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LETTER 26: PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT – JUNE 27, 2009

Response to Comment 26-1 

Please see Response to Comment 22-4. 

Response to Comment 26-2

Please see Response to Comment 13-5 regarding the in depth cultural resources analysis 
prepared for the project, including additional analysis performed at the request of CAL FIRE 
since the release of the DEIR for public review in June 2009. 

Response to Comment 26-3 

The comment expresses opinion on the project, which will be considered by CAL FIRE. Please 
see Response to Comment 19-19 regarding the scope of the alternatives analysis in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment 26-4 

Please see Response to Comment 26-2. 

Response to Comment 26-5 

Please see Responses to Comments 10-50 and 12-5.  

Response to Comment 26-6 

Please see Response to Comment 6-8.  

Response to Comment 26-7 

Table 4-1, Timber Harvest Plans in the Project Area Watersheds, on pages 4-4 to 4-6 of the 
DEIR, provides a list of timber harvest plans filed in the Annapolis, Little Creek, and 
Grasshopper Creek watersheds over the last 10 years. The list includes both the Roessler and 
Sleepy Hollow Conversions, though these projects are no longer being actively processed and the 
environmental review of said applications has ceased. In addition, the DEIR notes that a proposal 
has been made by Premier Pacific Vineyards to develop approximately 1,861 acres of vineyard 
in the area. Approximately 750 of the 1,861 acres fall within the assessment area of the Fairfax 
Conversion Project THP and are considered to be part of the cumulative setting.  

This cumulative setting is evaluated in Impact Statement 4-1 of the DEIR, which concluded:    

The proposed project would replace the existing timberlands with a vineyard, the project is 
consistent with the types of allowable uses (agricultural) allowed on the project site by the 
General Plan. As a result, the changes in land use would be consistent with the General Plan. It 
should also be noted that the proposed project would place 133 acres of sensitive habitats, 
archaeological sites, and buffer areas in conservation easements which would ensure that they 
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remain forested in perpetuity. Furthermore, as stated above, the loss of timber is largely an issue 
of resultant impacts to special-status species and water resources. These issues are addressed in 
Sections 3.4 and 3.7 of this EIR, respectively. Therefore, the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to the significant cumulative land use impacts is not cumulatively considerable, 
resulting in a less-than-significant impact.   

As noted elsewhere in this Final EIR, the total on-site preserve area is now 151 acres, not 133 as 
originally noted in the DEIR.  

Please also see Response to Comment 7-11 for a response to concerns about cumulative 
hydrology impacts.

Response to Comment 26-8 

The DEIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project in Chapter 6, 
Alternatives Analysis, including alternative locations. The DEIR on pages 6-2 through 6-3 
explains how the alternatives were selected to inform the decision-making process. 

The type of evaluation that the commenter requests was conducted by reviewing maps of 
Sonoma County displaying soils, elevations, and slopes similar to the project site. As discussed 
in the DEIR, very specific criteria pertaining to soil type and microclimate must be met to satisfy 
the proposed project’s basic objectives. In addition, the potential site must be of comparable size 
to attain most of the proposed project objectives. Based on extensive evaluation, the DEIR 
determined that sites of appropriate acreage that include most of the necessary site characteristics 
are quite rare. Nevertheless, the DEIR considered offsite alternatives, as well as a reduced 
acreage alternative and two “no project” alternative scenarios. See also Response to Comment 
19-19.

Response to Comment 26-9 

Please see Response to Comment 7-9.  

Response to Comment 26-10 

White-tailed kites are considered raptors, which are protected under the Federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. As discussed in Chapter 3.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant 
impacts to nesting raptors and would result in a less-than-significant impact (See Response to 
Comment 1-17 for an updated version of DEIR MM 3.4-5). In addition, as stated on page 3.4-72 
of the DEIR, “…“fully protected” birds, such as the white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and golden 
eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), are protected under California Fish and Game Code (§3511). “Fully 
protected” birds may not be taken or possessed (that is, kept in captivity) at any time.” 
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Response to Comment 26-11 

Please see Response to Comment 10-68 regarding aesthetics concerns. Furthermore, it is 
important to note that the 1-acre corporation yard will not be visible from Annapolis Road or 
from any point on the Starcross Monastery, including the Chapel on the hill. The approximately 
1-acre corporation yard has been relocated from vineyard Unit 1c to Unit 6, just south of the 
proposed irrigation reservoir, in order to address aesthetics and noise concerns expressed by the 
public in the comments on the DEIR (See Figure 1-1 in the Introduction chapter of this Final 
EIR).  Proposed vineyard blocks would be more readily visible along the western portion of the 
project site. 

Response to Comment 26-12 

According to CEQA Guidelines, as stated on page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Statutorily Required 
Sections, of the DEIR, an impact is considered significant and unavoidable when it has been 
determined that with the implementation of mitigation measures, the impact would not be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

According to CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(b), a Draft EIR must include a description of 
those impacts identified as significant and unavoidable should the proposed action be 
implemented. Such impacts would be considered unavoidable when it has been 
determined that either no mitigation, or only partial mitigation is feasible, such that the 
impact is not reduced to a level that is less than significant. The final determination of the 
significance of impacts and of the feasibility of mitigation measures would be made by 
CAL FIRE as part of its certification action. 

Therefore, as demonstrated in the technical chapters of the DEIR and in this Final EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable 
impacts given the careful design of the project and the rigorous mitigation measures required to 
be implemented. Please refer to Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for a list of the current mitigation 
measures for the project. The design of the project has undergone further refinements since the 
release of the DEIR as a result of public input. The carefully selected changes to the Vineyard 
Plan serve to further refine the design of the overall project, resulting in an even greater level of 
protection of natural resources, though the project’s impacts to natural resources, including 
biological, cultural, and hydrological resources, were adequately determined to be less-than-
significant in the Fairfax Conversion DEIR with implementation of all identified mitigation 
measures. See the Introduction chapter of this Final EIR for a detailed description of the changes 
to the Vineyard Plan since the release of the DEIR for public review.

Response to Comment 26-13 

Please see Response to Comment 7-9 concerning herbicides and Responses to Comments 10-50 
and 12-5 regarding well concerns.

Response to Comment 26-14 

Please see Response to Comment 7-23.
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Response to Comment 26-15 

The comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment 4-1. 

Response to Comment 26-16 

The comment is an introduction to the following comments – please see the below responses.

Response to Comment 26-17 

Low and fluctuating flows in gravel bedded rivers in the Coast Range likely result from a 
combination of factors, including rainfall patterns and geology. The Mediterranean climate of the 
region is characterized by strongly seasonal rainfall that occurs from October through April, with 
little or no rainfall through the summer months, producing a parallel pattern of runoff and stream 
flow. Low flows are typical in the summer months. The commenter’s observations correspond 
with a period of low rainfall during the winters of 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09. The 
difference in surface flow conditions above and below Clarks Crossing is likely caused by deeper 
alluvial deposits in the river bed below Clarks Crossing and the shallow deposits above Clarks 
Crossing where the commenter notes the presence of “bedrock areas.” During low flow periods 
in a bedrock controlled channel bed, there is limited alluvial storage space for water. In contrast, 
where alluvium is deeper, there is more abundant storage space for water and surface flows may 
dissipate in the space. A combination of factors accounts for the flow conditions reported by the 
commenter.

Response to Comment 26-18 

The hydrogeologic conditions in the project area are described in the DEIR in Appendix M.  The 
County map referenced by the commenter identifies the area overlain by the Ohlsen Ranch 
Formation. The sedimentary formation is the parent material for the Goldridge soils which are 
well-suited to production of wine grapes, hence the correlation with vineyard development. The 
Ohlsen Ranch Formation is thin, ranging in depth from about 50 to 150 feet and overlies 
Franciscan bedrock that comprises the vast majority of rock in the Gualala River watershed. The 
Wheatfield Fork flows over Franciscan bedrock. Groundwater in the Ohlsen Ranch Formation 
aquifer is a locally important resource primarily for domestic wells, but is not in direct 
hydrologic contact with the Wheatfield Fork. Groundwater seepage from the Ohlsen Ranch 
aquifer may ultimately reach the Wheatfield Fork via lengthy and indirect flow paths through 
tributary streams or through fractured bedrock aquifers in Franciscan rocks. As discussed in the 
DEIR, project development impacts include potential increases in summer base flows (low 
flows). Low summer flow conditions in the Wheatfield Fork are more likely attributable to 
climate conditions as described in Response to Comment 26-17.   

Response to Comment 26-19 

Please see Response to Comment 12-5.  
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Response to Comment 26-20 

Please see Responses to Comments 26-17 and 26-18. 

Response to Comment 26-21 

Please see Response to Comment 12-5. 

Response to Comment 26-22 

Please see Response to Comment 19-19. 

Response to Comment 26-23 

The comment includes speculation concerning the applicant’s intent for the project and does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 26-24 

Please see Responses to Comments 7-6 and 19-19.  

In addition, please see Response to Comment 4-6 for a discussion regarding the fact that the 
proposed agricultural use for the project site – vineyards – is an allowable land use for the 
current Sonoma County zoning designation of Resource and Rural Development (RRD).  

Response to Comment 26-25 

Please see Responses to Comments 19-19 and 26-24. 

Response to Comment 26-26 

The proposed reservoir on the project site is designed to collect stormwater runoff from the 
surrounding Patchett Creek watershed during the winter rainy season, after significant rains have 
saturated soils and excess water is flowing in downhill directions. The project would capture 
runoff from only 39 acres (approximately 4 percent) of the 1,124-acre Patchett Creek watershed. 
By extension, filling the reservoir would not have a significant effect on downstream reaches of 
the Wheatfield Fork. Patchett Creek is a tributary of the Wheatfield Fork of the Gualala River, 
which has a drainage area of about 111 square miles.  The project area occupies about 0.6% of 
the Wheatfield Fork watershed, and the Patchett Creek watershed contributes about 1.6% of the 
Wheatfield Fork watershed. Potential impacts to steelhead and other native fish species 
downstream of the project site would be minimal to none as collection of runoff would occur 
when flows are seasonally high and water temperatures low and within the preferred range for 
steelhead.

Based on the analytical studies conducted on hydrology and sediment control, the project would 
improve water quality conditions above existing conditions by reducing erosion and increasing 
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summer baseflow through an increase in groundwater recharge. Any increase in summer 
baseflows would help maintain cooler water and enhance habitat which is beneficial to steelhead 
at this time of year. See also Response to Comment 12-5 pertaining to groundwater recharge and 
special-status salmonids  

Response to Comment 26-27 

Please see Response to Comment 10-68.  

Response to Comment 26-28 

The level of traffic being added to the surrounding roadways as a result of project traffic would 
not be expected to degrade roadway surfaces requiring substantial repairs.  As stated on page 
3.9-15 of the Transportation and Circulation Chapter of the DEIR,

Due to the short duration of pruning and harvesting operations and the limited number of vehicles 
required to transport project personnel, this traffic would not significantly change current traffic 
patterns along the local roadways. Nor would the addition of a maximum of three commercial 
truck trips per day, for a maximum of one month per year, be expected to result in a significant 
adverse impact on current traffic patterns along the project haul routes.   

Response to Comment 26-29 

While the DEIR evaluation for Impact 3.4-11 assumed for discussion purposes that steelhead are 
present downstream of the project site and dependent on continuing summer baseflow to 
maintain juvenile rearing habitat, there is little to no surface flow contribution from the project 
site to lower Patchett Creek or the Wheatfield Fork of the Gualala in mid- to late-summer. 
During these months Patchett Creek is reduced to a series of isolated pools (See Response to 
Comment 12-7). The project may improve summer baseflows through an increase in 
groundwater recharge, which would benefit steelhead rearing at this time of year. Steelhead in 
lower Patchett Creek would not be adversely affected from changes in summer baseflow and the 
impact would be less-than-significant.   

Response to Comment 26-30 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment 26-31

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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LETTER 27, PETER BAYE 
 
Response to Comment 27-1  
 
Please see Response to Comment 13-5 regarding cultural resources.  




