sides by existing residential and
commercial developments.
2. The proposal is consistent with Policy LU 6-2 as it provides much needed housing located
in close proximity to various community services and transit.
3. As Conditioned, the proposal is consistent Policy COS 12-9 as only one tree is slated for
removal. Additionally, Condition of Approval have been added in regards to the 50’ Railroad
Forest setback which require this area to be maintained in its natural state, and which
requiring buffer plantings / mitigation planting in said 50’ setback.
4. As Conditioned, the proposal is consistent with Policy COS 12-12 as the development is
clustered in the center of the project site, with the townhomes in arranged in the three
clusters with open space located in the center, and around the perimeter of the property.
The southern edge of the site will have the largest open space, with a 50’ setback from the
Railroad Forest property. A Condition of Approval has been added to require an open space
easement on this section of the property which would prevent disturbance of this area with
the exception of restoration and removal of invasive species.
5. As Conditioned, the proposal is consistent with Policy CD 1-7 as it an infill development
which provides much needed housing located in close proximity to pedestrian and bicycle
trails and has convenient access to local amenities and transit. The project includes the
requirement to construct a bicycle/pedestrian connection to the existing connector trail
located at the west side of the site.
6. As Conditioned, the proposal is consistent with Policy CD 3-4 as the project was subject to
a Cultural Resource Evaluation which found that the site did not contain any known or
evident cultural, archeological or historic resources. A Condition of Approval was added to
require that, in the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered
during grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be
stopped until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and appropriate
actions are taken.
7.

The proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element, in that the site is identified as a
site in the Site Inventory as land suitable for residential development.

8. The proposal is consistent with the City’s Housing Element, in that, as conditioned, the
proposal would meet the City’s Inclusionary Housing requirements by providing on-site
Inclusionary Unit(s) and providing housing opportunities at a variety of income levels.
The project is consistent with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, in that:

9. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the Use applied for, a solely residential
development in a commercial zone, will not, under the circumstances of the particular
case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, or general welfare of
persons residing or working in the area of such use or be detrimental or injurious to
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City; due
to the following reasons:
a. The Zoning Ordinance allows for a solely-residential development on a
commercially zoned parcel, provided it does not detract from the intent of the
commercial spaces on the street. The property is located behind existing
commercial and the residential development to the northeast and east. No
commercial frontages are shared with this property or would be disrupted by the
use of this site as solely residential.
b. The project site is unique as it is located on the edge of an urbanized area and is
considered part of the City’s Downtown but abuts an environmentally sensitive
habitat.
c. The project will result in the removal of 1 existing tree and result in the planting of
an additional 50+ trees, as currently proposed.
d. The proposed site is located within walking distance of existing commercial,
recreational uses and will provide additional housing opportunities for locals.
e. It is not well suited for commercial development but does appear to be an
appropriate location for much needed housing.
f. The proposed development is appropriate for the site.
10. With approval of a Use Permit, and adoption of an Ordinance to rezone the parcel from
Downtown Core to a Planned Community zoning district, the project will be consistent with
the subject property’s General Plan Designation of Central Core and Zoning Designation
of Downtown Core. The Project is consistent with the requirements of a Planned
Community zoning district in that:
a. The Project provides appropriate buffering, including fencing, landscaping and
open space, between the project and the surrounding areas.
b. The parcel meets the minimum 12,000 square foot lot size.
c. The Project provides amenities on site to include landscaping and parking
amenities for the residential units.
d. The Project provides more than 10 percent of the gross site area in open space
and community open space areas for passive or active recreation.
e. With the approval of an Ordinance for a Planned Community the reduced FAR and
lot sizes will be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.
f. Development standards for the project are as laid out in the following tables and in
the application materials date available in the Planning File 201 8-82.
Allowed Uses Table:

Allowed Uses

Downtown Core
Requirements

Planned Community
Proposed

Permanent residential uses that are
allowed in the R7 District when not
part of a mixed-use development
Nonresidential uses except for office
uses
Common Area Accessory buildings
Residential Accessory buildings

Conditional Use
Permit

Conditional Use Permit

35,000 sf

Home office uses, subject to
SMC 17.210
Conditional Use Permit
Permitted, subject to 17.08.030,
but limited 80 sq. ft. in size

-
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Development Standards Table:
Development Standards
Nonresidential uses except for office
uses
Common Area Accessory buildings
Minimum lot area
Maximum building height Buildings
and other facilities
Front Yard
Side Yard, Corner
Rear Yard, Main Building
Rear Yard, Main Building when
abutting residential district
Maximum residential density

Maximum Floor area ratio, not
including residential except for
purposes of calculating minimum FAR

Downtown Core
Requirements
35,000 sf
-

6,000
40 ft , 3 stories
0 ft.
0 ft.
0 ft.
20 ft
1 DUll ,743 SF lot
area (CD)
1 DU/ 1,000 SF lot
area (RM-H)
Minimum (new
buildings), 1 0
Maximum, 2 5

Planned Community
Proposed
Home office uses, subject to
SMC 17.210
Conditional Use Permit
1,260— 1,801 sq. ft.
2 stories, and 40 ft as listed in
this table.
5 ft.
5 ft.
5 ft. (lot 18, angled rear property
line)
20 ft
18 residential units on 75,794 4
SF lot = 1 DU/4,21 0 8 SF lot
Net FAR (with 50’ back and
access easement SF not
included in calculation), 18 units
= 21,240 cond space! (75,794
21,691 [50’ setback, access
easements for bike path, shared
driveway and maintenance
access]) => 21,240 154,103 SF
= 0.39 FAR
Net Density: 18 residential units
on 54,103 SF lot = 1
DU!3,005.72 SF lot
280 sq. ft. per DU in rear yard +
front and rear porches and
common area
2 spaces per unit (36 spaces),
one of which is in a carport, and
2 visitor spaces. 38 spaces total

—

Minimum residential density

1 DU! 3,600 SF lot
area

Minimum usable open space

50 sq. ft. per DU

Parking Residential

2 parking spaces
per 2 or 3 bedroom
units. 18 units x 2 =
36
20% required
vehicle parking
requirement. 36 x
0.20 = 8 bicycle
parking spaces.

Bicycle Parking Spaces
.

Hook in rear closet space for a
bike for each unit, 18 bike
spaces.

11. The proposal, with approval of Visual Resource Analysis will be consistent with the Zoning
Ordinance ESOS Study requirements.
a. The application proposes only two stories (as opposed to the 4 stories permitted in
the district) and was designed with colors that would blend into the natural
landscaping.
3

b. Considerable open space and an extensive planting plan (including the addition of
50+ trees, along with other shrubs and vines) is included as part of the proposed
development.
c. The site is predominantly blocked from the main view corridor of Bodega
Ave/Highway 12 by a residence and a mobile home park, as well as commercial
and retail facilities.
12. That, based on the Visual Resource Analysis, the Project would not result in potentially
significant impacts on visual resources in the Sebastopol community, due to the following:
a. The Project would not result in the introduction of features that would significantly
detract from or contrast with the visual character of the surrounding community by
conflicting with visual elements or quality of an existing area (i.e., through
conflicting style, size, coverage, scale, building materials, etc.) given that the
proposed project is of a similar size and scale to the surrounding development.
b. The Project would not result in the removal of or substantial adverse change to
one or more features that contribute to the valued visual character or image of the
Project area, including but not limited to designated landmarks, historic resources,
trees, or rock outcroppings in that there are no designated landmarks, historic
resources or rock outcroppings located on the property; the Project only proposed
the removal of one (1) tree and includes a planting plan for 56 more tree (this is
not including any plantings that will be required in the 50’ Railroad Forest setback).
c. The Project does not substantially obstruct, interrupt, or detract from a valued focal
and/or panoramic vista from a public road, trails within an adopted County or State
trail system, scenic vista or highway, or recreational area.
d. The Project as designed and Conditioned would also not result in an inconsistency
with any goals, standards, or policies related to visual resources as given in the
General Plan.
e. While affecting the visual character of the Project area on a short-term basis,
Project construction activities would not substantially alter or degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the Project Site and surrounding area, for the
following reasons:
i. views of construction would be limited in duration and locations;
N. the Project Site appearance would be typical of construction sites in urban
areas;
iN. construction fencing would be placed along the periphery of the Project
Site to screen much of the construction from view at street and bike path
level.
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EXHIBIT B
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Use Permit for solely-residential development in a commercial distcit, Planned Community
Zoning Designation, Visual Resource Analysis Study Approval, Tentative Subdivision Map, and
Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration
6737 Sebastopol Avenue
APN 004-063-036, File 201 8-82
Recommended Conditions of Approval:
1. Plans and elevations shall be in substantial conformance with plans prepared by Katherine
Austin, and date-stamped received on December 19, 2018, and on file at the City of
Sebastopol Planning Department, except as modified herein. Any modifications to the plans
shall be reviewed and approved by Staff prior to modification.
2. The Final Map submitted for review and approval shall be substantially consistent with the
Tentative Map approval which is granted for 18 residential townhouse lots; common parcel
areas for parking and vehicle egress, and pedestrian and bicycle access; common
landscaped open space; emergency egress; and a restricted open space environmental
buffer as indicated on the tentative map and these conditions.
3. Aesthetics•
a. Building height shall be limited to 2 stories.
b. Exterior colors shall be selected which blend with the natural surroundings. Final
colors shall be approved by the Design Review Board.
c. Plantings shall be included along the eastern property line, in addition to the
proposed 6’ fence, to provide additional screening.
d. Construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the Project Site on the
north, east and west property lines to screen construction activity from view. The
southern construction fencing shall run along the required 50 setback buffer from the
Railroad Forest property and not from the property line.
e. Any signage will be minimal and will meet the City’s Sign Ordinance guidelines as
set forth in SMC 17.120. Signage lighting shall be restricted to external illumination,
if applicable.
4. Air Quality
a. Include basic measures to control dust and exhaust during construction. During any
construction period ground disturbance, the applicant shall ensure that the project
contractor implement measures to control dust and exhaust. Implementation of the
measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would reduce the air quality
impacts associated with grading and new construction to a less than significant level.
The contractor shall implement the following best management practices that are
required of all projects:
i. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, and other loose material off-site shall
be covered.
H. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per week. The use of
dry power sweeping is prohibited.
Hi. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour
(mph).

iv. 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.
v. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the
California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California
Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction
workers at all access points.
vi. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.
vii. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact
at the Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shal[ respond
and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number
shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
5. Biological Resources
a. A 50-foot environmental setback from the south properly line shall be maintained in
perpetuity as a buffer to the environmental resources of the adjacent Railroad Forest
property (APN 004-072-014). The open space area and this restriction shall be
designated on the Final Map.
b. No residential lots, improvements (trails, picnic benches, etc.) or structures shall be
permitted inside the 50’ setback buffer area.
c. Maintenance of this 50’ setback and buffer area shall include the following
restrictions and requirements:
i. Submittal of a plan, to be incorporated into the CCR’s for the project, for the
maintenance and control of exotic plant species within this setback area. This
plan shall be required with the Final Map application.
H. The buffer area shall be replanted with native species appropriate to provide
a buffer to the Railroad Forest area prior to final inspection.
Hi. The removal and replanting plan shall be developed by, or reviewed and
approved by, a qualified biologist and City Staff prior to issuance of a building
permit.
iv. CCR’s shall include provisions for post-construction maintenance and control
of exotic plant species within this setback area.
v. CCR’s shall include the prohibition of the development of walking paths,
hardscapes, play structures, or accessory structures; or the placement of
permanent fixtures or furniture within this buffer. Only restoration shall be
permitted in the 50’ buffer.
vi. Stormwater maintenance requirements in Applicant materials are required
and shall be included in the CCR’s.
d. During construction, heavy equipment undercarriages and tires be washed prior to
entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
i. Applicant shall submit a Construction Management Plan that includes the
provision for cleaning of heavy equipment undercarriages and tires prior to
entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
e. A pre-construction survey of on-site trees and trees within the immediate vicinity as
determined by a qualified biologist, shall be require if project disturbances occurs
during the breeding season of the following special-status species: Selaphorus sasin
(Allen’s Hummingbird); Botaurus lentiginosus (American Bittern); Pelecanus

f.

erythrorhynchos (American White Pelican); Nycticorax nycticorax (Black-crowned
Night-Heron); Larus californicus (Californian Gull); Hydroprogne caspia (Caspian
Tern); Accipiter cooperii (Cooper~s Hawk); Phalacrocorax auratus (Double-crested
Cormorant); Aquila chrysaetos (Golden Eagle); Ammodramus savannarum
(Grasshopper Sparrow); Ardea herodias (Great Blue Heron); Ardea alba (Great
Egret); Lanius ludovicianus (Loggerhead Shrike); Numenius americanus (Long-billed
Curlew); Falco columbarius (Merlin); Picoides nuttallii (Nuttall’s Widoecjerc Contopus
cooperi (Olive-sided Flycatcher); Falco peregrinus (P(eregrine Falcon); Passerculus
sandwichensis (Svannah Sparrow); Accipiter striatus (Sharp-shunned Hawk); Asio
fiammeus (Short-eared Qwl);Egretta thula (Snowy Egret); Chaetura vauxi (Vaux’s
Swift); Elanus leucurus (White-taIled Kite); Setophagapetechia (Yellow Warbler);
lcteria virens (Yellow-breated Chat). The survey shall be completed within 15 days
prior to beginning construction during the breeding season, and shall be done by a
qualified biologist. Surveys shall be conducted according to a protocol developed in
consultation with the DFW. Any active nests discovered during the pre-construction
survey shall be marked on a map, and appropriate construction-free setbacks shall
be established where no construction activities shall be permitted until all young have
fledged and are observed by the qualified biologist to be foraging independently of
their parents.
Construction mitigations shall include temporary fencing at the 50-foot setback, with
no construction staging or travel permitted within this area.

6. Cultural Resources
a. In the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered during
grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be
stopped until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and
appropriate actions are taken.
7. Transportation/Traffic
a. Prior to final inspection, the Project shall restripe the southbound Morris Street
approach to create two lS4oot lanes (one outbound and one inbound), and if
needed, re-install the traffic signal detector position.
b. Project shall be modified prior to submitting for Design Review to include a
walkway/sidewalk connection between the Project Site and the existing multipurpose trail on the west side of the Project Site.
c. The locked access gate between the Village Park Mobile Home Park and the Davis
Townhomes properties shall be unlocked and opened in case of emergencies to
allow for emergency evacuation.
8. The project lighting shall use downcast (“dark sky compliant”) lighting and conscientious
placement of any proposed lighting. The detailed lighting plan shall be reviewed by the
Design Review Board for compliance this requirement.
9. The applicant shall provide documentation as needed for compliance with the environmental
mitigations listed in these conditions and the Project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration.
10. Inclusionary Housing
a. The applicant shall fulfill the Inclusionary Housing requirements by providing the
lnclusionary Units on-site. The number of units shall be in compliance with SMC
17.250.050(A).

b. Inclusionary Units shall be constructed at the same time as the market rate units.
c. The exterior appearance of the Inclusionary Units shall be the same as the market
rate units in exterior materials and finish. This condition shall be maintained as an
on-going condition.
d. Prior to approval of the Final Map by City Council, the applicant shall file a plan, for
review and approval by the City Council, outlining how the Project will meet the
Inclusionary Housing requirements listed in SMC 17.250. These requirements
include, but are not limited to, number of units and rate of affordability; distribution
and location of the units within the development; any requests for alternative
amenities or modification to the size of the units.
e. Prior to approval of the Final Map by City Council, the applicant shall file a plan for
review and approval by the City Council, of the on-going affordability administration
through the Housing Land Trust of Sonoma County.
f. The Final Map shall bear a note indicating whether compliance with this section must
be met prior to issuance of a building permit for each lot created by such map, and,
as applicable, shall designate which lots are required to be developed with
inclusionary units.
g. Prior to recording of the Final Map, the City Council shall approve an Inclusionary
Housing Agreement governing and encumbering the project, as well as the form of
an Affordable Housing Agreement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants
(“Regulatory Agreement”) governing and encumbering each of the Inclusionary
Units. The Inclusionary Housing Agreement shall be executed by and between the
City and Developer and recorded concurrently with the recording of a Final Map.
11. Prior to approval of a Final Map, final CCR’s (Codes, Covenants and Restrictions) shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City Attorney, Planning Department, and City
Engineer that implement the project as presented in the Project application materials and
these conditions of approval This shall include ongoing obligations of the homeowners
associated to maintain improvements within the subdivision.
12. The development’s CCRs shall include details regarding the maintenance of common and/or
private open space located on the project site. This shall include a prohibition of the use of
non-biodegradable and toxic chemicals in maintenance of both common and private open
space areas.
13. The development’s open spaces (including the 50’ buffer from the Railroad Forest) shall be
maintained by the property owner, not by the City.
14. The project site includes protected trees intended to remain. Protective measures are
required for these trees. All final tree protection measures shall be submitted for review and
approval by the City Arborist prior to issuance of Improvement Plans.
15. A Tree Removal permit is required for the one tree proposed for removal.
16. Design Review approval is required by the Design Review Board for the design of the units,
carports, site features, landscaping, and other amenities.
17. A Flood Plain Development Permit shall be required prior to any construction, and the
Project shall comply with the City’s Floodplain Ordinance (SMC 15.16).
18. The project shall be subject to impact fees as adopted by Council.

19. The City of Sebastopol and its agents, officers and employees shall be defended,
indemnified, and held harmless from any claim, action or proceedings against the City, or its
agents, officers and employees to attach, set aside, vàid, or annul the approval of this
application or the environmental determination which accompanies it, or which otherwise
arises out of or in connection with the City’s action on this application, including but not
limited to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney’s fees, or expert witness fees.
20. The Planning Director shall interpret applicable requirements in the event of any redundancy
or conflict in conditions of approval.
21. The Tentative Map shall expire 24 months after its approval or conditional approval unless
an extension is approved as provided in SMC 16.28.100 and in accordance with the State
Subdivision Map Act.
22. All other approvals than the Tentative Map shall be valid for three years, except that the
applicant may request a one (1) year extension of this approval from the Planning Director,
pursuant to Section 17.250.050 of the Zoning Ordinance.
Public Works! Engineering Department:
23. Submittals for Engineering Plan Check shall be made at the Public Works Department. Plan
Check Deposit shall be paid at the time of submittal. Call (707) 823-2151 for information.
24. Any exceptions or variances from these conditions will require the written approval of the
City Engineer or approval of the City Council if required by City Code.
PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF THE SITE IMPROVEMENT PLANS, THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS SHALL BE SATISFIED:
Final Map
25. A Final Map and prepared by a licensed surveyor or civil engineer, shall be prepared and
submitted for the review and approval of the City Engineer. The map shall conform to the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and local ordinances. Upon recording of the map,
the subdivision is valid.
26. All property corners of lots within the subdivision shall be monumented with no less than 3’
long by 1/2” diameter galvanized steel pipe imbedded no less than 24” into the earth, except
as expressly permitted in writing by the City Engineer.
27. The following notes shall appear on the Local Agency sheet of the Final Map:
a. “Building Permits shall be subject to payment of development fees in effect at the
time of permit issuance.”
b. “A 20 foot setback for fences greater than 3 feet in height is required on all street
frontages and corner lots.”
28. The Final Map shall state:
a. The assessor’s parcel number
b. Total area of land being subdivided (in acres)
c. Total number of lots being created

29. Developer shall either complete the required construction prior to recordation of the map or
enter into an Improvement Agreement and post security with the City of Sebastopol prior to
the filing of the Final Map, agreeing to complete the required construction within 24 months
after the filing of the map. The Improvement Agreement shall be recorded with the map.
30. The applicant shall transmit by certified mail a copy of the conditionally approved Tentative
Map together with a copy of Section 66436 of the State Subdivision Map Act to each public
entity or public utility that is an easement holder of record. Written compliance shall be
submitted to the City of Sebastopol.
31. The applicant shall execute a covenant running with the land on behalf of itself and its
successors, heirs, and assigns agreeing to annex this subdivision into the existing City of
Sebastopol Lighting Assessment District.
32. The developer shall submit CC&Rs for the project, which provide for the maintenance of the
private facilities, including, but not limited to, the private streets and utilities.
33. The Access Easement in favor of APN 004-063-017 shall be dedicated on the Final Map
and via a separate easement deed.
34. The developer shall dedicate a Public Utilities Easement for the onsite public waterlines
from the west end of the Morris St right of way, up to and including the fire hydrants and
water meters, and the public line that extends east to serve APN 004-063-017.
Improvement Plans General
35. Improvement Plans prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer shall be submitted for the
review and approval of the City Engineer showing grading, paving, utilities and drainage.
The improvements plans shall include street and utility information including all concrete
curb and gutter, sidewalk, striping and signing, paving, water lines and sewer lines, erosion
control and any necessary transitions for the portion of the public street fronting the
development. All improvements shall be in accordance with the City of Sebastopol Standard
Improvement Details. Improvement Plans shall include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan including winterization and erosion protection.
—

36. The improvement plans for work in the State right of way shall also be submitted to Caltrans
for Encroachment Permit review. The developer shall obtain an Encroachment Permit for the
work within the State right of way prior to approval of the improvement plans by the City. The
developer’s contractor shall obtain an Encroachment Permit to perform the work in the State
right of way prior to beginning that work.
37. The improvement plans must be evaluated by an arborist to assess the impact of the
development on any existing trees and develop a site specific Tree Protection Plan.
Improvement Plans shall include the location and size of all existing trees to be removed,
and trees to remain. Trees on adjacent property which overhang the project boundary shall
be afforded equal protection. Improvement plans shall show all measures identified in the
Tree Protection Plan as needed, to protect trees during construction.
38. The project shall include post-construction stormwater BMPs in accordance with the City’s
Low Impact Development manual and Section 15.78 of the Municipal Code.

39. The following notes shall appear on the improvement plan cover sheet:
“During construction, the Developer shall be responsible for controlling noise, odors, dust
and debris to minimize impacts on surrounding properties and streets.”
Improvement Plans Specifics
40. Morris St: Any failed portions of Morris St shall be removed and replaced.
—

41. Interior Drive Aisles: The developer shall construct the drive aisle over the Access Easement
in favor of APN 004-063-017 with a minimum of 3 inches of asphalt over a minimum of 12
inches of aggregate base.
42. Emergency Vehicle Access: The surface of the Emergency Vehicle Access shall be
constructed to the satisfaction of the Fire Marshall.
Soils
43. The applicant shall submit to the City of Sebastopol for review and approval, a detailed Soils
Report certified by a Civil Engineer registered in the State of California and qualified to
perform soils work. The report shall include a minimum of geotechnical investigation with
regard to liquefaction, expansive soils, and seismic safety. The report shall also include
pavement recommendations based on anticipated subgrade soils and traffic loads. The
grading and improvement plans shall incorporate the recommendations of the approved
Soils Report.
Undergrounding
44. During construction all utility distribution facilities on site shall be placed underground,
except surface-mounted transformers, pedestal mounted terminal boxes, meter cabinets,
and fire hydrants. Appropriate easements shall be provided to facilitate these installations.
Streets, Traffic & Circulation
45. No pervious paving or stamped concrete shall be installed in the existing or future public
right of way.
46. Any additional proposed pavement removal and re-paving will be subject to the review and
approval of the City Engineer.
Grading
47. The applicant shall submit to the City of Sebastopol for review and approval, a grading plan
prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer; shall obtain a Grading Permit; and shall post
sufficient surety guaranteeing completion.
48. The grading plan shall clearly show all existing survey monuments and property corners and
shall state that they shall be protected and preserved.
49. The grading plan shall clearly show areas of possible soil contamination, along with the
appropriate steps to deal with contaminated soils.
50. Both temporary and permanent erosion control plans shall be submitted for review and
approval along with the grading plan. Permanent erosion control measures shall include

hydroseeding of all graded slopes within 60 days of completion of grading.
51. If the site will require import or export of dirt, the applicant shall submit in writing the
proposed haul routes for the trucks and equipment. The haul routes must be approved by
the City prior to import/export work commencing.
Storm Drain
52. The applicant shall submit to the City of Sebastopol for review and approval, drainage plans,
hydrologic, and hydraulic calculations prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer. The
drainage plans and calculations shall indicate the following conditions before and after
development:
a. Quantities of water, water flow rates, drainage areas and patterns and drainage
courses. Hydrology shall be per current Sonoma County Water Agency Standards.
b. Project drainage shall be designed using the 10-year storm average flow and 100
year peak flow.
53. No drainage may discharge across sidewalks. Roof leaders shall be piped to the adjacent
gutter or paved area.
54. Any proposed bioswales must be wholly contained outside of the existing or proposed public
right of way.
55. All storm drain inlets shall be permanently marked using a permanent polyurethane marker
with the legend, “No Dumping Drains To Creek.”
—

56. The applicant shall demonstrate for each building pad to the satisfaction of the City of
Sebastopol as follows:
a. Feasible access during a 10-year frequency storm.
Water
57. The developer shall install new domestic, irrigation and fire service laterals to serve the new
building. All water mains shall be sized to provide adequate fire flows to the buildings. All
water services shall be provided with backf low prevention devices in accordance with State
and City standards.
1

58. New water laterals shall be constructed in accord with City Standards. Meter locations shall
be subject to approval by the Sebastopol Public Works Department. The improvement plans
shall show water services to each building.
59. Fire protection shall be in accord with the requirements of Sebastopol Fire Department. With
the submittal of the improvement plans, calculations shall be provided to the City and the
Sebastopol Fire Department to ensure that adequate water pressures are available to
supply hydrant flows and sprinkler flows.
60. New water mains and fire hydrants must be constructed and functional prior to the issuance
of the building permit.
61. All hydrants shall be covered with bags indicating that the hydrant is not active until flow
tests are completed by the City and the hydrants are approved.

62. All aboveground backf low hardware shall be screened with an architectural screen
compatible with the adjacent building.
Wastewater (sanitary sewer)
63. A sanitary sewer application shall be submitted to the Building Department for review and
approval. Discharge permits for individual uses shall be subject to the requirements of the
City of Santa Rosa Utilities Department, Environmental Compliance Division, for Sewer Use
Permits.
64. The sewer main in Morris St east of the existing manhole shall be private, and shall be so
noted on the improvement plans.
Miscellaneous
65. The improvement plans shall include detailed landscape construction drawings for work
proposed in the public right of way.
66. Any trees planted within 10 feet of a public street curb shall include a root barrier acceptable
to the City Engineer and the City Arborist.
67. The improvement plans shall include an onsite signing and striping plan which clearly
delineates traffic control and parking restriction requirements.
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL APPLY
68. No construction shall be initiated until the Improvement Plans have been approved by the
City, all applicable fees have been paid, an encroachment permit and/or grading permit has
been issued and a project schedule has been submitted to the City Engineer and a pre
construction conference has been held with the City Engineer or his designee.
69. Developer shall secure encroachment permits from the City and from Caltrans prior to
performing any work within the City or State right of way or constructing a City facility within
a City easement.
70. Applicant must file a Notice of Intent To Comply With the Terms of General Permit to
Discharge Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (NOl) with the State of
California Water Resources Control Board, and obtain a permit, prior to commencement of
any construction activity.
DURING CONSTRUCTION, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL APPLY:
71. All construction shall conform to the City Standard Details and Specifications dated July,
1998, all City Ordinances and State Map Act and the approved plans.
72. The developer shall complete all water and wastewater improvements, including pressure
and bacterial testing and raising manholes and cleanouts to grade prior to connection of any
buildings to the City water or wastewater systems.
73. All tree protection fencing must be installed and inspected prior to commencement of
grading operations. Fencing shall be maintained throughout the construction period.
74. If any hazardous waste is encountered during the construction of this project, all work shall

be immediately stopped and the Sonoma County Environmental Health Department, the
Fire Department, the Police Department, and the City Inspector shall be notified
immediately. Work shall not proceed until clearance has been issued by all of these
agencies.
75. Prior to placing of asphalt, all underground utilities shall be installed and service connections
stubbed out behind the sidewalk. Public utilities, Cable TV, sanitary sewers, and water lines,
shall be installed in a manner which will not disturb the street pavement, curb, gutter and
sidewalk, when future service connections or extensions are made.
76. Prior to placing the final lift of asphalt, all sanitary sewer lines shall be video inspected at the
expense of the contractor/developer. All video tapes shall be submitted to the City. If any
inadequacies are found, they shall be repaired prior to the placement of the final lift of
asphalt.
77. The Contractor shall be responsible to provide erosion and pollution control in accordance
with the approved plans and permits.
78. The developer shall keep adjoining public streets free and clean of project dirt, mud,
materials, and debris during the construction period, as is found necessary by the City
Engineer.
79. Where soil or geologic conditions encountered in grading operations are different from that
anticipated in the soil and/or geologic investigation report, or where such conditions warrant
changes to the recommendations contained in the original soil investigation, a revised soil or
geologic report shall be submitted for approval by the City Engineer. It shall be accompanied
by an engineering and geological opinion as to the safety of the site from hazards of land
slippage, erosion, settlement, and seismic activity.
80. Hours of work for both public improvements and private improvements shall be limited to the
hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Work on Sunday will only be permitted
with written permission from the City. Violation of these working hours shall be deemed an
infraction and upon conviction thereof, shall be punishable as prescribed by law.
81. Throughout the construction of the project, dust control shall be maintained to the
satisfaction of the City and the contractor shall be responsible to implement reasonable
measure to cure any problems that may occur.
82. If the existing public streets are damaged during construction, the contractor/developer shall
be responsible for repair at no cost to the City.
83. If, during construction, the contractor damages any existing facilities on the neighboring
properties (i.e. fences, gates, landscaping, walls, etc.) contractor shall be responsible to
replace all damaged facilities.
PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE SATISFIED:
84. Prior to acceptance of improvements or occupancy of building, existing curb, gutter and
sidewalk to remain shall be inspected by the Public Works Superintendent. Any curb, gutter
and sidewalk which is not in accord with City standards or is damaged before or during
construction, shall be replaced.

85. All streets shall be paved, all public utilities installed and all signage relating to traffic control
(stop signs, etc.) shall be installed.
86. All improvements shown in the improvement plans for any individual parcel deemed
necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the occupant and general public shall be
completed prior to occupancy of that parcel.
87. The civil engineer/land surveyor shall file Elevation Certificates for the dwellings in the
subdivision.
PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS
SHALL BE SATISFIED:
88. Sufficient surety guaranteeing the public improvements for a period of one year shall be
provided.
89. A complete set of As-Built or Record, improvement plans on the standard size sheets will
be certified by the Civil Engineer and returned to the City Engineer’s office prior to final
acceptance of the public improvement. In addition, the plans shall be submitted on a CD
ROM in pdf format. These plans shall show all constructive changes from the original plans
including substantial changes in the size, alignment, grades, etc. during construction, and
any existing utilities that were unknown on the original plans but discovered during
construction. The Contractor shall pay a fee for having the improvements put into the City
Base Map.

City of Sebastopol
Planning Department
7120 Bodega Avenue
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 823-6 167 (Phone) or (707) 823-1135 (Fax)
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~ 2 Bedrooms

LI
LI

2 Bedrooms
~+

N/A

LI N I A
LI I Bedrooms

LI 0 Bedrooms
NUMBER OF Dwaune UNITS EXISTING:

I~

I

B

LI
LI
LI
LI

I Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms

N/A
N/A
Proposed:

p~,~’e’t

A

CCPMM
SETBACKS:

.

D Front Yard

Cl

Front Yard

C Rear Yard

El

Rear Yard

SN/A

SN/A

Li

Side Yard

Cl Side Yard
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Front V73. 70
* i0’l. 13
Left~fl~±

EXISTING LOT DIMENSIONS:
~c~’c’cC. ~ .-irr fl.ec~t~ws~’4’

5A

Front:
PROPOSED LOT DIMENSIONS:

Rear
Right

~3,75

C

73~7~’
~1.$-c~

Right:

~~“4€quaTWFeUt

NUMBER OF STORIES:
PARKING SPACE(S):

Ni

C

NI

C

N/
N/

Existing: jj~~_.

Proposed:

2 e~

C

Existing: t’J0~—

Proposed:

I~5~_

~ NI

‘3

Existing:

ZONING

C

A

EXISTiNGLOTAREA:

BuHDiNG HEIGHT:

A

A{ elkear:

Left:

PROPOSED LOTAREA:

N/

Existing: C. P
S OS

Proposed:
Proposed:

39

—

~

N/

~

C

N/

~-

Will the project involve a new curb cut or driveway?

~Yes

Are there existing easements on the property?

~Yes

Will Trees be removed?
If yes, please describe (Example: Type, Size, Location on properly, etc.)

~Yes

C No
C No
C No

BYes

C No

(I)

cj”

L:Qe O4~.

Ski

‘i—opcr(

3/~~j~t

Will Existing Landscaping be revised?
If yes, what is square footage of new or revised landscaping?
~0l~c~sa

See.

Lt4Koi≤ru~e. PLJ4W,

C Yes

Will Signs be Changed or Added?
Business: Hours of Operation? Open:

Close:

Is alcohol service proposed?
If yes, what type of State alcohol license is proposed?

C Yes

2No

C Yes

J~No

—_____

If yes, have you applied to the State Alcoholic Beverage Control for a license?

If this is a restaurant, café or other food service, bar, or nightclub, please indicate total number of seats:
Isanyliveentertainmentproposed?
If yes, please describe:

DYes
__________

~N6[ 192018

_____
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INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT
As part of this application, applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, release and hold harmless the City, its agents,
officers, attorneys, employees, boards and commissions from any claim, action or proceeding brought against
any of the foregoing individuals or entities, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul the approval
of this application or the adoption of the environmental document which accompanies it or otherwise arises out
of or in connection with the City’s action on this application. This indemnification shall include, but not be limited
to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney fees or expert witness fees that may be asserted by any person or
entity, including the applicant, arising out of or in connection with the City’s action on this application, whether
or not there is concurrent passive or active negligence on the part of the City.
If, for
of

1~hmniflcation agreement is held to be void or unenforceable by a court
under of the agreement shall remain in full force and effect.

~2O/1 tZ...
S

Sigi

Date Signed

Planning File Number

NOTE: The purpose of the indemnification agreement is to allow the City to be held harmless in terms of
potential legal costs and liabilities in conjunction with permit processing and approval.

NOTICE OF MAILING:
Email addresses or facsimiles will be used for sending out staff reports and agendas to applicants, their
representatives, property owners, and others to be notified.
Pleasepiqn and acknowledge yo a e been notified of the Notice of Mailing for applications and
email add
or I number.

UAM~

Priñ~ed Name

&

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the applicant and their representative to be aware of an abide by City laws and
policies. City staff, Boards, Commissions, and the City Council will review applications as required by law;
however the applicant has responsibility for determining and following applicable regulations

Master Planning Application Fonn/2017-18 Planning Foes/Issi updated: 11/1/17 @9:33 AM
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ity ofSebastopol
ENVIRONMENTAL
INFORMATION/ASSESSMENT
FORM
(To be completed by applicant)

The submittal infonnation shall be provided to the Planning Department

Date Filed:

6

General Informatiow

1.

Name of developer or project sponsor: C A
Address of developer or project
4&~crttt )eC4I7~CJ7Mfa AJffl-~w

2.

Addressofproject t°alttt

0Q303& (,~,/d/t5fi

OO’~

Assessor’s Blockanci LotNumber: 0011
3.

C) ce.? 7 s

A)

-

C Cr3

-

03

Name of person to be contacted concerning this prc~ect:: KaTIutI 5MCA- osI- 7 a1
Address of person to be contacted concerning this project 171 SB iCe e t≠Octy ken’d) OIL q
Telephone Number of person to be contacted concerning this project 707- S ~ ‘9 -sr~r

4.

Indicate number of the permit application for the project to which this form pertains:

5.

List and describe any other related permits and other public approvals required for this
project, including those required by City, Regional, State and Federal Agencies:

A )opt:-c€t:-o&)

€2€~,,

sc

fit M:j— (2ct

ftc

O’Ua(

f’~eL~a4.

Existing Zoning District: LD/EctS

7.

Propose Use of Site (Project for which this form is filed): PCa .&‘Mt

f~

jAdJ,4-~o,-JaL

Environmental Information Form September 2003

/teil.’4tcJ

Existing General Plan Designation: CC (c”11v4L (cisc3

6.

ô4 IflvWcJ t4oftt€$. Peec.sa

Des,’çfr

s.a~e

I

Cc’

,14 440 Al

cd4-ttc-k~td &-cJac_+. ~

i~CetMc?.~-h~nj

AUG 1 5 2ule

PROIECTDESCRTPTION:
8.

SiteSize:

9.

Square Footage:

10.
11.

I.7’!

aS t~

t ui o

Number of floors of construction:
Amountofoff-streetparking:

lB CU’

12.

Attach plans

13.

Proposedscheduling

14.

Associated project PJO & C

15.

Anticipated incremental development

16.

18.
19.

20.

aaic(

1.Jc’

otis

~-

CoN’~’~”~’

a~ Aco. sc.u4c.e (58)

;.C

r.J

If residential, include the number of units, schedule of unit sizes, range of sale prices or
rents,andtypeofhouseholdsizeexpected. ML~L. ‘asn. i~k ~iI iitO~1~ .Jiv.’*S.
c.i.JtL.3O&t4J

17.

SJM*t

1’.’ 1-v.o&-Jknses

vaswtsJsaIa

jO/.ct

Ct+~

7~t~Z≤.

t~A(e.

I ta3 peqcg.

(St

~)M~r~

If commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city or regionally oriented,
square footage of sales area, and loading facilities. N/A
if industrial, indicate type, estimated employment per shift, and loading facilities. t-’/A
if institutional, indicate the major function, estimated employment per shift, estimated
occupancy, loading facilities, and community benefits to be derived from the project. tv/A
if the project involves a variance, conditional use or rezoning application, state this and
indicate clearly why the application is required. C
tN1 z.~& ~ ~to e.s ~~sfl- ~WClb’d
t~.’tJ h•.’se.

ct€~~tCap,n €MD sl-nvda-’ds.

goDs

??E~. ~

cø d~s1.

~ce ,floj’ aiOSc.

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discuss below all itans checked
yes (attach additional sheets as necessary).
21.

Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches or hills, or
substantial alternation of ground contour.

Yes

No
C)

22.

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or
Yes
publiclandsorroads. pe*ep*~’~tJI’j v:ec,ied.C/oM.a4acc,JrqA~sj
~

No

23.

Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project.

No

Yes
Ci

24.

Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.

Yes

No
U

25.

Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity.

Yes

No
U

26.

Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or

Fnvironmenta) Ink’nnatton Form September 2003

Yes

No
7

quantity, or alteration of existing drainage patterns.

ci

See_St)SM,°__ID.ic.)ste”JlS

27.

Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the vicinity.

Yes

No
ci

28.

Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more.

Yes

No
U

30.

31.

32.

Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire,
water, sewage, etc).

Yes

Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural
gas, etc).

Yes

Relationship to a larger project or series of projects.

Yes

No
ci
No
C

No
U

~,
~I

Environmental Setting:
33.

34.

Describe the project site as it exists before the project, including information on
topography, soil stability, plants and animals, and any cultural, historical or scenic
aspects. Describe any existing structures on the site, and the use of the structures.
Attach photographs of the site. Snapshots or Polaroid photos wifi be accepted.
g9iem4t stt- ~cbM,~L flaCiC~., e P” /s4~c~ed ~ rpks$oc. N6
a1 s.t.c-Nc5&v
Describe the sunounding properties, including information on plant and animals and
any cultural historical, or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land use (residential,
commercial, etc), intensity of land use (one-family, apartment houses, shops, department
stores, etc), and scale of development (height, frontage, set-back, rear yard, etc). Attach
photographs of the site. Snapshots or Polaroid photos will be accepted.
p~~se ct.e. pto;tc-+ vsscr:,or~o.dr sjb≠.4tt4L paciLale
rUe’ B 64-≥(’J7 Bo1’iotW7
A. Does the Project involve am’ of the following?
1. No change in the square footage to the existing structure?
2. An addition of more than 50% of square footage to the existing
structure?
3. An addition of more than 2500 square feet to the existing
structure?
4. An addition of more than 10,000 square feet to the existing
structure?
5. Demolition of the existing structure?
B. Does the ProjecL involve the repiacemeni or reconsh~cbon of
existing stn tunas c’ facilides ~t the site which:
1. Will have substantially the same purpose and capacity as
existing structures at the site?
2. Will result in an increase in square footage or capacity as
compared to the existiiw structure?

lznvironn,cniaj nforination oEm September 200’

C. Does the Project involve new construction of:
1. 35ormoredwellingmiits?
ig p&~IS
2. More than 15,000 square feet of commercial, industrial,
governmental, or institutional floor area?
3. Stores, motels, offices, restaurants, and similar structures
designed for an occupant load of more than 30 persons?
D. Does the Project involve division of property into more than
four parcels or consolidation of more than four parcels?
~ ii-oJst 5~’~.)c~ ~
E. Will the Project require issuance of a Variance, Use Per~~i~,
Zoning 0 ~ ma ice Amendment, Zonhig Map Amendment, or
General Pla i Ai iendmerit?
cn- {Z~bO~ ov ((Lay a.vo.t If/c) ~
P. Will the Project result in a change in use at the site (for
example: from residential to commercial or from office to
restaurant?)
40

G. Is this Project:
1. Similar to the other projects for which you have received
permits in the last two years in the City of Sebastopol?
2. Similar to other projects, which you are planning to develop
within two years in the City of Sebastopol?
H. Does thc Project involve changes to an official City landmark?
I. Does the Project im’olve use of disposal of potentially
hazardouc iaterials, such as toxic substances, flanunables, or
explosive ~
-

J.

If the Proer is located within 500 feet of a residential zone or

nO!sQ—SeflSitLvc ai d uses, will the construction of the project

involve the use of pile driving, night ifme track hauling, blasting,
24 hour pu..nping, or other equipment that creales high noise
levels and or ibrations?
K. Does me Project involve the construction, substantial remodel,
or 50% or moi~’ addition to the following types of uses?
Mobile home, amphitheater, concert hail, auditorium, meeting
hail, hospital, church, library, school classrooms, or day care?

I certify that the information in this form is correct to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant Signature

Environmental lnfónnation Form September 2003

Date

Certification:
I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the
data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my ability, and that the
facts, statements, and information represented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge
and belief.
Date:

______________

Signature:

‘7’—’--—~_9>

Printed ?~me:

For:

Euvironmenta] Infomrntion Form September

2003
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“—~D5

t~c~.-~s-’t- ~

-

December 19, 2018

-J

_____

______

,

-~L
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~ ~J~J
Katherine Austin, AlA, Architect
I

Policy Statement for Planned Community
Davis Town Homes APNOO4—063—036
6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol

~

~

Archte~ure for Subdivisions - Multifamily - Mixed Use
kaaustin@pacbell.net 707-529-5565 w~N~.auslinaiacom
~~~95472 Cal.C22389
1~9S~Eg~

Honorable Chair, Zachary Douch
Planning Commissioners
As part of the requirements to apply for a Planned Community a Policy Statement is
required and provided here for your review.
1. Description of the location, size, and existing character of the property and the
surrounding area.
a. The location of the subject property is at the south terminus of Morris Street
behind and to the south of commercial properties that face onto Sebastopol
Avenue and an existing parking lot that contains approximately 32 parking
spaces. A bike path and the Sebastopol Inn are located to the west. The
railroad forest is located to the south. The Village Park and Tomadachi Park
are located to the east.
b. The existing acreage is 1.74 AC
c. The existing character of the property is currently vacant but previously
developed land. It is mostly flat but gently sloping from north to south.
Documentation has been provided showing the extensive use of the property
in the past as agricultural processing and storage with multiple buildings on
the site extending the full length north to south.
d. The surrounding area consists of mostly commercial to the north and west,
residential to the east. The Barlow and a Veterinarian office and commercial
buildings on Sebastopol Ave. and parking lot are located to the north. A bike
path and the Sebastopol Inn and Coffee Catz are located to the west. The
railroad forest including existing railroad tracks is located to the south. The
Village Park and Tomadachi Park are located to the east.
2. A Table that specifies the allowable uses, minimum lot sizes, building setbacks
building height, density of development, lot coverage, parking, open space
circulation requirements, landscaping and other design construction of control
features of the proposed development is attached as a separate document.
3. The relationship of the proposed development’s standards compared to the zoning
regulations for the underlying zoning is delineated in the Table for item 2. Generally
speaking we are proposing an attached single family housing development of
multiple lots and one large lot of common space that contains common outdoor
area as well as covered parking and surface parking. This is on a Downtown Core
commercially zoned parcel. The proposed Zoning Code allows for a 100%
residential development in a commercial parcel provided it does not detract from

DEC 192018
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the intent of the commercial spaces on the street. We believe this is the case on
this proposal. NOTE: The project has been redesigned after previous review by the
Planning Commission to remove any bio-swales or yards from the 50’ setback.
Homes on lots 17 & 18 have been moved easterly 5’ to allow for a new
configuration of yard area for lot 18 to have a side and year yard outside of the 50’
setback. Additionally the stairs in the rear of all units have been reoriented to be
against the rear porches to allow for a more usable rear yard for each home.
4. The following mechanism is proposed to provide the assurance that the common
open space, common building space (carports, trash enclosure, ganged mail boxes
and lighting fixtures) common driveways and circulation features will be
permanently preserved and maintained. Mr. Davis will create an LLC that his family
will maintain over the life of the project. The LLC will engage a lawyer to draw up
legal descriptions of exactly how the project will be maintained and financed once
the Use Permit and Planned Community has been approved and before the final
map is finally approved. The Davis family intends to own and maintain the property
for an indefinite period. Once a budget has been developed that quantifies the
monthly and yearly upkeep of the common areas, they will create a fee for each
unit to cover their fair share of these costs. Initially the units will be owned and
maintained by the LLC and rented out. It is possible that after a period where
liability for construction defaults has passed that the LLC can at its discretion sell
individual lots. At that time there will be CC&Rs that cover the rules of maintenance
of the property and an annual or monthly fee will be paid to the LLC for common
area maintenance. Until the project is approved and the lengthy process of drawing
up these documents, we cannot be more specific.
5. Timeline for the project development is dependent on the length of time for the
various approvals. Mr. Davis would like to begin construction during the 2019
construction season. Note that due to Water Quality Control constraints, the
building season is generally between April 15th and October l5~ of each calendar
year. If the final map is not approved in time to get foundation and underground
work and weatherization completed in this time frame, then the construction will be
delayed until 2020. It is therefore requested that the hearings be held promptly and
approvals move quickly to meet the dire need for housing in a timely manner.
This concludes the Policy Statement
Respectfully Submitted by
Katherine Austin, AlA, Architect
Project Architect
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Davis Town Homes Policy Statement Table
Use
Permanent residential uses that are allowed in the R7
District when not part of a mixed-use development
Residential, Semi-transient
Residential, Transient

(-) =

Downtown Core
Conditional Use Permit
CUP
P/C permitted only less
than 50 rooms

Other Use Types
Commercial minor antennas, Minor antennas, Classes CUP
C & D and major telecommunications facilities
Minor antennas, Classes A & B
Permitted Use
Minor telecommunications facilities & commercial
Permitted Use
minor antennas
New development comprising less than or equal
20,000 SF of floor area
New development comprising greaterthan or equal
CUP
to 25,000sf of floor area
New drive-through uses
Development Standards
~l~W~iSw7~tj5ore
Maximum Floor area, single establishment
Convenience sales and service or general retail use
Nonresidential uses except for office uses
35,000sf
Nonresidential and nonindustrial uses
Exercise and food sales and service
Minimum lot area
6,000
Minimum lot width
Minimum new building height
2 stories
Maximum building height
Buildings and other facilities
40 ft., 3 stories/ 50 ft. 4
stories (1)
Accessory buildings
17 ft., 1 story
-

-

Deed-restricted affordable housing
Minimum building setbacks
FrontYard
Side Yard, Interior
Side Yard, Corner
Rear Yard, Main Building
Rear Yard, Main Building when abutting residential
district
Rear Yard, Accessory building
Rear Yard, Parking
Special Setbacks commercial outdoor barbecues
—

Special Setbacks —commercial beekeeping
Maximum Floor area ratio, not including residential
except for purposes of calculating minimum FAR

r

rr

LI L.

Use Not Allowed

~l~Wd[C~rnity
Conditional Use Permit
-

-

-

-

-

-

Planned Community

-

-

-

-

-

-

Home office use SMC17.210

1,260 sf
20 ft.
2 stories
40 ft.

-

10’ height for small sheds,
Trash End., Mail, Carports
Same as other residences

Oft.
0 ft.
0 ft.
0 ft.
20 ft.

5ft.
0 ft.
5ff.
5 ft. (lot 18, angled rear PL)
20 ft.

3 ft.
6 ft.
10 ft. from PL See SMC
17.300

3 ft.
None

-

-

Minimum (new buildings);
1.0 Maximum; 2.5

(Residential units are 1180 SF
of conditioned space), mm. lot
is 1260 SF = .94 Max lot is
1801 = .66, or 18 units =
21,24ocond. space/.l7ACor

—

parking lot

-

75,794.4 sf.

=

.28 FAR net

Davis Town Homes Policy Statement Table
Maximum residential density

1 DU/1,000 sf lot area (2)
.

Minimum usable open space

50 sf/DU

Buffering/screening

If abutting a lot in any
residential district,
screening shall be provided
along the entire abutting
residential lot by dense
landscaping, including
screen-type trees, or by a
solid fence of 6 ft. in height

.

Use Not Allowed

(-) =

(1) Four stories and 50 ft. allowed for projects
with residential uses, including hotel rooms,
on upper floors, provided a SUP obtained,
and the PC finds that the project design
provides appropriate massing, height
transitions and variations, and suitable
relationships to neighboring sites.
(2) With mixed-use (residential and office)
development, the entire lot area may be
used to calculate the maximum residential
density.
IpTh~i~c
~. ~
Y~’W:~3’
~?z~3Y~, 4D~Wiit~WiijGore
~
Non-residential
1 per 500 SF net floor area
Residential
Applicable parking
requirement, less 30%
Bicycle Parking Spaces
20% required vehicle
parking requirement
Electric Vehicle Charging Station
Minimum 20% vehicle
1. Electric vehicle charging infrastructure shall
parking spaces, minimum
be sized to accommodate a minimum 40reduction of 20% for fast
Amp 22OVAC charging to a minimum of 50%
charger.
of parking spaces
2. A minimum of 20% of vehicle parking spaces
and at least one ADA space shall have a fully
operational 30-Amp Electric Vehicle Service
Equipment unit installed with a functioning
payment system. All electric vehicle charging
systems and infrastructure shall be sized for
adequate capacity to meet all safety
requirements.
3. A minimum of 20% reduction in the total
electric vehicle charging spaces required shall
be provided for each 50kW or above DC fast
charger, uptoa maximum reduction of 40%
.

.

-

18 residential units on
75,794.4 sf lot = I DU/4,210.8
sf lot
280 sf/DU in rear yard + front
and rear porches and common
area
10 ft. side yard setback on lot
5 to Village Park, landscaping
is proposed, remaining lots
are average 20 ft. minimum
rear setbacks with 6’ fenced
rear yards and existing trees.

Not applicable

Planned Communit4~:.~4t
-

2 spaces per unit, one of
which is in a carport
Hook in rear closet space for a
bike for each unit, mm 50%
4EV fast charging spaces
proposed or infrastructure for
50% provided.

December 19, 2018
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Planned Community ESOS Review
Use Permit and Planned Community
Honorable Chair, Zachary Douch
Planning Commissioners
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Katherine
Austin, AlA, Architect
Architecture for Subdivisions Multifarndy Mixed Use
-

kaaustn@pacbei.net 707-529-5565
524 So. Main Si.
Cai.C22389
Sebastopoi, CA 95472

-

www.aushnaia corn
179 SE Rice Way
I3erid, OR 97702

Design Review Application
Tree Board Review
Chair Ted Luthin
Design Review Board Members
Project Description
Dan Davis Town Homes APNOO4-063-036
6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol
This Project Description is provided for the review of both the Planning Commission and
The Design Review Board. Information for both bodies are combined in this one
description for simplicity and coordination.
The location of the subject property is at the south terminus of Morris Street behind and
to the south of commercial properties that face onto Sebastopol Avenue and an existing
parking lot that contains approximately 32 parking spaces. A bike path and the Sebastopol
Inn are located to the west. The railroad forest is located to the south. The Village Park
and Tomadachi Park are located to the east.
The project proposed consists of the following:
• Eighteen (18) 1180 SF 2 bedroom 1 & 1/2 bathroom two story town homes with 6’
deep front and rear porches.
• The rear porches provide a storage closet which is proposed to include secure bike
storage with hooks for that purpose. Access from rear yard by a gate leads to full
site and bike path.
• Private rear yards of average 20’ deep x 20’ wide with some at an angle to the
property line which create varied yard areas. Lot 18 has both a larger side yard and
angled rear yard to remain out of the 50’ setback.
• 18 carport spaces with 20 additional surface parking spaces for a total of 38, (a
photograph of proposed carport style is attached. The design is intended to
minimize the visual impact to and from the lots adjacent to them.)
• 4 spaces are proposed to be electric car charging stations
• One trash/recycle enclosure roofed and internally lit (concept plan attached) Note:
the trash hauler will have the final say as to the exact location of the enclosure.
• A solid masonry wall is proposed to be located along the walls opposite the trash
enclosure that will provide privacy to the residential property located to the north
and east of Morris St. next to part of our proposed parking. We propose to work
with the owner of that property to assure a design that is mutually acceptable.
One ganged mail box location (bronze color ganged box attached) Note: The Post
office will have the final say on the location of the ganged mail boxes.
1
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•
•
•
•

Newly provided driveway access to Village Park to the east, the current gate will
remain but emergency access will be provided.
Fire truck and emergency vehicle access into the site on a combination of concrete
and grasspave2 material that supports the weight of such vehicles pre-reviewed by
the Fire Chief for compliance.
Storm water retention areas per best management practices as shown on the Civil
Plans and detailed in the SUSMP documentation. Note: retention areas have been
revised to be out of the 50’ setback area.
Fully landscaped area, please see the Landscape Plan for details.
o Full Plant Legend is included with General Landscape Notes
o Four large Oaks within the buildable area are proposed to remain
o One small Oak is proposed to be removed
o At least 56 trees are proposed to be planted
o All existing trees within the 50’ setback from the southerly PL are proposed
to remain and be undisturbed
o The Civil Engineering Plans take precedence with regard to removing all
bioswales from the 50’ setback and the orientation of the rear stairs in the
rear yards.

Changes from Preliminary Plans
• All bioswales have been removed from the 50’ setback area
• Homes on lots 17 & 18 have been moved easterly 5’ to allow a rear yard and new
side yard for lot 18 that is entirely outside of the 50’ setback area. Both were
moved to stagger the fence line along the bike path for a more attractive
appearance and to keep the two homes pared as shown before.
Flood Plain Considerations
Kevin Doble, of Doble Thomas/LACO our Civil Engineer has provided documentation on
the 100 year base floor elevation and our grading to address those issues. We meet all
requirements of the City of Sebastopol with regard to building in the flood plain. As to the
architecture, all finish floors are at the 80’ elevation which is two feet above the 100’ year
floor level of 78’. This is consistent will all the proposed units and is reflected in the
building elevations provided. The foundations will be provided with flood vents. An
attachment showing how those vents work is provided. Essentially in case of a flood the
vents open to allow free flow of water through them to prevent pressure build up and
destruction of foundations. In addition the underfloor will have what is commonly referred
to as rat-proofing. This is a combination of a waterproof membrane covered with
approximately 1/a” concrete slurry to keep it in place. This allows us to dramatically reduce
the amount of ventilation required and prevents saturation of the soil in case of flood.
Style, Material and Color Information
Style of Homes
Each town home is proposed to be distinct from its neighbor by using the following:
• The style of the homes are traditional or vernacular that compliments much of the
architecture already existing in Sebastopol. Homes will be distinct from each other
with six (6) styles and colors that repeat with none identical next to each other.

DEC 192018
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•
•
•
•

Roof pitches are either 6:12 or 8:12 with end units in some locations being a
simple gable, hip or a Dutch Gable. Some roofs also have a dormer detail.
Front and rear porch roofs have variety with some simple shed roofs, small gables
and large gables.
All porches have decorative railings which will be painted to coordinate with the
individual trim color of the home.
Note: Home heights from grade vary due to the gradual slope of the site and roof
pitches. The intent is to provide variety and style while remaining as low as
possible given the constraints of the flood plain requirements.
o Flood plain requires that all homes have a finish floor at 80’ elevation to be
2’ above the 100 year flood level of 78’. The high point of the site is at 78’
and gently slopes down to 75’ in the building area.
o This will cause all homes to have steps up into them and the rendered
elevations shown are approximate. Some balancing of the site will allow a
small amount of the spoils to fill under the homes and stairs.

Materials & Colors
• A mix of cement board horizontal lap siding & board and bat siding are used
• Wide rough sawn wood belly bands are at mid plate height and can delineate two
tone color palettes on some homes
• 2x4 and 2x6 rough sawn trim are used around each window and door with a water
table detail on all windows.
• Windows are proposed to be colored dual pane vinyl in either almond or bronze
• Paint colors proposed are a palette of colors compatible with the wooded setting.
Warm tones of green, brown, grey, and tan are proposed for the body colors.
Some homes will be two tone using the belly band to divide the colors. Trim colors
are proposed to be off white or various shades of light tan. Color chips will be
presented at the hearing.
• Roof colors will vary with a minimum of three colors: weathered wood, slate and
dark grey. Note LP Tech Shield or similar is used under the roofing to reflect heat
and keep the roofs cool.
Lighting
• Porch lighting will be in can lights in soffits to provide dark sky compliance and will
be controlled individually by the residents.
• Individual internally illuminated address signs will be required by the Fire Dept. for
each home.
• A lighting plan is provided using a combination of light bollards and standards as
appropriate for illuminating parking and paths and will be energy efficient and dark
sky compliant. Final height of the standards will be determined by the lighting
contractor but should be in the range of 8’ to 10’ in height. The intention is to
provide lighting for safety while minimizing any light pollution. The standards have
baffles to prevent light from falling on adjacent properties. We propose to use
photocells and or timers to dim the lights as appropriate in the late evening hours.
Inclusionary Housing
Once the project is approved the Owner will work with City Staff to determine the most
appropriate path to meeting the inclusionary requirement. At this time it has not yet been

DEC lqzolS

determined at what level of affordability vs the number of units provided makes the most
financial sense. The Owner will coordinate any rental agreements with the City or it’s
assigns to meet this requirement.
This concludes our Project Description
Katherine Austin, AlA, Project Architect
179 SE Rice Way, Bend OR 97702 and 524 So. Main Street, Sebastopol, CA 95472
707-529-5565 kaaustin~pacbell.net
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Davis Town Homes Site Photos
Overall Aerial Photo of site, north is up
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Proposed lighting for Davis Town homes
Light standard for parking lot

Pole top with shielded light source
Designed for the imsrriietlon of waflcways, open pedestrian scale
landscape areas, parlct4lg areas, and roadways featurkig flit cut
off Ight dlstrtution.
Pole top luminaires with asynnetrical flat beam kght dlstrtution
Hinged door assembly with clear tempered glass diffuser.
Integral 120-277V electronIc d(wer D-IOV dflnable.
U.L. listed, suitable for wet locations
Protection class P56
Finish Standard SEGA colors

Single pole-top luminsire
Cbclc product N for detaIls

Lamp

A

S

C

77928

ISSWLED

IS

Temp’C

111)2

4114

23718

77939

236WLED

11112

41/4

23718

77954

SI6WLED

13

55/8

265/8

Twin pole-top lurninaire

a

Click product# for detaIls

Lairp

A

&

C

84 t23

(2)15.8W LED

TempC

111/2

4114

473/4

84 124

(2)23.6W LED

111/2

4 1)4

47 3/4

84125

(2)51.6WLED

l3

55/8

491/2

Related Products

.4-US 2018 At

nelils rest,

Landscape light bollards for paths
Protection class lP 65
Cast aluminium, aluminium and stainless steel
Safety glass
Reflector made of pure anodised aluminium
Attack angle infinitely adjustable from 0° to 90°
88556 dirnmable 110 V

‘

A

SEGA surface washers are bolted with a mounting plate onto a foundation provided by
the customer or on an anchorage unit made of hot-dip galvanised steel.
The mounting system can be used to align the luminaires
The luminaire luminous flux and the luminaire connected wattage quoted in the table

B

might change as a result of technical progress. On our website you will find data sheets
with information on each luminaire concerning not only the current Va ues but also the
LED service life and the luminous flux in relation to the respective odour temperature.

Finish

LED colour temperature

graphite

(Q

3000 K

Q

silver

Lamp
88556K3

4000 i<

Base

LED

290W

42W

4

—

CX 24 q-3/4

19451m

260

B

C

1200

360

AC/Dc

I

S
ART
VENT®
WET & DRY FLOODPROOFING
PRODUCT C TA
~~ILC DOVER
See pages 25-30
~w~— for Flood Barrier options

G

STANDARD RN[SH POWDER CCATWHITE
POWDER COAT PA]NY OPTiONS:

fl)

Cusram c~Ioo also ovsilsblC

llftQhlllluflJuIuill~llS

II

•••

•

ROUGHOPENING

‘

1540-510

200 sq.ft.

51 sq. in.

16”Wx8”Hx Yb

16

in

1540-511

400 sq.ft.

102 sq. in.

16”w

16

in

x

16”H

x 3”D

x

8

in

x

16

in

To view other sizing options see pages #18 19

D

AL FuNci-lo SERIES

This series of vents offers certified flood venting protection with
superior automatic natural ventilation control. Ideal for crawispace
applications and other areas requiring flood venting protection as
well as natural air ventilation.

VENTILATION
A bimetal coil automatically
opens and closes the ventilation
louvers as temperature changes
from 35° F to 75° F.
No electricity is required.
In the event of a flood, the internal floats
lift to release the flood door to rotate
open and relieve the hydrostatic pressure
regardless of the louvers’ position, open
or closed.

p

O Smart Vent
O Stacker
1540-510

1540-511

Stacker Models are twice as efficient as a
single unit and are a great solution for large
amounts of square footage, and in
situations where there is not
enough wall space to fit
in the necessary or
required single units.

j

~

,m~tntnnn:

r,rrnt~I2!

ri~nnnwt1err3nI

Pictured
powder coat white

J

Proposed Carport Design
for the Davis Town Homes
Sebastopol, CA

*
.~IJ

The proposed carports are made of steel columns and supports with a corrugated
metal roof and simple trim. The color proposed will be grey as shown with a light
underside. The intention is to minimize the look of the carports so as not to distract
from the homes. This photograph is of an apartment project in Santa Rosa but
shows the style carport we propose to use.
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print close window

mci boxescom

The Industry Leader in Quality Mailboxes

“ltO-MAILBOX

Back To Standard CRU’s

Next Item

home > shop by department > commercial mailboxes for usps delivery > cluster box units (cbus)
box unIt (Includes pedestal) -8 a size doors - type I - green - usps access

>

standard cbus

>

cluster

Salsbury Cluster Box Unit
(Includes Pedestal) 8 A Size
Doors Type I Bronze USPS
Access

a

-

-

Model # 3308BRZ-U

-

-

See More Information

Color
Bronze

—.—
Includes Price
Pedestal Size

I.

_________

30.5” Wx 62” H x 18” D

Weight 155 lbs

fLISeUm’41

~

$1 ,550.OO

All Aluminum ConstructIol1~”~”-?

Volume Discount Pricing
Quantity

Zoom

360° View

See Video(s)

2 -5
6+

Price

$1,435.00
$1,320.00

>> Contact us for bulk pricing

Qty

1

N STOCK usually ships within 1-2 days

oci

01 ZO~3

Add To Cart

More Information

Back to Top of Page

Salsbury 3300 Series Cluster Box Units (CBU’s) IJ.S.RS. Access
-

Features
• Saisbury Industries is officially licensed and authorized by the U.S. Postal Service to manufacture Cluster

LACO

DobIeThor~uis
F, ,\ssoc,al’c. Inc

FLOOD PLAIN GRADING SUMMARY
Project Description:
The Davis Town Homes project will consist of the development of eighteen 118) two story town homes,
parking areas, one trash/recycle enclosure, driveway access to Mobile Home Park to the east, fire truck,
and emergency vehicle access, stormwater bmps and landscaped areas.

100 Year Base Flood Elevation:
The Davis Town Homes site is located entirely within the 100 year flood plain of the Laguna De Santa Rosa.
The Base flood elevation as shown on the FEMA FIRM map (Attached) is 78’ above mean sea level.

Grading in Flood Plain:
The proposed development has been designed to conform to the City’s flood plain development
requirements, in the following ways:
1. The project site grading has been designed to conform to section 15.90.070 Fill which reads:
A. Except as permitted by the provisions of SMC 15.90.0.50, no imported fill shalt be permitted in
areas of special flood hazard except where an equivalent amount of soil material is removed from
the project site to a location outside of the flood hazard area and such placement is approved by
the City Engineer or where provision has been made on the subject property to balance the
capacity to store floodwaters and accommodate potential surface flow in an amount equal to
the amount of floodwater likely to be displaced by the filL Specific measures as required by the
City Engineer and Building Official shall be taken to prevent erosion and surface runoff to adjacent
properties. All fill shall be compacted per the requirements of the City Engineer at the time of
placement.
8. In areas of special flood hazard, any person may place up to five cubic yards of material for
every 10,000 square feet of landscaped area, for use solely for landscape maintenance or
gardening at a residence or business in any one calendar year.
2.

The project site grading provides for a “No Net Fill” design whch conforms to the City’s definition:
A.

3.

“Fill” means any natural or processed earthen material of any nature whatsoever, including,
but not limited to, soil, gravel, crushed rock, concrete or asphalt imported to a lot, tract or
parcel other than those materials that are directly incorporated into a building or structure. For
purposes of these regulations, “fill” shall not include road, driveway, sidewalk, bicycle path or
approved parking area materials used to construct: up to six inches of sub grade, including
gravel or rock; up to six inches of material necessary to construct a roadway crown if
determined appropriate by the City Engineer; or up to six inches of above-grade concrete,
asphalt, gravel or other paving materiaL

The project is expected to result in 770 cubic yards of Cut and 735 cubic yards of Fill resulting in a
net cut of 35 cubic yards.
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LACO

DobleThornas
in:

Should you require any additional information related to our preliminary grading plan, please feel free to contact
me at doblekaHacoassociat
or by phone at 707-462-0222
Regards,

Kevirb~~~
Senior Project Manager
LACO Associates
Eureka I Ukiah I Santa Rosa
Advancing the quality of life for generations to come
707 462-0222
http://www.lacoassocjafes.com
httry//www.doblethomas.con,
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Initial Storm Water Management Plan
Prepared For

Davis Townhomes
Planned Development
Sebastopol Avenue
Sebastopol, Ca
LACO Job #9054.00

LACO
DobleThomas
& Associates, Inc.

LAND StJRVEYINC
CIVIL ENCINEERINC
A S N I A L MAP I’ I N C

PREPARED BY
LACO ASSOCIATES
776 S. State Street
Ukiah, Ca 95482
(707) 462-0222
July 20, 2018
Prepared under the supervision of
Rodney L. Wilburn, Jr, RCE No.69388

My License Expires 30, June 2020
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Project Description:
The Dan Davis Town Homes project will consist of the development of eighteen (18) two story town
homes, parking areas, one trash/recycle enclosure, driveway access to Mobile Home Park to the
east, fire truck, and emergency vehicle access, stormwater bmps and landscaped areos.
The existing site is a commercially zoned downtown property. The location is at the south terminus
of Morris Street behind and to the south of commercial properties that face onto Sebastopol
Avenue and an existing parking lot. A bike path and the Sebastopol Inn ore located to the west.
The roilroad forest is located to the south. The Village Park and Tomadachi Park are located to the
east. There are no wetlands or creek on site, 4 large oaks within the buildable area are proposed to
remain. The general drainage pattern for this site is in a southern direction. There is no off site run-on
occurring with this project. Our proposed droinage design will intercept any runoff in proposed
permeable pavement, roadside bioretention areas, or vegetated swale with bioretention located
in each Drainage Management Area (DMA); please refer to Preliminary SUSMP Exhibit (WQ-1) for
exact locations.

Project Triggers:
The project will involve the construction of 31,1 62sft of new and replaced impervious areas.
According to Chapter 2, of the 2017 Storm Water LID Technical Manual. Project site that create or
replace less than 1.0 acres of impervious surface are required to comply with Delta Volume and
Treatment. There are no creek outfalls and therefore the size of the impervious area is the only
project trigger.

Pollution Prevention Measures:
Source control pollution prevention measures would include, Emergency Vehicle Access aisle and
parking area sweeping and all onsite Trash Enclosures will be covered.

Runoff Reduction Measures:
Downspouts from roof gutters will be disconnected from the storm drain system and discharge into
landscape areas and swales. Interceptor trees will be planted throughout the site and 4 Large Oak
Trees on site will be preserved. The total tributary area used for delta volume and treatment
calculations has been reduced by taking credit for these meosures. See attached sheet (WQ-2)

Types of BMPs
The selected BMPs for the developed site will include the following:
Universal LID Features
Interceptor Trees
Impervious area disconnection
Priority 1 BMPs
Vegetated Swale with Bio-retention (P1.06)
Roadside Bio-retention No Curb and Gutter (P1-02)
Priority 2 BMPs
Pervious Pavement (P2-06)
—

Level of Treatment and Volume Capture
The site hydrology has been divided up into individual Drainage Management Areas (DMA5). There
is no affsite run-on as described above so only delta volume and treatment of onsite runoff is
provided.
The design goal of delta volume and treatment has been achieved, we have elected to design
starmwater treatment system for 100% volume capture (hydramadificatian), as demonstrated in
the Summary Results of the Storm Water Calculator and Exhibit WO-].

Maintenance and Funding
BMPs shall be inspected and maintained as described in the Storm Water Law Impact
Development Technical Design Manual. All BMPs are located on private land throughout the entire

property furthermore, BMPs wifl be the sole responsibility of and funded by the Davis Townhomes
Home Owner Association and Property Owner Association. All legal paperwork and agreements
will be provided with the Final SUSMP Report.

Maintenance of BMPs
The maintenance of selected BMPs is recommended as follows:
Interceptor Trees
At a minimum inspection and maintenance shall include the following:
• Annual inspection prior to the rainy season.
• Annual proper watering and application of mulch.
• Routine pruning and weeding as needed.
• Replacement of trees as needed.
Impervious area disconnection
At a minimum inspection and maintenance shall include the following:
• Routinely inspect for ponding water near building foundation
• Annually inspect for undercutting/woshouts at the outlet of pipe
• Annually inspect for splash blocks or rain chain damage
• Annually inspect for vegetation or debris blocking outlet of pipe
Veqetated Swale with Bio-retention (P1-06)
At a minimum maintenance shall include the following:
• Mow and irrigate during dry weather to the extent necessary to keep vegetation alive.
Where 6-inch high grasses are used, the grass height shall be at least 3 inches after
mowing. Where mowed grasses are shown, the grass height shall be mowed when the
height exceeds 3 inches.
• Remove obstructions and trash from vegetated swale.
• Pesticides and fertilizers shall not be used in the swale.
Vegetated Swales shall be inspected and maintained monthly during the rainy season to review:
• Obstructions and trash.
• Ponded flow is drained within 72 hours after a rainfall event.
• Condition of grasses.
• If ponded water is observed, the first few inches of topsoil should be removed and
replaced. If ponded water is still present, further grading and replacement may be
necessary to prevent mosquito breeding.
Roadside Bia-retention No Curb and Gutter (P1-02)
At a minimum maintenance shall include the following:
• Dry street sweeping upon completion of construction
• Dry street sweeping annually, and
o When water is observed flowing in the gutter during a low intensity storm.
o Algae is observed in the gutter.
o Sediment/debris covers 1/3 of the gutter width or more.
•lnspect twice annually for sedimentation and trash accumulation in the gutter.
Obstructions and trash shall be removed and properly disposed of.
• Inspect twice during the rainy season for ponded water.
• Pesticides and fertilizers shall not be used in the bioretention area.
• Plants should be pruned, weeds pulled and dead plants replaced as needed.
—

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Determination Worksheet
BMP Selection Tables
Preliminary Calculations
Preliminary Details
Fact Sheets
Soils Data
Preliminary SUSMP Exhibit (WQ-1)
Water Quality Credit Exhibit (WQ-2)
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2017 Storm Water LID Determination Worksheet
PURPOSE AND APPLICABILITY: This determination worksheet is intended to satisfy the specific requirements of “ORDER NO.
R1-2015-0030, NPDES NO. CA0025054 NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT AND WASTE
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGES FROM THE MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS.” Additional design
requirements imposed by Governing Agencies, such as local grading ordinances, CAL Green, CEQA, 401 permitting, and hydraulic design
for flood control still apply as appropriate. Additionally, coverage under another regulation may trigger the requirement to design in
accordance with the Storm Water LID Technical Design Manual.

Part 1: Project Information
Davis Townhomes

Daniel Davis

Project Name

Applicant (owner or developer) Name

Sebastopol Avenue

1051 Todd Road

Project Site Address

Applicant Mailing Address

Sebastopol, CA 95472

Santa Rosa, CA 95407

Project City/State/Zip

Applicant City/State/Zip

707-975-0794
Permit Number(s) (if applicable)

Applicant Phone/Email/Fax

LACO Associates

776 5. State Street

Designer Name

Designer Mailing Address

Ukiah, CA 95482

707-462-0222

Designer City/State/Zip

Designer Phone/Email

Type of Application/Project:

El Grading Permit El
El
El DesignReview LI Use Permit El Encroachment El Time Extensions LI Other
Subdivison

Building Permit

Hillside Development

PART 2: Project Exemptions
1. Is this a project that creates or replaces less than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface1, including all project
phases and off-site improvements?

LI Yes

No

1 Impervious surface replacement, such as the reconstruction of parking lots or excavation to roadway subgrades, is not a routine maintenance
activity. Reconstruction is defined as work that replaces surfaces down to the subgrade. Overlays, resurfacing, trenchng and patching are
defined as maintenance activities per section vI.D.2.b.

Page 1
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Project Name
Davis Townhomes

2017 Storm Water LID Determination Worksheet
2.

Is this project a routine maintenance activity2 that is being conducted to maintain original line and grade,
hydraulic capacity, and original purpose of facility such as resurfacing existing roads and parking lots?

LI Yes
3.

~7j

No

Is this project a stand alone pedestrian pathway, trail or off-street bike lane?

El Yes
4.

No

Did you answer “YES” to any of the questions in Part 2?

El

YES: This project will not need to incorporate permanent Storm Water BMP s as required by
the NPDES M54 Permit. Please complete the “Exemption Signature Section” on Page 4.
NO: Please complete the remainder of this worksheet.

Part 3: Project Triggers
Projects that Trigger Requirements:
Please answer the following questions to determine whether this project requires permanent Storm Water BMP’s
and the submittal of a SW I.lDs as required by the NPDES MS4 Permit order No. R1-2015-0030.
1.

Does this project create or replace a combined total of 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface’
including all project phases and off-site improvements?
Yes

2.

El

No

Does this project create or replace a combined total or 10,000 square feet or more of impervious streets,
roads, highways, or freeway construction or reconstruction3?

3.

El Yes ~ No

Does this project create or replace a combined total of 1.0 acre or more of impervious surface1 including all
project phases and off-site improvements?
Yes
No

El

[7]

4. Did you answer “YES’ to any of the above questions in Part 3?
YES: This project will need to incorporate permanent Storm Water BMP s as required by the NPDES MS4
Permit. Please complete remainder of worksheet and sign the “Acknowledgement Signature Section” on
Page 4.

El

NO: This project will not need to incorporate permanent Storm Water BMPs as required by the NPDES
MS4 permit. Please complete the “Exemption Signature Section on Page 4.

1 Imprevious surface replacement, such as the reconstruction of parking lots or excavation to roadway subgrades, is not a routine maintence activity.
Reconstruction is defined as work that replaces surfaces down to the subgrade. Overlays, resurfacint, trenching and patching are defined as
maintenance activities per section Vl.D.2.b.
2 Rountine Maintenance Activity includes activities such as overlays and/or resurfacing of existing roads or parking lots as well as trenching and
patching activities and reroofing activities per section Vl.D.2.b.
3 Reconstruction is defined as work that extends into the subgrade of a pavement per section Vl.O.2.b.

Page 2
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2017 Storm Water LID Determination Worksheet

Project Name
Davis Townhomes

Part 4: Project Description
feet
I C:) square
acres

1. Total Project area: 163,462
2. Existing land use(s): (check all that apply)

ECommercial Dlndustrial ~Residential

EPublic Dother

Description of buildings, significant site features (creeks, wetlands, heritage trees), etc.:

Currently, the site consist of a vacant lot. There are no wetlands or creek on
site, 4 large oaks within the buildable area are proposed to remain.

3. Existing impervious surface area:

I~

]

®squarefeet
acres

4. Proposed Land Use(s): (check all that apply)

El Commercial El Industrial 171 Residential El Public

Other

Description of buildings, significant site features (creeks, wetlands, heritage trees), etc.:

The Dan Davis Townhomes project will consist of the development of eighteen
(18) two story town homes, parking areas, one trash/recycle enclosure, driveway
access to Mobile Home Park to the east, fire truck, and emergency vehicle
access, stormwater bmps and landscaped areas.
5. Existing impervious surface area:

137,258

1
J

®square feet
0acres
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Project Name
2017 Storm Water LID Determination Worksheet

Davis Townhomes

Acknowledgment Signature Section:
As the property owner or developer, I understand that this project is required to implement permanent Storm Water Best
Management Practices and provide a Storm Water Low Impact Development Submittal (SW LIDS) as required by the City’s
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit Order
No. R1-2015-0030. tAny unknown responses must be resolved to determine if the project is subject to these
requirements.

Applicant Signature

Date

Exemption Signature Section:
As the property owner or developer, I understand that this project as currently designed does not require permanent
Storm Water BMP’s nor the submittal of a Storm Water Low Impact Development Submittal (SW LIDS) as required by the
City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permitt.
I understand that redesign may require submittal of a new Determination Worksheet and may require permanent Storm
Water BMP’s.

Applicant Signature
*

Date

This determination worksheet is intended to satisfy the specific requirements of “ORDER NO. R1-2015-0030, NPDES
NO. CA0025054 NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT AND WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGES FROM THE MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS.” Additional design
requirements imposed by Governing Agencies, such as local grading ordinances, CAL Green, CEQA, 401 permitting,
and hydraulic design for flood control still apply as appropriate. Additionally, coverage under another regulation
may trigger the requirement to design in accordance with the Storm Water LID Technical Design Manual.

Implementation Requirements: All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available
at: www.srcitv.org/stormwatnLlD
Hydromodification Control/100% Volume Capture: Capture (infiltration and/or reuse) of 100% of the volume of runoff
generated by a 1.0 24-hour storm event as calculated using the ‘Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds” TR-55 Manual
method. This is a retention requirement.
Treatment Requirement: Treatment of 100% of the flow calculated using the modified Rational Method and a known
intensity of 0.20 inches per hour.
Delta Volume Capture Requirement: Capture (infiltration and/or reuse) of the increase in volume of storm water due to
development generated by a 1.0” 24-hour storm event, as calculated using the “Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds”
TR-55 Manual method. This is a retention requirement.
Page 4
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BMP

msanta Rosa
Project Name:

Selection Table

APPENDIX B

Davis Townhomes

Runoff Reduction
Measures

Priority 1- to be
installed with no
underdrainu os liners.
Must drain all stading
waterwithln72
hours.

Best Management
Practice (BMP)

Detail
Sheet

Detail Title

InterceptorTreea

N/A

N/A

Bovine Terrace
Vegetated Buffer
Strip

RRM 01
RRM 02

Bovine Terrace
Vegetated
BufferStr’p
N/A

‘~:::~~

N/A

Bioretentisn

P1-02

Vegetated Swale
with Bioreteneton
Constructed
Wetlands

P1-es

Roadside
Bioretention no C & S
Swale with
Bisretention

N/A

N/A

P2 02

Bioretinton
Flush Design
Roadside

P203

Bioretenion
Contiguous SW

—

x

x

x

—

—

—

—

—

—

~

~

X

—

—

—

x

—

—

X

—

—

N

—

—

—

7

IT

—

—

D.R.

N

x

S

BRA#

N

N

b/

BRS#

N

N

Roadside
N

Roadside
Pnority 2 BMPa with
subsurface drainu
installed above the
capture voiume

Bioretention

P2 04

P2-05
Constructed
Wetlands

N/A

Roadside
Biorecenion
Curb Opening
Roadside
Bioretenion No
C&0
N/A

N

N

N

N

N

X

N

Date:

A-?

07/19/18

Page

i~r2

I.

L.......

L.~.........

L..~

L......~

L.....~

L.....J

L..J

L....J

Best Management
Practice (BMP)

Detail
Sheet

Detail Title

..._J

L_._J

P3 02

Bioretention

P3-03

P3 04
Flow Through
Planters

Vegetated Swats

305

P306
07

Bioretinton
Plush Denign
Roadside
Roadside
Bioretenion
Contiguous SW
Roadside
Bioretenion
Curb Opening
FlowThrough
Planters
With
Bioretention
vegetated

~

~

X

X

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

X

X

X
—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

X

X

X

X

—

—

—

—

X

~

~

5<

—

—

—

—

—

5<
5<

—

5<
5<

—

5<
5<

—

5<
5<

—

—

5<

Swale

Priority4 BMPS- does
not achieve volume
capture and must be
used aspartofa

Tree Filter Unit

5<

5<

5<

—

—

—

Modular
Bioretention

5<

~

~

PriDr’ty 5 8Mpg doe”
not achieve volume
capture and must be
used as part ofa
treatment train

Chambered

—

—

Separator Units
Cenenfugal
Separator Units
Trash txcluders

5<

5<

—

—

5<

5<

—

—

5<

5<

Filter inserts

Priority 6 8Mpg- see
the “offset Program
chapter for details.

Offset Program

Other

Detention

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

N/A N/A

NIA

X
5<

—

5<
—

5<

lxi I I I

I

.._J

._J

_......J

APPENDIX B

1--

Roadside

A-?

L........J

BMP Selection Table

msantaRosa

Prionty 3 BMPa
installed with
subdreins and/or
impermeable liner
Does not achieve
volume capture and
must be used as part
of a treatment train

L...J

J

—

J

Ci,voI

,Sanra Rosa

STORM WATER CALCULATOR

WATER

LID BMP Summary Page & Site Global Values
Project Information:_____________________________________

Site Information:

Project Name: DAVIS TOWNHOMES

Mean Seasonal Precipitation (MSP) of Project Site:
K=MspI3
~<=

Adêess/Locatjo,c SEBASTOPOLAVE
Desiçnec KDOBLE
Date: 7/16,2018

Impervious area - pre development:
Impervious area - post deve~ment:
Summary of Saved BMP Results:

Tributary Area

35.00

(Inchea)

~7

696fl ~
31162.0 t?

1
2
S
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

TrIbutary
Area (W$

DMA-I

6,225

DMA-2
DMA-3
DMA-4
DMA-S
DM46
DMA-?

5,718
5.787
15,636
9,174
11,844
9078

Runoff
Reduction
Meaaores
(YIN)
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

iWe of Requirement Met
Volume Capture

Hydromod

Hydromod Volume Capture
Hydromod Volume Capture
Hydromod Volume Capture
Hydromod

Volume Capture

Hydromod Volume Capture

Hydroniod Volume Capture

Priortty 2:
PriorIty 1:
Priority 2:
PrIority 1:

P2-06
P1-02
P2-06
P1-02
PriorIty 1: P1-02
PrIority 1: P1-06
PriorIty 1’ P1-02

Type of BlIP Deslnn
Permeable Pavement
RoadsIde Bloretention - No Curb and Gutter
Permeable Paveffient
Roadside Bloretention

Delta Volume & Treatment

BMP Design Results
Hydroatodlficallon

Requirements

Control

BlIP ID:

Based upon the pie and post development
impervious area, the post construction BMP
requirement Is:

Row 5aa Tr.alm.nt
Required

Delta Velcro. C.~.

Pacent RequIted
VIbd,_ AchIeved T~m,ent AchIeved Required AchIeved
Achieved
(it’)
(It’)
(cia)
(ft’)
Vdalta (It’)
(It’)
126.1 4197875 529.2000
106.9 392.9402 420.0000
103.5 409.1439 423.3600

-

No Curb and Gutter
No Curb and Gutter

Roadside Bloretention Swale with Bloretentlon
RoadsIde Bioretention - No Cut and Gutter

102.0 375.1600 362.5000
105.6 282.4096 298.2000

126.6 252.830? 320.0000
129.8 242.6696 315.0000

11

12
13
14
15
16
1?

18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
26
29

30

Release e Draft Rev. 5
7119,2016

—
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

Santa
BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAVIS TOWNHOMES

I

BMP ID: DMA-i
BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: Priority 2: P2-06 Permeable Pavement
BMP’s Physical Tributary Area:
6,225.0
Description/Notes:

I

It?

Runoff Reduction Measures

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing

=

5,285.0 ft2

Total Runoff Reduction Measures

=

940.0 ft2

Interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
Square footage of qualifying existing tree canopy:

0
4
0.0 ft2

Total Number of Uc~ trees in BMP Tributary Area:I

4

I

Disconnected Roof Drains
Select disconnection condition: I Select disconnection condition
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Roof area of disconnected downspouts:I

0

If?

I
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Percent of rooftop area:
Select Density

0 %
1 Units per Acre

Paved Area Disconnection

I

Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
540.0 If?
Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I

0.0

If?

Hydromodification Requirement: 100% Volume Capture;

VH~RoMoD

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05- 0.15 in/hr Infiltration (transmission) rate
Post development ground cover description: Impervious . Paved Parking, Rooftop, Driveways
CNpo~:
98
User Composite post development CN:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodification Requirement
SUP Volume
Below Ground
Porosity
Depth below perforated pipe if present
Width:
Length:
Area:

~:~i

~~]ft
6.00 ft
go.oo ft
o.oo ~2

VHYDR0M0D=I

419.79

If?

126.06

1%

I

Percent of Goal Achieved
Pended Water
Above
Ground
Depth:
0.08 ft
Width:
6.00 ft
Length:
90.00 ft
Area:
0.00 ft2

=1

Release 8 Rev. S
7/19/2018
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

‘e’ Santa Rosa
WATER

BMP Tributary Parameters

I

BMP ID: DMA-2

Project Name: IDAVISTOWNHOMES

I

BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: PriorIty 1: P1-02 RoadsIde Bloretentlon

BMPs Physical Tributary Area:
Description/Notes:

5,718.0

-

No Curb and Gutter

~W

Runoff Reduction Measures

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing =
Total Runoff Reduction Measures =

4,947.1 ft’
770.9 t?

Interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
0
Total Number of N~t~ trees in BMP Tributary Area: I
5 I
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
5
Square footage of qualifying existing tree canopy:
0.0 ft2
Disconnected Roof Drains
Select disconnection condition:IRunoff Is directed across landscape; Width of area: 15’ to 19’
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Roof area of disconnected downspouts: I
w kt2
Percent of rooftop area:
0 %
Select Density:
1 Units per Acre
Paved Area Disconnection
Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
0.0 lft2
Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I
0.0 Ift2

I

Vi~vepouoo=I

Hydromodification Requirement: 100% Volume Capture; ~

BMP Volume
Below Ground
Porosity:
0.40
Depth below perforated pipe if present:
2.00
Width:

Length:

Area:

I
I~
0.00 I~

0.0~Jft
400.00 If?

If?

I

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05- 0.15 In/hr Infiltration (transmIssIon) rate
Post development ground cover description: Impervious. Paved Parking, Rooftop, Driveways
CNp0~:
98
User Composite post development CN:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodification Requirement

392.94

Percent of Goal Achieved

Depth:
Width:
Length:
Area:

Ponded Water
Above
Ground
0.25
0.00
0.00
400.00

=1

106.891%

ft
ft
ft
ft2

Releases Rev. 5
7/1912018
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

WATER

BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAVIS TOWNHOMES

BMP ID: DM43
AMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: PriorIty 2: P2-06 Permeable Pavement
BMP’s Physical Tributary Area:
5,787.0 f?
Descriptionft’4otes:

Runoff Reduction Measures

I

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing

=

5,151.0 it’

Total Runoff Reduction Measures

=

636.0 ft’

interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
Square footage of qualifying existing tree canopy:
Disconnected Roof

Total Number of ~ trees in BMP Tributary Area:I

0

0

I

0
408.0 ft2

Drains

I

Select disconnection condition: Select disconnection condition
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Roof area of disconnected downspouts: I

0

It?

Disconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Percent of rooftop area:
Select Density:

0 %
1 Units per Acre

Paved Area Disconnection

I

Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
432.0 It?
Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I

0.0

It?

Hydromodification Requirement: 100% Volume Capture;

VH~RoMoD

V,~oMoo=I

Percent of Goal Achieved
Ponded Water

BMP Volume
Below Ground

Porosity:
Depth below perforated pipe if present
Width:
Length:
Area:

0.40
2.25
6.00
72.00
0.00

It?

103.47

1%

I

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05- 0.15 in/hr infiltration (transmission) rate
Post development ground cover description: Impervious- Paved Parking, Rooftop, Driveways
CNp05~:
98
User Composite post development CN:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodificatlon Requirement

409.14

=~

Above
Ground

ft
ft
ft
f?

Depth:
Width:
Length:
Area:

0.08
6~00
72.00
0.00

ft
ft

ft
ft2

Releases Rev. 5
7ft9/2018
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

ER

BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAVIS TOWNHOMES
BMP ID: DM44
I
BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
I
Type of BMP Design: PrIority 1: P1-02 RoadsIde Bioretentlon - No Curb and Gutter
BMP’s Physical Tributary Area:
15,636.0 If?
Description/Notes:

Runoff Reduction Measures

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing =
Total Runoff Reduction Measures

10,375.1

=

W

5,261.0 ft2

Interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
0
Total Number of fj~~j trees in BMP Tributary Area: I
23 I
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
23
Square footage of qualifying existing free canopy:
683.0 ft2
Disconnected Roof Drains
Select disconnection condition: Runoff Is directed across landscape; Width of area: 10’ to 14’
I
DIsconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Roof area of disconnected downspouts: I
5,821 If?
Percent of rooftop area:
0 %
Select Density
1 Units per Acre
Paved Area Disconnection
Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
0.0 If?
Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I
0.0 If?

I

Hydromodification Requirement: 100% Volume Capture; VH~RoMoD

V1ryoaoj1oo=~

375.16

Ift~

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05 - 0.15 inThr infiltration (transmission) rate

Post development ground cover description: Residential 1/8 acre or less (town houses)
CNp0~~.
90
User Composite post development CN:
0.0
-

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodificatlon Requirement
EMP Volume
Below Ground
Porosity
0.40
Depth below perforated pipe if present
1.50 ft

Width:
Length:
Area:

0.00 ft
0.00 ft
450.00 ft2

Percent of Goal Achieved

101.961%

Pended Water
Above
Ground

Depth:
Width:
Length:
flea:

025 ft
0.00 ft
0.00 ft
450.00 ft2

Release 8 Rev. 5
7/19/2018
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

WATER

BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAV1ST0wNHOMES
BMP ID: DMA-S
BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: PriorIty 1: P1-02 Roadside Bloretentlon - No Curb and Gutter
BMPs Physical Tributary Area:
9,174.0
Description/Notes:

I

I

lie

Runoff Reduction Measures

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing

=

7,810.5 ft2

Total Runoff Reduction Measures

=

1,363.6 ft2

Interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
Square footage of qualifying existing free canopy:

0
5
0.0 ft2

Total Number of ~ trees in BMP Tributary Area: I

5

I

Disconnected Roof Drains
Select disconnection condwon:lRunoff Is dIrected across landscape; Width of area: 10. to 14
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Roof area of disconnected downspouts: I

1,919

Ift2

Disconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Percent of rooftop area:
Select Density:

0 %
1 Units per Acre

Paved Area Disconnection
Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
0.0 Ift2
Buffer Stiips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I

oo

lie

Hydromodification Requirement: 100% Volume Capture;

VH.~RoMoD

V,~oMoo=I

282.41

lie

=1

105.59

1%

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05 - 0_is In/hr Infiltration (transmission) rate
Post development ground cover description: Residential- 118 acre or less (town houses)
CN~~
90
User Composite post development ON:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodification Requirement
Porosity:
Depth below perforated pipe if present:
Width:
Length:
Area:

BMP Volume
Below Ground
0.40
2.00 ft
0.00 ft
0.00 ft
284.00 tt2

Percent of Goal Achieved
Ponded Water
Above
Ground
Depth:
025 ft
Width:
0.00 ft
Length:
0.00 ft
Area:
284.00 ft2

Release 8 Rev. 5
7/19)2018
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

WATER

BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAVIS TOWNHOMES

I

BMP ID: DMA-a

BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: PriorIty 1: P1-06 Swale with Bloretentlon
BMP’s Physicai Tributary Area:
11,844.0 If?
Description/Notes:

Runoff

Reduction Measures

I

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing
Total Runoff Reduction Measures

6,992.3 it2
4,851.7 ft2

=
=

Interceptor Trees
Number of new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
Square footage of qualifying existing tree canopy:

0
12
395.0 ft2

Total Number of fj~ trees in BMP Tributary Area: I

12

I

Disconnected Root Drains
Select disconnection condition: I Runoff Is directed across landscape; Width of area: 20’ to 24’
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Roof area of disconnected downspouts: I

3.838

Itt2

DIsconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Percent of rooftop area:
Select Density:

0 %
1 Units per Acre

Paved Area Disconnection

I

Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Alternatively designed paved area:
0.0 jft2
Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:l

0.0 lft2

Hydromoditjcation Requirement: 100% Volume Capture;

V.wjlloaoDI
I

VH’nnoMoD

Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05 -0.15 in/hr Infiltration (transmission) rate
Post development ground cover description: Residential - 118 acre or less (town houses)
CNp057.
90
User Composite post development CN:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodification Requirement
Porosity:

Depth below perforated

pipe if present
Width:
Length:
Area:

BMP Volume
Below Ground
0.40
2.00 ft
2.00 ft
200.00 ft
0.00 9

Percent of Goal Achieved

=1

252.93

Ii?

126.57

1%

Ponded Water
Above

Depth:
Width:
Length:
Area:

Ground
0.25 ft
0.00 ft
200.00 ft
0.00 9
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STORM WATER CALCULATOR

WATER

BMP Tributary Parameters

Project Name: IDAVIS TOWNHOMES
BMP ID: DMA-7
BMP Design Criteria: Delta Volume & Treatment
Type of BMP Design: PrIority 1: P1-02 Roadside Bloretention - No Curb and Gutter
BMP’s Physical Tributary Area:
9,078.0 If?
DescriptiorVNotes:

I

Runoff Reduction Measures

I

Resulting reduced Tributary Area used for BMP sizing =
Total Runoff Reduction Measures

=

6,711.5 1?
2,366.6 ft

Interceptor Trees
Numberof new interceptor Evergreen Trees:
Number of new interceptor Deciduous Trees:
Square footage of qualifying existing tree canopy:

0
4
1,747.0 ft2

Total Numberof~trees in BMPTributaryArea:I

41

Disconnected Roof Drains

Select disconnection condition:IRunoff Is directed across landscape; Width of area: 10’ to 14’
Disconnected Roof Drains Method 1
Roof area of disconnected downspouts:I

2,429

1ft2

DIsconnected Roof Drains Method 2
Percent of rooftop area:

Select Density:

0 %

1 Units per Acre

Paved Area Disconnection
Paved Area Type: Porous Pavement
Altematively designed paved area:
0.0 If?

I

Buffer Strips & Bovine Terraces
Area draining to a Buffer Strip or Bovine Terrace:I

0.0

If?

Hydromoditication RequIrement: 100% Volume Capture; VH~RoMoD
Post development hydrologic soil type within tributary area: C: 0.05 - 0.15 in/hr infiltration (transmIssIon) rate
Post development ground cover description: Residential - 1/8 acre or less (town houses)
CNp05~:
90
User Composite post development ON:
0.0

BMP Sizing Tool: Hydromodification Requirement
Porosity:
Depth below perforated pipe if present
Width:
Length:
Area:

BMP Volume
Below Ground
0.40
2.00
0.00
0.00
300.00

ft
ft
ft
ft2

V~0~=I

242.67

It?

129.81

1%

I

Percentof Goal AchIeved
Ponded Water
Above
Ground
Depth:
025 ft
Width:
0.00 ft
Length:
0.00 ft
Area:
300.00 t?

=1
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FACT SHEET- INTERCEPTOR TREES

Runoff Reduction Measure
INTERCEPTOR TREES
Also known as: Tree Credits

I

‘•

-‘

i

.
-,

C

DESCRIPTION
Interceptor trees are new or existing trees with their trunks located within 25’ of impervious
areas. Trees intercept rain water on their leaves and branches, allowing rain water to evaporate
or run down the branches and trunk of the tree where it readily infiltrates into the soil. Tree
roots also increase infiltration. Trees also provide shade over impervious surfaces which reduce
peak flow in streams and provide shade which reduces the “heat island” effects of urban areas.
Interceptor tree credits are calculated into the site design by
reducing the amount of tributary area that must be used to
calculate treatment and volume capture. New deciduous trees
provide a credit of 100 ft2, new evergreen trees provide 200 ft2,
and existing trees provide one half of the existing canopy. The
total area reduction credit due to the use of interceptor trees
cannot exceed one half of the total physical tributary area. All
calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water
Calculator” available at www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.
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FACT SHEET- INTERCEPTOR TREES
ADVANTAGES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduces the size of downstream storm water SM Ps.
Enhances water quality of downstream water bodies through natural processes.
Aesthetically pleasing.
Provides shade to cool pavement and reduces surface runoff temperatures.
Aids in removal of air pollutants and noise reduction.
Trees required by the permitting agency may be counted as interceptor trees.
Establishes habitat for birds and other pollinators like butterflies and bees.

KEY DESIGN FEATURES
•
•
•
•

Appropriate new trees must be selected from the approved Tree List included in
Appendix G.
Existing trees must be adequately protected during construction.
Only tree that overhang impervious areas or who’s trunks are within 25’ of impervious
areas can qualify as interceptor trees.
All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLl D.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
A maintenance plan shall be provided with the Final SWLID Submittal. The maintenance plan
shall include recommended maintenance practices, state the parties responsible for
maintenance and upkeep, specify the funding source for ongoing maintenance with provisions
for full replacement when necessary, and provide site specific inspection checklist.
At a minimum inspection and maintenance shall include the following:
• Annual inspection prior to the rainy season.
• Annual proper watering and application of mulch.
• Routine pruning and weeding as needed.
• Replacementoftreesas needed.

A-32 Low Impact Development Technical Design Manual

FACT SHEET- IMPERVIOUS AREA DISCONNECTION

Runoff Reduction Measure
IMPERVIOUS AREA DISCONNECTION
Including: splash blocks, rain chains, bubble up emitters, and pavement disconnection.

OVERVIEW
Impervious area disconnection allows storm water from impervious areas, such as rooftops and
pavement, to be directed to pervious natural or landscaped areas and infiltrate into the soil.
Impervious surfaces that drain directly to catch basins or storm drains are a directly connected
impervious area. These areas prevent storm water infiltration into the soil or filtering through
vegetation and soil. Impervious areas also increase the speed and amount of runoff from a site,
which may contribute to peak flows and scour in downstream creeks and waterways.
This BMP addresses these issues by disconnecting direct discharges by using: splash blocks,
bubble-up emitter, and paved area disconnection.

DOWNSPOUT DISCONNECTION- DESCRIPTION
Disconnecting downspouts and using splash blocks or rain chains is a low tech option to hard
piped downspout systems. Existing downspouts can be retrofitted.
ADVANTAGES
• Reduces the size of downstream storm water BMP5.
• Can be used on sloped sites.
• Increases infiltration potential.
• Increases time of concentration.
A-47 City of Santa Rosa and County of Sonoma

FACT SHEET- IMPERVIOUS AREA DISCONNECTION
•

Can be used as a retrofit BMP.

LIMITATIONS
• Adjacent buildings need to be considered in design.
• Ultimate storm water collection needs to be considered in design.
• May not be appropriate on all sites due to space constraints.
KEY DESIGN FEATURES
• Sites should be evaluated to ensure disconnecting downspouts won’t have negative
impacts.
• Rain water must be directed away from foundations and footings.
• Downspouts should not be directed to paved areas or across sidewalks.
• Landscaped areas receiving roof water should be adequately sized to prevent runoff or
erosion and to allow for infiltration.
• All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLl D.

BUBBLE-UP EMITTER-DESCRIPTION

___

‘~

Bubble-up emitters work very much like disconnected
downspouts with splash blocks, but allow for storm water
to be released further from the building or into landscape
areas that are not directly adjacent to the building.

ADVANTAGES
• Reduces the size of downstream storm water BMP5.
• Takes water away from buildings.
• Increases infiltration potential.
• Increases time of concentration.
• Can be used as a retrofit BMP.
LIMITATIONS
• Adjacent buildings need to be considered in design.
• Ultimate storm water collection needs to be considered in design.
• May not be appropriate on all sites due to space constraints.
KEY DESIGN FEATURES
• Rain water must be directed away from foundations and footings.
• Downspouts should not be directed to paved areas or across sidewalks.
• 4” diameter SDR-35 pipe required as a minimum.
A-48 Low Impact Development Technical Design Manual

S

FACT SHEET- IMPERVIOUS AREA DISCONNECTION

Runoff Reduction Measure
•
•
•
•
•
•

Distance and location of emitter relative to the building must be approved by a Licensed
Geotechnical Engineer.
Landscaped areas receiving roof water should be adequately sized to prevent runoff or
erosion and allow for infiltration.
Landscaped areas receiving roof water need to be designed to ensure proper drainage
and to prevent ponding water.
May be installed with a bottomless emitter to allow for infiltration. Bottom of emitter
should be placed over drain rock to prevent sedimentation of pipe.
Emitter should be equipped with “pop up” cover to prevent mosquito breeding.
All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.

PAVED AREA DISCONNECTION-DESCRIPTION
Paved areas that can be graded so that they drain onto
pervious area, such as landscape or natural area can
increase the opportunity for infiltration and minimize
the size of downstream treatment.

ADVANTAGES
• Reduces the size of downstream storm water BMPs.
• Increases infiltration potential.
• Increases time of concentration.
LIMITATIONS
• Areas receiving flow need to be adequately sized and stabilized.
• Ultimate storm water collection needs to be considered in design.
• May not be appropriate on all sites due to space constraints.
• May be limited by site slopes.
KEY DESIGN FEATURES
• Rain water must be directed away from foundations and footings.
• Downspouts should not be directed to paved areas or across sidewalks.
• Landscaped areas receiving roof water should be adequately sized to prevent runoff or
erosion and to allow for infiltration.
• All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.
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FACT SHEET- POROUS PAVEMENT
POROUS PAVEMENT
Also know as: Unit Payers, Porous Concrete, and Pervious Pavement
‘-I

DESCRI PTIO N
Porous Pavement is a system comprised of load-bearing, durable surface together with an
underlying layered structure that temporarily stores water prior to infiltration or drainage to a
controlled outlet. The surface can be porous such that water infiltrates across the entire surface
of the material (e.g., crushed aggregate, porous concrete and porous asphalt), or it can be
constructed of impermeable blocks separated by spaces and joints, through which the water
can drain. This latter system is termed ‘permeable’ paving. Pervious paving is used for light
vehicle loading in parking areas. For a surface to be considered porous it must allow water to
infiltrate in to the soil below. Perforated pipe may be installed high in the section and the
volume below the perforated pipe may be counted toward volume capture if no impermeable
liner is installed. Sections with perforated pipe or liners at the bottom provide treatment only.
ADVANTAGES
•
•
•
•
•

Significant flow attenuation and improvement in water quality.
Can remove both the soluble and fine particulate pollutants.
Roof runoff can be piped into the subsurface storage area directly, which would increase
the level of flow attenuation.
Within lined systems, there is the opportunity for stored runoff to be piped out for reuse.
Pervious pavements have a high level of applicability because they are unobtrusive.
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FACT SHEET- POROUS PAVEMENT
LIMITATIONS
•

•

•

•
•

Can become clogged if improperly installed or maintained. However, this problem is
minimized by the ease with which small areas of paving can be cleaned or replaced when
blocked or damaged.
Use should be limited to car parking areas and other lightly trafficked or nontrafficked
areas. Pervious surfaces are currently not considered suitable for roadways within the
public right-of-way.
Prohibited in areas of known contamination. If soil and/or groundwater contamination is
present on the site or within a 100’ radius of the proposed location, the North Coast
Regional Board review and approval is required.
Do not use in areas of slope instability where infiltrated storm water may cause failure.
Slope stability shall be determined by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer.
Do not use in locations that can negatively impact building foundation or footings. Location
shall be approved by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer.

KEY DESIGN FEATURES

..,

Il,.

•
•

•

•

•
•

•

~1”
1

—.
—.

The subgrade should be able to sustain traffic loading without
excessive deformation.
The granular capping and sub-base layers should give sufficient loadbearing to provide an adequate construction platform and base for
the overlying pavement layers.
Pervious pavements require a single size grading to create voids for
infiltration. The choice of materials is therefore a compromise
between stiffness, permeability and storage capacity.
Because the sub-base and capping will be in contact with water for extended periods, the
strength and durability of the aggregate particles when saturated and subjected to wetting
and drying should be assessed.
Pervious concrete shall be designed and installed as described by the current version of
CalTrans “Pervious Pavement Design Guidance.”
Must be installed under the supervision of a Certified Craftsman level contractor.

SIZING DESIGN- GOAL AND REQUIREMENTS
•

•

For all projects: The treatment component requires that all of the runoff generated by
this water quality design storm from impermeable surfaces must be treated on site for
the pollutants of concern.
For projects that increase the amount of impervious surface, but create or replace less
than a total of one acre: The Delta Volume Capture component requires that any
increase in volume due to development for the water quality design storm must be
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FACT SHEET- POROUS PAVEMENT

•

infiltrated and/or reused on site. Further discussion of the Treatment and Delta Volume
Capture requirements and the accompanying formulas can be found in Chapter 6.
For projects that create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface: These larger
projects must mitigate their impacts by meeting the Hydromodification Requirement
by capturing 100% of the post development volume generated by the water quality rain
event.
All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
A maintenance plan shall be provided with the Final SW LID Submittal. The maintenance plan
shall include recommended maintenance practices, state the parties responsible for
maintenance and upkeep, specify the funding source for ongoing maintenance with provisions
for full replacement when necessary and provide site specific inspection checklist.
At a minimum inspection and maintenance shall include the following:
•
•

Keep landscaped areas well maintained
Prevent soil from washing onto pavement

Pervious Pavement shall be inspected and maintained 2-3 times per year:
a) Vacuum clean surface using commercial sweeping machines at the following times:
• End of winter (April)
• Mid-summer (July / August)
• After autumn leaf-faIl (November)
• Inspect outlets annually
b) As needed maintenance:
• If routine cleaning does not restore infiltration rates, then reconstruction of part of the
pervious surface may be required.
• The surface area affected by hydraulic failure should be lifted for inspection of the
internal materials to identify the location and extent of the blockage.
• Surface materials should be lifted and replaced after brush cleaning. Geotextiles, if used,
may need complete replacement.
• Sub-surface layers may need cleaning and replacing.
• Due to the accumulation of pollutants, removed silts may need to be disposed of as
controlled waste.
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VEGETATED SWALE
Also know as: Bioretention Swale, Treatment Swale, and Grassy Swale
-
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DESCRIPTION
The swale best management practice (BMP) functions as a soil and plant-based filtration and
infiltration feature that removes pollutants through a variety of natural physical, biological, and
chemical treatment processes. Vegetated swales are open, shallow channels with vegetation
covering the side slopes and bottom that collect and slowly convey runoff flow to downstream
discharge points. They are designed to treat runoff through filtering by the vegetation in the
channel, filtering through a subsoil matrix, and/or infiltration into the underlying soils. They
trap particulate pollutants (suspended solids and trace metals), promote infiltration, and
reduce the flow velocity of storm water runoff. Vegetated swales can serve as part of a storm
water drainage system and can replace curbs, gutters and storm sewer systems.
ADVANTAGES
Can be designed to achieve Treatment, Delta Volume Capture, or Hydromodification
requirements.
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•
•
•
•

Enhances water quality of downstream water bodies through natural processes.
Aesthetically pleasing.
The vegetation reduces heat island effects and improves an area’s landscape.
Vegetated swales can be designed to convey high flow as well as water quality flow.

LIMITATIONS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

A thick vegetative cover is needed for these practices to function properly.
Swales are more susceptible to failure if not properly maintained than other treatment
BMPs.
Can be difficult to avoid channelization, which may cause erosion and limit infiltration
potential.
Not effective and may even erode when flow velocities are high, if the grass cover is not
properly maintained.
May not be appropriate for industrial sites or locations where spills may occur.
Grassed swales cannot treat a very large drainage area. Large areas may be divided and
treated using multiple swales.
Should not be used in areas of know contamination. If soil and/or groundwater
contamination is present on the site or within a 100’ radius of the proposed BMP location,
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board will need to be contacted and the
site reviewed.
Should not be used in areas of slope instability where infiltrated storm water may cause
failure. Slope stability should be determined by a licensed geotechnical engineer.
Do not use in locations that can negatively impact building foundation or footings. Location
shall be approved by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer.

KEY DESIGN FEATURES
•

•
•
•
•

The longest flow path for the swale shall have a minimum retention time of 12 minutes for
conditions when the treatment flows enter the Vegetated Swale uniformly along the swale
length. The longest flow path for the swale shall have a minimum retention time of 8
minutes if 90 percent or more of the treatment flow enters the swale at the upstream end.
Swale should be designed so that the water level does not exceed 2/3rds the height of the
grass or 4 inches, whichever is less, at the design treatment rate.
Longitudinal slopes between 1% and 2.5% are recommended.
Maximum allowable slope is 8% slope. In steep areas, check dams up to 24-inches high and
at least 25 feet apart are allowed.
Trapezoidal channels are normally recommended but other configurations, such as
parabolic, can also provide substantial water quality improvement and may be easier to
mow than designs with sharp breaks in slope.

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

Swales constructed in cut are preferred, or in fill areas that
are far enough from an adjacent slope to minimize the
potential for gopher damage. Do not use side slopes
constructed of fill, which are prone to structural damage by
gophers and other burrowing animals.
Shall be planted with plants from the approved Plant List
and Tree List included in Appendix F and shall be planted
to achieve 51% cover.
Vegetated swales shall have a maximum treatment width
of 10 feet. The vegetated swale bed shall be at least 2-feet wide and no more than 7-feet
wide. Parallel swales may be used if calculations show greater width is needed.
The bed of the swale flow area shall slope at about 2% from toe of side slope to center of
swale. Side slopes shall be no greater than a 2 to 1 slope.
If vegetation is not established prior to rain, additional soil stabilization methods may be
necessary.
If the 10 or 100-year storm event flow velocity is greater than 4 feet per second, a
permanent geofabric liner shall be used that is rated for the calculated flow velocity.
If used, the perforated pipe trench shall be backfilled with ¾” crushed rock with a 2 inch
bed underneath and 6-inch cover.

SIZING DESIGN- GOAL AND REQUIREMENTS
•

•

•

•

For all projects: The treatment component requires that all of the runoff generated by
this water quality design storm from impermeable surfaces must be treated on site for
the pollutants of concern.
For projects that increase the amount of impervious surface, but create or replace less
than a total of one acre: The Delta Volume Capture component requires that any
increase in volume due to development for the water qualitydesign storm must be
infiltrated and/or reused on site. Further discussion of the Treatment and Delta Volume
Capture requirements and the accompanying formulas can be found in Chapter 6.
For projects that create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface: These larger
projects must mitigate their impacts by meeting the Hydromodification Requirement
by capturing 100% of the post development volume generated by the water quality rain
event.
All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.
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INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

maintenance plan shall be provided with the Final SWLID Submittal. The maintenance plan
shall include recommended maintenance practices, state the parties responsible for
maintenance and upkeep, specify the funding source for ongoing maintenance with provisions
for full replacement when necessary and provide site specific inspection checklist.
A

At a minimum maintenance shall include the following:
• Mow and irrigate during dry weather to the extent necessary to keep vegetation alive.
Where 6-inch high grasses are used, the grass height shall be at least 3 inches after
mowing. Where mowed grasses are shown, the grass height shall be mowed when the
height exceeds 3 inches.
• Remove obstructions and trash from vegetated swale.
• Pesticides and fertilizers shall not be used in the swale.
Vegetated Swales shall be inspected and maintained monthly during the rainy season to review:
• Obstructions and trash.
• Ponded flow is drained within 72 hours after a rainfall event.
• Condition of grasses.
• If ponding is observed, grading will be required to restore positive drainage.

U

A-lOG Low Impact Development Technical Design Manual

FACT SHEET- BIORETENTION
BIORETENTION
Also know as: Rain garden, roadside bioretention, and bioretention cell

Ii
1’-~

DESCRIPTION
The bioretention area best management practice (BMP) functions as a soil and plant-based
filtration and infiltration feature that removes pollutants through a variety of natural physical,
biological, and chemical treatment processes.
ADVANTAGES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Can be designed to achieve Treatment, Delta Volume Capture, or Hydromodification
requirements.
Enhances water quality of downstream water bodies through natural processes.
Aesthetically pleasing.
The vegetation can provide shade and wind breaks, absorbs noise, reduces heat island
effects and improves an areas landscape.
Provides habitat for birds and attracts other pollinators like butterflies and bees.
Does not interrupt utility installation.
Does not interfere with tree planting.

A-64 City of Santa Rosa and County of Sonoma

FACT SHEET- BIORETENTION
LIMITATIONS
•
•

•

•
•

Specialized design is required for areas where street slopes exceed 10%.
Should not be used in areas of know contamination. If soil and/or groundwater
contamination is present on the site or within a 100’ radius of the proposed BMP location,
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board will need to be contacted and the
site reviewed.
Should not be used in areas of high groundwater. In general a minimum of 2’ of clearance
should be provided between the bottom of the bioretention cell and seasonal high
groundwater.
Should not be used in areas of slope instability where infiltrated storm water may cause
failure. Slope stability should be determined by a licensed geotechnical engineer.
Do not use in locations that can negatively impact building foundation or footings. Location
shall be approved by a licensed Ceotechnical Engineer.

KEY DESIGN FEATURES
ALL BIORETENTION
•

Structural soil should be used within the bioretention area requiring load bearing
capacity (adjacent to roadways and/or buildings).
• Structural soil, if used, shall be installed as described in Appendix E.
• Some BMP5 may not require the use of structural soil and a more organic type planting
soil and/or treatment media may be used in its place. It may be possible in some cases
to use native soil or to amend the native soil so that it is suitable. Use of non-structural
soil will depend on evaluation of the criteria in “Chapter 4-Site Assessment” as well as
consideration of structural needs and may require evaluation by a licensed Geotechnical
Engineer.
• Underlining native soil should remain un-compacted to preserve infiltration capacity.
Fence off the area during construction to protect it from compaction.
• Bottom of bioretention should be un-lined to allow infiltration into native soil.
• Moisture barrier must be installed vertically to protect road sub-base and any trenches
adjacent to the bioretention area.
• If used, pervious concrete shall be designed and installed as described in Appendix E and
protected during construction to prevent sediment loading.
• If the porous gutter design option is used additional trash and sediment capture BMP5 is
required.
• A curb opening type design may be used in place of a porous gutter if appropriate for
the project and does not require additional trash capture.
• Bioretention areas shall be planted with plants from the approved Plant List and Tree
List included in Appendix F and shall be planted to achieve 51% cover.
• All bioretention areas shall be designed with a designated high flow bypass inlet for
storms larger than the design storm.
A-65 Low Impact Development Technical Design Manual

FACT SHEET- BIORETENTION
•
•
•

For designs that include perforated pipe, the 6” perforated pipe must be installed a
minimum of 6” below the adjacent road structural section.
Perforated pipe shall be installed in straight runs only.
The volume below the perforated pipe must be sufficient to hold and infiltrate the
design volume.

SIZING DESIGN- GOAL AND REQUIREMENTS
•

•

•

•

For all projects: The treatment component requires that all of the runoff generated by
this water quality design storm from impermeable surfaces must be treated on site for
the pollutants of concern.
For projects that increase the amount of impervious surface, but create or replace less
than a total of one acre: The Delta Volume Capture component requires that any
increase in volume due to development for the water quality design storm must be
infiltrated and/or reused on site. Further discussion of the Treatment and Delta Volume
Capture requirements and the accompanying formulas can be found in Chapter 6.
For projects that create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface: These larger
projects must mitigate their impacts by meeting the Hydromodification Requirement
by capturing 100% of the post development volume generated by the water quality rain
event.
All calculations shall be completed using the “Storm Water Calculator” available at
www.srcity.org/stormwaterLlD.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
A maintenance plan shall be provided with the Final SWLID Submittal. The maintenance plan
shall include recommended maintenance practices, state the parties responsible for
maintenance and upkeep, specify the funding source for ongoing maintenance with provisions
for full replacement when necessary and provide site specific inspection checklist.
At a minimum maintenance shall include the following:
• Dry street sweeping upon completion of construction
• Dry street sweeping annually, and
o When water is observed flowing in the gutter during a low intensity storm.
o Algae is observed in the gutter.
o Sediment/debris covers 1/3 of the gutter width or more.
• Inspect twice annually for sedimentation and trash accumulation in the gutter.
Obstructions and trash shall be removed and properly disposed of.
• Inspect twice during the rainy season for ponded water.
• Pesticides and fertilizers shall not be used in the bioretention area.
• Plants should be pruned, weeds pulled and dead plants replaced as needed.

A-66 City of Santa Rosa and County of Sonoma
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Map Unit DescriptIon
Add to Shopping Cart

Sonoma County, California
BcA—Blucher fine sandy loam, overwash, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Search

Map Unit Setting

Map Unit Legend

Sonoma County, CalIfornIa (CAO97)

Sonoma County, California (CA097)
UnIt
Symbol

BCA

Map UnIt Name

Blucher

fine

sandy
h 0
to 2 percent slopes

Totals for Area of
Interest

Acres
AOl

2.1

Pei•ce
of A

100.

National map unit symbol: hfb4
Elevation: 0 to 500 feet
Mean annual precipItation: 25 to 50 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 250 to 270 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated and either protected
from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season
Map Unit composition

Biucher and similar soIls: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
EstImates
are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the
mapunit.
Description of Blucher

2.1 100.0

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans, drainageways
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footsiope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Unear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from sedimentary rock
Typical profile
HI -0 to 20 Inches: fine sandy loam
H2 - 20 to 34 inches: fine sandy ba
H3 -34 to 60 inches: clay loam
Properties and quslities
slope: o to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 Inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Runoff class: Medium
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat):
Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 ln/hr)
Depth to water table: About 42 to 60 Inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: Occasional
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsallne to very slightly saline (0.0 to
Available water storage in profile: High (about 9.7 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2w

FOIA I Accessibility Statement I

Lan~draPab!Z ~fassification (nonlrrigated): 3w
Hydric soil rating: Yes
Minor Components
Pajaro

Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Hydric soil rating: No
Steinbeck
Percent of map unit: 7 percent
Hydric soil rating: No
Description

https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usdagovlApp~’/ebSoiISurvey.aspx
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION I INITIAL STUDY

Davis Townhomes
6737 Sebastopol Avenue

CITY OF SEBASTOPOL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CITY HALL
7120 BODEGA AVENUE
SEBASTOPOL, CALIFORNIA 95472
March 7,2019

I.
I

Environmental Checklist Forms Mitigated Negative Declaration
-

1. Project Title
2. Lead Agency Name and
Address
3. Contact Person and Phone
Number
4. Project Location
5. Project Sponsors Name
and_Address
6. General Plan Designation
7. Zoning
8. Description of Project

Davis Townhomes
City of Sebastopol Planning Department, 7120 Bodega
Avenue, Sebastopol, CA 95472
Dana Morrison, Assistant Planner. (707) 823-6167
—

6737 Sebastopol Avenue [aka 6R12), Sebastopol Ca
95472 (APN 004-063-036)
Dan Davis 1051 Todd Road, Santa Rosa Ca 95407
—

Central Core
Downtown Core
The Project proposes development of eighteen (18);
attached, 1,180 square foot, 2-bedroom, 1.5 bathroom, 2story townhomes on a 1.74 acre lot. The proposed town
homes are clustered around a central open space, in three
clusters. Lot sizes vary from 1250 to 1800 square feet.
The town homes are proposed to have 6-foot-deep front
and rear porches (which will have a storage closet). In
addition, there will be private rear yards of a minimum 20
feet deep by 20 feet wide with rear gates.
—

.

~
9. Surrounding Land Uses
and Setting

10. Other public agencies
whose approval is required
(Permits, financing
approval, or participation
agreement.)

Project will include 18 carport spaces along with 18
assigned surface parking spaces and two (2) visitor parking
spaces, for a total of 38 parking space. The proposed
development also includes gated driveway access to Park
Village (to be used in case of emergency), fire and
emergency vehicle access, storm water retention areas,
and new landscaping including the addition of 56 new trees,
trash and recycling enclosure, and one ganged mail box.
Four (4) of the parking spaces are proposed to be electric
car charging stations.
The location of the subject property is south of the end of
Morris Street, behind and to the south of commercial
properties that face onto Sebastopol Avenue [aka SR12]
and an existing parking lot that contains approximately 32
parking spaces. A multipurpose path and the Sebastopol
Inn are located to the west. The Railroad Forest is located
to the south. A residential property, Park Village, and
Tomodachi Park are located to the east.
No outside public agency approval is required for the
proposed Project.

1 1. Have California Native
Yes, a referral letter and attachments was sent to Tribal
American tribes traditionally Heritage Preservation Officer for the Federated Indians of
2

and culturally affiliated with
the project areaS requested
consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? If so,
has consultation begun?

Graton Racheria on 11.14.2018. Additional information
regarding the Project was requested. These additional
requested materials were sent on 1.23.2019; no response
was received. A follow up email was sent on 2.19.2019; no
response has been received as of compiling this study.

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 on the checklist that follows:

~

]T
fl~
~
~

Aesthetics

~

Agriculture and Forestry

~ Air Quality

Biological Resources

~

Cultural Resources

~

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

~

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

~

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

]f
fl
fl

Mineral Resources

fl
tf

Noise

Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources

~

Recreation
Utilities/Service Systems

DETERMINATION: On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I 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
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

E

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I 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.
I 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 EIA or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is
required.

CEQA

II.

Project Description
The Project proposes development of eighteen (18); attached, 1,180 square foot, 2bedroom, 1.5 bathroom, 2-story townhomes. The proposed town homes are clustered
around a central open space, in three clusters. Lot sizes vary from —1250 to —1800
square feet. The town homes are proposed to have 6-foot-deep front and rear porches
(which will have a storage closet). In addition, there will be private rear yards of a
minimum 20 feet deep by 20 feet wide with rear gates.
Project will include 18 carport spaces along with 18 assigned surface parking spaces
and two (2) visitor parking spaces, for a total of 38 parking space. The proposed
development also includes gated driveway access to Park Village (to be used in case of
emergency), fire and emergency vehicle access, storm water retention areas, and new
landscaping including the addition of 56 new trees, trash and recycling enclosure, and
one ganged mail box. Four (4) of the parking spaces are proposed to be electric car
charging stations.
Further information regarding lighting, materials and colors are detailed in the project
description submitted by the applicant. The style of the homes are proposed to be
farmhouse or late craftsman to compliment much of the architecture found throughout
Sebastopol. Roof pitches and front and rear porch roofs will be varied; and all porches
will have decorative railings which will be painted to coordinate with the individual color
trim of the home.
The location of the subject property is south of the end of Morris Street, behind and to
the south of commercial properties that face onto Sebastopol Avenue and an existing
parking lot that contains approximately 32 parking spaces. A bike path and the
Sebastopol Inn are located to the west. The Railroad Forest is located to the south. A
residential ro erty, Park Villa e, and Tomodachi Park are located to the east.

Ill.
I.

Evaluation of Potential Environmental Impacts
AESTHETICS: Would the project:
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

U

U

U
U

U

U

U

U

U

U

Potentially
Significant

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?
c. Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site
and_its_surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light
or glare, which would adversely affect
day_or_nighttime_views_in_the_area?

No Impact

Discussion:
Item a: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A scenic vista is a public view of a
valued visual resource. Scenic vistas generally include public views that provide visual access
to large panoramic views of natural features, unusual terrain, or unique urban or historic
features, for which the field of view can be wide and extend into the distance, and focal views
that focus on a particular object, scene, or feature of interest.
As describe above, in the Project Description, the Project Site is undeveloped and relatively flat.
The Site is surrounded by existing residential and commercial development to the north, east
and west. Visual resources are primarily limited to those located adjacent to the Project Site due
to the existing developments in the surrounding areas. To the south of the Project Site is the
Railroad Forest property, which is owned by the City and designated as Wetlands/Scenic Open
Space. An existing bike connector path is located just to the west of the Project Site, views
currently exist (from this path) of the Railroad Forest property. The Project includes a 50’
setback from the Railroad Forest and required restoration of vegetation within this setback.
While the proposed development may partially block the view from the bike path, the mitigation
requiring restoration and further plantings in the 50’ abutting the Railroad Forest property will
likely increase the scenic value along this section of the path.
The Project Site is not viewable from any panoramic vistas located nearby. The increase in
development in the area the Project Site would be difficult to discern within the greater fabric of
the surrounding development. The two-story Project would not interfere with the skyline and
horizon line that are available from the intersection of Highway 12 and Morris Street.
Furthermore, the Project will be subject to a number of Conditions of Approval regarding height,
color selection and screening which will reduce potential impacts on any scenic vistas.

Construction activities generally cause a temporary contrast to, and disruption in, the general
order and aesthetic character of an area. Although temporary in nature, construction activities
may create a visually unappealing look on the Project Site. During construction activities for the
Project, the visual appearance of the site would be altered due to the presence of construction
equipment and activities. Some of the activity would be visible from the roadway (Highway 12)
located to the north of the Project Site, as well as pedestrians and bikers along the bike path
located to the west; as well as from viewer from the Hotel nearby. However, temporary
construction fencing would be placed along the periphery of the Project Site to screen much of
the construction activity from view at the street level.
Overall, while affecting the visual character of the Project area on a short-term basis, Project
construction activities would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the Project Site and surrounding area, for the following reasons: 1) views of
construction would be limited in duration and locations; 2) the Project Site appearance would be
typical of construction sites in urban areas; 3) construction fencing would be placed along the
periphery of the Project Site to screen much of the construction from view at street and bike
path level.
Mitigation:

•
•

AES-1: Building height shall be limited to 2 stories.
AES-2: Exterior colors shall be selected which blend with the natural
surroundings. Final colors shall be approved by the Design Review Board.
• AES-3: Plantings shall be included along the eastern property line, in addition to
the proposed 6’ fence, to provide additional screening.
• AES-4: Construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the Project
Site on the north, east and west property lines to screen construction activity
from view. The southern construction fencing shall run along the required 50
setback buffer from the Railroad Forest property and not from the property line.
Item b: No Impact. The Project Site is not located along a state scenic highway. The nearest
officially designated scenic highway (Highway 116) is —1/5 of mile west of the Project Site, and
no City-designated scenic roads are near the Project Site. Views of the Project Site are not
available from Highway 116, view from Highway 12 are substantially obscured by existing
commercial and residential developments. Therefore, the Project would not substantially
damage scenic resources, including those located within a state or City-designated scenic
highway. Only one tree on-site is proposed for removal and the Project proposes the addition of
56+ trees (not including required plantings in the 50’ setback from the Railroad). As such, the
removal of this tree during construction would not substantially alter or degrade the existing
visual character of the Project Area. Overall, the Project would not result in an impact to scenic,
resources within a scenic highway.
Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project will introduce development in
residential form on a site that is currently vacant but was historically developed as a cherry
processing/packaging plant. This land use transition is in accordance with the City’s General
Plan and will be conformance with the Zoning Code upon adoption of the Planned Community
rezone. The Project will be subject to Conditions of Approval regarding height, color selection
and screening which will reduce potential impacts on any scenic vistas. Furthermore,
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with the provisions of Zoning Ordinance are
in place to guide future development in a manner that will result in less than significant impacts
on the visual character of the area.
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Item d: Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project will include exterior lighting, which
will be reviewed by the Design Review Board to ensure that there is no substantial increase in
light levels on adjacent properties and to minimize overspill and impacts on the night sky. No
substantial light or glare will result. There will be less than significant impacts regarding light or
glare.
II.

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

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant

Incorporated

Impact

H

H

D

Importance (Farmland), as shown on

the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency,_to_nonagricultural_use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act

contract?
c. 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))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?
e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in

H

conversion of Farmland, to non

agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

9

No Impact

Discussion:

Item a: No Impact. The Project Site is located at the edge of an urbanized area (the City of
Sebastopol). As discussed in the project description the Project Site is surrounded on three
sides by existing commercial and residential development. No agricultural uses or operations
occur on the site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project Site and surrounding area are
also not mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency
Department of Conservation. As such, the Project would not convert farmland to a non
agricultural use. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Item b: No Impact. The Project Site is zoned by the City of Sebastopol as Downtown Core with
an ESOS (Environmental and Scenic Open Space) district overlay. The Project Site is not
zoned for agricultural use. Furthermore, none of the surrounding properties are zoned for
agricultural use. The Project Site and surrounding area are also not enrolled under a Williamson
Act Contract. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any zoning for agricultural uses or a
Williamson Act Contract. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Item c: No Impact. As previously discussed, the Project Site is located in an urbanized area
surrounded by commercial and residential development to the north, east and west; the site was
also previously developed as a cherry packing plant, until it burned down in 1995. The Project
Site does not include any forest land or timberland but is adjacent to a property zoned as
Primary Wetland District and contains a riparian forest. The Project Site is currently zoned for
commercial uses and is not zoned and/or use as forest land, Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with the existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland as defined by
the Public Resources Code. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Item d: No Impact. As previously discussed, the Project Site is located at the edge of an
urbanized area, zoned as Downtown Core, and does not include any forest land or timberland.
Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Item e: No impact. The Project Site is located at the edge of an urbanized area of the City of
Sebastopol and does not include farmland. The Project Site and surrounding area are not
mapped as farmland, are not zoned as farmland or agricultural use, and do not contain any
agricultural uses. As such, the Project would not result in the conversion of farmland to non
agricultural use. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Ill.

AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable

air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:
~ Potentially
~ Significant

10

Less Than
Significant
MitZ~on
Incorporated

I
Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of_the_applicable_air_quality_plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected_air quality_violation?
c. 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 which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone_precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial_pollutant_concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial_number_of_people?

U

U
El

N
U

U

U

N

EEl

El
El

N
N

U
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Discussion:
The Project is located in central/southern Sonoma County, where air quality is regulated by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The region is non-attainment for the
federal and state ozone standards, the state PM1 0 standards, and the federal and state PM2.5
standards. The region is in attainment or unclassified for all other ambient air quality
standards. BAAQMD prepares air quality plans (AQPs) that include projected emissions
inventories and account for emission reductions strategies in order to demonstrate how the
region will achieve the ambient air quality standards by the given deadlines.
Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will not exceed thresholds of significance of
the BAAQMD nor will it obstruct air quality plans. There will be no significant impacts.
Item b: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project will not violate any
BAAQMD standard nor will it contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. The Project would result in increased air pollutant emissions from the Project Site
during construction (short-term) and operation (long-term). Construction-related pollutants would
be associated with sources such as construction worker vehicle trips, the operation of
construction equipment, site grading and preparation activities, the application of architectural
coatings. During Project operation, air pollutants would be minimal and would mainly be
associated with pollutants emitted on a daily basis from motor vehicle travel.
Mitigation:
• AQ-1: Basic measures to control dust and exhaust shall be utilized during construction.
During any construction period ground disturbance, the applicant shall ensure that the
project contractor implement measures to control dust and exhaust. Implementation of
the measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would reduce the air quality
impacts associated with grading and new construction to a less than significant level.
The contractor shall implement the following best management practices that are
required of all projects:
o All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, and 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 week. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.
o All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph).
o 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.
a 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 (CCRfl. Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at
all access points.
o All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.
o 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.
The Project will have a less than significant impact as it relates to community risk caused by
constructions activities, after this mitigation is incorporated.
Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. Operational-period emissions for the Project would be less
than significant due to its size and nature. The Project would not 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
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).
Item d: Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are groups of individuals, including
children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill, that may be more susceptible to
health risks due to chemical exposure, and sensitive-receptor population groups are likely to be
located at hospitals, medical clinics, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, residences, and
retirement homes. There are no existing senior residential apartments, schools, day care
centers, playgrounds, hospitals or medical clinics located within close proximity to the Project
Site. One single-family home and the Park Village Mobile Home Park are located immediately to
the north and northeast of the Project site. The proposed Project is a residential development,
and there will not be any on-site Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) emission sources during
operation. Because most passenger vehicles are gasoline-combusted, the Project would not
generate significant amount of Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions during
operation. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant health impacts on sensitive
receptors during operation.
Item e: Less Than Significant Impact. Land uses typically considered associated with odors
include wastewater treatment facilities, waste- disposal facilities, or agricultural operations. The
Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors. During
operation of the Project, odors would primarily consist of vehicles traveling to and from the
townhomes site. Diesel exhaust and volatile organic compounds would be emitted during
construction of the Project, which are objectionable to some; however, emissions would
disperse rapidly from the Project Site and therefore would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. As such, construction odor impacts would be less
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than significant. These occurrences would not produce significant odors; therefore, operational
impacts would be less than significant.
IV.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Cldan Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption,_or_other_means?
d. Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native_wildlife_nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy_or_ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state_habitat_conservation_plan?

Less Than
Si9niticant
Mitiation
Incor~orated

El

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

U

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

El

Discussion:
Item a.b & d: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is
unique as it is located on the edge of an urbanized area and is considered part of the City’s
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Downtown, but abuts an environmentally sensitive habitat, the Laguna de Santa Rosa. The
Project site was previously developed and, while it does abut an environmentally sensitive
habitat, it does not contain sensitive habitat. The site appears to be used by common domestic
and wildlife species adapted to human disturbance, and has a low potential for presence of
wildlife species of concern, such as special status or nesting birds, or special status bats. The
site currently consists of a paved parking lot on the very northern edge, and then predominantly
consists of gravel/sand with a mix of native and non-native grasses and thistles. The Railroad
Forest property, which abuts the southern edge of the property is an environmentally sensitive
habitat area.
City staff contacted Prunuske Chatham Inc., the environmental consulting firm that developed
the Laguna Wetlands Preserve Restoration and Management Plan (adopted January 5, 2016)
to understand better any concerns related to this site given its prior development and its
proximity to the Railroad Forest site. While this parcel was not part of their Plan study, it was
noted there were no delineated wetlands on the site at this time. The main concerns with
development of this (or other) proximate sites were the cumulative impacts of development near
the Laguna, including new impervious surfaces and water quality of runoff (as well as quantity)
and the need to buffer the sensitive habitat located along the southern end of the proposed
development.
Mitigation:
In terms of mitigations, a number of measures have been recommended to enhance the
protection of sensitive biological habitat located in the neighboring Railroad Forest:
• BID-i: A 50-foot environmental setback from the south property line shall be maintained in
perpetuity as a buffer to the environmental resources of the adjacent Railroad Forest
property (APN 004-072-014). An open space restriction for this area shall be included on
the Final Map.
• BlO-2: Maintenance of this setback and buffer area shall include the following restrictions
and requirements:
a. The applicant shall develop a plan wherein all Invasive plants shall be removed
within this area prior to final inspection.
b. The buffer area shall be replanted with native species appropriate to provide a buffer
to the Railroad Forest area prior to final inspection.
c. The removal and replanting plan shall be developed by, or reviewed and approved
by, a qualified biologist and City Staff prior to issuance of a building permit.
d. CCR’s shall include provisions for post-construction maintenance and control of
exotic plant species within this setback area.
e. CCR’s shall include the prohibition of the development of walking paths, hardscapes,
play structures, or accessory structures; or the placement of permanent fixtures or
furniture within this buffer. Only restoration shall be permitted in the 50’ buffer.
• BlO-3: During construction, heavy equipment undercarriages and tires be washed prior to
entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
• BlO-4: A pre-construction nesting study shall be required if construction commences within
the nesting time of special-status species that occur in the Project vicinity.
• BlQ-5: Construction mitigations shall include temporary fencing at the 50 foot setback, with
no construction staging or travel permitted within this area.
Item c: No Impact. There are no designated wetlands on the site. No grading, separation, fill or
removal of wetlands is associated with this Project.

Item e: Less Than Significant Impact. The City has a Tree Protection Ordinance that protects
certain types of trees based on size and species. The majority of Project Site trees are
anticipated to be retained as part of the development. Native trees protected by the Tree
Ordinance will require a Tree Removal Permit, subject to Tree Board approval, if they have
diameter(s) at breast height of 10 inches or more. Landscaping improvements at the entire
Project Site will be implemented, which will involve the addition of 50 or more trees and
landscape plantings, subject to Design Review Board approval. If approved, the Proiect will be
consistent with the City’s Tree Ordinance.
Item f: No Impact. The City of Sebastopol has a Laguna Wetlands Preserve Restoration and
Management Plan, adopted in January 2016. This Project does not conflict with the Laguna
Restoration and Management Plan.
V.

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
Potentially
Significant

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as_defined_in_§_15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource_pursuant_to_§_15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique_geologic_feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Less Than
Significant

Less Than

Mitigation
Incorporated

Significant
Impact

No Impact

U

U

U

N

U

U

N

U

U

N

U
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Discussion:
A Cultural Resources Evaluation was completed by William Roop, M.A., RPA of Archaeological
Resource Service for the proposed townhomes development located at 6737 Sebastopol
Avenue, see Exhibits.
Item a: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The evaluation found that no
significant or potentially significant artifacts, archaeological deposits or features have been
identified within the Project area. Previous evaluations in the vicinity have identified potentially
significant historic era features in fill soils associated with former fruit processing operations. As
such, it must be concluded that there is a potential for the discovery of historic era artifacts
and/or features identified with historic era activities in Sebastopol. There is a potential that
previously undisturbed features could be present in the Project area. Although evidence to date
is not particularly supportive of this; in the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural
features are discovered during grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the
find shall be stopped until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and
appropriate actions are taken.
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Item b: No Impact. Site has significant fill from previous development as a cherry packing plant.
Per the archeological report conducted by William Coop of Archaeological Resource Service,
there are no known archeological resources at the Project Site.
Item c: No Impact. There are no known paleontological or geological resources at the Project
Site or within its vicinity.
Item d: No Impact. There are no known human remains at the Project Site or within its vicinity
(see response to item a).
Mitigation
• CR-i: In the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered
during grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be
stopped until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and appropriate
actions are taken.
VI.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project

Potentially
Significant

a. Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death_involving:

i.

ii.
iii.
iv.

Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Aiquist-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.
Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismic-related ground failure,
including_liquetattion?
Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss_of_topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence,_liquefaction_or_collapse?

Less Than
Significant
MitigaUon
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

U

LI

No Impact
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El
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d. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or prope’
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water?
Discussion:
Item a: Other than known and Earthquake-related risks (discussed below), the Project
development is not expected to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death as it relates to the following:
Item a.i: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located within an E~rthquake
Fault Study Zone and no known fault traces traverse the site. Therefore, the risk of ground
rupture within the limits of the Project Site is low. The Uniform Building Code does not require
any special structural engineering beyond the code requirements for construction, given that the
Project Site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Study Zone. The new buildings will be
constructed with the current California Building Code, which is intended to ensure appropriate
earthquake safety.
Item a.ii: Less Than Significant Impact. The Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek and the San Andreas
Fault, which are the nearest active faults, are located approximately 8 miles northeast and 12
miles southeast of Sebastopol. The Project Site will be subjected to very strong ground-shaking
during a major to moderate earthquake along these faults. It is reasonable to assume on the
basis of current technology and historical evidence that the Project Site will be subjected to at
least one moderate to severe earthquake that could produce potentially damaging groundshaking. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the Project Site will periodically experience small to
moderate magnitude earthquakes. Adherence to the Building Code will reduce potential
impacts from seismic activity at the Project Site to a less than significant level.
Item a.iii: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in an area with low to
moderate susceptibility to liquefaction according to the ‘Liquefaction Hazard Map’ as published
by the Association of Bay Area Governments. The new buildings will be developed to address
potential impacts from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, and will be required
to comply with current Building Code seismic safety standards.
Item a.iv: No Impact. The Project Site consists of predominantly flat terrain, with some sloping
occurring at the southern-most end of the property, with no identified landslide hazards. This
sloped area will not be utilized for the development of structures and is required to be
maintained in its natural state.
Item b: Less Than Significant Impact. The potential for erosion at the Project Site is considered
to be very low due to its flat topography, the Project be designed to mitigate urban runoff and
include storm-water control measures consistent with state and local regulations. The applicant
will be required to submit an erosion control plan as part of the Improvement Plan submittal, as
conditioned by the Engineering Department.
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Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is relatively flat, except along the
southern end of the property, when it begin to slope towards the Railroad Forest. The Project
site is not located in a hazard or landslide area.
Item d: Less Than Significant Impact. The applicant will be required to submit a detailed soils
report to the City for its review, which is certified by an engineer, registered in the State of
California and qualified to perform soils work, as required by the Engineering Department. The
soils report would include a minimum geotechnical investigation with regards to liquefaction,
expansive soils, and seismic safety, if it is required. Adherence to the recommendations of the
engineer and the Building Code will reduce potential impacts from seismic activity at the Project
Site to a less than significant level.
Item e: No Impact. The Project will be connected to the City’s wastewater system. Septic tanks
and other alternative systems are not permitted so this issue is not applicable to the Project.
VII.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Incorporated

D

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 forthe purpose
of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse_gases?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D
U

Discussion:
Items a & b: Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is consistent with the 2016
City of Sebastopol General Plan. The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions anticipated by the
implementation of the General Plan fall below the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas emissions.
Additionally, the General Plan incorporates provisions to further reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. In 2016, the City of Sebastopol partnered with the Sonoma County Regional Climate
Protection Authority (RCPA) to produce personalized goals that will reduce greenhouse gases
in each city and town as part of the Climate Action Plan 2020 (CAP). Most of the policies in the
CAP are related to transportation, “green building”, energy efficiency, and renewable energy.
The CAP is not included in the General Plan itself, but integrates the strategies and actions
identified in the relevant elements of the General Plan. The Project incorporates many of the
elements which are listed as goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, such as: provides
shade tree plantings; reduces travel demand due to walkability (close to services such as
banks, pharmacies and grocery stores); provides bicycle parking for each unit; provides electric
vehicle charging stations; and, provides water retention areas. Further mitigations (TRANS-2)
IS

will require the Project to provide pedestrian and bicycle connections to the existing multi
purpose trail located on the west side of the site.
The proposed Project is located within the City’s Central Core, which means that residents of
the development will have easy access to various services within walking distance, as well as
easy access to public transportation. The nearest bus stop is located along Morris Street and is
500 feet from the Project Site.
The proposed Project would comply with Green Building Code requirements, would have a less
than significant impact on the environment, and would have no impact on implementation of
plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

VIII.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project

Potentially
Significant
a. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, 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 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 result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working
in_the_project_area?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing

Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact
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U
U

U
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U

U

No Impact

or working_in_the_project_area?
g. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation_plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildiand fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are_intermixed_with_wildlands?
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Discussion:
Item a: No Impact. The nature of the proposed Project as residential town homes will not involve
the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous resources on a commercial scale. Households
would use chemically based products and pesticides in small amounts, which may be defined
as hazardous. A Condition of Approval has been added which requires the CC&Rs for this
development to include details regarding the maintenance of common and/or private open
space located on the Project Site; which must also include a prohibition of the use of nonbiodegradable and toxic chemicals in m&ntenance of both common and private open space
areas.
Item b: No Impact. The nature of the proposed Project as residential town homes will not create
uses would not produce reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions that could cause
a release of hazardous materials.
Item c: No Impact. The Analy Nigh School and the Laguna High School lie within one-half mile
north and south of the Project Site respectively. In the absence of uses associated with the
proposed Project that produce, use, or transport hazardous materials, no impact upon these
schools would result.
Item d: No Impact. Site is not so listed.
Item e: No Impact. The Project Site is not located within an area subject to an airport land use
plan or within 2 miles of an airport. The closest airport is the Charles M. Schulz Sonoma
County Airport, located —23.3 miles from the Project Site. Given the distance between the
Project Site and the Sonoma County Airport, the Project would not have the potential to result in
a safety hazard. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
—

Item f: No Impact. The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.
Item g: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes an easement that is utilized for an
emergency egress route from the neighboring Park Village Mobile Home Park. Currently Park
Village (a mobile home park, located in the flood plain) has an emergency evacuation route,
which utilizes the Project Site via this easement. The Project includes the redevelopment of the
existing fence and gate along the eastern property line of the Project Site, where it abuts the
Park Village Property; however, the design will maintain the access necessary to maintain the
emergency access evacuation route, in the case of a flood event or other emergency. As such,
the Project will not have a significant impact to an established emergency evacuation plan.
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Item h: No Impact. The Project Site is not located in a Wildland Urban Interface Zone.
IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
preexisting nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner, which
would result in substantial erosion or
siltation_on-_or off-site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner, which would result
in_flooding_on-_or off-site?
e. 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?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard_delineation_map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures, which would impede or
redirect flood_flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a_result_of the_failure_of_a_levee_or
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Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?
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Discussion:
Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project involves construction of new buildings and a
parking lot on a site which was previously developed and filled; and has no existing natural
water features. The Project will be required to abide by the City’s urban runoff/stormwater
standards. The Project will be required to meet all City of Sebastopol storm water requirements
as set forth in the Municipal Code and in addition may be required to obtain a Construction
General Storm Water Permit from the State Regional Water Quality Control Board to ensure
compliance with State requirements.
Item b: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is within long-term, planned parameters of
water use identified by the General Plan. The total annual water production was approximately
27% of maximum potential production in 2017, according to the 2017 Level of Service Report.
There is substantial remaining production capacity sufficient to accommodate the proposed
Project. The City has determined that there is adequate water system capacity, production and
distribution to accommodate this Project. The Project will be required to include on-site water
detention and pervious paving where feasible to promote recharge, and will be required to
provide low-water use fixtures to reduce impacts of the Project.
Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site does not contain any naturally occurring
creeks or bodies of water. The Project includes the development of bio retention areas for
drainage and stormwater runoff. The Project does not appear to have potential for any
substantial erosion in that it will be developed on a site that was previously developed. The
residential units and parking lot will also be developed in accordance with City standards which
regulate storm water quality. If determined necessary by the City Engineer, a condition of
approval will require the applicant to submit an Erosion Control Plan.
Item d: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project development includes the creation of bio
retention areas to filter stormwater.
Item e: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project sites bio retention areas will minimize
overland runoff before it is dissipated off-site.
Item f: Less Than Significant Impact. See ‘Item a’ for the response.
Item g: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is within the 100year flood plain, as such, it will require a Floodplain Development Permit. This permit provides a
context for appropriate development-specific requirements for construction of operation of the
use, and ensures the Project complies with the City’s flood hazard requirements. The residential
structures will be constructed so that the lowest finished floor is 2 feet above the required baseflood elevation to protect against flooding of structures as part of this requirement. With the
Floodplain Development Permit the impact will be less than significant as mitigated.
Item h: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The site is not located within a
regulatory flood way.

Item i: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As mentioned before, the Project is
subject to the City’s flood hazard requirements, which includes the requirement that residential
structures be constructed so that the lowest finished floor is 2 feet above the base-flood
elevation to protect against flooding of structures. The Project also includes flood vents to allow
flow of water under structures.
Item j: No Impact. The Project is not located in an area that is susceptible to inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Mitigation:
•

X.

HYDRO-i: A Flood Plain Development Permit shall be required, and the Project shall
comply with the City’s Floodplain Ordinance (5MG 15.16).
LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

a. Physically divide an established
community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local ccastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating_an_environmental_effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation_plan?
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Discussion:
Item a: No Impact. The Project Site is presently located within the City of Sebastopol. The
Project is an infill development that will not physically divide an established community.
Item b: Less Than Significant Impact. The applicant includes multiple entitlements, which
require hearings by different City bodies. The entitlements include: 1) A request to modify the
ESOS study requirements and approval of study modification (visual analysis); 2) a Planned
Community Zoning designation; 3) a major Use Permit for a fully residential project in a
commercial zone; (4) a Tentative Map for subdivision of more than 4 parcels; 5) Design Review
for a subdivision of three or more units; and, 6) Environmental Review (California Environmental
Quality Act, or CEQA review).
The Project site is located within the CD: Central Core Zoning District and has a General Plan
Land Use designation of Central Core. The Planned Community Development (which includes
the development of solely residential in a commercial district) is a conditionally permitted use
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and requires a Use Permit in this district. With the Planned Community and Use Permit approval
the Project will be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance in terms of land use.
ESOS. The Project Site has an environmental overlay ESOS: Environmental and Scenic Open
Space. The ESOS study may be reduced to a visual resource analysis based on the site
characteristic and development history of the site. The Planning Commission approved the
reduction on October 23, 2018. Approval of the ESOS visual resource analysis will make the
Project consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance ESOS requirements.
A 50’ setback from Railroad Forest property is required as part of the ESOS requirements to
provide adequate buffer to the existing sensitive habitat located to the south of the Project Site.
The Project also requires Design Review Board approval, following Planning Commission and
City Council review, to ensure that it is consistent with the City’s design objectives in terms of
architecture and landscape design. Impacts will be less than significant with these approvals.
Item c: No Impact. The City has not adopted a habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan applicable to this site.
Xl.

MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
Less Than
Potentially
Significant

a. Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of_the_state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?
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Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
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Impact
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H
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H

No Impact

Discussion:
Item a: No Impact. There are no known mineral resources at the Project Site.
Item b: No Impact. There are no locally-imported mineral resource recovery sites delineated in
the General Plan.

XII.

NOISE: Would the project result in:
Potentially
Significant
Impact
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Less Than
Significant
with

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated
a. Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards_of_other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne_noise_levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the_project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the_project?
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 expose people
residing or working in the project area
to_excessive_noise_levels?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?
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Discussion:
Item a & b: Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s Noise Ordinance calls for daytime levels of
55 dRa, and nighttime levels of 45 dBa or lower in commercial zones. Long term use
(residential) are not a significant noise generator and will be subject to these requirements.
Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. In terms of long-term effects, operation of a residential
development is no~ identified as a significant noise generator and therefore the development of
this Project will not result in the generation of noise levels that contribute substantially to the
noise environment. No operations are anticipated that will generate excessive groundborne
vibration or noise levels. Overall, the development would result in typical noise generated by a
residential development. Impacts will be less than significant.
Item d: Less Than Significant. Construction activities will result in a temporary increase in noise
levels, however construction hours will be subject to City ordinance limits, Impacts will be less
than significant.
Item e: No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within
two miles of a public airport and would not expose people to excessive noise level. Project will
have no impact.

Item f: No Impact. The proposed Project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and
would not expose people to excessive noise level. Project will have no impact.
XIII.

POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
a. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction
of_replacement_housing_elsewhere?

Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact
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Discussion:
Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project involves the creation of 18 townhomes. The
Project represents incremental residential growth that will not induce substantial growth in the
area; will be subject to the City’s Growth Management Ordinance.
Item b: No Impact. The proposed Project Site is currently undeveloped and will not displace
people or residences. Therefore, it does not generate an impact based on displacements of
people or structures.
Item c: No Impact. The proposed Project Site is currently undeveloped and will not displace
people or residences. Therefore, it does not generate an impact based on displacements of
people or structures.
XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Potentially
Significant
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for
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Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

.

new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives
for any_of_the_public_services:
Fire protection?

.

Police protection?

•
.

Schools?
Parks?

.

Other public facilities?
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Discussion:

Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project can be adequately serviced by existing police
and fire facilities and services, and would not have a significant effect on acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, according to the City’s Police
Department, and the Fire Department.
Construction of this Project will likely contribute to the addition of school-aged children to the
local school population. (Sebastopol West County Schools have adequate capacity student
numbers, an increase in school-aged children would probably be a benefit). Additionally, the
Project will contribute to school resources via payment of a standard school impact fee, which is
paid on net new square footage.
The proposed Project will also pay standard City Impact Fees. Impact fees provides a funding
source to construct the police, fire, community amenities, government facilities, and roadway
infrastructure necessary to mitigate the impacts of the growth expected in the City of
Sebastopol. Therefore, no significant impacts to the environment related to the construction of
recreation facilities would result with implementation of the Project, and no additional mitigations
are required.
The Project is also subject to payment of the Park In-Lieu fee, and such revenues are used for
capital improvements in City parks or expansion of parkland. Impacts to the City parks are
expected to be modest in scope in that this is a relatively small residential development.
Routine maintenance of City parks and public facilities can be accommodated by existing public
facilities and City staff.
The 2016 General Plan requires one (1) acre of parkiand for each 200 residents (which equates
to five (5) acres for every 1,000 residents). As of the 2017, according to the City’s annual Level
of Service Report, the total parkiand ratio is 6.1 acres for each 1,000 residents. The proposed
Project would result in the addition of 18 townhomes (—45 residents) but would this will not
result in a significant increase to the use or deterioration of surrounding recreational facilities.

XV.

RECREATION

Potentially
Significant

Less Than
Signi!icant
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D

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?
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?
Discussion:

Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. The 2016 General Plan requires one (1) acre of parkland
for each 200 residents (which equates to five (5) acres for every 1,000 residents). As of the
2017, according to the City’s annual Level of Service Report, the total parkland ratio is 6.1 acres
for each 1,000 residents. The proposed Project would result in the addition of 18 townhomes
and approximately 45 new residents, and will not result in a significant increase to the use or
deterioration of surrounding recreational facilities.
Item b: No Impact. The Project is proposing to pay park-in-lieu fees instead of dedicating and
constructing park facilities.
XVI.

TRANSPORTATIONrrRAFFIC: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Mitiation
Incorporated

U

a. Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system.
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and_mass_transit?
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b. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but
not limited to level of service standards
and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated_roads_or_highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location
that_results_in_substantial_safety_risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous Intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e.
inadequate emergency
f.

•

Conflict with adopted pohcies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?
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Discussion:
W-Trans, a traffic engineer consultant for the City of Sebastopol, prepared a detailed traffic
impact study, which is attached and incorporated into this Initial Study. The study reviews the
existing setting and Project impacts related to the roadway network; traffic conditions; transit
conditions; pedestrian conditions; bicycle conditions; parking conditions; and site access and
circulation. The study evaluated conditions and impacts at intersections in the Project area,
including cumulative conditions in future years. The study utilized City standards, policies, and
methodologies for its analysis.
Item a: The proposed Davis Townhomes development project would include 1 8 two-bedroom
townhomes and will be served by 38 parking spaces.
The proposed Project is expected to generate an average of 132 daily vehicle trips, including 8
trips during the morning peak hour and 10 trips during the evening peak hour.
The study area includes the following four intersections:
i. Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Morris Street
2. SebastopolAvenue (SR 12)/Petaluma Avenue (SR116)
3. Bodega Avenue SR 12/North Main Street South Main Street (SRi 16)
4. North Main Street (SR116)/McKinley Street
—

—

Analysis indicates that all study intersections, under Existing Conditions, are operating
acceptably at LOS D or better during both peak periods. These service levels would remain
unchanged with the addition of the Project-related traffic generated by the townhome
development, and the Project’s short-term impact would be considered less than significant.

However, due to the particular sensitivity of the Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Morris Street
intersection to congestion, the study has recommended the following mitigation measure to
address the issues:
Mitigation:
o TRANS- 1: Project shall restripe the southbound Morris Street approach to create
two 15-foot lanes (one inbound and one outbound), and if needed, re-install the
traffic signal detector position.
Existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities to and from the Project Site are adequate to
serve the Project. The Project proposes to include bicycle hooks for each unit for bicycle
parking. However, pedestrian facilities between the Railroad Forest Park Trail and the project
site is lacking. To mitigate this, the project shall provide a pedestrian and bicycle connection to
the existing trail system located to the west. This connector will also provide a safe pedestrian
access from the site to the sidewalk network at Sebastopol Avenue. This should formalize the
current pedestrian and bicycle access trail to the adjacent parking lot as well.
MitigaNan:
o TRANS-2: Project shall include a walkway/sidewalk connection between the Project
Site and the existing multi-purpose trail on the west side of the Project Site.
Item c: No Impact. The Project Site is not located near any public or private airstrips. Project
scope will not result in a char~ge to air traffic patterns.
Item d: No Impact. Project scope will not result in the construction of any public roads.
Item e: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site currently has an
access easement for emergency egress for the neighboring Park Village Mobile Home Park. A
locked access gate between the two properties is proposed for the Project and this would be
unlocked in case of emergencies to allow for residents of the Mobile Home Park to evacuate
their properties. This access could also be used, if needed, to evacuate the Davis Townhomes
Project.
Mitigation:
TRANS-3: The locked access gate between the Village Park Mobile Home Park and
the Davis Townhomes properties shall be unlocked and opened in case of
emergencies to allow for emergency evacuation.

o

Item f: Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will not conflict with adopted City of
Sebastopol policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.
XVII.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place cultural landscape that is

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
Potentially
Significant
a. Listed or eligible for a listing in the
California Register of Historic
Resources, or in a local register of
historic resources as defined in Public
Resources_Code_Section_5020.1(k)?
b. 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 (In applying the
criteria as set forth in this Section, the
lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California_Native_American_Tribe)?
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Discussion:
A Cultural Resources Evaluation was completed by William Roop, M.A., RPA of Archaeological
Resource Service for the proposed townhomes development located at 6737 Sebastopol
Avenue, see Exhibits.
Item a: No Impact. Per the Cultural Resources Evaluation completed by William Roop, M.A., the
site is not listed or eligible for a listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, or in a
local register. Furthermore, the evaluation found that no significant or potentially significant
artifacts, archaeological deposits or features have been identified within the Project area.
Item b: No Impact. A referral letter and attachments detailing the Project scope was sent to
Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer for the Federated Indians of Graton Racheria on
11 .14.2018. Additional information regarding the Project were requested. The additional
requested materials were sent on 1.23.2019; no response was received. A follow up email was
sent on 2.19.201 9; no response has been received as of the publication date (3.7.201 9) of this
study.
XVIII.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
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Regional_Water Quality Control_Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant_environmental_effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded_entitlements_needed?
e. 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?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’_s_solid_waste_disposal_needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?
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Discussion:
Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the 2017 annual Level of Service Report
provided to the City Council (incorporated by reference), ample capacity remains in the City of
Sebastopol’s waste water treatment allocation to serve this development and meet applicable
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Level of Service report
indicates that 2017 City-wide wastewater flows were at approximately 41% of treatment
capacity. That figure includes allowances for known undeveloped projects. The Project is within
the planned growth identified in the General Plan.
Item b: Less Than Significant Impact. The site is currently improved with water and sewer
connections. New connections may be necessary, given the scope of the Project. The Project
will be required to inspect existing connections and evaluate any specific water or sewer line
improvements needed to meet current code requirements, and to provide such improvements
as part of an Improvement Plan. Once connected, per the 2017 Level of Service report, there is
ample capacity in the City of Sebastopol’s water and sewer systems to accommodate this
Project.
Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. An Engineering Department condition of approval will
require the applicant to submit to the City of Sebastopol for review and approval by the City
Engineer, a hydrology study, hydraulic calculations and drainage plans prepared by a
Registered Civil Engineer licensed in the State of California, in accord with applicable City

32

standards. In addition, a Regional Water Quality Board Construction General stormwater permit
may be required to ensure compliance with State storm water requirements.
Item d: Less Than Significant Impact. See ‘Item b’ for the response. Based on the 2017 annual
Level of Service Report provided to the City Council (incorporated by reference), ample capacity
remains in the City of Sebastopol’s water system to serve the proposed development. The
Level of Service report indicates that 2017 water production was at approximately 27% of
pumping capacity.
Item e: Less Than Significant Impact. See ‘Item a’ for the response.
Item f: Less Than Significant Impact. The solid waste from the development will be collected
and disposed of by the City’s franchise hauler Recology. There is sufficient capacity in the
disposal system to accommodate the additional solid waste that will be generated by this
Project.
Item g: Less Than Significant Impact. The solid waste generated by the development will be
handled in compliance with federal, state, and local statutes.
XIX.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

.

Potentially
Significant
Impact
a. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future_projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse_effects_on_human_beings,

Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Incorporated
.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
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Discussion:
Item a: Less Than Significant Impact. Please refer to all sections of the Initial Study, including
but not limited to Section II Agriculture and Forest Resources, Section VI Geology and Soils,
Section VII —Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section X Land Use and Planning, Section XIV
Public Services. The Project will not create significant agricultural, air quality, cultural or other
effects referenced by this question.
-

—

—

—

Item b: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. This Initial Study identifies potential
cumulative adverse impacts associated with the construction of the Project in regards to the
following; Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hydrology/Water
Quality, and TransportationiTraffic. Mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less-thansignificant levels. Mitigation Measures include the following:
Aesthetics
o AES-1: Building height shall be limited to 2 stories.
o AES-2: Exterior colors shall be selected which blend with the natural surroundings.
Final colors shall be approved by the Design Review Board.
o AES-3: Plantings shall be included along the eastern property line, in addition to the
proposed 6’ fence, to provide additional screening.
o AES-4: Construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the Project Site
on the north, east and west property lines to screen construction activity from view.
The southern construction fenoing shall run along the required 50 setback buffer
from the Railroad Forest property and not from the property line.
—

Air Quality
o AQ-1: Include basic n~easures to control dust and exhaust during construction.
During any construction period ground disturbance, the applicant shall ensure
that the project contractor implement measures to control dust and exhaust.
Implementation of the measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below
would reduce the air quality impacts associated with grading and new
construction to a less than significant level. The contractor shall implement the
following best management practices that are required of all projects:
• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, and 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
week. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour
(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.
• 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 tQxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCRJ). 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 mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.
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.

Biological Resources
810-i: A 50-foot environmental setback from the south property line shall be
maintained in perpetuity as a buffer to the environmental resources of the adjacent
Railroad Forest property (APN 004-072-014). An open space restriction for this area
shall be included on the Final Map.
o 810-2: Maintenance of this setback and buffer area shall include the following
restrictions and requirements:
• The applicant shall develop a plan wherein all Invasive plants shall be
removed within this area prior to final inspection.
• The buffer area shall be replanted with native species appropriate to provide
a buffer to the Railroad Forest area prior to final inspection.
• The removal and replanting plan shall be developed by, or reviewed and
approved by, a qualified biologist and City Staff prior to issuance of a building
permit.
• CCR’s shall include provisions for post-construction maintenance and control
of exotic plant species within this setback area.
• CCR’s shall include the prohibition of the development of walking paths,
hardscapes, play structures, or accessory structures; or the placement of
permanent fixtures or furniture within this buffer. Only restoration shall be
permitted in the 50’ buffer.
o Bl0-3: During construction, heavy equipment undercarriages and tires be washed
prior to entering the site in order to remove any invasive plant seeds.
o 810-4: A pre-construction nesting study shall be required if construction commences
within the nesting time of special-status species that occur in the Project vicinity.
810-5: Construction mitigations shall include temporary fencing at the 50 foot
setback, with no construction staging or travel permitted within this area.
—

o

Cultural Resources
o CR-i: In the event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered
during grading or underground excavations all work in the vicinity of the find shall be
stopped until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist and
appropriate actions are taken.
-

Hydrology,Water Quality
o HYDRO-1: A Flood Plain Development Permit shall be required, and the Project
shall comply with the City’s Floodplain Ordinance (SMC 15.16).
—

Transportation/Traffic
o TRANS-i: Project shall restripe the southbound Morris Street approach to create two
15-foot lanes (one outbound and one inbound), and if needed, re-install the traffic
signal detector position.
o TRANS-2: Project shall include a walkway/sidewalk connection between the Project
Site and the existing multi-purpose trail on the west side of the Project Site.
o TRANS-3: The locked access gate between the Village Park Mobile Home Park and
the Davis Townhomes properties shall be unlocked and opened in case of
emergencies to allow for emergency evacuation.
—

Item c: Less Than Significant Impact. This Initial Study does not identify any potential
substantial adverse impacts on human beings associated with the Project.

EXHIBITS
•

Traffic Study, prepared by W-Trans

•

Cultural Resources Evaluation, prepared by Archaeological Resource Service
2019

—

March 2019
—

January

DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE (references for baseline regulations)

-

Documents available for review at the Sebastopol Planning Department
7120 Bodega Avenue, Sebastopol, CA 95472
•

City of Sebastopol General Plan and EIR

—

adopted November, 2016 [State Clearinghouse

#2016032001]

•

City of Sebastopol Zoning Ordinance

•

Laguna Wetlands Preserve Restoration and Management Plan adopted January 201 6

•

Climate Action Plan 2020 and Beyond, Sonoma County Regional Climate Protection
Authority July 2016.

—

—

•

BAAQMP Air Quality Plan

•

City of Sebastopol Annual Level of Service Report 2017

—

May 2017
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Executive Summary
The Davis Townhomes proposed project will build 18 two-bedroom townhomes on an existing vacant lot at the
terminated end of Morris Street south of Sebastopol Avenue in the City of Sebastopol. The proposed project is
expected to generate an average of 132 daily vehicle trips, including 8 trips during the morning peak hour and 10
trips during the evening peak hour.
The study area includes the intersections of Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Morris Street Sebastopol Avenue (SR
1 2)/Petaluma Avenue (SR 116), Bodega Avenue-SR 12/North Main Street-South Main Street (SR 116), and North
Main Street/McKinley Street. Analysis indicates that under Existing Conditions the study intersections are all
operating acceptably at LOS D or better during both peak periods. These service levels would remain unchanged
upon the addition of project-related traffic, and the project’s short-term impact would be considered less-thansignificant.
However, because delay generated by the southern leg could impact delay and congestion during the peak
congestion periods, it would be appropriate to provide measures to reduce this impact. Recommended signal
timing and resulting simulations with the updated timing plan, the Intersection of Sebastopol Avenue (SR
12)/Morris Street will experience a decreased delay of approximately 5 seconds which would offset the delay
created by the project. In order to provide an additional layer of reduced traffic impact the southbound approach
should be restriped from the current to allow southbound right-turn traffic to make a right on red when there is
one car queued up waiting to make a left turn.
Existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are generally adequate to serve the project site. According to the
site plan, bicycle hooks are provided for each unit for bicycle parking. Pedestrian facilities between the Forest Park
Trail and the project site is lacking and should be considered for design enhancements. It is recommended that
the project include plans for walkway/sidewalk connection between the project site to the Forest Park Trail.
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Introduction
This report presents an analysis of the potential traffic impacts that would be associated with development of a
proposed residential project to be located where Morris Street terminates south of Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12) in
the City of Sebastopol. The traffic study was completed In accordance with the criteria established by the City of
Sebastopol, and is consistent with standard traffic ehgineering techniques.

Prelude
The purpose of a traffic impact study is to provide City staff and policy makers with data that they can use to make
an informed decisIon regarding the potential traffic impacts of a proposed project, and any associated
improvements that would be required in order to mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance as defined by
the City’s General Plan or other policies. Vehicular traffic impacts are typically evaluated by determining the
number of new trips that the proposed use would be expected to generate, distributing these trips to the
surrounding street system based on existing travel patterns or anticipated travel patterns specific to the proposed
project, then analyzing the impact the new traffic would be expected to have on critical Intersections or roadway
segments. Impacts relative to access for pedestrians, bicyclists, and to transit are also addressed.

Project Profile
The proposed project includes 18 two-story townhomes to be constructed on a currently vacant lot in the City of
Sebastopol. The project site is located at the south end of Morris Street, as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

—

Study Area, Lane Configurations, and Existing Traffic Volumes
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Transpo ation Setti g
Operational Analysis
Study Area and Periods
The study area consists of the following intersections:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Morris Street
Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Petaluma Avenue (SR 116)
Bodega Avenue-SR 1 2/North Main Street-South Main Street (SR 116)
North Main Street (SR 116)/Mckinley Street

Operating conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods were evaluated to capture the highest potential
impacts forthe proposed project as well as the highestvolumes on the local transportation network. The morning
peak hour occurs between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and reflects conditions during the home to work or school commute,
while the p.m. peak hour occurs between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. and typically reflects the highest level of congestion
during the homeward bound commute.

Study Intersections
Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Morris Street is a signalized intersection with protected left-turn phasing on the
eastbound and westbound Sebastopol Avenue approaches and split phasing on the northbound and southbound
Morris Street approaches. There are marked crosswalks on the north, south, and west legs of the intersection.
Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Petaluma Avenue (SR 116) is a signalized intersection with Petaluma Avenueflowing
one-way northbound. Left-turns have protected phasing on the eastbound Sebastopol Avenue approach. There
are marked crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection.
Bodega Avenue-SR 1 2/North Main Street-South Main Street (SR 116) Is a signalized intersection with Main Street
flowing one-way southbound. The westbound Sebastopol Avenue approach has protected left-turn phasing.
There are marked crosswalks on all four legs of the Intersection.
North Main Street (SR 116)/McKinley Street is a signalized tee-intersection with Mckinley Street terminating.
Mckinley Street is a one-way westbound street and North Main Street becomes a one-way southbound street just
south of the intersection. There are marked crosswalks on the south and east legs.
The locations of the study intersections and the existing lane configurations and controls are shown in Figure 1.

Collision History
The collision history for the study area was reviewed to determine anytrends or patterns that may indicate a safety
issue. Collision rates were calculated based on records available from the California Highway Patrol as published
in their Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) reports. The most current five-year period available
is January 1,2014 through December 31,2018.
As presented in Table 1, the calculated collision rates for the study intersections were compared to average
collision rates for similar facilities statewide, as indicated in 2014 Collision Data on California State Highways,
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O

Statewide
average for similar
intersections.
The collision
ratestudy
calculations
are provided
in Appendix
A. than the
California Department
of Transportation
(Caltrans).
All four
intersections
had collision
rates lower
Table 1

—

Collision Rates at the Study Intersections

Study Intersection

Number of
Collisions
(2014-2018)

1.

Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Morris St

5

2.
3.

Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Petaluma Ave (SR 116)
Bodega Ave-SR 1 2/N Main St-S Main St (SR 116)

12
6

4. N Main St/Mckinley St
Note:
c/mve = collisions per million vehicles entering

Calculated
Statewide
Collision Rate
Average
(c/mve)
Collision Rate
(clmve)

1

0.27
0.27
0.27
0.21

While Sebastopol Avenue (SR 1 2)/Petaluma Avenue (SR 116) had a lower average collision rate than the statewide
average, it had an injury rate of 50.0 percent which exceeds the statewide average of 41.9 percent on similar
facilities. There were two separate pedestrian-Involved collisions with vehicles making a northbound leftturn and
a pedestrian in the crosswalk on the west leg. The City is studying several intersections, including this one, to
improve the signal timing and possible coordination within the downtown core. Both reported collisions
involving a pedestrian had a primary collision factor of pedestrian right-of-way violation. With the planned signal
timing improvements, an emphasis should be placed on considering pedestrian safety.

Alternative Modes
Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities generally include sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signal phases, curb ramps, curb
extensions, and various streetscape amenities such as lighting, benches, etc. in general, a network of sidewalks,
crosswalks, traffic signals, and curb ramps provide access for pedestrians in the vicinity of the project site. The
Fore5t Park Trail is located along the western border of the project property, and provides a connection to the Joe
Rodota Trail south of project site.
-

Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)— Sebastopol Avenue is the main connector between the City’s eastern edge and
the Barlow area and the downtown with nearby neighborhoods and schools. Along the projectfrontage there
is sidewalk coverage on both sides of Sebastopol Avenue between Nelson Way and approximately onequarter mile east of Morris Street.

o

Morris Street Complete sidewalk coverage is provided on the eastern side of Morris Street between
Sebastopol Avenue and Eddie Lane. Partial sidewalk coverage is provided on the western side of Morris Street
with gaps in sidewalk coverage between Laguna Park Way and Eddie Lane. There are continuous sidewalk
connections on both sides of the street between the project and Laguna Park Way.
—

Bicycle Facilities
The Highway Design Manual, Caltrans, 2017, classifies bikeways into four categories:
•
o

Class I Multi-Use Path a completely separated right-of-way forthe exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians
with cross flows of motorized traffic minimized.
Class II Bike Lane a striped and signed lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway.
—

—
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•
o

Class III Bike Route signing only for shared use with motor vehicles within the same travel lane on a street
or highway.
Class IV Bikeway also known as a separated bikeway, a Class IV Bikeway is for the exclusive use of bicycles
and includes a separation between the bikeway and the motor vehicle traffic lane. The separation may
include, but is not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible physical barriers, or on-street parking.
—

—

In the project area there are several Class I multi-use bike/pedestrian paths, including the Joe Rodota Trail, which
connects Petaluma Avenue with Santa Rosa; the Railroad Forest Path, which connects Sebastopol Avenue/Morris
Street with the Joe Rodota Trailiand the West County Trail, which runs between Eddie Lane and Occidental Road
to the north. There are existing bicycle lanes along Morris Street between Sebastopol Avenue and Eddie Lane,
and along SR 116 between Mill Station Road and Lynch Road. According to the City of Sebastopol Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan (2011), a bike route is planned along Sebastopol Avenue-Bodega Avenue between
Petaluma Avenue and Dutton Avenue and bike lanes are planned on Bodega Avenue between Outton Avenue
and Ragle Road. Bicyclists ride in the roadway and/or on sidewalks along all other streets within the project study
area. Table 2 summarizes the existing and planned bicycle facilities in the project vicinity, as contained in the City
ofsebastopol Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
Table 2—Bicycle Facility Summary

____________________

Begin Point

Status
Facility

_______________________

Existing
Railroad Forest Bike path
West CountyTrail
Joe Rodota Trail*
Morris St
Gravenstein Hwy N-Healdsburg AyeMain St-Petaluma Ave-Gravenstein
HwyS
Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)

End Point

II

Sebastopol Ave
Eddie Ln
Petaluma Ave
Sebastopol Ave

Joe Rodota Trail
Forestville

II

Mill Station Rd

Santa Rosa Trail
Eddie Ln
Lynch Rd

Ill

____________________

Moiris St

Petaluma Ave

Planned
Ragle Rd
Dutton Ave
II
Bodega Ave
Dutton Ave
Petaluma Ave
III
Sebastopol Ave
Notes:
or portions of ihese bikeways are located with adjacent jurisdictions
Source: City ofSebastopol Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, Sonorna CountyTransportatlon Authority, 2011

Transit Facilities
Sonoma CountyTransit (SCT) provides fixed route bus service in Sonoma County. Routes 20,22,24 and 52 provide
regional service between the project site and surrounding communities. Each route stops on Laguna Park Way at
the Sebastopol Transit Hub about one-quarter mile northwest of the project site.
Route 20 runs between the Russian River area and Santa Rosa and operates Monday through Friday, serving
regional commuters to Santa Rosa with one-and-one-half to two-hour headways between 6:00 a.m. and 9:30 p.m.
On the weekends, Route 20 runs from 8:00 a.m.to 8:15 p.m. with approximately three-hour headways.
Route 22 provides service between Sebastopol and Santa Rosa and operates Monday through Friday with two
departures during the morning commute period and two departures during the evening commute period.
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Route 24 provides service within Sebastopol, operating on weekdays with headways of about 45 minutes
between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m., and on Saturdays with headways of about 45 minutes between 9:00 a.m. and
3:00 p.m.
Route 52 operates Monday through Friday between Sebastopol and Rohnert ParlQCotati. There is an approximate
headway of one-and-one-half hours between buses, which run from 6:10 am to 6:20 p.m.
Two bicycles can be carried on most scr buses. Bike rack space is on a first-come, first-served basis. Additional
bicycles are allowed on scr buses at the discretion of the driver.
Dial-a-ride, also known as paratransit, or door-to-door service, is available for those who are unable to
independently use the transit system due to a physical or mental disability. Volunteer Wheels, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit operatorforsonoma CountyTransit, Is designed to servethe needs of individuals
with disabilities within the incorporated areas of Sonoma County and between the County’s nine incorporated
cities.
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Capacity Analysis
Intersection Level of Service Methodologies
Level of Service (LOS) is used to rank traffic operation on various types of facilities based on traffic volumes and
roadway capacity using a series of letter designations ranging from A to F. Generally, Level of Service A represents
free flow conditions and Level of Service F represents forced flow or breakdown conditions. A unit of measure
that indicates a level of delay generally accompanies the LOS designation.
The study intersections were analyzed using the “Signalized” methodology published in the Highway Capacity
Manual (11CM), Transportation Research Board, 2000. All four of the study intersections were analyzed using the
HCM 2000 signalized methodology since the HCM 2010 methodologies are not compatible with the signal
phasing In use. This source contains methodologies for various types of intersection control, all of which are
related to a measurement of delay in average number of seconds per vehicle. The signalized methodology uses
factors including traffic volumes, green time for each movement phasing, whether the signals are coordinated or
not truck traffic, and pedestrian activity. Average stopped delay per vehicle in seconds is used as the basis for
evaluation in this LOS methodology. For purposes of this study, delays were calculated using optimized signal
timing.
The ranges of delay associated with the various levels of service are indicated in Table 3.
Table 3—Signalized Intersection Level of Service Criteria
LOS A Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. Most vehicles arrive during the green phase, so do not stop at all.
LOS B Delay of 10 to 20 seconds. More vehicles stop than with LOS A, but many drivers still do not have to stop.
LOS C Delay of 20 to 35 seconds. The number of vehicles stopping is significant although many still pass
through without stopping.
LOS D Delay of 35 toSS seconds. The influence of congestion is noticeable, and most vehicles have to stop.
LOS E Delay of 55 to 80 seconds. Most, if not all, vehicles must stop and drivers consider the delay excessive.
LOS F Delay of more than 80 seconds. Vehicles may wait through more than one cycle to clear the intersection.
Reference: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000

Traffic Operation Standards
All study intersections are located within the City of Sebastopol’s city limits and are therefore subject to the City’s
LOS standards. The City ofSebastopol General Plan, last updated in 2016, adopted Level of Service standards in
Program 16.1 and as implemented by the City as follows:
At signalized intersections: At signalized intersections, levels of service shall be determined for the overall
intersection.
Intersection queuing shall be evaluated in tandem with LOS. Projected queues at signalized intersections
shall not extend through upstream signalized intersections.
•

In evaluating circulation improvement needs at downtown intersections, mitigations should be avoided
which increase capacity by widening that causes impacts to right-of-way and/or historical structures.
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.

•

Allow a minimum operation of LOS D for signalized intersections within the Downtown; a LOS C for all
signalized intersections outside of the Downtown; and LOS D for all side street movements at unsignalized
Intersections.

The following significance criteria which the City has used in other traffic studies was also considered in this
analysis:
A project would normally have a significant adverse impact on the environment ifIt would cause an increase
in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity ofthe streetsystem (Le., results
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads or delays
at intersections), or change the condition ofan existing street (Le., street closures, changing direction oftravel)
in a mannerthat would substantially affect access or traffic load andcapacityof the streetsystern. The specific
City ofSebastopc’l criteria utilized for this analysis are as follows:
A project-related or cumulative traffic impact is considered to be significant if the proposed project would do
any ofthe following:
•
•

Cause the existing baseline LOS to degrade to worse than LOS Oat any signalized intersection within the
Downtown; or,
Cause the existing baseline LOS to degrade to worse than LOS C at any signalized intersection outside of
the Downtown.

The City of Sebastopol does not have an adopted threshold of significance for project-related impacts at
intersections that are already operating, or projected to operate, at unacceptable LOS under Existing or
Cumulative Conditions without the addition ofany project-related traffic
Therefore, for the purpose ofsuch studies to determine whether a project-related impact would be significant,
the following criteria have been utilized in other studies in the City of SebastopoL Similar criteria are utilized
within otherjurisdictions such as the City of Napa, City of Santa Rosa, City ofSan Francisco, and the City of
Oakland:
a

A project impact is considered significant if the proposed project would cause the average control delay
at any signalized intersections to increase by five (5.0) seconds or more for intersections already operating
at unacceptable LOSEorLOS F under the no project conditions.

Existing Conditions
The Existing Conditions scenario provides an evaluation of current operation based on existing traffic voiumes
during the a.m, and p.m. peak periods. This condition does not include project-generated traffic volumes. Volume
data was collected in December 2018 while local schools were in session.

Intersection Levels of Service
Under existing éonditions, all study intersections are operating at LOS D or better. The existing traffic volumes are
shown in Figure 1. A summary of the intersection level of service calculations is contained in Table 4, and copies
are provided in Appendix B.
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Table 4—Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Study Intersection

• Delay

0

PM Peak

AM Peak
LOS

Delay

LOS

1.

Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Morris St

16,7

B

25.0

C

2.

Sebastopol Ave (SR 1 2)/Petaluma Ave (SR 116)

24.8

C

26.1

C

3.

Bodega Ave-SR 12/N Main St-S Main St (SR 116)

52.2

0

53.3

D

8.4

A

4. N Main St (SR 11 6)/McKinley St
Notes: Delay Is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service

Future Conditions
The City of Sebastopol is working with Caltrans to improve signal timing at multiple intersections along SR 12 and
SR 116 within the downtown core. Signal coordination at several of the studied Intersections is being considered
as an improvement along with re-evaluating the existing cycle iengths. All four of the intersections included in
this analysis are part of the signal improvement study. Since the planned improvements to signal timing at these
locations have yet to be determined and the planned project is consistent with the site’s land use designation and
zoning, so reasonably anticipated in planning studies for future conditions, a future conditions scenario was not
analyzed.

Project Description
The proposed project includesi 8 two-bedroom townhomes to be built on a currently vacant lot with one carport
and one visitor parking space per unit. The site would be accessible where Morris Street terminates south of
Sebastopol Avenue, with an additional emergency access point via Village Park. The project site plan is shown in
Figure2.

Trip Generation
The anticipated trip generation for the proposed project was estimated using standard rates published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017, for Multifamily Housing
Low-Rise (ITE LU #220), as the description most closely matches the proposed project. The proposed project is
expected to generate an average of 132 vehicle trips per day, including 8 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 10
during the p.m. peak hour. These results are summarized in Tables.
Table 5—Trip Generation Summary
Land Use

Units

Daily

riPsHT~Psnt

Proposed
Multifamily Hdusing

iSunits

7.32

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

132

Rate

Trips

In

Out

0.56

10

6

4

Trip Distribution
The pattern used to allocate new project trips to the street network was determined by reviewing existing turning
movements at the study intersections as well as employment patterns for residents of the City of Sebastopol as
indicated by the 2010 Census. Since traffic conditions are generally most critical during the weekday p.m. peak
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Figure 2— Site Plan
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hour, the distribution assumptions are primarily based on the expected trip routes during that time. The applied
distribution assumptions and resulting trips are shown in Table 6.
Table 6— Trip Distribution Assumptions
Route

Percent

Daily Trips

AM Trips

______________________________

PM Trips

US 101 (to/from the east)

4

SR 116 (to/from the north)
SR 116 (to/from the south)
Sonoma Coast (to/from the west)

2
4

TOTAL
100%
Note: *Trips do not add up to the calculated trip generation due to rounding

2
10*

Intersection Operation
Existing plus Project Conditions
Upon the addition of project-related traffic to the Existing volumes, the study intersections are expected to
operate at the same service levels as without project-related traffic. These results are summarized in Table 7.
Project only traffic volumes and Existing plus Project traffic volumes are shown In Figure 3.
Table 7 Existing and Existing plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Existing plus Project
Study Intersection
Existing Conditions
AM Peak
PM Peak
AM Peak
PM Peak
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
161
B
25.0
C
19.9
B
261
C
1. Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Morris St
24.8
C
26.1
C
24.9
C
26.2
C
2. Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)/Petalunia Ave (SR 116)
3. Bodega Ave-SR 12/N Main St-S Main St (SR 116) 52.2
D
53.3
D
52.6
D
53.6
D
6.2
A
8.4
A
6.2
A
8.3
A
4. N Main St (SR 116)/McKinley St
Notes: Delay Is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service
—

.

It should be noted that the level of service and delay at the intersection of Sebastopol Avenue (SR 12)/Morris Street
can fluctuate with periods of more congestion due to heavy east-west traffic. The project only increases the delay
by approximately three seconds during the a.m. peak hour and two seconds during the p.m. peak hour. The
impact of this level of delay increase is considered less-than-significant. However, because delay generated by
the southern leg could impact delay and congestion during the peak congestion periods, it would be appropriate
to provide measures to reduce this impact.
As noted earlier in the report, the City is working with Caltrans to improve signal timing at multiple intersections
along SR 12 including the Morris Street intersection. Based on the preliminary evaluation, recommended signal
timing and resulting simulations with the updated timing plan, the intersection of Sebastopol Avenue (SR
1 2)/Morri5 Street will experience a decreased delay of approximately S seconds which would offset the delay
created by the project. In order to provide an additional layer of reduced traffic impact the southbound approach
should be restriped from the current geometrics (18 ft. inbound lane, 12 ft. outbound lane) to two 15-foot lanes.
This restriping which may require re-installation of the traffic signal detector position, will periodically allow
southbound right-turn traffic to make a right on red when there is one car queued up waiting to make a left turn.
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Figure 3 Project and Existing plus Project Traffic Volumes
—

~l(W-Trans

Finding The study intersections are expected to continue operating acceptablyand atthe same Levels of Service
upon the addition of project-generated traffic. The project’s short-term impact is therefore considered less-thansignificant. However, due to the particular sensitivity of the 5R 12/Morris Street intersection to congestion, the
project should restripe the southbound Morris Street approach.
—

Recommendation —The project should arrange for restriping of the southbound Morris Street approach to create
two 15-foot lanes and, if needed, re-install the traffic signal detector position.

.
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A(ternative Modes
Given the proximity to Sebastopol’s downtown, the Barlow district, the Laguna open space, and transit stops
surrounding the site, It is reasonable to assume that some residents would want to walk bicycle, and/or use transit
to travel to and from the project site.

Pedestrian Facilities
Sebastopol Avenue connects to the Barlow District and the downtown from the east entrance point Into the City
of Sebastopol. Morris Street connects neighborhoods to the Barlow District Analy High School, the Community
Center, and the Laguna Skate Park Both roads would serve as the primary path of travel for residential pedestrian
activity. Sidewalk connectivity between the project site and destinations surrounding the project site is generally
adequate; however, the sidewalk is discontinuous on the west side of Morris Street north of Laguna Park Way.
Based on the proposed site plan, there is not a paved walkway/sidewalk connection between the Forest Park Trail
and the townhomes and Morris Street. The Forest Park Trail is adjacent to the project site, which provides
connection to the Joe Rodota Trail south of project site.
Finding Pedestrian facilities surrounding the proposed site are generally adequate to provide connection the
downtown and transit stops. There Is not an existing or planned connection between the site and the Forest Park
Trail.
—

Recommendation The proposed project should provide pedestrian facilities between the townhomes and the
Forest ParkTrail.
—

.

Bicycle Facilities
Existing and planned bicycle facilities, per the City of Sebastopol Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, will provide
access for bicyclists. The City of Sebastopol Ordinance 17.110.030 requIres residential uses to provide one-half
bicycle parking space per proposed multifamily and attached single-family dwelling unit. Proper bicycle parking
facilities are also required; each bicycle parking space shall include a stationary parking device to adequately
secure bicycles.
Based on the 18 proposed multifamily dwelling units, the project is required to provide a minimum of nine bicycle
parking spaces. According to the proposed project’s site plan, each unit is planned to have an exterior rear porch
closet with a bicycle hook to provide bicycle parking.
Finding Bicycle facilities sewing the project site are adequate. There are plans for bicycle parking for each unit.
—

Transit
Existing transit routes are adequate to accommodate project-generated transit trips. Existing stops are within
acceptable walking distance of the site.
Finding Transit facilities serving the project site are expected to be adequate.
—

Traffic Impact Study for the Davis Townhomes
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Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions
The proposed project is expected to generate an average of 132 daily vehicle trips, including 8 trips during
the morning peak hour and 10 trips during the evening peak hour.
The study intersections are currently operating acceptably at LOS 0 or better overall during both peak hours.
With anticipated project related traffic added, the intersections are expected to continue operating at the
same service levels as without project trips.
•

With recommended signal timing modifications at the SR 12/Morris Street Intersection, the intersection will
experience a decreased delay of approximately 5 seconds which would offsetthe delay created bythe project.

•

Due to the particular sensitivity of the SR 12/Morris Street intersection to congestion, the project should
restripe the southbound Morris Street approach to allow for vehicles to make a right-turn on red.

•

Existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are generally adequate to serve the project site. Pedestrian
connectivity between the Forest Park Trail and the project site Is lacking and should be considered for
improvement.

Recommendations
•

The project should arrange for restriping of the southbound Morris Street approach to create two 15-foot
lanes and, if needed, re-Install the traffic signal detector position.

•

The proposed should provide a pedestrian facility connection between the project site and the Forest Park
Trail.

.
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Appendix A
Collision Rate Calculations
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Intersection Collision Rate Calculations
Davis Townhcmes
intersection$
1:
Sebastopol Ave (SR 12)& MoritsSt
Date of Count Wednesday, December 5, 2018
Number of Colltalons:
Numb., of InjurIes:
Number of FatalitIes:
ADT:
Start Dat.:
End Oat.:
Number of Years:

5
3
0
18900
January 1,2014
December31, 2018
5

Intersection Type: Four-Logged
Control Type: Signals
Area: Urban
collslon rate

=

collision rate

2

Study Intersection
Statewide Average

Number of Collisionsx 1 Million
ADT,c 365 Days per Year x Number of Years
18,900

5
x

Collision Rate
0.14 cftiwe
0.27 c/mve

x
365

1000,000
x

Fatality Rate
0.0%
0.4%

5

injury Rate
50.0%
41.9%

AOl = average daily total vehicles entering intersection
(Vmve = collisions per million vehicles entering intersection
2013 Collision Data on California Slate Highways, Caitrans

IntersectIon 4
2:
Sobastopol Ave (SR 12) & Peiaiuma Ave (SR 116)
Date of Count: Wednesday. December 5.2018
Number of CollIsions:
Number of injullea:
Number of Fatalities:
ADT:
Start Date:
End Date:
Number of Years:

12
6
0
24900
January 1.2014
December31, 2018
5

Intersection Type: Fourogged
Control Type: Signals
Area: Urban
coflision rate

=

collision rate

=

Study Intersection
Statewide Average

Number of Collisions xl Million
AOT x 365 Days per Year x Number of Years
24,900

12
x

Collision Rate
0.26 clmve
0.27 c/rave

x
365

1,000,000
x

Fatality Rate
0.0%
0.4%

5

Injury Rate
50.0%
41.9%

ADT average daily total vehicles entering intersection
c/mve collisions per million vehicles entering intersection
2013 Collision Data on California State Highways. Caflians

2/8/2019
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.

Intersection collision Rate Caiculalons
Davis Townhomes
Intersection 4 3:
Bodega Ave-SR 12 & North Main St-South Main St (SR
116)
Date of Count: Wednesday, December 5.2018
Number of CollIsIons:
Number of Injuries:
Number of Fatalities:
Am:
Start Date:
End Date:
Number of Years:

6

2
0
21700
January 1,2014
Decernber3l,2018
6

Intersection Type: Four-Legged
Control Type: Signals
Aria: Urban
collision rate

=

collision rate

a

Study lnt.rsectlon
Statewide Average’

Number of Collisions xl Million
ADT x 365 Days per Year x Number of Years
21.700

6
x

Collision Rate
0.15 cimve
0.27 clmv.

x
355

1,000,000
x

FatalIty Rate
0.0%
0.4%

5

Injury Rate
33.3%
41.9%

ADT average daily total vehicles entering intersection
clmvo = collisions par milton vehicles entering intersection
2013 Collision Data on California Slit, Highways, Caltrans

Intersection 4
4:
North Main St & McKinley St
Date of Count Wednesday. December 5.2018
Number of CollisIons:
Number of Injuries:
Numberofpatalities:
ADY:
Start Date:
End Date:
Number of Years:

1
I
0
17700
January 1.2014
December 31. 2018
5

intersection type: Tee
control Type: Signals
Area: U,ban
collision rate

=

collision rate

=

Study Intersection
Statewide Average’

Number of Collisions xl Million
ADT x 365 Days per Year x Number of Years
17,700

I
x

Collision Rate
0.03 cimve
0.21 cimve

x
365

1.000.000
x

Fatality Rate
0.0%
0.3%

S

Injury Rate
100.0%
42.4%

ADT average daily total vehicles entering Intersection
clmve = collision, per million vehicles entering intersection
2013 Collision Data on California State Highways, Calirans

2/8/2019
Page 2 of 2

Appendix 3
Intersection Level of Service Calculations
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SebastopoiRd & Morris St
~k

Movement
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Fipb, pedibikes
FrI
Fit Protected
Satd.Fiow(prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd.Fiow(perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
LaneGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (a)
Approach LOS

ERL

c~

EBR

38
38

EBT
1.
893
893

6
6

1700

1700

1700

4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.95
40
0
40

5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1698
1.00
1698
0.95
940
0
946

0%
Prot
5

0%
NA
2

6.0
6.0
0.06
4.7
3.0
103
0.02

67.6
67.6
0.72
5.1
5.0
1226
cO.56

56.9
56.9
0.61
5.1
5.0
1033
0.48

0.39
42.0
1.00
2.4
44.5
0

0.77
8.2
1.00
3.6
11.8
B
13.1
B

0.80
14.0
1.00
5.0
19.0
B
17.4
B

Intersec n Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cyce Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c C~tical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

~

02/05/2019
,‘

‘.

NBT

NBR

BL

I

WBR

0
0

WBT
‘1
783
783

135
135

3
3

1
1

0
0

76
76

0
0

34
34

1700

1700

1700

1700

1700

1700

1700

1700

1700

0.95
6
0
0
11

0.95
0
0
0

5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.95
824
0
824

5.1
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
1.00
1410
1.00
1410
0.95
142
16
126
2

0.95
3
0
0

4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.96
1639
0.96
1639
0.95
1
0
4

4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.95
80
0
80

4.7
1.00
0.95
1.00
0.85
1.00
1375
1.00
1375
0.95
0
0
36

0%

0%
Prot
1

0%
NA
6

0%
Perm

0%
Split
8

0%
NA
8

0%
Split
4

0%
NA
4

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
28
cO,00

9.9
9.9
0.11
4.7
3.0
170
cOOS

9.9
9.9
0.11
4.7
3.0
145
0.03

0.14
45.3
1.00
2.3
47.7
0
47.7
D

0.47
39.4
1.00
2.1
41.4
D

0.25
38.4
1.00
0.9
39.3
0
40.8
U

16.7
0.77
93.6
70.9%
15

NB

t
r

6
56.9
56.9
0.61
5.1
5.0
857
0.09
0.15
7.9
1.00
0.2
8.1
A

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

$BT

4’

SBR

1’

0.95
0
0
0
3
1
0%

0.95
36
0
0
10
0%

B
19.2
C

AM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Sebastopol Rd & Petaluma Ave

f
MG~

t

Lane Configurations
Traffic volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow(vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
FIph, pad/bikes
Frt
FIt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Ad). Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi, Peds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#Ihr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green1 g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

E

-,

SB

%,

SR

~

WB

02/05/2019
4—k~

WB’

t

+1’
664
664
1700
5.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
0.97
1.00
3138
1.00
3138
0.97
685
13
815

59
59
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.97
61
0
61

537

0

0

537
1700
5.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.97
554
0
554

0
1700

0
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0%
Prot
5

0%
NA
2

2%

2%

6.9
6.9
0.08
4.7
2.0
124
0.04

43.7
43.7
0.49
5.0
3.0
830
cO.33

32.1
32.1
0.36
5.0
4.0
1125
cO.26

0.49
39.6
1.00
1.1
40.7
D

0.67
17.4
1.00
2.0
19.4
B
21.5
C

0.72
24.9
1.00
2,5
27.4
C
27.4
C

0%
NA
6

WBR

4~

NB

139
139
1700

94
94
1700

0.97
143
0
0
3

0.97
97
0
0
1

0%

0%
Perm

4

4,

581.

581’

SBR

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

2%

2%

2%

fi’”
8W

NBR

4+
478
478
1700
4.6
0.95
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.99
3203
0.99
3203
0.97
493
0
590

F
461
461
1700
4.6
1.00
0.97
1.00
0.85
1.00
1408
1.00
1408
0.97
475
24
451
2
2
0%
Perm

0%
NA
8

8
36.2
36.2
0.40
4.6
3.5
1295
0.18
0.46
19.5
1.00
0.3
19.8
B
24.8
C

8
36.2
36.2
0.40
4.6
3,5
569
cO.32
0.79
23.4
1.00
7.7
31 0
C
0.0
A

mt

$urnma
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (a)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
a Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

24.8
0.77
89.5
94.9%
15

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (a)
CU Level of Service

C
14.3
F

AM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Bodega AvelSebastopol Rd & Main St
f_fr
Moyem
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, pedlbikes

,,

“.

I

WBR

NAL

NBT

NBR

$ L

$BT
+t.

SBR

+

r

WB9’

337
337
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.94
359
0
359

52
52
1700
4.7
1.00
0.96
1.00
0.85
1.00
1391
1.00
1391
0.94
55
4
51
17

340

434

340
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.94
362
0
362

434
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.94
462
0
462

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.94
0
0
0

0.94
0
0
0

0.94
0
0
0

533
533
1700
4.7
0.95
0.99
1.00
0.99
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.94
567
7
613

50
50
1700

0.94
0
0
0

255
255
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
0.99
1.00
0.95
1596
0.95
1596
0.94
271
0
271
5

0%
Prot
3

0%
NA
8

2%

2%

2%

2%

16.4
16.4
0.20
11.7
3.0
323
cO.22

37.6
37.6
0.46
11.7
5.0
779
0.27

1.12
32.8
1.00
86.7
119.5
F

0.59
16.5
1.00
1.8
18.3
B
62.8
E

0
0
1700

2%

t

WBL

SB

0.94
0
0
0

4

-

EBR

ERL

Frt
Fit Protected
Satd.Flow(prot)
FIt Permitted
Satd.FIow(perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#Ihr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green1 G (a)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay. dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

02/05/2019

0%
NA
4
16.5
16.5
0.20
4.7
3.0
342
cO.21
1.05
32.8
1.00
62.3
95.0
F
86.1
F

0%
Perm
4
16.5
16.5
0.20
4.7
3.0
279
0.04
0.18
27.2
1.00
0.3
27.5
C

~

0%
Perm
2
24.5
24.5
0.30
4.7
4.0
476

0%
NA
2

0.94
53
0
0
25
1
0%

24.5
24.5
0.30
4.7
4.0

946
cO.19

0.17
0.57
24.3
1.00
1.9
26.2
C
0.0
A

0.65
25.0
1.00
1.7
26.7
C
26.6
C

Intemedilo

mary
-(CM 2000 control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated cycle Length (s)
Intersection capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

52.2
0.88
82.0
94.9%
15

KCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
CU Level of Service

D
23.1
F

AM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Main St & Mckinley St
1_k.
WBL

02105/2019

Moveme t
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
ideal Flow (vphpi)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Utii. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes

72
72
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00

558
558
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00

Fiph, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected

1.00
1.00
0.95

1.00
0.85
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00

Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit PermItted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)

1615
0.95
1615
0.95
76
58

1445
1.00
1445
0.95
587
0

Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#Ihr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type

18
18

0%

Protected Phases

NBT

BR

SBL

$BT

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

782
782
1700
4.7
0.95
1.00

‘1

tI

0.95
0
0

0.95
0
0

0.95
0
0

3230
1.00
3230
0.95
823
0

587
6
I

0

0

0

823

0%

2%

2%

2%

0%

Prot custom
7 267

NA
2

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s)

14.5

51.8

32.6

Effective Green, g (a)
Actuated gIC Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
via Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay(s)
Approach LOS

14.5
0.24
4.7
2.0
390
0.01

51.8
0.86

32.6
0.54
4.7
4.0
1754
0.25

0.05
17.5
1.00
0.0
17.5
B
3.2
A

Intersection ummary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (miii)
c C~tical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

1247
cO.41
0.47
0.9
1.00
0.4
1.3
A
0.0
A
6.2
0.52
60.0
43 2%
15

0.47
8.4
1.00
0.3
8.7
A
8.7
A
HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

A
13.4
A

AM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Sebastopol Rd & Morris St
tt_
-F
EBL

• men
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpi)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
ClearanceTime(s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
LaneGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay(s)
ApproachLOS

~i
49
49
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
53
0
53
Prot
5

EST
t.

EBR

L

WBT
t

R
P

NBL

NW!’

NBR

St

735
735
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1666
1.00
1666
0.92
799
0
801

2
2
1700

3
3
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
3
0
3

705
705
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.92
766
0
766

170
170
1700
5.1
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
1.00
1385
1.00
1385
0.92
185
9
176
1

3
3
1700

3
3
1700
4.7
1.00
0.96

5
5
1700

162
162
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
176
0
176

1700
4.7
1.00
0.94
1.00
0.85
1.00
1329
1.00
1329
0.92

NA
8

Split
4

NA
4

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
23
cO.00

16.3
16.3
0.16
4,7
3.0
252
cOIl

16.3
16.3
0.16
4.7
3.0
212
0.04

0,26
49.6
1.00
6.1
55.7
E
55.7
E

0.70
40.5
1.00
8.2
48.7
D

0.27
37.6
1.00
0.7
38.4
0
46.1
0

0.92
2
0
0
20
2

NA
2

,.

NA
6

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
24
0.00

56,2
56,2
0.55
5.1
5.0
918
cO.46

0.12
49.5
1.00
2.3
51.9
0

0.83
19.0
1.00
7.3
26.4
C
23.7
C

..

.

.

25.0
0.77
102.0
70.4%
15

4,

1.00
0.94
0.99
1480
0.99
1480
0.92
3
0
0

0.92
3
5
6

0.92
5
0
0

SB

0
58

3
Prot
1

0.39
0.78
44.1 ~ 14.2
1,00
1.00
1.9’ ‘4.3
46.0
18.5
‘0
B
20.2
C

Inte.
ma
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

%,,

8.7
63.3
t8.7
63.3
0.09
0.62
~4.7
5.1
3.0
5.0
~i~135~ 1033
cO.03 cO.48

~‘

t

-,

.~.

..,~•

02/0512019

Perm

Split
8

6
56.2
56.2
0.55
5.1
5.0
763
0.13
0.23
11.8
1.00
0.3
12.1
B

NCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

SBR
52
52
1700

0.92
57
0
0
14

C
19.2
C

PM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Sebastopol Rd & Petaluma Ave

f
Movement
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal FIow(vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit PermItted
Satd, Flow (pent)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RToRReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, 9 (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EBI.

EST

-~

~

tie”

4

1

EB

~L

WBT
+1’

WBR

NBL

NB
4+

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

640
640
1700
5.0

141
141
1700

146
146
1700

602
602
1700
4.6

434
434
1700
4.6

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

1.00
1.00
1.00
0.99
3134
0.99
3134
0.97
621
0
772

0.97
1.00
0.85
1.00
1368
1.00
1368
0.97
447
30
417
7
1
Perm

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

+
100
100
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.97
103
0
103

430
430
1700
5.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.97
443
0
443

Prot
5

NA
2

NA
6

7.9
7.9
0.09
4.7
2.0
136
cO.07

45.3
45.3
0.50
5.0
3.0
826
0.27

32.7
32.7
0.36
5.0
4.0
1098
cO.26

0.76
40.8
1.00
19.0
59.8
E

0.54
15.8
1.00
0.7
16.5
B
24.7
C

0.72
25.4
1.00
2.5
27.9
C
27.9
C

0.95

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

1.00
1.00
0.97
1.00
3070
1.00
3070
0.97
660
13
792

0.95

0.97
145
0
0
7

0.97
151
0
0
3
Perm

NA
8

8

Intersedif $ minary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Chtical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

:

02/05/2019

26.1
0.74
91.4
94.6%
15

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
CU Level of Service

36.5
36.5
0.40
4.6
3.5
1251
0.25
0.62
21.9
1.00
1.0
22.8
C
25.5
C

1.00

8
36.5
36.5
0.40
4.6
3.5
546
cO.30
0.76
23.7
1.00
6.5
30.2
C
0.0
A
C
143
F

PM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Bodega Ave/Sebastopol Rd & Main St
Movement
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow(vphpl)
TotalLosttime(s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, pedibikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
FrI
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd.Flow(perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RToRReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Conil. Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#Thr)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated gIG Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
LaneGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
vic Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

f

-.

-~

EBL

BT

EBR

0
0
1700

0.96
0
0
0

-

glersection Summa
HCM 2000 control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

+
266
266
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.96
277
0
277
NA
4
16.4
16.4
0.19
4.7
3.0
311
cO.17
0.89
34.8
1.00
25.6
60.4
E
55.2
E

58
58
1700
4.7
1.00
0.86
1.00
0.85
1.00
1212
1.00
1212
0.96
60
0
60
82
Perm
4
16.4
16.4
0.19
4.7
3.0
226
0.05
0.27
30.5
1.00
0.6
31.2
C

53.3
0.91
87.8
94.6%
15

02/0512019

t

E

NBT

NBR

t-

WBL

WftT

356
356
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0,95
1583
0.96
371
0
371

t
471
471
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.96
491
0
491

Prot
3

NA
8

16.9
16.9
0.19
11.7
3.0
304
cO.23

38.0
38.0
0.43
11.7
5.0
721
0.29

1.22
35.5
1.00
125.2
160.6
F

0.68
20.0
1.00
3.4
23.4
C
82.5
F

WBR

NBL

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost Ume (a)
Cli Level of Service

~

.1

$BL

SBT

SBR

~
258
258
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
0.89
1.00
0.95
1412
0.95
1412
0.96
269
0
269
42

+1’
655
655
1700
4.7
0.95
0.96
1.00
0.98
1.00
2979
1.00
2979
0.96
682
0
795

Perm
2
29.9
29.9
0.34
4.7
4.0
480
0.19
0.56
23.6
1.00
1.8
25.4
C
0.0
A

108
108
1700

0.96
112
0
0
99
2

NA
2
29.9
29.9
0.34
4.7
4.0
1014
cO.27
0.78
26.0
1.00
4.3
30.3
C
29.1
C

D
23.1
F

PM Existing

HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Main St & Mckinley St

02)0512019

___________

“‘*4
Mo. ement

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (a)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, pad/bikes
Fipb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Proteôted
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peák-hdür factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Cénfi. Pdds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#Thr)
Turn .Typ~ 7~?.
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effeàtivi G?ééng (s).
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearaiiàè Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lar~eGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/i Ratio Pernu’
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Appro~ch LOS

WOL

BT

BR

SBL

0
0
1700

o

0

780

0
1700

0
1700

780
1700
4.7
0.95
1.00

F

210
210
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.97
216
92

778
778
1700
4.7
1.00

1.00

0.85

1.00
1417
1.00

1417
0.97

802
0
802

116

45

S,
•1+

1.00
1.00

124

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

1.00
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.97
804
0
804

2

Prot custom
7 267
7
17.7
49.6
49.6
17.7
0.85
0.30
4.7
2.0
.479
1203
0.08 cO.57

27.2
27.2
0.47
4.7
4.0
1475
0.25

0.26
15.4
1.00
0.1
15.5
B
5.7
A

0.55
11.2
1.00
0.5
11.7
B
11.7
B

Intersection S mmary
HCM 2000 Cdñtrol Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Peridd(min)~.:
a Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

WB.

NA

2

0.67
1.5
1.00
1.6
3.1
A
0.0
A
8.4
0.73
58.4
61.4%

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (a)
CU Level of Service

A
13.4
B

PM Existing

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Sebastopol Rd & Morris St

.

f
ovement
Lane Configuraflons
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpi)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Fipb, pad/bikes
Fit
Fit Protected
Satd.Flow(prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd.Flow(perm)
Peak-hour factor PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi, Pads, (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
LaneGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perni
v/c RatIo <~Wv~.
Uniform Delay, dl
Prbgrisslàn Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (é)’
LevelofService
Apprö~ch Delay(s)
Approach LOS
‘

-,

~

EEL

EBT

EBR

38
38
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0,95
1615
0.95
40
0
40

te
893
893
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1697
1.00
1697
0.95
940
0
947

0%
Prot
5

0%
NA
2

6.0
6.0
0.06
4.7
3.0
101
cO.02
0.40
43.0
100
2.5
455
D

02/0512019

ç~-k
L

WBT

WER

‘1
1
1
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.95
1
0
1

t
783
783
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.95
824
0
824

P
135
135
1700
5.1
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
1.00
1410
1.00
1410
0.95
142
15
127
2

0%
Prot
1

0%
NA
6

63.1
63.1
0.66
5.1
5.0
1122
cO.56

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
27
0,00

58.7
58.7
0.62
5.1
5.0
1046
0.48

0.84
12.4
1.00
6.6
19.0
B
20.0
C

0.04
46.1
1.00
0.6
46.7
D

0.79
13.7
1.00
4.6
18.3
B
16.8
B

lnters: I, $
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity raUo
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
lntersecUon Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

7
7
1700

0.95
7
0
0
11
0%

0%
Perm

~

NBL

t
NET

SEL

SET

SER

‘I
76
76
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.95
80
0
80

0
0
1700
4.7
1.00
0.95
1.00
0.85
1.00
1374
1.00
1374
0.95
0
0
36

34
34
1700

0%
Split
4

0%
NA
4

0%

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
26
cOOl

9.9
9.9
0.10
4.7
3.0
167
cO.05

9,9
9.9
0.10
4.7
3.0
142
0.03

0.31
46.4
1.00
6.7
53.0
D
53.0
D

0.48
40.3
1.00
2.2
42.5
D

0.25
39.3
1.00
0.9
40.3
D
41.8
D

0.95
6
0
0

4’
2
2
1700
4.7
1.00
0.97
1.00
0.97
0.97
1565
0.97
1565
0.95
2
2
8

0%
Split
8

0%
NA
8

6
6
1700

6
58.7
58.7
0.62
5.1
5.0
867
0.09
0.15
7.8
1.00
0.2
7.9
A

d

,

NER
2
2
1700

0.95
2
0
0
3
‘

0%

0.95
36
0
0
10

.~

Sebastopol Traffic Signal Coordination Review
W-Trans

19.9
0.79
95.4
70.9%
15

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost hme (s)
ICU Level of Service

B
19.2
C

AM Existing plus Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Sebastopol Rd & Petaluma Ave
‘
~
Movement
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal FIow(vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Fipb, ped/bikes
Fit
FIt Protected
Satd.Flow(prot)
Fit PermItted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi, Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated gIC Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Oelay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EBR

0210512019

EBL
“I
59
59
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1,00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.97
61
0
61

ES
+
537
537
1700
5.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.97
554
0
554

W59’

0%
Prot
5

0%
NA
2

6.9
6.9
0.08
4.7
2.0
124
0.04

43.8
43.8
0.49
5.0
3.0
830
cO.33

32.2
32.2
0.36
5.0
4.0
1126
cO,26

0.49
39.7
1.00
1.1
40.8
0

0.67
17.4
1.00
2.0
19.5
B
21.6
C

0.73
24.9
1.00
2.5
27.5
C
27.5
C

WBR

BL

tt.
0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

2%

2%

667
667
1700
5.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
0.97
1.00
3138
1.00
3138
0.97
668
13
818

139
139
1700

94
94
1700

0.97
143
0
0
3

0.97
97
0
0
1

0%
NA
6

0%

0%
Perm

t

,‘

‘.,

NBIF

Sebastopol Traffic Signal Coordination Review
W-Trans

24.9
0.77
89.7
95.1%
15

SCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

1

NBR

r

SBL

SBT

BR

4+
478
478
1700
4.6
0.95
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.99
3203
0.99
3203
0.97
493
0
590

462
462
1700
4.6
1.00
0.97
1.00
0.85
1.00
1408
1.00
1408
0.97
476
24
452
2
2
0%
Perm

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

2%

2%

2%

0%
NA
8

8

Intern
$ummaty
HCM 2000 Control Delay
SCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

4

36.3
36.3
0.40
4.6
3.5
1296
0.18
0.46
19.5
1.00
0.3
19.8
B
24.9
C

8
36.3
36.3
0.40
4.6
3.5
569
cO.32
0.79
23.4
1.00
7.8
31.2
C
0.0
A
C
14.3

AM Existing pius Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Bodeqa Ave/Sebastopol Rd & Main St

.

Move

t

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Fiph, ped/bikes

-,

ERL

EBT

EB

+
337
337
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700
0.94
359
0
359

F
52
52
1700
4.7
1.00
0.96
1.00
0,85
1.00
1391
1.00
1391
0.94
55
4
51
17

0
0
1700

Frt
Fit Protected
Satd.Flow(prot)
FIt Permitted
Satd. Flow (per,,,)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RToRReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (mhr)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C RaUo
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/cRatio~;’~
Uniform Delay, dl
Prâgression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Dela9(s)?ik~
LevelofServ,ce
ApfroáchDéla~i(s)
Approach LOS

-~

~4’

0.94
0
0
0
2%

0%
NA
4
16.5
16.5
0.20
4.7
3.0
342
cO.21
1.05
32.8
1.00
62.3
95.0
F
86.1
F

lhte,~UbhSummat~’
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
lnterse~tJon Capacity Utilization”:
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group
,

Sebastopol Traffic Signal Coordination Review
W-Trans

0%
Perm
4
16.5
16.5
0.20
4.7
3.0
279
0.04
0.18
27.2
1.00
0.3
27.5
C

52.6
0.88
82.0
~s.i %
15

02/0512019

ft

~
WB
342
342
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.94
364
0
364

WB
+
435
435
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1700
1.00
1700

0.94
463
0
463

0%
Prot
3

0%
NA
8

16.4
16.4
0.20
11.7
3.0
323
cO.23

37.6
37.6
0.46
11,7
5.0
779
0.27

1.13
32.8
1.00
88.9
121.7
F

0.59
16.5
1.00
1.8
184
B
63.9
2

WBR

NAL

Bi

NBR

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

0.94
0
0
0

0.94
0
0
0

0.94
0
0
0

0.94
0
0
0

2%

2%

2%

2%

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost ~me (s)
ICU Level of Service

‘~

SBL
‘1
255
255
1700
47
1.00
1.00
0.99
1.00
0.95
1596
0.95
1596
0.94
271
0
271
5
0%
Perm
2
24.5
24.5
0.30
4.7
4.0
476
0.17
0,57
24.3
1.00
1.9
26.2
C

0.0
A

~

SBR
‘H.
533
533
1700
4.7
0.95
0.99
1.00
0.99
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.94
567
7
613

50
50
1700

0.94
53
0
0
25

0%
NA
2

0%

24.5
24.5
0.30
4.7
4.0
946
cO,19
0.65
25.0
1.00
1.7
26.7
C
26.6
C

-

D
23.1

AM Existing plus Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

02105/2019

4: Main St & McKinley St

.

ckt
MQveme

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi, Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (it/br)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ra~o
Clearance Time (a)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c RatIo
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

WBL

WBR

NBT

N R

SBL

SBT

72
72
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1615
0.95
1615
0.95
76
58
18
18

559
559
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.85
1.00
1445
1.00
1445
0.95
588
0
588
6

o

o

782
782
1700
4.7
0.95
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
3230
1.00
3230
0.95
823
0
823

r

0%
0%
Prot custom
7 267
14.5
14.5
0.24
4.7
2.0
390
0.01
0.05
17.5
1.00
0.0
175
B
3.2
A

ft

o

o

1700

1700

0
0
1700

0.95
0
0
0

0.95
0
0
0

0.95
0
0
0

2%

2%

2%

51.8
51.8
0.86

32.6
32.6
0.54
4.7
4.0
1754
0.25

1247
cO.41
0.47
0.9
1.00
0.4
1.3
A

Inters. n Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Sebastopol Traffic Signal Coordination Review
W-Trans

0%
NA
2

0.0
A
6.2
0.52
60.0
43.2%
15

0.47
8.4
1.00
0.3
8.7
A
8.7
A
HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost ~me (a)
ICU Level of Service

A
13.4
A

AM Existing plus Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Sebastopol Rd & Morris St

02105/2019

,-~

Move
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
Fit
FIt Protected
SaId. Flow(prot)
Fit PermItted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak.hour factor, PHF
Adj.Flow(vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi, Peds. (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#11w)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, C (a)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EBL

EBT

49
49
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
53
0
53

1.
735
735
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1663
1.00
1663
0.92
799
0
806

Prot
5

L

WBT

5
5
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
5
0
5

t
705
705
1700
5.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.92
766
0
766

NA
2

Prot
1

NA
6

8.7
8.7
0.08
4.7
3.0
132
cO.03

63.5
63.5
0.61
5.1
5.0
1015
cO.48

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.7
3.0
24
0.00

56.4
56.4
0.54
5.1
5.0

0.40
45.2
1.00
2.0
47.2
D

0.79
15.3
1.00
5.0
20.3
C
22.0
C

0.21
50.6
1.00
4.3
54.9
D

1..
onSumma.
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c C~tical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Traris

EBR
6
6
1700

0.92
7
0
0
20
2

26.7
0.77
104.0
70.4%
15

t

t

4

1

WBR

N~

NWT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

170
170
1700
5.1
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.85
1.00
1385
1.00
1385
0.92
185
9
176
1

5
5
1700

6
6
1700

162
162
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.92
176
0
176

1
1
1700
4.7
1.00
0.93
1.00
0.85
1.00
1328
1.00
1328
0.92
1
0
58

52
52
1700

0.92
5
0
0

4
4
1700
4.7
1.00
0.98
1.00
0.94
0.98
1508
0.98
1508
0.92
4
7
9

Split
8

NA
8

Split
4

NA
4

3.4
3.4
0.03
4.7
3.0
49
cO.01

16.3
16.3
0.16
4.7
3.0
248
cOil

16.3
16.3
0.16
4.7
3.0
208
0.04

0.19
49.0
1.00
1.9
50.8
D
50.8
D

0.71
41.6
1.00
9.0
50.6
D

0.28
38.7
1.00
0.7
39.4
D
47.8
D

r

0.92
7
0
0
3

904

Pemi
6
56.4
56.4
0.54
5.1
5.0
751

cO.46
0.85
20.2
1.00
8.2
28.3
C
25.5
C

0.13
0.23
12.5
1.00
0.3
12.8
B

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (a)
CU Level of Service

0.92
57
0
0
14
1

C
19.2
C

PM Existing plus Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Sebastopol Rd & Petaluma Ave
f_,
Movement
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/blkes
Frt
FIt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds (#Ihr)
Confi. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, C (a)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g!C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (a)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

k

~

T
ft.

BR

NBL

642
642
1700
5.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
0.97
1.00
3070
1.00
3070
0.97
662
13
794

141
141
1700

146
146
1700

0.97
145
0
0
7

0.97
151
0
0
3

~~-4-

EBL

ES
+

EBR

100
100
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.97
103
0
103

432
432
1700
5.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.97
445
0
445

0
0
1700

1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

Prot
5

NA
2

NA
6

8.0
8.0
0.09
4.7
2.0
137
cO.07

45.5
45.5
0.50
5.0
3.0
826
0.27

32.8
32.8
0.36
5.0
4.0
1096
cO.26

0.75
40.9
1.00
18.4
59.4
F

0.54
15.9
1.00
0.7
16.6
B
24.6
C

0.72
25.6
1.00
2.6
28.2
C
28.2
C

0
0

Perm

26.2
0.75
91.8
94.9%
15

14CM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

4.

1

SUL

SB:

SBR

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

.0
0
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

,‘

‘~

NBT
4+

NBR

602
602
1700
4.6
0.95
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.99
3134
0.99
3134
0.97
621
0
772

436
436
1700
4.6
1.00
0.97
1.00
0.85
1.00
1368
1.00
1368
0.97
449
30
419
7

NA
8

Perni

8

Intersection S mmary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Penod (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TIS
W-Trans

-~

02/0512019

36.7
36.7
0.40
4.6
3.5
1252
0.25
0.62
21.9
1.00
1.0
22.9
C
25.7
C

8
36.7
36.7
0.40
4.6
3.5
546
cO.31
0.77
23.9
1.00
6.6
30.4
C
0.0
A
C
14.3
F

PM Existing plus Project

.,

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Bodeqa Ave/Sebastopol Rd & Main St

}
Movemen
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpi)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, pedlbikes
Frt
FIt Protected
Satd.FIow(prot)
Fit Permitted
Satd.FIow(perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTORReduction(vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi. Peds. (#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (Whr)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
LaneGrpCap(vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay(s)
LevelofService
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

ERL
0
0
1700

0.96
0
0
0

In ersedon Su mary
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (a)
intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (mm)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes TiS
W-Trans

02/05/2019

t

t

‘~

RI

NBR

SBL
‘1
259

$89’

SBR

+t’
655

108

259
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
0.89
1.00
0.95
1412
0.95
1412
0.96
270
0
270
42

655
1700
4.7
0.95
0.96
1.00
0.98
1.00
2979
1.00
2979
0.96
682
0
795

~
EST
+

ERR
P

WBL

267
267
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.96
278
0
278

58
58
1700
4.7
1.00
0.86
1.00
0.85
1.00
1212
1.00
1212
0.96
60
0
60
82

NA
4
16.4
16.4
0.19
4.7
3.0
311
cO.17
0.89
34.9
1.00
26.0
60.9
E
55.6
E

Perm
4
16.4
16.4
0.19
4.7
3.0
226
0.05
0.27
30.5
1.00
0.6
31.2
C

53.6
0.91
87.8
94.9%
15

WBT
+

WB

NBL

357
357
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.96
372
0
372

472
472
1700
11.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.96
492
0
492

0
0
1700

0

0

0

0
1700

0
1700

0
1700

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

0.96
0
0
0

Prot
3

NA
8

16.9
16.9
0.19
11.7
3.0
304
cO.23

38.0
38.0
0.43
11.7
5.0
721
0.30

1.22
35.5
1.00
126.4
161.9
F

0.68
20.0
1.00
3.4
23.5
C
83.1
F

HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (a)
CU Level of Service

Perm
2
29.9
29.9
0.34
4.7
4.0
480
0.19
0.56
23.6
1.00
1.8
25.4

c
0.0
A

41

108
1700

0.96
112
0
0
99
2

NA
2
29.9
29.9
0.34
4.7
4.0
1014
cO.27
0.78
26.0
1.00
4.3
30.3
C
29.1
C

D
23.1
F

PM Existing plus Project

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Main St & Mckinley St
1_

Move ert
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow(vphpl)
Total Lost time (a)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Flpb, ped/bikes
Frt
Fit Protected
Satd.Flow(prot)
FIt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR ReducUon (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confi; Peds7(#/hr)
Confi. Bikes (#Ihr)
Turn Type Y ~i2
Protected Phases
Petmltted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effeblive Green, g (a)
Actuated gIC Ratio
Clearance Time (a)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane GrpCap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
via Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (a)
Level of Service
Approach Delay(s)
Approach LOS
~

WBL

WB

210
210
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.97
216
0
216
116

779
779
1700
4.7
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.97
803
0
803
45
2
custom
267
7
53.3
53.3
0.86

Prot
7
17.8
17.8
0.29
4.7
2.0
454
0.14
0.48
18.2
1.00
0.3
18.5
B
6.2
A

ntersettion Summa.
HCM 2000 Control Delay
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (a)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (miii)
c Critical Lane Group

Davis Townhomes US
W-Trans

~

r

02/0512019

t

t

NBT

NBR

St

SBT

0
0
1700

0
0
1700

1
1
1700

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
0
0
0

0.97
1
0
0

781
781
1700
4.7
0.95
1.00
1,00
1.00
1.00
3166
1.00
3166
0.97
805
0
806

‘ft

NA
2
30.8
30.8
0.50
4.7
4.0
1572

1218
cO.57
0.66
1.4
1.00
1.4
2.9
A
0.0
A
8.3
0.72
62.0
61.5%
15

0.25
0.51
10.5
1.00
0.4
10.9
B
10.9
B
HCM 2000 Level of Service
Sum of lost time (a)
ICU Level of Service

A
13.4
B

PM Existing plus Project
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A CULTURAL RESOURCES EVALUATION OF
THE PROPOSED TOWNHO ES LOCATED AT 6737
SEBASTOPOL AVENUE, SEBASTOPOL, SONOMA COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA (APN 004-063-036)
SUBMITTED BY
William Roop, M.A., RPA, ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE SERVICE
SUBMITTED FOR
Dan Davis, project proponent
January 16, 2019
A.R.S. Project 18-063
INTRODUCTION
As requested and authorized, Archaeological Resource Service has conducted an
archaeological evaluation of the parcel described below. The following basic tasks are to be
accomplished as part of this project:
1. A check of the information on file with our office and the Regional Office of the California
Historical Resources Information System, to determine the presence or absence of
previously recorded historic or prehistoric cultural resources,
2. A check of appropriate historic references to determine the potential for historic era
archaeological deposits, and;
3. Contact with the Native American Heritage Commission to determine the presence or
absence of listed Sacred Lands within the project area;
4. Contact with all appropriate Native American organizations or individuals designated by
the Native American Heritage Commission as interested parties for the project area;
5. A surface reconnaissance of all accessible parts of the project area to locate any visible
signs of potentially significant historic or prehistoric cultural deposits.
6. Preparation of a report describing the work accomplished, the results of the research,
and making appropriate recommendations for further action, if warranted.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project would construct eighteen townhomes with associated parking and access
within the approximately 1 .7 acre property.

PROJECT LOCATION
The project area is located at 6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, Sonoma County,
California. The parcel consists of about 1.7 acres of open land bounded by a parking lot to the
north, a densely vegetated area to the south, vacant commercial land to the east, and a hotel
complex to the west.
The project area lies in the southwest quarter of the southeast quarter within Section 35 of
Township 7 North1 Range 9 West, Mt. Diablo Base and Meridian, as shown on the USGS 7.5’
Sebastopol Quadrangle Map (1954; photorevised 1968). The Universal Transverse Mercator
Archaeological Resource Service
613 Martin Avenue, Suite 101
Rohnert Park, ca 94928
(707) 586-2577
FAX (707) 586-2580

A cultural resources evaluation of
Townhomes Located at 6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California (APN 004-063-036)
January2019

Grid coordinates to the approximate center of the project area, as determined by measurement
from Google Earth are:
4250422 Meters North,
515810 Meters East,
Zone 10
•
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FIGURE 1

--

THE PROJECT LOCATION ON THE

USGS SEBAsTOPOL QuADRANGLE MAP

The project area lies on the eastern side of the community, bordering the Lagua de Santa Rosa

REGULATORY SETTING
There are no previously recorded prehistoric or historic resources located within the project
area. Archaeological resources, once identified, are evaluated using criteria established in the
2

.
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (14 CCR 15064.5 and PRC 21084.1). Significant
historical resources need to be addressed before environmental mitigation guidelines are
developed and approved. A “significant historical resource” (including both a prehistoric and
historic resource) is one that is found eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources. As per Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5, historical
resources are those that are:
• Listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic Resources (Public
Resources Code 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et. seq.);
• Listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (CRHR);
• Included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in an historical resource
survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resource Code; or
• Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of Califomia, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record.
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FIGuRE 2

--

BUILDING AND UTlLrn’ PLAN

FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The 18 individual units and the associated parking and access are shown here. This is the evaluated plan

Additionally, historical resources and historic districts designated or listed as city or county
landmarks or historic properties or districts pursuant to any city or county ordinance can also be
listed in the California Register, if the criteria for listing under the ordinance have been

determined by the Office of Historic Preservation to be consistent with California Register
criteria adopted by the commission (pursuant to Section 5024.1(e) of the PRC).
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A resource may be listed as an historical resource in the Califomia Register if it has integrity and
meets any of the following National Register of Historic Places criteria:
1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; or
2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; or
3) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
represent the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or
4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information iAiportant in prehistory or history.
CEQA (PRC 21083.2) also
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Buildings, sites, structures, objects, and districts representative of California and United States
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture convey significance when they also
possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
A resource has integrity if it retains the charactenstics that were present during the resource’s
period of significance. Enough of these characteristics must remain to convey the reasons for
its significance.
Legend
PmjeU,~jea

S

FIGuRE 4-- ANOTHER VIEW OF THE PROJECT AREA FROM GO0GLE EARTH
This represents the condition of the area during the archaeological inspection.

As of July 2015, two new classes of resources have been defined. Tribal cultural resources and
Tribal cultural landscapes can be any of a variety of cultural sites as defined by the individual
tribe. These resources, once identified, are treated as significant resources under CEQA.
The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, or
included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC), or
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC)
does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical
resources as defined in PRC sections 5020.1 (j) or 5024.1.
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SACRED LANDS INVENTORY I NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION
The California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) works to identify, catalogue, and
protect places of special religious or social significance, graves, and cemeteries of Native
Americans per the authority given the Commission in Public Resources Code 5097.9. A check
with the NAHC was done to determine if there are sites listed in the Sacred Lands file located
within or near to the current project area.
No response has been received from the agency. It is recommended that the lead agency
contact any tribes that have indicated a wish to be consulted on planning projects. The Native
American Heritage Commission has previously indicated that the Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria are the appropriate group to consult for this location. The December 5 letter to
Katherine Austin from the City of Sebastopol Planning Department notes that this consultation
has been initiated.

RESULTS OF LITERATURE CHECK
Our search began with an archival review of the computerized listing of archaeological reports
maintained by Archaeological Resource Service. This study indicated that archaeological
studies in the area around Sebastopol have consisted of mostly small parcels ranging from
barely one acre to greater than 150 acres. The majority of the reports were negative, although
historic properties have been identified in one or two cases and a few prehistoric sites have
been identified in several other parcels. None of the presently recorded prehistoric or historic
sites would be affected by the planned project.
A literature check performed at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) in Rohnert Park (File
Number 18-1331) provided additional information on the general area. No significant or
potentially significant resources were identified in the subject property.
The literature check indicates that several archaeological evaluations have been undertaken in
the general vicinity since these studies were first required in the 1970’s. No previous evaluation
has included the present project area. The available data indicates that the shoreline of the
Laguna de Santa Rosa, a seasonably variable water body, was highly attractive to Native
American settlement and/or exploitation. The laguna provided a variety of plant materials,
migrating birds and other wildlife, as well as fish and freshwater shell fish. The shore of the
laguna is considered to be highly sensitive to the potential presence of Native American artifacts
or sites. Two previous evaluations are particularly significant to the current study.
In 1997 the property at 6761 Sebastopol Avenue was evaluated by Tom Origer (Origer 1997).
The evaluated area lay between the western property line of the current project area (the
existing bicycle path), and the former railroad spur that is now marked by a curved line of
vegetation along the western edge of the project area. The Origer project extended north to
Sebastopol Avenue and about as far south as the current project being reported here. Origer
found no indication of an intact archaeological site in his survey area. He did, however, find an
extensive deposit of disturbed midden (culturally modified soil) that had been displaced by the
former railroad. Due to the presence of cultural soils, Origer executed a series of backhoe
trenhches to determine the presence or absence of subsurface deposits, and the general
condition of the encountered soils. After determining the results of the surface and subsurface
examinations, Origer determined that:
No surface or subsurface evidence of intact prehistoric or historic archaeological sites was
found. Howe vet; the ground surface along the railroad bed is littered with prehistoric midden
soils that contain marine shellfish fragments and obsidian flakes. Often such materials
indicate the presence of potentially important archaeological sites; however I performed a
6
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study in the area in 1976 for the Sebastopol Route “E” Bypass, and it was clear then, when
visibility was excellent, that these materials represented a secondary deposit (Origer 1976).
My April 16, 1997, re-examination of the place where these materials are distributed resulted
in the same conclusion that they were redeposited from elsewhere. Although these midden
soils do not represent an intact archaeological site, Recommendation #2 (below) addresses
the potential that they could contain important materials.
Origer made the following recommendations regarding the deposits (Recommendation I
involves architectural resources):
2 The midden soils along the railroad tracks that border the south and southwestern
portion of the property should only be disturbed with a qualified archaeologist present
Although the soils do not mark an intact archaeological deposit, there is a possibility that
human skeletal remains could be present I recall when conducting the 1976 Route “E”
Bypass study accounts that human graves were disturbed by early railroad construction
that passed through nearby archaeological sites, sites from which these soils could have
originated. Three archaeological sites (CA-SON-873, CA-SON-874, and CA-SON- 1347)
are known to exist between Petaluma Avenue and the Laguna de Santa Rosa, and at
least two (CA -SON-8 74 and CA-SON-874) were cut by the railroad.
3. If any buried archaeological remains are discovered during construction work (e.g.,
grading, utilities trenching), work should stop at the place of discovery until a qualified
archaeologist is contacted and has completed an evaluation of their importance.
Buildings that formerly stood on the parcel no longer are visible; however, archaeological
remains could be present. Potentially important archaeological site indicators can
include but not necessarily be limited to locally darkened soil (midden) that could contain
a combination of shellfish and bone fragments, chipped or ground stone tools (e.g.,
arrow or spear tips, mortars and pestles), chipping debris (e.g., obsidian or chert
flakes/pieces), fire-affected stone pieces (often fist sized and with angular edges), old
bottles, ceramic and metal (e.g., square nails) objects.
Also in 1997, Archaeological Resource Service evaluated the property between 6691 and 6721
Sebastopol Avenue (Roop 1997), including at least part of the present project area. Fill soil was
noted covering most of the evaluated area, generating a recommendation for a subsurface
examination using a backhoe. The results of the surface examination were reported as:
In summary, the surface reconnaissance has revealed the presence of a fill soil over the
parcel that hides any potential for subsurface prehistoric deposits. The fill soil could contain
significant historic era deposits associated with the commercial endeavors that have been
practiced there. The remaining building, a large residential structure, is clearly over fifty
years of age. A potential exists for buried deposits associated with the past uses of this
building. Such deposits, if of sufficient age and integrity, would be considered historically
significant Roop 1997:8).
The remaining potential for significant archaeological features led to a recommendation for a
backhoe test, similar to that proposed by Origer earlier the same year. A total of four trenches
were excavated. No indication of prehistoric archaeological features or artifacts was observed
during the test procedure, although disturbed historic era materials were observed. The
following conclusions were drawn:
No prehistoric deposits are apparent within the project area. A potential exists for discovery
of buried prehistoric deposits beneath the fill soils of the parceL The test excavation has
demonstrated that this potential is low within the area to be impacted by the proposed
building.
7
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Some of the fill layers may consist of large amounts of historic debris which, if of sufficient
age and integrity, would constitute significant archaeological deposits. Where they are
encountered in the construction process, steps should be taken to insure the preservation of
the information contained in them. Historic deposits could be associated with any of the past
uses of the parcel, or its neighboring areas. Expected deposits could come from any or all of
the following sources:
1. The Chinese settlement that existed along the Laguna de Santa Rosa up to the 1930’ä;
2. The rail yard that extended into Sebastopol from just south of the parcel after the early
189O’s~ and its associated hobo settlement;
3. The fruit processing operation that existed through much of the 211” centuiy; o,
4. It is not uncommon to find wetlands, and the land bordering them, used as dumping
areas by IV’ centuty settlements. Gwen the close proximity to the settlement of
Sebastopol and lack of formal land use until this centuiy, the parcel may have served as
an informal, early, Sebastopol dump.
The tywo reports discussed above, as well as several other studies Conducted ~fl the project
vicinity speak to the generally high sensitivity to archaeological resources on the eastern side of
Sebastopol, where the resources of the Laguna de Santa Rosa attracted Native settlement.
Several large prehistoric and/or ethnographic habitation sites are located above the flood plain
and near the shore of the Laguna de Santa Rosa or on tributary streams that flow into the
Laguna. At least one of these recognized village locations is thought to be the ethnographic
Konhomtara village of Kacintui. According to the archival research conducted by Adrian and
Mary Praetzellis of the Anthropological Studies Center at Sonoma State University in 1977, this
apparent ethnographically named village seems to have been formally recorded as one or two
separately identified prehistoric archaeological sites that were designated as either CA-SON490 or CA-Son-722 (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 1977).
According to research conducted in this same general area by archaeologist Suzanne Stewart,
there are several lithic scatter sites that are located below the 200-foot Contour (S. Stewart
1982:2). These sites consist mainly of artifactual material that is related to manufacture and/or
repair of basic tools such as projectile points, scrapers, and similar chipped stone tools types
and appear to contain little else in the way of modified soil deposits or items such as specialized
artifacts made of shell or bone (beads, pendants, or awls) that seem to be unrelated to basic
subsistence activities (such as hunting or gathering foodstuffs or material like native stone used
in tool manufacture.. The prehistoric site known as CA-SON-i 102 is yet another example of the
tool and flake scatter type of site often found in the highlands away from the old, aboriginal
shore of the Laguna. Although some of these sites are located over 1 mile south of the current
project area and thus would not be possibly affected by the proposed development, the Son1102 site was found along Atascadero Creek (that once flowed into the Laguna) (Eisenmann
1978). Rather than being a tool scatter that is well-developed and exposed on the present
ground surface, the site was found to have been buried underneath 1 meter of alluvium
(Eisenmann 1978).
PREHISTORIC SETTING
The area surrounding the project property has been inhabited for thousands of years by Native
American populations. The earliest people occupying this area were probably speakers of the
Vukian language (S. Stewart 1985). Around 7000 years ago Hokan speakers began to migrate
from the southern California and Great Basin areas northward (Stewart 1985). Some of these
people settled in the Clear Lake region where the Proto-Pomo language developed (Stewart
1985). About four to five thousand years ago, these Pomo-speaking people began to migrate
8
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into the Russian River Valley and the valleys along it as far south as Cotati (Origer and
Fredrickson 1980).
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The habitation sites representative of early prehistoric settlement often consist of small mounds
of cultural soil (midden) containing a moderate to dense scatter of obsidian and Franciscan
chert flakes and tools and sporadic ground stone tools such as mortars, pestles, manos, and
other functional categories (Flynn 1990:3). Such sites also might contain the remains of
foodstuffs such as marine or terrestrial mollusks (from such taxa as clams, mussels, oysters,
abalone, chiton, or snails), butchered animal and bird bone, fire-cracked rock, and baked clay,
as well as organic materials like charcoal, ash, and plant fibers.
The general project area lies on the western edge of the former Laguna de Santa Rosa, a large
semi-permanent lake and surrounding seasonal wetland in prehistoric time. Today the area is
characterized by as a low, seasonally filled basin with small ponds and pools (called vernal
pools since they usually form in the spring due to poor drainage) within the surrounding upland
areas. The Santa Rosa Plain today is principally Covered by introduced European grasses and
forbs that have replaced the native, annual grasses and plant species that once were found in
the basin and along the banks of the intermittent streams that fed into the lake. The Santa Rosa
flood control channel now cuts in an east/west direction through the northern part of the Laguna.
The Laguna de Santa Rosa was a valuable resource to prehistoric residents of this region.
Numerous archaeological sites are located within it and around its periphery (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis 1977; Origer and Fredrickson 1977, 1980). The Praetzellis and Praetzellis archaeo
environmental study of the Konhomtara Pomo, an ethnographic group who lived around a
portion of the Laguna, including the present project area, indicates that sites of varying sizes
and presumably varying activities are located in and around the Laguna (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis 1977). Many of the larger prehistoric sites mentioned in this study and those that
were possibly correlated with ethnographically occupied villages (those occupied through the
mid to late I800s and known to historians) were located on the edges of the Laguna, including
the hilly land that comprised the historic center of Sebastopol.
Research indicates that few ethnographically named Pomo villages have been identified
through archaeological fieldwork, although certain types of artifacts such as very small projectile
9
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points (often exclusively used to hunt small birds) and clam shell beads are associated with
protohistoric and ethnographic time periods in the Pomo region (Origer and Fredrickson 1980).
Surface indicators of sites found within the Laguna may include shellfish remains, obsidian tools
(such as projectile points, knives, and scrapers), obsidian and chert debitage, various kinds of
ground stone, and midden soil with charcoal, fire-affected rock, and other constituents
(Praetzellis and Praetzellis 1977; Flynn 1986, 1990).
Because of the diverse natural resources contained within the lake and its surrounding marshes
and seasonal wetland areas, Native subsistence activities were spread over the entire area,
Evidence of prehistoric activity may be found between the open areas where basic subsistence
activities occurred and the more upland position of sites that reflect their more permanently
occupied settlements. Hunting implements such as projectile points are often found in these
isolated contexts as well as certain types of implements used to procure and/or process various
kinds of raw material into food, clothing, or other items (Flynn 1990). Some isolated artifacts
may reflect the exploitation of seasonal wetlands, or vernal pools, that tend to develop In the
poorly drained areas within the former lake basin (Origer and Fredrickson 1977, 1980; Flynn
1990).
ETHNOGRAPHIC SElliNG
The project area is situated in the uplands on the western edge of the Santa Rosa Plain. In the
ethnographic and prehistoric period this area was mostly marshland surrounding the shoreline
of a former lake known as the Laguna de Santa Rosa. This area, as shown on Barrett’s 1908
map of Pomo dialects and village sites,
lies between several ethnographically
known villages including Batikletcawi to
the south (probably at Palm Hospital)
(Barrett 1908). This site, believed to be
recorded as Son-959, is the closest
ethnographically named village to the
project area.
The Laguna de Santa Rosa, provided
ready access to a rich and varied
environment from which people could
have gathered abundant plant and
animal resources. Archival research
indicates that the general project area
was controlled by the Konmhomtara
subgroup of the Southern Pomo
‘I
language group (Barrett 1908; 0.
Stewart 1943; McClendon and Oswalt
1978).).
Peter
Kunkel,
another
ethnographer of the Pomo, estimated
that the territory of this tribelet was
about 150 square miles and its
population was approximately 600 to
960 persons in the early part of the
Nineteenth century when ethnographic
population estimates were being FIGURE 6— SEBAST0POL IN 1867
calculated (Kunkel 1962; Praetzellis
and Praetzellis 1977).
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The Santa Rosa Plain was a diverse environment where native peoples in both the
ethnographic and prehistoric periods could have gathered abundant plant and animal resources
(Praetzellis and Praetzellis 1977; Flynn 1990). Short term gathering forays could have been
made from these upland village sites into the grass-covered lower plain and marsh/vernal pool
areas to collect seasonally available plants or to hunt various game animals and birds.
Accordingly being situated in a slightly more upland selling, the project area might contain
hunting trails or temporary Oampsites marked by concentrations of lithic materials or other kinds
of artifacts related to basic subsistence activities.
Barrell (19078) described the village of Batikietcawi or Batinkletcawi as an inhabited modern
village site in Sebastopol. His description of the community is as follows:
Bati’kletcawi or batinkletca’wi, from
alder, Alnus rhombifolia, Kale~ tree, and tca’wi,
house, or totolagotca (Western Moquelumnan dialect name), from to’tola, elderbeny, and
gotcha, house, in the southern part
of the town of SebastopoL There is
at present but a single house with
about seven inhabitants here, but
L~LS.T OF
this was once a populous village.
SEBASTOPOL
This house is located on the site of
the old village which also bore the
name Bati’kletcawi. At a point about
a mile east of the town of
Sebastopol there is another family of
about 10 individuals, and there are
several other places within the limits ~
of the dialectic area where Indians
may be found at times, as on the
Cc.rct/o
ranches near the towns of Windsor;
J
Healdsburg and Cloverdale;
t~
but the sites at Sebastopol
were the only ones found which are
inhabited regularly and permanently.
The total number of Indians,
excluding those at the town of
Sebastopol, regularly residing within
this dialectic area, is not greater than
FIGURE 7—SEBA5ropoL IN 1876
twenty-five (Barrett 1908:213-214).
HISTORIC SETTING
The town of Sebastopol began as the community of Pine Grove in 1855 (Thompson 1877).
Settlement of the general area began about 1846 with Joaquin Carillo, owner of the Rancho
Llano de Santa Rosa. James M. Miller and John Walker opened a store about a mile south of
the intersection of the Petaluma Road and the Santa Rosa Road (Highway 116 at Highway 12)
in 1850. In 1855, J.H.P. Morris procured a building from Miller and Walker and moved it onto a
tract of government land where Sebastopol is now, and opened a saloon and grocery store. He
then deeded a lot to John Dougherty on condition that a store be erected on it. The town of
Pine Grove apparently achieved its present name during the siege of Sebastopol on the
Crimean Peninsula. A fight between two locals, Jeff Stevens and a man named Hibbs, ended
when Hibbs sought refuge in Dougherty’s store. Dougherty forbade Stevens to enter the store
and the locals referred to the place as “Hibbs Sebastopol.” The name apparently stuck and
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Pine Grove was left to
history.
The next
business established in
town was a blacksmith
+. Qnn’e
shop
and
wagon
manufactory run by
George Jacobs. A hotel
was the next business
in town, followed by
several
more
enterprises, raising the
local population to about
300 by 1877 ((Munro
Fraser 1877). In 1877
the town supported
“three stores, one hotel,
one blacksmith shop,
one shoe shop, one
saloon,
one
livery
stable,
one
meat
market,
and
three
physicians, one of whom ~5rIGuRE 8— SEBAsT0P0L. ON THE 1942 15’ QuADRANGLE MAP
a lady.” (Munro-Fraser
1877:176).
Examination of several
early maps indicates
that the project area
a
was outside of the
Sebastopol
business
district up to the cusp of
I
the 20th century. The
0
opening
of
the
-a
Northwest
Pacific
0
~ç
branch line in 1890 and
~&_t_t
a
-A
the electrically powered
1
Petaluma and Santa
Rosa rail line in 1903
introduced
new
activities on and near
the project area. An
impromptu community
of Chinese, presumably
railroad
workers,
L
developed
on
the
southern edge of the
present parcel.
The
Chinese
community
slowly died out, to be FIGuRE 9-- SEBASTOP0L IN 1954
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replaced in the area by a later hobo camp. A homeless camp continues to be active. These
uses are related by local tradition, although I have found no written record. One description of
20” century Chinese experience in Sebastopol does not mention the property, but gives a
feeling for the condition of the Chinese American community in the first and early second
quarters of the 20” century. The following quote is part of the story of John Wall, a Chinese
American from Sebastopol. His father, Ginn Wall, was a tenant farmer on an apple orchard
near Sebastopol:
There were about three hundred Chinese farmworkers up there, and they were old men. I
asked my dad about it and he told me they had come over here about the same time he did
and they were working on the railroad. Then he began to talk a little about the railroad,
something happened after they were through building it, but I didn’t listen to him carefully
enough then. ljust knew that after the railroad was over; these guys worked on a lumber mill
for a while doing shingle worlç and then when the lumber mill shut down, they went from
there to farming. Naturally they’ve been doing this type of stuff most of their lives anyway
(Ginn in Brett and Nee 1973:26).
Ginn Wall spent his life savings to bring his wife, Johnny’s mother, from China. She lived there
for many years, the only woman in the Chinese community of Sebastopol, until she died in May
1929:
Well, there they were, with three hundred Chinese workers, and except for my mother, not a
single woman. That was the whole Chinese settlement in Sebastopol. All those old guys
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FIGURE 10--THE PROJECT AREA FROM G00GLE EARTH, LOOKING SOUTH
This is the appearance of the project area when the evaluation was undertaken.
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thought about was how they wanted to go back to China. But there~s only about six months
work in the year on apples, so they never saved a thing. And the only other thing besides
work was gambling. Gambling was the social life, and gambling was the pastime,
Everybody hoped to make a few bucks so they could go home in the easy way. The others
lost their money and got stuck from year to year. And the reason there~s no Chinese in
Sebastopol today (1973) is that eventually they all died off because there was no
reproduction (Ginn j~j Brett and Nee 1973:26-27).

RESULTS OF SURFACE EXAMINATION
The cultural resource evaluation has resulted in a negative finding. A negative result indicates
that no artifacts or potentially significant cultural features were observed.
The entire project area was examined in a series of pedestrian transects running north-south
between the parking area and the southern edge of the property. It was observed that a layer of
fill soil appears to cover most of the examined area.
Recent trash mixed with some older material was observed over the property. Fragments of
white ceramic, apparently from broken sinks and other fixtures were observed in the fill material
toward the northern side of the property. These materials demonstrate no distinct pattern or
deposit and do not constitute significant or potentially significant cultural resources.

FIGURE

11

--

LOOKING SOUTHWEST ACROSS THE PRoPERTY

The bycicle\pedestrian path that marks the parcel boundary on the west can be seen in front of the neighbors
building. The white flecks in the foreground are largely fragments of ceramic fixtures.
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A hand trowel was used to scrape up a soil sample and examine the material for any signs of
Native American settlement or use. No shell or bone fragments, flakes of knappable stone,
burned rock, or other indicators of the presence of a Native American settlement were observed
at any location within the examined area.
Historic materials, including some modern trash, were more densely distributed toward the
northern part of the property than toward the Laguna to the south. As discussed in the 1997
report that partially included the present project area (Roop 1997), this material is potentially
associated with railroad construction and use, apple processing, Chinese settlement in the area,
hobo camps in the area and possibly casual dumping by local residents in a relatively unused
area. Any of these deposits is likely to have been disturbed by subsequent human activity, and
is not likely to retain the integrity of deposit that is required to identify potential significance in
the archaeological record.
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FIGURE 12--LOOKING SOUTHEAST ACROSS THE

PROPERTY

The mobile home community is on the neighboring property

CONCLUSIONS
No significant or potentially significant artifacts, archaeological deposits or features have been
identified within the project area. Previous evaluations in the vicinity have identified potentially
significant historic era features in fill soils associated with former fruit processing operations.
Such deposits have a potential to be classified as significant if they retain integrity of place,
composition and condition.
Badly disturbed deposits lose integrity and value in the
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interpretation of past events. Previously identified historic era deposits in the area are
associatred with either the railroad or fruit processing. Both of these are considered significant
in the development of Sebastopol as a community. The previously identified deposits have
been badly disturbed and retained little interpretive value. A similar situation is likely to prevail
in the current project area.
It must be concluded that there is a potential for the discovery of historic era artifacts and/or
features identified with historic era activities in Sebastopol. Previously discovered features have
been disturbed to the point of destruction by later activities in the same place. Such features
are not significant and do not require further attention from the permitting agency or the project
proponent. Potentially, previously undisturbed features could be present in the project area,
although the evidence to date is not particularly supportive of this. Should such features be
encountered, they would represent a significant contribution to the history of Sebastopol and
should be treated accordingly.

~y”- ..‘s•
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FIGURE 13-- TYPICAL SURFACE SOILS OF THE PROJECT AREA
The white flecks are ceramic fragments. These appear to be fill soils and not the native soils of the area.

RECOMMENDATIONS
In the unlikely event that any unanticipated artifacts or cultural features are discovered during
future grading or underground excavation for foundations or utility lines, Archaeological
Resource Service recommends that all work in the vicinity of the find be stopped until the
discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist. Depending on the extent and cultural
16

A cultural resources evaluation of
Townhornes Located at 6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California (APN 004-063-036)
January 2019

composition of the discovered materials, it may be advisable to have subsequent excavation
monitored by an archaeologist, who should be ready to record, recover, and/or protect
significant cultural materials from further damage. If the observed artifacts are historic and
determined to be potentially significant as a deposit, the feature can be removed by
archaeological field technicians, or the project can be modified to leave the feature in place.
Historic era features tend to occupy less space than prehistoric features, making them more
economical to recover, if necessary.
According to California Health and Safety Code 7050.5, the discovery of human skeletal
remains anywhere within a project area requires that work be discontinued in the vicinity of the
discovery, while the county coroner is contacted. If the skeletal remains are found to be
prehistoric, Native American and not modern, then the coroner must call the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours. The NAHC will designate the
“Most Likely Descendant” of the remains and the Most Likely Descendant will be responsible for
recommending the disposition and treatment of the remains. Although the likelihood of
encountering human skeletal remains in the project area seems very slight, it is important to
have a procedure for alternate tasks that can be put into effect quickly in the event that human
remains are discovered. This allows construction work to continue while the remains are
investigated.

REFERENCES CONSULTED
Barrett, S. A.
1908 The Ethno-Geography of the Pomo and Neighboring Indians. j~ University of
California Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology, Volume 6, No. 1, pp.
1-332. The University Press, Berkeley.
Bowers, A.
1865 Map of Sonoma County, California. Second Edition. Published byA. B. Bowers in
accordance with an Act of the Legislature, approved March 28, 1863.
Brett, victor G. and Brett De Bary Nee
1973 Longtime Californ’: A documentary study of an American Chinatown. Pantheon Books.
New York.
California State Library
1900 Official Map of Sonoma County, California. California Map Collection.
Flynn, Katherine S.
1986 Archaeological Survey of a 1.5 Acre Parcel Located at 2190 Gravenstein Highway
North, Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California. Letter report to Marvel Goff. Ms on file with
ARS and the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources
Information System
1991 Archaeological survey of the Meadow Estates subdivision, 695 DuFranc Road,
Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California.
Jordan, Leigh
1990 Archaeological Archival Study for the City of Santa Rosa Wastewater Project
Alternatives: Bloomfield Reservoir Site, Laguna Wetland Restoration Study Areas, Ocean
Pipeline Alignment, and South County Alternative Lakeville Pipeline Alignment and
Reservoir Site, Sonoma County, California.
—

17

A cultural resources evaluation of
Townhomes Located at 6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, Sanoma County, California (APN 004-063-036)
January, 2019

McClendon, Sally and Robert L. Oswalt
1978 Porno: Introduction, hi Handbook of North American Indians, William Sturtevant
(editor), Volume 8, California, Robert F. Heizer (volume editor), pp. 274-288. Smithsonian
Institution, Washington.
McClure, Evelyn S.
1995 Sebastopol, California; History, Homes and People. Belle View Press. Sebastopol.
Miller, Vernon
1972 SoilSurveyofSonoma County, California. U.S. Department of Agriculture in
cooperation with the University of California Agricultural Experimental Station.
Munro-Fraser, J. P.
1880 History of Sonoma County, California. Illustrated. Alley, Bowen & Co., Washington D.C.
Republished 1973 by Charmaine Burdell Veronda, Petaluma.
Mutual Life Insurance Co. of New York
1867 Official map of Sonoma County, California. California Map Collection.
Origer, Thomas
1976 Letter: Thomas Origer to Walt Smith, Don Laidlaw & Associates, regarding Sebastopol
Bypass route “E”, and its relation to Son-873, a prehistoric midden deposit. Ms on file with
the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System
1980 A Cultural Resources Study for Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facilities North of
Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California. Unpublished report on file at NWIC, HRIS under S
02375 and site record form on Son-i 315.
Origer, Thomas and David Fredrickson
1977 An Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Santa Rosa Wastewater Disposal System,
Sonoma County, California. Unpublished report on file at NWIC, HRIS under S-00477.
1980 The Laguna Archaeological Research Project, Sonoma County, California. A report
submitted to the Public Works Department, City of Santa Rosa. Volumes I and II. Prepared
by the Cultural Resources Facility, Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State
University.
1997 A cultural Resources Study of the Property at 6761 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol,
Sonoma County, California. Ms on filw with the NWIC (5-1 91 82).
Praetzellis, Adrian and Mary Praetzellis
1977 An Archaeo-Environmental Synthesis: The Konhomtara Pomo. Anthropology
Laboratory, Sonoma State College. On file, NWIC, HRIS under S-00658.
Roop, William G
1997 A cultural Resources Evaluation of the Property At 6691-6721 Sebastopol Avel,
Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California. Ms on file at the NWIC (S-20364), and with
Archaeological Resource Service.
Stewart, Omer C.
1943 Notes on Pomo Ethnogeography. In University of California Publications in
American Archaeology and Ethnology, A. L. Kroeber (editor), Volume 40, No. 2, pp. 2962. University of California Press Berkeley and Los Angeles.
Thompson, Thomas H.
1877 Historical Atlas Map of Sonoma County, California. Thos. H. Thompson & Co.
Oakland.

18

A cultural resources evaluation of
Townhomes Located at 6737 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, Sonoma County, California (APN 004-063-036)
January2019

.
APPENDIX 1— SIGNIFICANCE IN THE EVALUATION OF CULTURAL
RESOURCES AS HISTORIC PROPERTIES
To be significant an archaeological site must qualify for registration as an “historic resource” the
following Criteria must be met for this listing;
An archeological site may be considered an historical resource if it is significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political,
military or cultural annals of California (PRC § 5020. 1(j)) or if it meets the criteria for listing on
the California Register (14 CCR § 4850). CEQA provides somewhat conflicting direction
regarding the evaluation and treatment of archeological sites. The most recent amendments
to the CEQA Guidelines by to resolve this ambiguity by directing that lead agencies should
first evaluate an archeological site to determine if it meets the criteria for listing in the
California Register. If an archeological site is an historical resource (Le., listed or ellgible for
listing in the California Register) potential adverse impacts to it must be considered, just as
for any other historical resource (PRC § 21084.1 and 21083.2(l)). If an archeological site is
not an historical resource, but meets the definition of a “unique archeological resource” as
defined U, PRC § 2108a2, then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that
section.
If an archaeological site does not qualify for listing, the directive is clear. The Public Resources
Code states:
(4) If an archaeological resource is neffher a unique archaeological nor an historical
resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant
effect on the environment It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the effect on it are
noted in the Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to address impacts on other resources,
but they need not be considered further in the CEQA procesa
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APPENDIX 2— PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR CONSULTANTS
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
The minimum professional qualifications in archeology are a graduate degree in archeology,
anthropology, or closely related field plus:
1. At least one year of full-time professional experience or equivalent specialized training in
archeological research, administration or management;
2. At least four months of supervised field and analytic experience in general North American
archeology; and
3. Demonstrated ability to carry research to completion.
In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric archeology shall have
at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of
archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic archeology shall
have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of
archeological resources of the historic period.
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SEBASTOPOL YOUTH ANNEX

MINUTES OF MARCH 13, 2018

425 MORRIS STREET

PLANNING COMMISSION:
The notice of the meeting was posted on March 08, 2018.
ANNOUNCEMENT: Please turn off all cell phones and pagers during the meeting.
1. CALL TO ORDER: Chair Fritz called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
2. ROLL CALL:
Present:
Absent:
Staff:

Chair Fritz, Vice Chair Douch, and Commissioners
Glaser, Wilson and Doyle
Commissioners Fernandez, Jacob and Kelley (excused)
Kenyon Webster, Planning Director
Dana Morrison, Assistant Planner
Rebecca Mansour, Planning Technician

3. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: February 27, 2018.

Commissioner Doyle and Chair Fritz commended staff on the minutes.
Commissioner Glaser made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.
Commissioner Wilson seconded the motion.
AYES:

Chair Fritz, Vice Chair Douch, and Commissioners Glaser, Wilson and
Doyle
1

NOES:
ABSTAIN:

Q

None
None

This is for items not
on the agenda, but that are related to the responsibilities of the Planning Commission or
City Council. The Commission and Council receive any such comments, but under law,
may not act on them. If there are a large number of persons wishing to speak under this
item, speaking time may be reduced to less than 3 minutes, or if there is more than 15
minutes of testimony, the item may be moved to the end of the meeting to allow
agendized business to be conducted.
4. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS NOT ON AGENDA

-

Chair Fritz noted that item 8B had been pulled from the agenda and would not be heard
this evening.
Chair Fritz asked for comments from the public.
Linda Berg, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• Her life revolves around prudent avoidance of EMF.
• Electromagnetic fields and wireless radiation are killers that cannot be found in
nature.
• Harm and damage caused by electromagnetic fields and wireless radiation are not
insurable.
• Radiation was first used as a weapon of war.
• Encouraged the Commission to view videos on the dangers of Wi-Fi and
microwaves by Barrie Trower on VouTube.
Mr. Trower is trying to save the world by educating us.
• Sebastopol is a great town and there are a lot of people here that want to do good.
• Referred to a handout that she had provided to the Commission prior to the start of
this meeting.
• The General Plan from 20 years ago calls to minimize community exposure to
electromagnetic fields.
One policy within it calls to ensure that planners and developers are informed of
electromagnetic fields; a responsibility that was assigned to the Planning
Department.
This is just one small error, and this responsibility has been totally ignored by
the Planning Department despite repeated efforts by herself and other
members of the community.
• We’re all getting cooked.
• The Planning Commission needs to get a professional person to come and present
to them so they can become educated about the dangers of EMF.
• Verizon is trying to bully their way into town with their latest application.
These so-called small cell antennas on the south end of town will increase
radiation a lot.
The only thing this application will do for us is to bring about a quicker death
and more misery.
The permit fee is less than $2,000.
The Planning Department has rolled out the red carpet for Verizon which has
forced members of the community to get together to oppose this.
• Referred to a brand new organization called SCREAM (Sonoma County Radiation
Education and Mitigation).
• Thanked the Commission for their support.
-

-

-

-

-

-
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Alan Horn, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• Has lived in Sebastopol for 22 years.
• Owns a business in Sebastopol.
• Is a military veteran who was trained in the use of radiation as a weapon of war.
• Expressed shock over the fact that the use of radiation has become ubiquitous.
• There are tens of thousands of studies that show the health symptoms that have
been reported due to radiation exposure
Read a long list of symptoms.
• We need to be talking about this, we need to engage with each other and stop this
nonsense.
• We have serious issues that we wish to discuss.
• There are serious health issues related to increasing our exposure to radiation.
The Commission has no idea about this stuff or how much this Verizon
application will increase our exposure to it.
• There are serious health issues related to increasing our exposure to radiation.
• We’re already bathing in nonionizing radiation and electromagnetic frequencies.
• A lot of people will become ill and die if this Verizon application gets approved.
• Reiterated the need to sit down and discuss this issue.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
-

-

Teresa Roach Millia, a resident of Graton, commented:
• Works and shops in Sebastopol.
• Encouraged the Commission to educate themselves before allowing further
proliferation of EMF in Sebastopol.
• Suffers from headaches, earaches, and other symptoms due to the exposure from
PG&E SmartMeters in her neighborhood.
Has not been able to convince those in her neighborhood that PG&E
SmartMeters are a health hazard.
• A lot of research has been done on the public health side.
In 2011 the World Health Organization characterized radiation from wireless
as a 2B carcinogen. That is the same class of carcinogen as asbestos, lead
and DDT.
• We all need air to live.
• We do not need the air to be inundated anymore from wireless radiation.
• Begging the Commission to do what is right for themselves and for the community.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
-

-

Hearing nothing further, Chair Fritz closed the public comment period.
5. STATEMENTS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: There were none.
6. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT (Update on Future Agendas, Action of Other
Boards and City Council)

Director Webster provided the following update:
•

At the last City Council meeting, the Council:

Considered an appeal of the Anytime Fitness Use Permit that the Planning
Commission had approved. The Council upheld the appeal and denied the Use
Permit.
At the City Council meeting on March 20, the Council will:
Consider design review for a two tenant building, submitted by Armstrong
Development, on the CVS site. A City Council subcommittee has been working
with the applicant on refining their design. The City Council did not support the
initial design.
Consider a resolution to initiate an update of our telecommunications
ordinance. The City Council is expected to talk about the process for that as
well.
Consider a proposal from Vice Mayor Hinton to change the nature of the
Planning Commission. The proposal involves a direct appointment approach.
At the Planning Commission meeting on March 27, the Commission will:
Final review of the Commission’s package of proposed Zoning Ordinance
amendments.
Final review of the draft Zoning Map.
A public hearing will be conducted for both items.
At the Planning Commission meeting on April 10, the Commission will:
Review one Use Permit application along with a modest park improvement item
for a new restroom at the Burbank Experiment Farm.
-

-

-

•

-

-

•

-

The Commission had no questions for Director Webster.
7. CONSENT CALENDAR (PUBLIC HEARING IF REQUESTED): (none)
8. PUBLIC HEARING:
A. ALCOHOL USE PERMIT, 6700 SEBASTOPOL AVENUE: Use Permit application,

submitted by Christopher Jackson for Seismic Brewery. The proposed project
involves a Type 23 ABC license (Brew Pub or Microbrewery). Seismic proposes to
have a seating capacity of approximately 270 seats (indoor and outdoor) and will
open at 10:00 AM daily and close at 10:00 PM. No hard alcohol will be served and
no cooking will be done in the taproom. A menu of snacks which do not require
cooking will be offered, and in addition, food will be available from other food
service businesses in The Barlow (something which is currently done by other
Barlow establishments such as Crooked Goat).
Assistant Planner Morrison presented the staff report.
The Commission asked questions of Assistant Planner Morrison and Director Webster.
Chair Fritz asked if the applicant wished to make a presentation.
On behalf of the applicant, Dana Cooper of Seismic Brewing Company, gave a brief
presentation and was available for questions.
The Commission asked questions of the applicant.
Hearing no further questions, Chair Fritz asked if members of the public wished to speak
on this item.

Q

Kathy
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Wilson, 6681 Sebastopol Avenue, commented:
Owns property across from The Barlow.
Expressed concerns over parking and music.
If amplified music reaches outside, her property will be impacted.
A seating capacity of 270 people seems like a lot for such a small building.
If at capacity, parking will be even more of an issue than it already is.
Reiterated her concern on parking.
Asked for clarification on whether or not amplified music would be played outside
of the building.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.

Michael Waldo, 6742 Sebastopol Avenue, commented:
• Owns business right next door to this proposed use.
• Expressed concerns over the stated capacity of 270 people, parking, and noise.
• Has had issues with patrons of the brew pub at Community Market.
• Because some of his patients stay overnight, he expressed a concern about the
disruption that excess noise could cause.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
Linda Berg, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• Understands the idea that something that cannot be seen, smelled, or tasted, could
not be harmful, however, microwave radiation is harmful.
Chair Fritz asked Ms. Berg to limit her comments to those that may be relevant for this
application.
Ms. Berg comments continued:
• The General Plan from 20 years ago addresses construction and calls for
consideration of the amount of electromagnetic fields that these businesses would
add to our environment, however, these have never been followed.
• It is important to understand that this is a toxin every bit as real as cigarette
smoke, asbestos, or any number of other things.
• Electromagnetic fields are probably the largest global health issue right now.
• She is hugely electrosensitive.
• Spoke on the EMF meter that she uses and had with her.
Chair Fritz reminded Ms. Berg that her comments should relate to what the applicant is
requesting, an alcohol use permit.
Ms. Berg comments continued:
• EMF should be considered for every project before it even gets built.
• Microwave radiation bounces off of the metal buildings at The Barlow.
• There are people that avoid coming in to town due to the amount of concentrated
radiation from these wireless devices.
Chair Fritz informed Ms. Berg that the building had already been constructed and that her
comments should be limited to the application that was before the Commission.

Ms. Berg comments continued:
• EMF should be a factor for every Planning application.
• People are unintentionally and unknowingly cooking themselves.
• The Sebastopol Library received a complaint today about having unsafe levels of
radiation.
• The City Manager is buying these EMF meters out of his own pocket.
• Everyone should want to learn about this.
• Trusts that the Commission will educate themselves so they can be informed.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.

Q

Andy Hooper, Brew Master and Director of Operations for Seismic, commented:
• Has been with Seismic for two years.
• Seismic has a sustainable ethos in mind.
• Brought on by Christopher Jackson, President and Founder of Seismic.
• One of their goals is to limit water use.
• Playing a role in the community is important to them.
• Hears concerns expressed by the public and hopes to mitigate them.
• Intends to be great, quiet neighbors.
• Seismic is a small company with a large production facility in Santa Rosa.
• Doesn’t necessarily need to be using this new space for a lot of production.
• Not looking to have this as a music driven revenue builder.
• Not looking to bring a bunch people in and load them up on high alcohol.
• Spoke on their products.
• Spoke on their preference for California based products.
• Spoke on their community involvement in Santa Rosa.
• The California Water Environment Association recently awarded Seismic as the P3S
Facility of the Year for outstanding dedication to environmental protection and
industrial wastewater control.
• Spoke on their goal, which has not yet been achieved by any brewery, to have a
water to beer ration of two to one, which is extremely low. Currently the average
is about 4, most breweries operate at about 7.
• Happy to be here.
• Appreciates consideration and help.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
Hearing nothing further, Chair Fritz closed the public comment period.
The Commission asked questions of the applicant team and Director Webster.
Hearing no further questions, Chair Fritz asked the Commission for their comments on this
application.
Commissioner Doyle commented:
• Three issues to address:
Emphasized the importance of having food available during all times that
alcohol is served.
Concerns related to sound.
Allowing off-site sales of their product.
-

-
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•

Referred to Condition #11 and commented that it was adequate.

•

Suggested eliminating Condition #12.
Suggested creating a new Condition that reads, ‘No outdoor amplified music is
approved with this application.’

•

The Commission concurred with Commissioner Doyle on the conditions surrounding noise.
Commissioner Doyle commented:
• Would support allowing oft-sale, so long as it was limited to beer manufactured by
Seismic.
The Commission concurred.
Vice Chair Douch commented:
• Generally, he does not have an issue with parking for this use.
• Understands concern for immediate neighbors in terms of potential impacts,
however, this is probably a relatively good use in terms of parking as most of their
patrons will come after work and not stay late into the evening.
• Did not believe that this use would result in a larger burden over any other use for
said building.
• In terms of this application, he expressed having no concerns that he wished to
address directly.
Commissioner Wilson commented:
• Expressed struggling with the indicated seating capacity of 270 and commented on
the need to clarify it.
Vice Chair Douch responded:
• 270 is an academic number based on occupancy load per square foot.
• Life safety constraints will supersede that number.
Commissioner Doyle made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the
following:
• Condition #6 shall be revised to allow oft-site sales limited to beer manufactured
by Seismic.
• Condition #12 shall be revised to read, ‘No outdoor amplified music is approved
with this application.’
Commissioner Glaser seconded the motion.
Chair Fritz asked for discussion of the motion.
Commissioner Glaser raised the issue of occupancy in terms of the statement in the
project description which indicates a seating capacity of 270 seats (indoor and outdoor).
After some discussion, the Commission agreed that an additional condition on occupancy
was not needed.
The Commission voted on the motion as follows:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

Chair Fritz, Vice Chair Douch, and Commissioners Glaser, Wilson and
Doyle
None
None

B. ANTENNA USE PERMIT: Use Permit application, submitted by EPIC Wireless for
Verizon Wireless, requesting approval to install microcell antenna equipment to
PG&E utility poles. According to the applicant, the purpose of this project is to
expand the capacity of the existing 4G network to support existing and future
wireless communications in the City of Sebastopol and surrounding areas. The two
poles proposed for modification are located near 6985 Hutchins Avenue and 965
McFarlane Avenue. In addition, equipment boxes may be placed on the ground
next to the poles. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN CONTINUED TO A FUTURE DATE
AND WILL NOT BE HEARD.
9. DISCUSSION:
A. PRELIMINARY REVIEW, TOWNHOME PROJECT, 6737 SEBASTOPOL
AVENUE: Preliminary Review application, submitted by Dan Davis. This

application is requesting comments on proposed construction of eighteen 1,180
square foot, 2-bedroom, 1.5 bathroom, 2-story townhomes. This vacant property
is commercially zoned, which currently would require a mixed-use development to
permit residential. However, draft Zoning Ordinance provisions would allow solely
residential development in commercial districts. This property is also located in the
ESOS Overlay District and the applicant is requesting that the Planning Commission
consider removing the ESOS requirement from the property, or reduce the ESOS
scope of study.
Assistant Planner Morrison presented the staff report.
The Commission asked questions of Assistant Planner Morrison and Director Webster.
Chair Fritz asked if the applicant wished to make a presentation.
The applicant, Kathy Austin, gave a presentation and was available for questions.
Ms. Austin introduced property owner Dan Davis, who was present and available for
questions as well.
The Commission asked questions of Ms. Austin and Mr. Davis.
Hearing no further questions, Chair Fritz asked if members of the public wished to speak
on this item.
Marsha Sue Lustig, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• Thanked the applicant for bringing this application forward.
• This is a great project.
• The proposal looks great.
• Wishes for more density.
• Wants to ensure that easement language is added for the connection with Park
Village.

•

Loves the idea of the escape hatch, however, she would like to see one in the
opposite direction as well.
• We’re in a housing crisis.
Eliminating the requirement of providing affordable housing onsite would not be
a good idea at this time.
This would be a great project to connect with the Housing Land Trust on.
The Housing Land Trust can be a good option, one that she would like to see
work here.
• Wished that some third story apartments were being included somewhere within
the project to help with density.
• Expressed having no concerns with site visibility.
• Suggested a trade between something she referred to as, “ESOS lite” for some
solid long term affordable housing on the site.
• The 50’ setback from the southern boundary should have native plantings which
should be designed and installed by people who have local landscape experience.
• Loves the project.
• Reiterated her desire for greater density.
• The site is difficult.
• Likes the grouping of the units as well as the zero lot line.
• There are so many great things about this proposal.
• We don’t need commercial development in this location.
• Sebastopol needs more housing, desperately.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
-

-

-

Kathy Wilson, 6681 Sebastopol Avenue, commented:
• Owns adjacent property.
• Referred to a comment made by Ms. Lustig and asked if third story units were
being proposed.
The Commission responded that third story units were not being proposed at this time.
Hearing nothing further, Chair Fritz closed the public comment period and brought it back
to the Commission for discussion.
Commissioner Glaser commented:
• Noted that the applicant was providing two parking spaces for each unit.
The concept for shared-parking could work for a site like this.
We should be looking for opportunities for shared-parking so we can work
ourselves away from requiring so much parking all of the time.
• The proposed density is probably 40% less than what is specified for this site per
zoning.
• Agreed that the site would not be good for commercial development!
• Agreed that the site would probably work well for residential.
• Agreed on increasing the density.
Could support including a third floor in some areas.
• Likes the concept of a housing impact fee rather than requiring the affordable units
on site.
• The applicant is doing a lot of things right with this project.
• In terms of ESOS, his major concern was with drainage.
-

-

-
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•
•

Does not believe there is a view corridor issue.
The Laguna is a water area.
A study of all of the water would be significant.
Park Village is right next door.
This project looks good.
Expressed a concern with the street leading into the project in that it looks more
like a driveway, not a street.
If developed, the street should be improved to read as a street.
There are other examples of streets that appear more as passageways in town.
Should be addressed.
-

•
•
•

-

-

-

Commissioner Wilson commented:
• Likes the proposal to provide housing here.
• In terms of the ESOS issue, he did not feel as though he had enough information to
respond.
The proximity of this project to the Laguna makes drainage an obvious
consideration.
• The specific site looks like an eyesore.
• Asked staff if there is anything special about the site ecologically.
-

Director Webster responded:
• Aside from the southern boundary which merges into riparian habitat, there is
nothing particularly special about the site ecologically that he is aware of.
• The site itself has been previously developed and maintained.
• Noted that the applicant is not proposing to develop in the riparian habitat area.
Commissioner Wilson commented:
• Expressed being very supportive of the project in general.
• These kinds of units are needed.
• In terms of inclusionary housing he commented that while it sounds like there is a
strong will to have units on site, he could see arguments on both sides.
• Two story units that are tucked back would not seem to warrant the huge expense
of analyzing the view corridor.
• Reiterated his support for the project.
• While the site does not cry out as a wildlife habitat, more information was needed
in order for him to make an informed decision.
Commissioner Doyle commented:
• Likes the project.
• Agreed that the project could be designed more densely, however, that was not
what was being presented.
• The proposal is somewhat of a balance between utilizing the land in the ESOS while
recognizing that it is in the ESOS and that it is right on the Laguna.
• The site plans show the contours of the site.
The site is relatively flat.
You can see that the site drops off towards the riparian area to the south and
that Ms. Austin held development back from that hill.
• The plan makes a lot of sense.
• A lot of great design decisions have been made here.
-

10

C

Would support reducing the setback from 100’ to 50’ as requested.
Would like to hear from staff on what an appropriate limited ESOS study might look
like.

•
•

Vice Chair Douch commented:
• Expressed being supportive of this application.
• Expressed being supportive of reducing the setback from 100’ to 50’ as requested.
• This proposal is a really good example of some of the discussions that the
Commission has had around affordable housing.
Some of the Commission’s recommendations, if they go forward, will help this
project.
Supports trying to reduce the burden on developers.
Recognizes the need for affordable housing.
If the affordable housing requirements that we have currently are stopping
developments like this from happening, they’re not working and should be
looked at.
• Supports a reduced ESOS study, however, he did not feel as though he knew
enough to decide what the scope should be.
Suggested that more information be provided, or that a preliminary study be
conducted in order to give some guidance.
Supports a less onerous study.
It’s important to find a balance so that this site can get developed with a
project like this.
• Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) through to the adjacent City property makes a lot
of sense.
• Supports consultation with a landscape architect who can help sensitively integrate
the connection between the project and the riparian habitat area within the area of
the 50’ setback.
• Reiterated his support for this project.
-

-

-

-

Chair Fritz commented:
• Would support possibly increasing the number of units.
Realizes the need to strike a balance between the proximity of the site to the
Lag u na.
• The zoning could allow 44 units per acre, which would be extreme.
• Suggested first floor studio apartments underneath the two story townhouses on
the western boundary.
The studio apartments could be rental options for the owners of the townhouses
possibly.
Technically, from a zoning code standpoint, the applicant is providing a surplus
of parking therefor additional units could be added.
While not needed, it may be worth exploring whether or not there is a
mechanism to allow shared-parking in the nearby commercial lot, especially
during the evening hours when those businesses are closed.
• Would support reducing the setback from 100’ to 50’ as he felt that 50’ would be
adequate.
The area beyond the 50’ setback has been previously developed and is fairly
devoid of any ecological value. The way the site is organized acknowledges
that and works well.
• Supports alternates to building the inclusionary units on site.
The 20% requirement is onerous and discourages development.
-

-

-

-

-

-
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Expressed being open to other considerations.
Open to reducing the scope of the ESOS study.
Understands that there could be some issues given that it is adjacent to the
Lag u na.
This property is different from a lot of the other ESOS sites in that it has been
previously developed.
Supports reducing the degree of what needs to be studied.
Can see how doing a complete study would be extremely onerous and
expensive.
Wants to reduce that burden.
-

•

-

-

-

-

Commissioner Glaser commented:
• ESOS should include language on how to study sites that have been previously
developed.
There needs to be a way to look at projects that would be potentially lessening
the impact of what had been developed prior.
• Reiterated his support for shared-parking agreements.
• All parking should be plumbed for electric vehicles.
-

Commissioner Doyle commented:
• The applicant has provided the required parking.
• Would not support reducing the parking requirement beyond the maximum of 20%
as indicated in the staff report.
The real need is two spaces per unit.
• Does not like the Housing Land Trust model.
-

Ms. Austin responded that she would look into the Housing Land Trust model further.
Chair Fritz commented:
• The Commission is supportive of this being a fully residential project.
• Asked staff to offer suggestions on reducing the ESOS requirements.
Director Webster responded:
• May be appropriate for the applicant to take what has been said tonight and make
any changes to the project before returning to staff.
There appears to be consensus that the primary site does not have issues.
Staff could develop a scope of study to bring before the Commission for their
review.
Once the Commission confirms that the scope of study is appropriate, a limited
study that would probably take less time and money could be commissioned.
-

-

Chair Fritz asked if members of the Commission would be interested in removing the
ESOS from this property and perhaps others in town.
Vice Chair Douch commented:
• Generally the ESOS is a proximity issue.
Carving out pieces makes him nervous and urged caution.
This project may or may not happen and if it doesn’t, we don’t know what may
come next.
• Agreed with Commissioner Glaser’s suggestion of including language in the ESOS
that could provide guidance on reducing the scope of study when appropriate.
-
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Director Webster responded that the Commission could look at including additional
language under ESOS to provide guidance and flexibility on what the Commission has
been discussing during their review of the Zoning Ordinance package at their next
meeting.
Commissioner Glaser commented:
• Would not want to remove the ESOS from this property.
Wants to change how we treat the study.
If the use is going to be less intensive than what was there before, there should
be parameters that say that we don’t have to study as much.
-

-

Commissioner Doyle commented:
• To his knowledge, a project has never gained approval after going through an
ESOS study.
• The ESOS is way overboard, too onerous, and makes everything virtually
undevelopable.
• This is applicant is trying, and is doing a pretty good job.
• Would support eliminating the ESOS and creating a buffer instead.
Vice Chair Douch clarified that he would not support carving out lots from the ESOS,
however, he believed that a review of the ESOS was a discussion worth having.
Commissioner Wilson commented:
• The applicant should provide some sort of preliminary analysis of the site.
• Struggles with how extensive the study should be.
Mr. Davis responded that he has a Phase 1 environmental site study from the Bradley
Video development that he would be happy to share.
Chair
•
•
•
•
•

Fritz commented:
Agreed with Commission Doyle.
ESOS is fairly onerous to development.
ESOS should be made more flexible than it is now.
As it is now, ESOS discourages development.
It is important to recognize the balance between the Laguna and an urbanized
area, however, the ESOS may be too much.

Commissioner Glaser agreed with Chair Fritz on the ESOS needing to be more flexible.
Seeing members of the public who wished to speak, Chair Fritz reopened the public
comment period.
Ms. Lustig commented:
• A few apartments placed over the parking structure could solve the affordability
issue.
• We have an inclusionary ordinance because no units were getting built.
Requiring that units be built on site has been the only way that we’ve been able
to secure affordable units.
• Unless the fee was actually the cost to build a unit, Sebastopol is too small to ever
have a stockpile of dollars for affordable units like Santa Rosa has.
-
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•
•
•

If we really believe in building housing, the City may have to contribute its own
dollars to make it happen.
We need a way to develop units here, what we’re doing isn’t working.
Likes the idea of adding apartments over the parking structure.

ila Benavidez-Heaster, Bodega Avenue, commented:
• Workforce housing is important and should be considered for this project.
She keeps talking about workforce housing but it never gets integrated.
Urged consideration of workforce housing.
Would be really awesome to see 8 more units for workforce housing.
• Thanked the Commission for their time.
-

Hearing nothing further Chair Fritz closed the public comment period.
Ms. Austin responded to some of the points that had been made as follows:
• The monies collected through a housing impact fee could be used to help make
existing units more affordable for purchase, not necessarily to build new units.
• Agreed with Ms. Lustig on there not being enough building going on to create
enough money to support independent affordable housing developments.
• To Ms. Lustig’s suggestion she commented that podium housing is extraordinarily
expensive and completely infeasible.
• Likes the idea of workforce housing.
120% of median income is considered workforce housing.
Seems financially feasible to do 15% inclusionary at 120% of median income,
rather than 20% inclusionary at 80% of median income.
• Suggested allowing areas that have been developed before to qualify for an
exemption from the ESOS.
• Increasing the number of units would create parking issues.
-

Director Webster commented:
• Projects in the downtown are automatically eligible for a parking requirement
reduction of 20%.
• Accessory dwelling units in Sebastopol do not have a parking requirement.
Vice Chair Douch commented:
• Maximizing parking reductions and providing accessory dwelling units which have
no parking requirement could result in some pushback in terms of parking.
Commissioner Glaser concurred.
Ms. Austin responded:
• Has come forward with a project that she thought would meet the least resistance
while being something that she can be proud of.
• It is a struggle to deal with the ESOS, provide the amount of project that her client
needs and feels good about, and be sensitive to the site.
• Appreciates feedback.
• Expressed being most cautious about increasing the density.
• This project site is in a multi modal location.
• There are constraints to what is being discussed.

•

She will not be coming back with a podium with apartments or a whole lot of
additional units.

Vice Chair Douch commented:
• Understands the impulse for more density, he feels that the proposal is appropriate
for what is being created there.
• The applicant has pitched this project about right based on all of the variables
which he appreciates.
Chair Fritz noted that accessory dwelling units do not count towards density.
Ms. Austin commented:
• Appreciates Vice Chair Douch’s comments on this being an appropriate amount of
development for the site.
• To Ms. Benavidez-Heaster’s concern, these units are small and whether rent or own
will probably be targeted to our workforce.
Hearing nothing further, Chair Fritz concluded discussion of this item.
1.0. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS: (none)
11. ADJOURNMENT: Chair Fritz adjourned the meeting at 9:28 p.m. to the next regular
meeting of the Commission. The meeting will be held on Tuesday, March 27, 2018 at
7:00 p.m. at the Sebastopol Youth Annex, 425 Morris Street, Sebastopol, CA 95472.

Respectfully Submitted By:
Kenyon Webster
Planning Director

City of Sebastopol
Incorporated 1902
Planning Department
7120 Bodega Avenue
Sebastopol, CA 95472
707-823-6167
707-823-1135 (Fax)
www.ci.sebastopol.ca.us
Email: dmorrison©cityofsebastoool.org
APPROVED MINUTES
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING

SEBASTOPOL CITY HALL
CONFERENCE ROOM
7120 BODEGA AVENUE
4:00 P.M

CITY OF SEBASTOPOL
MINUTES OF November 14, 2018
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD:

The notice of the meeting was posted on November 08, 2018.
1. CALL TO ORDER: Chair Luthin called the meeting to order at 4:00 P.M.
2. ROLL CALL:

Present:

Absent:

Staff:

Ted Luthin, Chair

Cary Bush, Vice Chair
Lars Langberg, Board Member
Gregory Beale, Board Member
Christine Level, Board Member
Ron Han, Board Member
None
Kari Svanstrom, Planning Director
Dana Morrison, Assistant Planner
Rebecca Mansour, Planning Technician

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: October 17, 2018 Tree Board & Design Review Board
Board Member Level amended the Design Review Board minutes of October 17, 2018.

Vice Chair Bush made a motion to approve the Tree Board minutes of October 17, 2018 as
submitted, and the Design Review Board minutes of October 17, 2018 as amended.
Board Member Beale seconded the motion.
AYES:

Vice Chair Bush, Board Member Beale, Board Member Langberg, and Board
Member Han
NOES:
None
ABSTAIN: Chair Luthin and Board Member Level
ABSENT: None
4. PLANNING DEPARTMENT UPDATE ON MATTERS OF GENERAL INTEREST:

Director Svanstrom provided the following updates:
1

•

The City has advertised for three openings on the Design Review Board and two
openings on the Planning Commission.
Encouraged the three incumbents (Chair Luthin and Board members Bush and
Beale) whose terms are ending to reapply.
The deadline to apply is coming up soon, in the event that enough applications
are not received, the deadline will be extended.
The City Council recently adopted the new Zoning Ordinance which goes into effect
tomorrow, November 15, 2018.
Two Public Arts Committee meetings were held last week to hear from the finalists
for the art piece in front of the library.
The maquettes for both pieces will be on display at the Sebastopol Library
through the Thanksgiving weekend.
Comment cards will be available and collected.
Encouraged interested persons to stop by, check out the maquettes, and provide
their input on a comment card.
-

-

•
•

-

-

Board Member Langberg, who serves on the Public Arts Committee as well, commented:
• After over twenty applicants, the Committee chose three finalists.
One of the finalists backed out.
The two remaining artists and proposals are very different.
-

Director Svanstrom updates continued:
• The Housing Fair that was held on Sunday, November 4, 2018 saw about 150
attendees. City staff, County staff, and other organizations were present to help
residents who may be interested in accessory dwelling units, junior accessory
dwelling units, and other home-sharing opportunities to try to address the housing
needs of our community.
The Board had no questions for Director Svanstrom.
5. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC REGARDING ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA: There

were none.
6. STATEMENTS OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST: There were none.
7. CONSENT CALENDAR: There were none.
8. REGULAR AGENDA:
A. PLANNED COMMUNITY POLICY STATEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
REVIEW: Review of the Policy Statement and Development Plan for a Planned

Community referred to as the Davis Townhomes project. Project proposes to
develop eighteen (18); 1,180 square foot, 2-bedroom, 1.5 bathroom, 2-story
townhomes. The proposed development would occur on a vacant lot located at the
end of Morris Street, south of Sebastopol Avenue/Hwy 12 (6737 Sebastopol
Avenue).
Assistant Planner Morrison noted that an updated handout had been provided to the Board
prior to the start of this meeting and presented the staff report.
The Board asked questions of Assistant Planner Morrison as well as Director Svanstrom.
The Board asked questions of the applicant as well.
2

Q

Chair Luthin asked if the applicant wished to make a presentation.
Kathy Austin (Project Architect) introduced Parker Smith (Landscape Architect), Dan Davis
and Mrs. Davis (Property Owners) and gave a presentation. She was available for
questions.
Mr. Smith gave a brief presentation as well.
Ms. Austin made closing remarks and expressed that she, Mr. Smith, and Mr. and Mrs.
Davis were available for questions.
The Board asked questions of the applicant.
Director Svanstrom made a clarifying statement on process.
The Board asked additional questions of Director Svanstrom and the applicant.
Chair Luthin asked if members of the public wished to speak on this item.
The property owner of 6681 Sebastopol Avenue commented:
• Her property abuts the property that is proposed for development.
• Uses this property as a rental.
• Brought her property at 6681 Sebastopol Avenue back to pristine condition after it
was once a homeless encampment.
She did this specifically to earn money for her retirement.
• Expressed concern over the impacts that the lights from the parking lot may have on
one or more of the units on her property.
Needs to have her units rented.
Spoke on the financial impact that not being able to rent one or more of her units
could have.
Requested that the lights be adjusted so that they won’t be shining on her
property.
• Would like to have a solid fence, preferably not wood, between this project and her
property for privacy.
• The proposed location for trash collection is very closer to the back of the fence.
Expressed concern over the amount of trash that will collect there with a total of
eighteen units.
Requested that trash collection occur elsewhere, away from her fence line.
• Expressed concerns over the traffic that this project will bring.
Automobile lights from cars that are parking at night will shine through into her
rental areas.
• Thanked the Board for hearing her concerns.
-

-

-

-

-

-

Board Member Beale asked a clarifying question of the public speaker.
Ms. Austin responded:
• Thanked the public speaker for her comments and encouraged her to get in touch
with the property owner so he could coordinate with her as this project moves
forward.
• Considering a concrete fence in the area but wants to work with the neighboring
property owner to ensure that it meets what she would like to see.
• Wants to be good neighbors and wants to address concerns.
3

•
•

Is considering using a light fixture that includes a baffle, so the light would not
project backwards.
With regards to the trash enclosure, the developer must work with the local trash
hauler to confirm exactly what they want.
The proposal is consistent with what she has designed in the past for similar
projects and is subject to change based on feedback from the trash hauling
company.
-

The property owner of 6681 Sebastopol Avenue responded:
• Would appreciate the opportunity to discuss fencing.
• Because lighting is such a concern, she would like to see what the proposed light
would look like and how it would project.
The Board asked clarifying questions of Ms. Austin.
Lynn Deedler, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• All in all, this is a good project.
• The proposed density of the project is very appropriate.
• The units are comprised of three large blocks which allows for a huge common area.
Perhaps the large blocks are an appropriate tradeoff for the big common area.
Goes back and forth on that.
• These units do tend to look a lot alike.
Painting them strong, different colors may or may not mitigate that.
Suggested architectural distinction.
• Considers the concerns he expressed to be minor but worth considering.
• In looking at the color samples, the colors are very appropriate for the environment
that they are in with one exception.
The off-white with the gray looks very tract home residential and clashes with the
surrounding environment.
-

-

-

An unidentified man commented:
• This is a very attractive project.
• This project is very needed in our town.
• Suggested factoring in the common area when calculating FAR.
Suspects that owners of the units will have an undivided proportionate ownership
of the common areas.
-

Hearing nothing further, Chair Luthin closed the public comment period and brought it back
to the Board for discussion.
Chair Luthin spoke on process and asked to hear from the Board on the proposed Policy
Statement.
The Board asked procedural questions of staff.
Board
•
•
•
•
•

Member Langberg commented:
Generally, the map, site plan, and density works and feels pretty good for the site.
The Policy Statement seems accurate.
Echoed Commissioner Fritz’s comment on this project being able to be more dense.
Doesn’t have a problem with this development becoming more dense, however, it
seems to work as proposed.
Likes the common spaces and openness of the site.

•

Has additional comments about the character and design of the project, orientation
of buildings, etc., however, those are separate from the matter of the Policy
Statement.

•

Vice Chair Bush commented:
• Feels the same as Board Member Langberg.
• The application is great.
• The proposal takes advantage of a rather narrow aperture.
• The project is well sited, has adequate circulation, and nice common areas.
• Would love for the project to have a denser quality as housing is such a huge need
here.
• This is a good use for the site.
The Board asked clarifying questions of staff.
Board Member Level commented:
• Supports the proposed density.
It’s nice to talk about higher density but we need to ensure that we have the
infrastructure to support it first.
• The incorrect statement in the staff report on height needs to be clarified.
• Supports the 40’ height as allowed in the Zoning Ordinance.
• Expressed being in support of the Policy Statement.
-

Board
•
•
•

Member Beale commented:
Sebastopol needs more housing, more density.
This is a unique property.
Adding more than the proposed amount of density could eliminate the character that
has been carefully created by the applicant team.
What the applicant has come up with makes a lot of sense and shows their care
for the community and town.
Feels positive about what the applicant is trying to achieve here.
-

•

Board Member Han commented:
• Concurs with Board Member Beale on the matter of density.
• Most people come to Sebastopol for a slight amount of open space.
People don’t come to Sebastopol looking for high density development.
• Likes the proposal.
• Is a traditionalist in terms of style.
• Likes the traditional style of this project and thinks it fits well here.
• Hopes for a fairly high pitched roof.
-

Chair
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Luthin commented:
Concurs with fellow Board Member comments.
This is an appropriate project for where it is proposed.
Going higher density with the intersection and easements would be very challenging
and probably wouldn’t fit the property.
This project has been carefully crafted and he expressed being in support of it.
Served on the General Plan Advisory Committee.
Supports lower FAR in this case.
Concurred with Board Member Level on height in that the applicant can go up to 40’
if they wish.
It is important to understand and respect the floodplain issues.
The Downtown Core Planned Community chart that was provided was very helpful.
5

•
•

The application itself is nicely organized and understandable.
Reiterated his support for this project.

The Board asked a clarifying question of staff on item number four in the Policy Statement.
Chair Luthin surrriised the following:
• The timeline, as indicated in item number five, looks reasonable.
• The Board is unanimously in support of this project.
• The Board supports the lower FAR.
• The Board supports a height limit of up to 40’ as allowed per zoning.
The Board concurred.
Board Member Level commented:
• The 30’ height limit is self-imposed by the applicant.
• Zoning allows for a height of up to 40’.
Chair Luthin asked to hear from the Board on this project in terms of preliminary Design
Review.
Board Member Langberg commented:
• Because this is a very unique site in Sebastopol it begs an opening to a different kind
of architecture than can be seen elsewhere in Sebastopol.
• The proposed style of architecture, that can also be seen in our downtown, does not
feel appropriate.
It will probably work and many people who like a more traditional style will be
happy with it.
Trying to replicate the character of what we have in other parts of town feels like
a missed opportunity.
• This site is wide open and has some very eclectic buildings and beautiful landscape
around it.
• The pallet could be much looser and the design more wide open.
Encouraged exploration of that.
• Does not see individuality in these units.
The differences between each unit are much too subtle.
At first glance the units look pretty much the same to him.
The use of different colors will help some.
Color should not be leading the design intention, it should be enhancing and
reinforcing it.
• Understands the bike path issue, but the hierarchy between the front and back of the
units does not feel right.
• The common space is beautiful and open.
• The rear yard feels uninviting.
• The façades of the buildings out to the courtyard and to the Railroad Forest could be
much more open and inviting.
The design should encourage community.
• The cluster of buildings around the courtyard is nice and feels good.
• A majority of the units don’t have views of the Railroad Forest.
It would be nice if it could open up more in that direction.
• Ms. Austin’s work at The Barlow combined styles (industrial, barn, agricultural) in a
very interesting way.
Without replicating it, this project could go there in a smaller scale.
• Architecture wise, the proposed design doesn’t really feel like what this site calls for.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Vice Chair Bush commented:
• Concurred with Board Member Langberg.
• This is a unique site which presents a great opportunity for something more
inventive.
• This proposal includes three really big buildings that have a lot of ornamentation.
In looking at this from the perspective of somebody looking to buy an affordable
home, the ornate details that are being proposed could really drive up the price.
• These seem like row houses.
• The proposal doesn’t contextually fit the site.
• In looking at everything, the plan looks very busy.
It will be very hard to let your eyes settle into the space especially as an endemic
connection to the Laguna.
-

-

Board
•
•
•

Member Level commented:
Doesn’t see much differentiation between the units.
These look like row houses.
Concurred with Board Member Langberg and Vice Chair Bush on this being an
opportunity for something more bold.
Thanked Board Member Langberg and Vice Chair Bush for their comments which
were very well stated.
Carports always seem to appear as an afterthought.
Would like the carports to tie-in to the buildings in some manner.
Does not want to see basic, prefabricated carports used here.
Wants to see definite specifics when the applicant returns for Design Review that
way the Board can be certain on what it’s approving.
-

•

-

-

•

The Board asked clarifying questions of Ms. Austin.
Board Member Beale commented:
• Lots one through five that run parallel to Sebastopol Avenue provide noise and visual
buffering, from the intersection down through the parking lot, for the courtyard
which is a benefit.
• Concerned with lots ten through eighteen in terms of their relationship with
Sebastopol Inn which is a two-story hotel.
• Likes that the project is more oriented towards the south and the Laguna.
• The fact that this site is in the Downtown Core while being removed from the main
drag makes it unique.
• It makes sense to orient housing away from the downtown.
• This process is not intended to feel like an interrogation.
The fact that it has felt like an interrogation at times is not appropriate.
Understands the importance of being specific about what’s critical, what’s
important, and what is not.
Asked fellow Board members to do things more positively.
-

-

Board
•
•
•

Member Han commented:
Reiterated that he is a traditionalist.
What the applicant is proposing will cost a lot of money.
When thinking of affordable or moderate housing, it’s hard to be creative and save
money.
This is not a very visible site.
If this site were highly visible, he may be more inclined to want to see it spiffed
up a bit.
-

7

•

The Board should not put anything extra on the applicant if this is what they’ve
worked out because it will wind up costing them more money.
It’s not appropriate for the Board to require changes that will wind up costing the
applicant more money.
-

Board Member Beale commented:
• We’re not designing and building the vineyard home on the top of a hill.
• There is a purpose behind this development.
The Board’s input should be cognizant of that.
• This development will be seen most from the bicycle trail.
The fact that there is less of a wall of structure facing the bicycle trail is a
positive.
-

-

Board Member Level commented:
• Does not object to the design if it is what the applicant wants to use.
• This is not an affordable housing project, this is a market rate housing project with
the possibility of inclusionary units.
• What they decide to spend on this project will affect the future value.
Chair Luthin commented:
• The townhomes that are behind the historic homes on South Main Street totally
make sense there.
That makes a little less sense here, in this location.
• Concurred with Board Members Level and Han on some people being traditionalists,
which is okay with.
• There is nothing objectionable about the proposal, if this is what the property owner
wants.
• While he understands that people will want their private space, he expressed concern
over the 6’ fence that will be facing the common area on lots one through five.
-

Ms. Austin responded that the fence could be 4’ solid with an additional 2’ of lattice.
Chair Luthin commented:
• Likes the idea of 4’ solid with 2’ of lattice better than a solid 6’.
• Could support a 6’ solid fence for the areas that do not face the common area.
The Board asked a clarifying question of Ms. Austin.
Chair Luthin commented:
• Interested in seeing a real rendering of what the units will look like with the
proposed color scheme.
• In general, he does not like relying on color to give individual units distinction.
• These feel like miniature single family homes that are connected.
• Agrees are there missed design opportunities here, but there usually are.
• The design is not inappropriate for Sebastopol.
• Supports this project.
Vice Chair Bush commented:
• Two escaped exotic species are on the landscape plan which makes him nervous
from a contextual and endemic standpoint being close to the Laguna.
• Some of the trees in the tree legend are short lived trees.
• The style of the homes is the applicant’s decision.
• How the homes fit with the landscape is vital.
8

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Some of the roofing positions are awkward.
The mass of the buildings, in terms of the whole profile, strikes him as a little less
than consistent.
Agrees with the rest of the Board in there being a project here.
There’s a lot going on here and the project will be pretty impactful.
The huge long plant list will only contribute to the project being even more impactful.
Suggested quieting the site down.
As proposed, the maintenance of this project will be huge.
Easy maintenance is desirable.
-

Board Member Beale commented:
• With the landscaping plan, carports, and orientation of the different buildings, it’s
almost impossible in reality to stand at any given point and see the elevation the
way it’s being shown by the applicant in this submittal.
At best, you’ll be looking down the face of the buildings more along it versus at it
from most places.
• Encouraged the applicant to provide different perspectives when they return for
Design Review.
-

Ms. Austin thanked the Board for their comments and asked a clarifying question of staff.
Hearing nothing further, Chair Luthin concluded Board discussion of this item.
Chair Luthin adjourned the meeting at 5:55 p.m. for a brief break.
Chair Luthin reconvened the meeting at 6:03 p.m.
B. DESIGN REVIEW, MAJOR: This is a Major Design Review application, proposing a
revision to the approved Design for the French Garden Inn (an Inn proposed to be
located at 8060 Bodega Aye, next to the former French Garden [now Gravenstein
GrillJ). New owners have purchased the property and decided to proceed with
changes to the proposed Inn, including reducing the number of hotel rooms from 18
to 11 and reducing the project to a one-story design.
Assistant Planner Morrison presented the staff report.
The Board asked questions of Assistant Planner Morrison as well as Director Svanstrom.
Chair Luthin asked if the applicant wished to make a presentation.
Gannon Tidwell, project sponsor/property owner, made a brief presentation and was
available for questions. He also introduced co-sponser/co-owner, Rich Springer.
Paul Nyulassie, project architect, made a brief presentation and was available for questions.
The Board asked questions of Mr. Tidwell, Mr. Nyulassie, and Mr. Springer.
The Board also asked additional questions of staff.
Chair Luthin asked if members of the public wished to speak on this item.
ila Benavidez-Heaster, a resident of Sebastopol, commented:
• The prior developer promised her that a hostel would be included.
9

•
•
•
•
•

Requested consideration of a hostel here too.
Encouraged incentives/discounts for guests who arrive on a bicycle.
Understands the issues that may come with adding a hostel.
Reiterated her request for consideration of a hostel within this project.
Thanked the applicant for giving her request some thought.

Mr. Tidwell and Mr. Springer asked clarifying questions of Ms. Benavidez-Heaster and
commented that they would consider the feasibility of adding a hostel room and giving
incentives/discounts for guests who arrive on a bicycle.
Chair Luthin commented:
• Ms. Benavidez-Heaster made the same request for a hostel of the owners and
operators of Hotel Sebastopol and they were able to add them into their project.
One of the reasons that they were able to include them was based on the
tremendous number of bicycle tour groups, where unrelated people want to share
a room, that stay at their other hotel, Hotel Healdsburg.
-

Hearing nothing further, Chair Luthin closed the public comment period.
Board Member Han commented:
• Expressed concern over the last-minute nature of this request and the pressure that
is being placed on the Board to decide on this project during this meeting.
While he doesn’t object to the Board having to decide on the project during this
meeting, it doesn’t seem to make a lot of sense.
Doesn’t object to this project at all, however, he does have several questions
about this application.
-

-

Assistant Planner Morrison and Director Svanstrom responded on process. The applicant
spoke on process and timing as well.
The Board asked clarifying questions of staff.
Chair Luthin asked for Board discussion on this application.
Board Member Beale commented:
• Concerned because the information that has been provided by the applicant has a lot
of inconsistencies and some of them could present major issues.
• Loves this concept.
• This is a huge improvement from what was previously proposed.
• Really like this approach.
• Spoke on the difficulty of this process.
• This project may benefit from going through the complete process because at this
point, if the Board were to approve this project, it would be based on a lot of
assumptions or a humongous list of conditions.
• Works in the design and construction industry himself.
• As difficult as this process is making things for the Board it may also be doing a
disservice to the applicant.
• Has additional, more specific comments on design which he will save until later.
Board Member Level commented:
• In addition to Board Member Beale’s comments, trying to process this application in
this fashion is a bit deceptive to the public as this is clearly not a revision to the prior
proposal.
10

The Board asked clarifying questions of staff.
Board
•
•
•
•

Member Level commented:
There are a lot of issues with the thoroughfare fronting this project.
There are members of the public that would want to comment on this proposal.
Supports the basic proposal and concept in general.
Concerned by internal inconsistencies over site, landscape and pathway issues.

The applicant asked a clarifying question of Board Member Level.
Board Member Level commented:
• Uncomfortable by the fact that this plan doesn’t feel resolved or final and yet the
Board is being asked to act on it.
Chair Luthin commented:
• In his recollection of the process for the prior application, the main issues were
height and privacy (the neighbors behind the development were concerned due to
the two-story height of the project).
In general, the neighbors were pretty supportive of the project.
Does not remember a lot of opposition.
Public sentiment could have changed between now and then.
-

Board
•
•
•
•
•

Member Level commented:
Concerns have to do with transparency.
The public commented on the prior project, not on this one.
Shouldn’t give off the perception of favoritism.
Not expecting a problem with this application.
Not having a proper process could be a pitfall for the City.

The Board asked clarifying questions of staff.
Board Member Beale commented:
• What is unique here is the fact that the potential impact on load, use, and scale went
down significantly but this is an entirely different project from what was originally
approved.
Board Member Level commented:
• Issues could arise that could present liability issues for the City, particularly without
there being management onsite 24/7.
Vice Chair Bush commented:
• Thanked the applicants for bringing this project to the Board.
• A lot of work has gone into this.
• The Board wants to make sure that they understand what they’re being asked to
approve and how it all relates to each other.
• While he understands where other Board members are coming from, he does not
object to the applicant bringing this application forward at the last minute because
they are following a set process.
• The proposal is not all that clear.
• The proposed edible garden will need a maintenance plan.
The reality of an edible landscape is that they can be really tricky.
• There is a huge ADA compliancy issue that comes with using crushed gravel/rock for
the flatwork, if that is what the applicant wants to use.
-
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•
•

would like to see a calendar of operations with regards to how this will all be
maintained, not just when it comes to landscape.
If landscape lighting is desired, that would be a huge component that the Board
would also like to review.
Landscape lighting can add a great flavor for the type of client you’re trying to
attract.
The plant legend looks great.
Does not like how the rosemary is shrubbed up around the buildings.
Almost all of the buildings are shrubbed up by various plantings.
Almost all of the plants that are around these buildings will reach up to the
eaves.
The plant legend says that no pyrophytic plants are proposed but rosemary is a
pyrophytic plant.
Water use is great.
The plant legend does not reflect the look of what was presented in the rendering of
the courtyard.
Prefers the open, airy feel of the courtyard in the rendering.
Likes that smaller units, which people are starting to gravitate towards, are being
proposed.
Really likes this project.
This project is different, unique and inventive.
The applicant has created a place and that is what creates a really good project.
This looks like an exciting environment that could become a community space.
Accessibility is important, all people have to be included.
Approves of this project in general.
The Board would have to attach a lot of conditions if it were to try to approve this
project tonight.
-

•

-

-

-

•

-

•
•

-

-

•
•
•
Board
•
•
•
•
•
•

Member Langberg commented:
Vice Chair Bush’s comments were well said.
This submittal feels more like Preliminary Design Review.
This application is not complete enough for the Board to approve it.
Coming up with an extensive list of conditions would almost equate to the Board
designing the project for the applicant which is not appropriate.
In general, the project looks great and has a really nice feel to it.
Having to come up with a long list of conditions in order to grant final Design Review
approval of this application does not feel like what the Board is charged to do.

Chair Luthin asked if there was a part of the project the Board felt it could approve, like the
buildings.
Board
•
•
•

Member Langberg commented:
The buildings cannot be approved without ADA.
The windows are not decided.
The lighting plan is incomplete.

Board Member Beale commented:
• While some this is final, much of what was submitted feels preliminary.
The Board asked procedural and clarifying questions of staff.
Board Member Han commented:
• The Board is trying to do the right thing.
12

•

The consensus of the Board appears to be that granting final approval tonight is
premature.

Chair Luthin commented:
• There are too many unknowns here.
• The Board has nothing significant that it can approve at this time.
The site plan cannot be approved because it may need to change due to ADA.
The building architecture cannot be approved because there are missing details
and it may change.
The landscape plan and renderings presented are incompatible and need to be
synchronized to accurately reflect the proposal.
• Supports a continuance.
• Would like to see the following:
The buildings need to be resolved.
Specifics are needed.
The design of the fence.
Whole site elevations.
A reduction of the rear gate height.
Bicycle parking needs further thought and development.
Signage.
Accessibility.
Solar.
Mechanical.
Landscape.
• The Board is excited about this project.
• Expressed being totally on board with this project.
• Reiterated that the Board needs something that it can approve.
• The Board has approved vague applications before and oftentimes doing so has
resulted in issues.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

The Board concurred.
The Board discussed process.
The applicant asked clarifying questions of the Board and staff.
The Board was in consensus on continuing this application pending approval of a new Use
Permit.
Board Member Beale commented:
• The fact that this is a reduced scale project seems to have unrightfully set
expectations for the applicant’s in terms of what the Board would be looking for in
order to be able to approve this application today.
The Board concurred.
Hearing nothing further, Chair Luthin asked for a motion
Vice Chair Bush made a motion to continue this application to allow the applicant to go
through the standard Use Permit process and eventually return to the Board with additional
details on the following:
• Landscape plan in coordination with the site plan,
• Site work (flat work and ADA compliance),
13

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lighting,
Signage,
Fence and gate details and elevations,
Whole site elevations with long broad perspectives,
Bike parking,
Solar placement,
Mechanical equipment placement (anything exterior, including the HVAC condensing
unit),
Trash enclosures and shed,
Deck details,
Barn door details

The applicant asked clarifying questions of the Board.
Chair Luthin commented that interior matters are outside of the Board’s purview.
Board Member Level seconded the motion.
Chair Luthin asked for discussion of the motion.
Hearing none, the Board voted on the motion as follows:
AYES:

Chair Luthin, Vice Chair Bush, Board Member Beale, Board Member Langberg,
Board Member Level and Board Member Han
NOES:
None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None
9. DISCUSSION ITEMS: There were none.
10. REPORTS FROM THE BOARD/STAFF: There were none.
11. ADJOURNMENT: Chair Luthin adjourned the meeting at 7:45 p.m. The next regularly
scheduled Tree Board/Design Review Board meeting will be held on December 05, 2018
at 4:00 p.m., at the Sebastopol City HaIl, 7120 Bodega Avenue, Sebastopol, CA.
Respectfully Submitted By:

Dana Morrison
Assistant Planner
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Landscaping in this area to be
designed in conjunction with the
native plant consultant and will be
incorporated into the 50' setback
area design for a natural plant area.

Bioswale in this area has been
removed, see Civil Plans for
current location.

Irrigation and bioswale to
be removed in this area

