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LETTER 16: GREG KAMMAN – KAMMAN HYDROLOGY

Response to Comment 16-1 

The commenter lists his qualifications and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 16-2 

The comment is an introductory paragraph and does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. See the below responses to specific comments.

Response to Comment 16-3 

Please see Response to Comment 10-45. 

Response to Comment 16-4 

The commenter asserts that potential sediment and hydrologic impacts have not been fully 
evaluated for portions of the project area lying outside the Patchett Creek drainage. These 
portions of the project area are fully analyzed at the site scale as described in the hydrologic 
assessment (DEIR Appendix M) and the erosion assessment (DEIR Appendix N).  In Appendix 
M of the DEIR, these areas are shown in Figure 6 (p.25).  The hydrologic evaluation for these 
areas is summarized in Appendix M, Table 6 (p.30).  These areas are referred to as sub-basins 
N1 (comprising 23 acres draining to an unnamed tributary of the Wheatfield Fork lying to the 
west of Patchett Creek), N7 and N62 (comprising 41.9 acres and 9.5 acres, respectively, and 
draining to Grasshopper Creek to the north of Patchett Creek).  These areas are also separated 
and analyzed in the erosion analysis (Appendix N, Tables 2, 4 and 5, p. 6-10).  These analyses 
show that potential project impacts on the portions of the project area lying within the 
Grasshopper Creek watershed and the unnamed Wheatfield Fork tributary are comparable to 
those expected in the Patchett Creek drainage. 

Watershed-scale effects of the project were evaluated for Patchett Creek because almost all of 
the project area is located in that watershed -- 124 acres of the approximate 160 gross vineyard 
acres are located in Patchett Creek.  This represents 11 percent of the 1,124-acre Patchett Creek 
watershed.  In contrast, project gross vineyard acres in the unnamed tributary of the Wheatfield 
Fork and Grasshopper Creek are 14 and 22 acres, respectively.  The unnamed tributary has an 
area of 525 acres, while Grasshopper Creek has a drainage area of 1,952 acres.   Proposed project 
vineyard acreage represents 2.7 and 1.1 percent of these drainages, respectively.  The analysis of 
potential project impacts at the watershed scale in Patchett Creek, where 11 percent of the 
drainage area is to be developed, concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  
Potential watershed-scale project impacts on the unnamed tributary of the Wheatfield Fork and 
Grasshopper Creek are mitigated by the same vineyard erosion control measures, including 
sedimentation basins.  Three sedimentation basins are proposed in the Grasshopper Creek 
drainage and two are proposed in the unnamed tributary of the Wheatfield Fork.   
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Based on the small proportion of project vineyard acreage contributing to these two watersheds 
(2.7% in the unnamed Wheatfield Fork tributary and 1.1% in Grasshopper Creek), the low level 
of watershed scale impacts in Patchett Creek, where 11% of the watershed area would be project 
vineyard, and the application of the same erosion control measures proposed for the project 
(DEIR p. 1-50 to 1-66), it was concluded that watershed scale impacts in the other two 
watersheds would not be significant.  Furthermore, post-project monitoring for hydrologic and 
erosion effects include one channel in the Grasshopper Creek watershed as well as monitoring of 
25% of the sedimentation basins.   

The portion of the project area that will be utilized as the “corporation yard” is located in the 
Patchett Creek drainage, and therefore does not contribute any additional level of uncertainty on 
potential project impacts on Grasshopper Creek or the unnamed tributary. 

Response to Comment 16-5

Please see Response to Comment 10-56.  

Response to Comment 16-6 

The proposed reservoir on the project site is designed to capture stormwater runoff from the 
surrounding watershed in the winter. The affected watershed consists of 39 acres, or 12 percent 
of the 324-acre project site. The remaining 88 percent of the project site would continue to drain 
to Patchett Creek without a storage element. The reservoir would fill during storm events 
collecting water at a time when storm water is abundant and flows in local creeks and 
downstream rivers are at their highest. Once the reservoir is filled, water would overtop the 
spillway into the Class III tributary and then into Patchett Creek. The reservoir is expected to fill 
and spill between January and March, depending on rainfall. The reservoir would reduce 
downstream flows during typically high flow periods and would not eliminate flows along the 
Class III channel, nor significantly dewater Patchett Creek. In addition, as further discussed in 
Chapter 3.7 of the DEIR, the change in land use is anticipated to result in an increase in runoff as 
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, runoff captured by the reservoir would be offset by 
increased runoff resulting from development of the proposed vineyard. 

Response to Comment 16-7

The comment cites various specific estimates of peak flow change representing potential project 
effects at different locations and under different conditions. However, the comment mistakenly 
concludes that the DEIR analysis is inconsistent regarding the expected magnitude of peak flow 
change. The commenter appears to have misread or misinterpreted the comprehensive analysis of 
potential changes in peak runoff, conducted using multiple methods and models as appropriate to 
evaluate potential changes at different watershed scales.  The DEIR presents a detailed analysis 
of expected peak flow change, and provides estimated magnitude of change for a 15-minute 
duration, two year recurrence interval storm event for all channels draining from the project area 
(summarized in Table 6, DEIR Appendix M).  Appendix M provides a review of relevant 
watershed research as Caspar Creek, cited by the comment. In addition, the DEIR includes an 
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analysis of potential peak flow impacts for larger watershed areas as summarized in Figure 3.7-8 
and detailed in Appendix O.

Response to Comment 16-8 

The commenter advocates that management of hydrologic changes should stipulate no net 
increase in flood flow magnitude between pre- and post-project conditions, while acknowledging 
that neither the County of Sonoma nor the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
require this in drainage management plans.  The expected changes in peak flows and the 
hydrologic processes involved were evaluated and disclosed in the DEIR.  The commenter’s 
concern about potential peak flow increases is motivated by potential erosion in channels that 
could occur.  The DEIR has quantified potential peak flow changes and evaluated resulting 
erosion potential, including a monitoring plan addressing potential channel erosion at the Project 
site as described below.

As stated on page 4-22 of Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR, as revised in this Final 
EIR (see Section 4, Cumulative Impacts, of Chapter 2, Revisions to the DEIR Text, of this Final 
EIR for the revisions made to this section of the DEIR and the reasons describing the need for 
such revisions), the proposed project is estimated to decrease sedimentation by 24 to 39 tons/yr. 

The project’s long-term sediment contribution is projected to be less than existing levels. 
Specifically, as discussed in Chapter 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, upon 
implementation of the project sedimentation is estimated to decrease by 24 to 39 tons/yr. 
Other projects would also be required to implement BMPs; however, the efficacy of the 
measures implemented on other projects cannot be assured. Furthermore, additional 
sedimentation from construction is likely to occur. The effects of the proposed project, in 
combination with similar effects generated by other timber conversion and/or vineyard 
projects in the area, would be considered significant. However, as the proposed project 
would result in an estimated net decrease in sedimentation over time, the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable. As a result, with the project’s BMPs and implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3.7-2 (a-i) and 3.7-3 (a, b) required in the Hydrology and Water 
Quality chapter of the DEIR, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
cumulative impact. 

The proposed project has been designed with state of the art Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
that will significantly control both project erosion and mobile sediment contribution to 
downstream environments. For example, project sedimentation basins as designed are predicted 
to reduce sediment yield by 50 percent, primarily by capturing sand and fine gravel greater than 
0.1 mm diameter. Finer suspended sediment that passes through the sediment basins is relatively 
mobile in energetic stream systems such as Patchett Creek. Most of the sediment from the project 
site, following treatment in sedimentation basins, is expected to remain in the water column as 
the sediment is transported through Patchett Creek with relatively little deposition. As shown in 
Table 3.7-20 of the DEIR, the sedimentation basins (and the reservoir collection system) reduce 
the predicted increase in sediment yield of about 5 to 7 t/yr to a net decrease of about 8 to 13 t/yr. 
There is an estimated net decrease at the project area boundary draining to Patchett Creek of 
approximately 10 to 13 percent. Additional reductions in sediment yield by erosion mitigation 



Final EIR 
Fairfax Conversion Project 

February 2012 
 

Chapter 3 – Comments Received and Responses of the Lead Agency 
3 - 476 

designed to repair and control gully erosion at five sites in the project area is expected to reduce 
erosion rates by at least 16 t/yr (low range estimates) to 27 t/yr (high range estimates). These 
estimated sediment savings result in net decreases in sediment yield under project conditions of 
24 to 39 t/yr. 

The DEIR identifies specific mitigation measures to avoid and/or minimize impacts to water 
quality and quantity. For example, in addition to the requirement for all timber harvesting 
activities on the project site, including harvest-associated road construction and maintenance, to 
comply with California Forest Practice Rules water quality protection measures, as described in 
the Timber Harvest Plan prepared for the proposed project and approved by the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (cf. MM 3.7-2(a)), the DEIR requires the project applicant to 
implement a detailed Post-construction Monitoring Plan that is intended to supplement the 
project ECP and SWPPP for the first winter season after project construction (cf. MM 3.7-2(i)).  
This monitoring plan shall be implemented for areas where site preparation has occurred in the 
prior construction season, including soil preparation, grading and drainage installation.  The first-
year post-construction monitoring requirement is fulfilled if the monitoring period follows all 
grading and drainage work, regardless of whether vineyard planting and cover crops have been 
established.  If site preparation work is conducted, but final grading and drainage installation is 
not complete, this monitoring plan will extend to the subsequent winter until final grading and 
drainage work is complete. In addition, per Mitigation Measure 3.7-3(b), the DEIR requires a 
detailed Channel Erosion and Sedimentation Basin Monitoring Plan to be implemented by the 
project applicant. As stated in Mitigation Measure 3.7-3(b), there is no substantial evidence that 
hydrologic change will cause significant erosion in Class III channels draining the project area.  
Channel response to peak flows is controlled by the size of channels, channel substrate, and the 
proximity of bedrock and boulder controlled channels downstream. Grant et al. (2008) state that 
peak flow effects on channel morphology should be confined to stream reaches where channel 
gradients are less than approximately 0.02 (2 percent) and the streambeds are composed of 
gravel and finer material.38  Potential erosion of channels draining the project area is limited to 
varying degrees by these factors.  Furthermore, peak discharge for high-magnitude, low-
frequency flows (> 5 yr recurrence interval events) under current conditions indicate that the 
largest increases in peak flows (2 yr recurrence interval events) predicted under project 
conditions would be well within the range of flows transmitted by the existing channels in most 
locations. Hence, the potential for significant channel erosion related to peak flow change is 
limited by several factors.   

Given the relatively high variability and complexity of hydrologic and geomorphic processes, 
channel response to identified potential peak flow increases is somewhat uncertain. While the 
predictable potential effects of the project with mitigation are not significant, unpredictable 
events or unexpected responses could have substantial impacts. Consequently, a monitoring 
program is presented in this mitigation measure. The objective of the monitoring plan is to 
observe and document erosion response, if any, of Class III channels draining the project area 
and verify that the magnitude of response does not rise to a significant level. No net increase in 

38 Grant, G.E., S.L. Lewis, F.J. Swanson, J.H. Cissel, J.J. McDonnell. 2008. Effects of forest practices on peak flows 
and consequent channel response: a state-of-science report for western Oregon and Washington. Gen. Tech. Rep. 
PNW-GTR-760. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 
76 p. 
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sediment yield from the project area is an environmental objective of the project.  Central to the 
monitoring plan is the concept of adaptive management (See more discussion on this in the 
“Adaptive Management” section below). If monitoring data indicate that sediment yields from 
the project area are greater than predicted in the pre-project analyses, either from unexpected 
erosion of Class III channels or higher-than expected delivery rates of sediment eroded from 
vineyard fields, appropriate on- and off-site erosion mitigation will be developed with oversight 
by CAL FIRE or an alternative regulatory authority designated by CAL FIRE. 

As explained above, the Erosion Analysis concluded that the project (with BMPs) is expected to 
reduce sediment yields by 24 to 39 t/yr.  The specific objective of this monitoring plan is to 
determine whether potential increases in sediment yield associated with accelerated channel 
erosion are less than 24 to 39 t/yr.  In addition, the performance of sedimentation basins will be 
monitored to provide measurements of vineyard field erosion and sedimentation basin trapping 
efficiency. These measurements are warranted because they could lead to revisions of predicted 
vineyard field erosion, which could either increase or decrease the threshold of significance of 
channel erosion. The monitoring plan has three components: 

7. Detailed topographic surveys of selected channels; 
8. Annual survey of erosion of “sensitive” channels; and 
9. Survey of selected sedimentation basins. 

Topographic Surveys of Selected Class III Channel Reaches  

This element of the monitoring plan would include detailed topographic surveys using a total 
survey station to measure changes in channel elevation for sample sections of selected Class III 
stream channels. This study approach has been previously implemented by O’Connor 
Environmental for Class III streams in Humboldt County to fulfill monitoring requirements of 
the Pacific Lumber Company Habitat Conservation Plan.  The strength of this approach is that it 
develops accurate, objective quantitative data documenting the dimensions and elevation of 
channels before the project and three years after project completion.  This will provide statistical 
measures (using parametric techniques), of channel erosion rates that can be extrapolated to 
assess the magnitude of channel erosion in the project area.  The study will be designed so that a 
range of hydrologic change is observed that will indicate whether peak flow change is correlated 
with channel erosion rate.   Specifically, six channels (2, 20, 31, 40, 45B and 60A; see 
Hydrologic Analysis, Figure 6, for locations of these channels, and Table 6 for the magnitude of 
expected peak flow change) would be monitored to determine erosion rates over a 3-year period. 

Annual Surveys of Class III Channels 

This annual survey would be conducted for the 18 channels considered to be moderately 
sensitive to peak flow (Hydrologic Analysis, Table 12). The survey technique to be employed 
would systematically observe and measure the surface area and depth of fresh channel and bank 
erosion features as a measure of annual erosion rates. This technique, while objective, requires 
field estimates that have only moderate levels of precision. The advantage of this approach is that 
it allows for broad coverage of the monitoring sites and is likely to detect significant changes in 
the rates of channel and bank erosion. Statistical tests for change would most likely utilize 
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techniques for non-parametric data.  These surveys would be conducted four times: once prior to 
project implementation to document baseline conditions, and then annually in late winter/early 
spring when annual erosion features are relatively easy to detect and measure. These annual 
surveys developed over a broad project area are also important in that they would likely detect 
unexpected rates of change in a time frame that would allow for timely response, if necessary. 

Annual Surveys of Selected Sedimentation Basins 

This annual survey would measure the volume of accumulated sediment and the grain size 
distribution of accumulated sediment in a sample of about 25% of the sedimentation basins in the 
project.  By comparison to grain size distribution of the vineyard soils, the deposited sediment 
size distribution and volume can be used to estimate the erosion rate of the vineyard fields and 
the sedimentation basin trapping efficiency (see Reid and Dunne, 1996, Rapid Evaluation of 
Sediment Budgets, p. 49). The monitoring would be comprised of annual measurements of depth 
of accumulated sediment in selected basins and collection and laboratory analysis of samples of 
accumulated sediment. The selection of basins for monitoring would include a range of sediment 
basin sizes.  Data analysis would include comparison of pre-project estimates of vineyard erosion 
rates and sediment trapping efficiency to measured rates and efficiency.   

Adaptive Management

If monitoring data indicate that sediment yields from the project area are greater than predicted 
in the pre-project analyses, either from unexpected erosion of Class III channels or higher-than 
expected delivery rates of sediment eroded from vineyard fields, additional on- and off-site 
erosion mitigation will be developed with oversight by CAL FIRE or an alternative regulatory 
authority designated by CAL FIRE to ensure compliance with the DEIR’s identified performance 
standards.  

On- and off-site erosion mitigation, if deemed necessary and appropriate, may include 
identification of additional and presently unidentified erosion sites on the project site or on other 
property in the Patchett Creek watershed.  Potential erosion sites could include road-related 
erosion sites, gullies, eroding stream banks, eroding landslide deposits, or other erosion sites 
delivering or potentially delivering substantial quantities of sediment to the stream channel 
network.  Off-site projects should be developed in cooperation with any property owner 
involved, and should include an appropriate level of contribution from each property owner. 
Disused or informally abandoned logging roads and skid trails are probably the most appropriate 
type of erosion site to target for off-site mitigation, however, other types of sites should be 
considered if identified.  If suitable or practical sites cannot be located in the Patchett Creek 
watershed, then sites in the Wheatfield Fork Gualala River watershed should be considered. 

Response to Comment 16-9 

The comment observes that potential stream channel erosion associated with predicted peak flow 
increases are not quantified and included in the sediment yield analysis, and asserts that the 
DEIR underestimates total sediment yield to Class I streams. The comment is correct that an 
intensive field assessment of geomorphic sensitivity to peak flow increase for each stream 
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leaving the project site is provided in the DEIR (Appendix M). The comment, however, does not 
acknowledge the quantitative evaluation of the potential magnitude of channel erosion 
(Appendix M, pages 55-56, and Appendix N, page 23).  The potential rate of channel erosion 
was estimated to be about 20 t/yr, equivalent to 2.5 percent to 3.7 percent of predicted future 
sediment yield for Patchett Creek (Appendix N, Table 9). Contrary to the comment, the DEIR 
analysis considers the most vulnerable portions of the headwater channels whether they are on-
site or off-site. Vulnerability of the channels to erosion diminishes with distance from the project 
site because stream channel typically steepen and enlarge, and become more resistant to erosion 
owing to higher peak flow capacity that produces channels that are armored by bedrock, boulders 
and cobbles.

The potential quantity of erosion is not directly included in the sediment yield analysis because 
of the uncertainty regarding whether erosion would occur. Potential channel erosion is addressed 
through an intensive monitoring program described in Section 3.7-3 of the DEIR, summarized in 
Table 1-1 (pages 1-60 through 1-67), and discussed in detail in DEIR Appendix N, pages 22-29. 

Response to Comment 16-10 

Please see Responses to Comments 16-8 and 16-9. 

Response to Comment 16-11 

The comment suggests that the duration of the monitoring period for potential channel response 
to peak flow change is too short to detect potential channel changes. The three year duration of 
the proposed monitoring program coincides with the Timber Harvest Plan monitoring period 
administered by CAL FIRE and is believed to be sufficient to evaluate typical potential 
downstream response to peak flow change. The hydrologist determined that any extension or 
revision of the monitoring plan would be best considered at the conclusion of the three year 
period.  Should further monitoring work prove warranted, the monitoring plan might be modified 
and/or refocused at that time based on monitoring findings.   

The comment questions whether the proposed sedimentation basins would be maintained. 
Engineering specifications for the sedimentation basins are as follows: 

Observe regularly and maintain as required to retain initial volumetric and surface area 
capacities and to ensure satisfactory operation. (Erickson Engineering, Inc., Fairfax Vineyard, 
Sheet C8)

The post-construction monitoring plan includes annual surveys of 25% of the sedimentation 
basins at the project site over a three year period for purposes of documenting sedimentation 
rates as well as efficacy and proper maintenance.  Beyond the monitoring period, it would be 
incumbent on the vineyard managers to maintain sediment basin capacity and function consistent 
with requirements for all other erosion control measures and Best Management Practices.   
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Response to Comment 16-12

Please see Responses to Comments 12-5 and 16-3.  

Response to Comment 16-13 

The comment suggests that the DEIR fails to quantitatively address hydrologic variables or 
processes such as irrigation efficiency and installation of a subsurface drainage system. The 
drainage system collects only surface runoff from vineyard fields and does not collect subsurface 
drainage. Water infiltrating the soil in vineyard fields is anticipated to be more abundant, due to 
reduced interception losses and evapotranspiration (described in DEIR Section 3.7-6, pages 3.7-
81 through 3.7-85, and Appendix M). Consumptive use of irrigation water by grape vines is 
estimated at 95 percent, reflecting highly efficient water use; such consumptive use of water 
from the soil occurs under natural forest during the summer drought period. The comment 
suggests that because of the 95 percent efficiency of irrigation, five percent of the applied water 
is available for groundwater recharge or evapotranspiration. However, groundwater recharge 
does not occur during the growing season when irrigation occurs. Irrigation rates under drought 
conditions would be limited by water availability from the reservoir and are discussed in DEIR 
Section 3.7-1, pages 3.7-50 through 3.7-53.  The comment mistakenly interprets the discussion 
on page 3.7-52 as an indication that long-term irrigation rates would be the same as irrigation 
rates during the period of vine establishment. 

Response to Comment 16-14 

The comment asserts that limited dewatering operations at the reservoir site could significantly 
reduce groundwater recharge and increase surface water runoff and erosion potential. See 
Response to Comment 10-50, which includes a supplemental water budget addressing potential 
groundwater impacts of the project runoff collection system. Dewatering at the reservoir and 
sump site is irrelevant because the reservoir and sump would intercept precipitation and would 
be lined to prevent seepage. Areas where recharge would likely be reduced substantially (the 
reservoir and sump footprint of nine acres, two acres of driveway and roads and one acre of 
corporation yard) total about 12 acres of the 324-acre site. The 12 acres represents 3.7 percent of 
the project site and approximately 12 percent of the area underlain by the Ohlson Ranch 
Formation aquifer. Expected increases in water available for infiltration due to forest conversion 
may compensate for this reduction in potential groundwater recharge area.  As discussed in the 
DEIR and in the preceding responses, the aquifer areas are down-gradient from existing wells 
and adjacent properties, and are not expected to have a measureable impact on groundwater 
availability.

Dewatering at reservoir and construction sites would add surface flow to the streams channels 
where relatively large reductions in flow are expected to occur, and would therefore not likely 
result in a significant net increase in surface flow. Likewise, erosion potential associated with 
any increased surface flow will likely remain less than pre-project flow; hence, no increase in 
erosion could be expected.
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Response to Comment 16-15

The comment reiterates concerns regarding potential excessive groundwater demand associated 
with the project, including potential increase in demand associated with housing. Housing is not 
proposed at the project site, and the proposed project reduces potential future domestic use by 
committing the site to agricultural use and woodland and wetland preserves. See Response to 
Comment 10-50. 

Response to Comment 16-16

The comment asserts concerns that groundwater withdrawals for project use could affect flow 
from springs and seeps and associated use by riparian vegetation and wildlife. Groundwater use 
at the project site is minimal, hence no widespread or significant effect on spring and seep flow 
is anticipated. See Responses to Comments 10-50 and 12-5.

Response to Comment 16-17

Please see Response to Comment 16-8.  

Response to Comment 16-18 

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

Response to Comment 16-19 

The comment offers a professional opinion that all potential hydrologic impacts of the project 
have not been adequately addressed and that there are potentially significant impacts that could 
result from the project. The foregoing responses to specific comments demonstrate that 
potentially significant impacts have been addressed in the EIR. The comment further suggests 
concerns regarding erosion potential in channels downstream from the project that may receive 
increased runoff.  CAL FIRE recognized concerns regarding potential erosion and required 
extensive and detailed assessment, analysis, and consideration of this issue, including an 
intensive monitoring plan focused on downstream channel erosion. Further analysis or mitigation 
is not required.

Response to Comment 16-20 

Please see Responses to Comments 16-3 and 10-50. 
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LETTER 17: BROTHER TOLBERT MCCARROLL – STARCROSS COMMUNITY

Response to Comment 17-1 

Comment Letters found in Appendix B of the DEIR have been addressed throughout the DEIR 
as follows: 

Aesthetics
Impacts to aesthetics have been addressed in Chapter 3.11, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. The DEIR 
concluded that all aesthetic impacts addressed in the chapter would result in a less-than-
significant impact. Response to Comment 10-68 of this Final EIR is also reproduced here for a 
convenient summary of the issues:  

As noted on page 3.11-9, extensive vineyard areas are located northeast and east of the 
project site along Annapolis Road. Several residential properties surround the project site 
as well, including the Starcross Monastic Community (34500 Annapolis Road) located 
north of the project site, and six rural residences located immediately northwest, west, 
and south of the project site. As noted previously, the project site is currently devoid of 
development, and views of the site from nearby residences consist of forest and grassland 
scenery.

It is important to note that Starcross owns approximately 16 acres maintained as a grassed 
unused pasture just south of Annapolis Road.  The parcel runs east-west for about 1800' 
(0.34 mi.) along the road on the north central boundary of the vineyard work area.  It 
ranges from 230' - 500' in depth and is situated on a north-facing slope rising to a gentle 
ridge crest to the south that parallels the road.  The combination of rising grassed terrain 
and distance from the road will effectively screen the major portion of the heart of the 
vineyard from observation by incidental traffic on Annapolis Road.  Residents and guests 
of Starcross will have a similar view.  

Rather than being able to see all of the proposed vineyard blocks, these individuals would 
continue to have views of the grassy knoll along Annapolis Road. 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. Furthermore, 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.    

Proposed vineyard blocks would be more readily visible along the western portion of the 
project site. As stated in the DEIR on page 3.11-9, the proposed project would not 
involve the construction of numerous buildings or result in urbanization, so 
implementation of the project would result in a change from one rural setting 
(timberland) to another (vineyard), thereby preserving the “openness” of the project site. 
Furthermore, because Annapolis Road is not included among the scenic corridors listed 
by the General Plan (See Figure 3.11-1), the conversion of second-growth timberland to 
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vineyard would result in less-than-significant impacts to views of the project site from 
Annapolis Road. 

The project has sought to accommodate neighbor concerns about selected aspects of the 
viewshed.  In deference to Starcross, a cluster of tall, partially-visible redwood trees 
immediately south of their buildings and some 900'-1500' distant in the lower central 
portion of Unit 2 was voluntarily excluded from the timber harvest work area.  Similarly, 
three tall many-stemmed second-growth redwood clusters located near the vineyard sump 
were excluded from development by increasing channel offsets and adjusting the sump 
location.  Preservation of these redwood clusters and others within riparian preserve areas 
will serve to enhance the inherently pleasing visual complexity at the vineyard - forest 
interface.  

It is also important to consider that while the proposed project would alter the existing
views of timberlands, a substantial number of trees would remain on the project site as 
the total conversion area is 154 acres (see Appendix C to this Final EIR for the latest 
version of the THP for the project) and the total property acreage is 324.

As noted above, the project site is not a continuous forest, rather it occurs in an existing 
mosaic of habitats including annual grassland, a former orchard that is now annual 
grassland, and forest/woodland that is primarily dominated by tan oak, with smaller 
remnant stands of Douglas fir and redwoods. The project site forest is already 
significantly disturbed by past activities of man, and does not constitute a contiguous 
forest, unless micro habitats are a consideration. An important consideration is that the 
forested habitat that occurs on the project site was clear cut approximately 50 to 60 years 
ago. The north end of the project site was planted to apples in the late 1800s and was 
tended as an apple orchard until the 1950s or 1960s. Also, there are residences located on 
all sides of the project site, except to the south, where existing second growth and cut 
forested habitats remain. There is also an existing olive orchard immediately north and an 
existing vineyard immediately east of the project site. Finally, the community of 
Annapolis occurs immediately west of the project site. Thus, the project site is not in a 
pristine or undisturbed setting and it should not be characterized as such.

In the absence of specific standards within planning documents impacts to viewsheds are 
highly subjective. Vineyards are considered to be a highly valued landscape within 
Sonoma County. The 2020 General Plan Open Space Element defines vineyards as a 
scenic resource of special importance to the County: 

Coastal bluffs, vineyards, San Pablo Bay, the Laguna de Santa Rosa and 
other landscapes are of special importance to Sonoma County. 
Preservation of these scenic resources is important to the quality of life 
of County residents and the tourists and agricultural economy. Other 
features such as the Mayacamas and Sonoma Mountains provide scenic 
backdrops to communities. As the County urbanizes, maintenance of the 
openness of these areas provides important visual relief from urban 
densities. These landscapes have little capacity to absorb very much 
development without significant visual impact. 
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(General Plan 2020, Open Space Element, § 2.2; see also Draft EIR, p. 3.11-9 
[“[V]ineyards are considered to be a highly valued landscape in Sonoma County”].)

Therefore, while the existing views would be altered, the proposed project would have a 
less-than-significant impact to views from adjacent residences. 

Air Quality 
Impacts to air quality have been adequately addressed in Chapter 3.3, Air Quality, of the DEIR. 
All air quality impacts addressed in the DEIR would be less-than-significant outright or with the 
implementation of mitigation measures would ultimately result in a less-than-significant impact. 
The air quality impacts related to site preparation activities such as logging, grading, and 
excavation were found to be potentially significant with the potential to generate dust. Impact 
Statement 3.3-1 provides a mitigation measure that would reduce project-generated dust impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. In addition, as stated on pages 2-18 through 2-19 in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, of the DEIR, “The majority of the slash will be chipped onsite for erosion 
control purpose. Some piles will be left in place to provide wildlife habitat. Burning of slash 
would not occur.”

The DEIR includes a detailed analysis of the traffic impacts related to harvesting and vineyard 
development, including the transportation of log hauling. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.9-2 
requires the project applicant to prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan prior to any 
logging taking place on-site, which would include plans for temporary traffic control, signage and 
striping, location points for ingress and egress of logging vehicles, staging areas, and timing of 
logging activity which appropriately limits hours during which large construction equipment may be 
brought on or off the site. 

Biological Resources 
All protected bird species that could be found on-site would be protected by the detailed 
mitigation measures required in the DEIR, as revised in this Final EIR. Please refer to Responses 
to Comments 1-15 through 1-17 for a detailed discussion of the special-status birds that could 
occur on-site and the mitigation measures required for the project that would reduce impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  

Geology and Hydrology and Water Quality 
Impacts to geology and hydrology are addressed in Chapter 3.6, Geology, and Chapter 3.7, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. The DEIR determined that with mitigation, all 
geology, hydrology, and water quality impacts would be less-than-significant.  As clearly stated 
in the DEIR, the project does not include drilling of wells for irrigation purposes. The proposed 
reservoir has been adequately designed to provide adequate irrigation water during both normal 
and dry-year conditions. See Responses to Comments 10-50 and 12-5.

Hazards 
Hazardous impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.8, Hazards, of the DEIR. Impact 3.8-4 addresses 
impacts relating to the potential use of agricultural chemicals during project operations. The 
DEIR includes an analysis of the potential use of agricultural chemicals on-site, with the 
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important caveat, as noted on page 2-22 of the DEIR, that the applicant intends to use integrated 
pest management (IPM) in the maintenance of the vineyard.  IPM focuses on long-term 
prevention or suppression of pest problems with minimal impacts to human health, the 
environment, and non-target organisms by emphasizing the use of non-chemical pest control 
methods. As a part of the proposed vineyard development and maintenance, chemicals would 
only be used when feasible alternatives do not exist. Non-chemical methods of pest control may 
include, but are not limited to, selection of disease-resistant planting stock; timing of activities to 
avoid peak infestation periods; proper organic waste disposal and irrigation practices; use of 
traps; use of fencing; enhancement of predator habitat, such as installation of nest boxes for 
raptors or bats; and importation of beneficial insects and/or bacteria.  

As noted on page 3.8-16 of the DEIR, agricultural chemicals may be used when needed to avoid 
sustained economic damage. As a result, the applicant has prepared a Pesticide Management 
Plan (PMP) requiring CALFIRE approval prior to project implementation. A detailed outline of 
the PMP is included on pages 3.8-16 to 3.8-27 of Chapter 3.8, Hazards, of the DEIR. The 
potential for drift of any agricultural chemicals applied on-site is specifically addressed, starting 
on page 3.8-22 of the DEIR, which is further addressed quantitatively in Response to Comment 
7-9 of this Final EIR.  

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 
Land use and agricultural resources are addressed in Chapter 3.2, Land Use, of the DEIR. See 
also responses provided to Sonoma County’s comment letter on the DEIR – Letter 4 in this Final 
EIR.

Noise
Noise impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.10, Noise, of the DEIR. Please see Response to 
Comment 17-5 below regarding noise.  

Transportation and Circulation 
Transportation and circulation impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.9, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the DEIR. See Response to Comment 17-7 below regarding traffic concerns.

Cumulative Impacts 
The DEIR addresses cumulative impacts in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts. See Response to 
Comment 4-24. 

Response to Comment 17-2 

The comment is an introductory paragraph and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Please refer to the following response to more specific comments. 

Response to Comment 17-3 

The DEIR does not state that vineyards are located on the SMC property; however, as seen in 
Figure 3.2-1 located on page 3.2-3 of the DEIR, the DEIR rightly notes that existing olive 
orchards are located near the SMC. Raney, who prepared the EIR for CAL FIRE, as well as the 
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other technical experts who prepared the various technical reports for the EIR analysis, have 
visited the project site more than once, and in some cases, numerous times. As a result, the EIR 
preparers are familiar with the project site as well as surrounding uses.  

Regarding the commenter’s concerns as to the lead agency for the project, CAL FIRE and 
Sonoma County are still making the lead agency determination on a case-by-case basis. In some 
other projects (i.e., Preservation Ranch), the County is lead because of zoning changes, 
subdivision and parcel merger, use permit, etc.  A MOU was drafted so that both agencies could 
have input in the review of administrative drafts of documents, not just during public comment.   

CAL FIRE also has a couple of conversion projects in Napa County where the County has 
become lead because they have greater permitting authorities (only a portion of the project area 
is timberland). For the Fairfax Conversion project, CAL FIRE is the proper lead agency and 
would likely still be the lead even if the project was just being submitted. Furthermore, CAL 
FIRE disagrees that a greater level of scrutiny over the project would be employed if Sonoma 
County were the lead agency. CAL FIRE has extensively reviewed the DEIR and this Final EIR 
to ensure that all potentially significant physical environmental impacts would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of rigorous project mitigation measures. 
Extensive technical studies have been performed for the project site by experts in their respective 
fields, and these technical studies have been reviewed by CAL FIRE’s expert resource staff. In 
response to public comments on the DEIR, CAL FIRE has worked with the EIR consultant to 
revise the DEIR as necessary to ensure that all public concerns are addressed to the maximum 
extent feasible. This includes addressing Starcross’s concerns as evidenced in the responses to 
comments in this letter.

Response to Comment 17-4

The comment summarized the important role that Starcross Monastery plays in the local and 
greater community. Specific concerns about the project are provided in the following comments 
– accordingly, see the below responses.   

Response to Comment 17-5

This comment suggests the DEIR evaluate specific noise-sensitivity of the Starcross Monastic 
community.  Page 3.10-3 of the DEIR, first paragraph under the heading, “Existing Land Uses in 
the Project Vicinity”, acknowledges the presence of the Starcross Monastic Community to the 
immediate north of the project site on the opposite side of Annapolis Road.

Section 3.1 of the Sonoma County Noise Element states the following with respect to the 
County’s noise level performance standards of Table NE-2: 

“Noise level performance standards in Table NE-2 below are to be applied as performance 
standards for noise producing uses which may affect noise sensitive land uses and vice versa.” 

Policy NE-1c of the Sonoma County Noise Element states the following with respect to the 
County’s noise level performance standards of Table NE-2: 
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“The total noise level resulting from new sources and ambient noise shall not exceed the 
standards in Table NE-2 as measured at the exterior property line of any affected residential land 
use.” 

The two sections of the Noise Element indicate that noise-sensitive land uses and residential land 
uses are subject to the noise standards of Table NE-2.  The County Noise Element does not 
contain separate noise level standards which are specific to monastic communities. The DEIR 
noise impact assessment assumed that the Noise Element standards applicable to noise-sensitive 
land uses (the Table NE-2 standards), would apply to the Starcross Monastic Community. 
Because the assessment of potential project noise impacts considered the proximity of all 
neighboring noise-sensitive land uses, the Starcross Monastic Community was included in the 
DEIR assessment. 

The DEIR determined, in Impact 3.10-2, that because the decibel scale is logarithmic, a doubling 
of traffic on local roadways (i.e., a 100 percent increase in volume) would correspond to a 3 dB 
increase in ambient noise levels. However, as noted in the traffic study, the proposed project 
would be expected to result in a maximum traffic volume increase of 30 to 32 percent on local 
roadways during the harvest season, resulting in a maximum predicted traffic noise level increase 
of only 1.5 dB over existing baseline levels. This level of increase is well below the 5 dB traffic 
noise significance threshold used for the analysis. Therefore, the impact would be considered 
less-than-significant. While the traffic associated with the project would not create adverse 
noise impacts to surrounding receptors, the DEIR did determine, in Impact 3.10-3, that the 
mechanical harvesting activities associated with the project could have potentially significant 
noise impacts to nearby receptors. However, the DEIR included Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 to 
reduce the temporary operational noise impact to a less-than-significant level.  

In addition, Impact 3.10-3 of the project DEIR discusses the potential noise impacts associated 
with mechanical harvesting operations during nighttime operations, and concludes that the 
impact could be potentially significant.  As a result, Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 was required to 
reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level, as follows:  

3.10-3 In order to minimize noise impacts to residences surrounding the project 
site during grape harvest season, mechanical harvesting operations shall 
be limited as follows:   

� Daytime mechanical harvesting operations shall be limited to 
areas at least 280 feet from residences in existence at the time of 
EIR certification; and 

� Nighttime mechanical harvesting operations shall be limited to 
areas at least 500 feet from residences in existence at the time of 
EIR certification. 

These criteria shall be included in the improvement plans submitted to the 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department prior to 
initiation of construction. These criteria shall be implemented unless it 
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can be demonstrated through noise level measurements conducted by a 
qualified environmental noise consultant that such activities do not result 
in exceedance of the Sonoma County interior noise level standards. 

With respect to the portion of the comment pertaining to reassessment of operational noise in 
terms of the County’s Noise Element Table NE-2 standards, the commenter is referred to the 
Response to Comment 10-63 which pertains to the Noise Element standards.  

It is also important to note that since the release of the DEIR the applicant has personally worked 
with Starcross Monastery and property owner Wellman to address their concerns regarding the 
proposed location of the corporation yard for the project. In response, as illustrated in Figure 1-1 
of this Final EIR, the corporation yard has been reduced in size and relocated to the satisfaction 
of both Starcross and Wellman. In its newly proposed location, the corporation yard will not be 
visible to Wellman or Starcross, and because it is out of the direct line-of-sight of both property 
owners, noise impacts would be greatly minimized, so as not to cause adverse impacts.  

Response to Comment 17-6 

Please see Response to Comment 10-50 for a detailed discussion of the commenter’s water 
concern.

Response to Comment 17-7

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 17-8

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will 
be considered by CAL FIRE.



Final EIR 
Fairfax Conversion Project 

February 2012 
 

Chapter 3 – Comments Received and Responses of the Lead Agency 
3 - 500 

Letter 18 



Final EIR 
Fairfax Conversion Project 

February 2012 
 

Chapter 3 – Comments Received and Responses of the Lead Agency 
3 - 501 

Letter 18 
Cont’d

18-1



Final EIR 
Fairfax Conversion Project 

February 2012 
 

Chapter 3 – Comments Received and Responses of the Lead Agency 
3 - 502 

LETTER 18: CHRIS POEHLMANN – 7-14

Response to Comment 18-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  Sonoma County submitted a 
comment letter on the Fairfax Conversion DEIR, which is included as Letter 4 of this Final EIR. 
Please see the responses to this letter. 
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Letter 19 
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LETTER 19: CHRIS POEHLMANN – 7-28

Response to Comment 19-1 

The comment is an introductory paragraph and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 19-2 

Please see Response to Comment 13-5. 

Response to Comment 19-3 

The comment communicates general concerns regarding the previously submitted comments on 
the project. Specific concerns follow in the commenter’s letter, which are responded to below.

Response to Comment 19-4 

Please see Response to Comment 7-9.  

Response to Comment 19-5 

Based upon the investigation performed in the DEIR, it was determined that a potentially 
significant impact could occur should construction workers encounter hazardous materials in the 
vicinity of the old sawmill. Accordingly, the DEIR includes a detailed mitigation measure with 
specific performance standards in accordance with standard practice requiring the applicant to 
provide a detailed site assessment that determines whether the old sawmill foundation to be 
demolished contains asbestos and/or other hazardous substances. If such items are found on-site, 
the site assessment shall set forth a specific abatement/remediation plan to be implemented on-
site by the applicant for review and approval by applicable State and local agencies.

3.8-1(a) Prior to issuance of a demolition permit by the County for any on-site 
structures, the applicant shall provide a site assessment that determines 
whether the old sawmill foundation to be demolished contains asbestos 
and/or other hazardous substances. If asbestos and/or other hazardous 
substances are found at levels above the applicable fiber count (asbestos) 
or TTLC (other substances) set by DTSC, the application shall include an 
asbestos abatement plan and/or hazardous substance remediation plan 
and the contractor shall take appropriate precautions to protect his/her 
workers, the surrounding residences, and to dispose of any hazardous 
construction waste in a manner consistent with local, State, and federal 
standards, subject to approval by the County Building Official and DTSC. 

3.8-1(b) Prior to issuance of grading and/or demolition permits, multiple soil 
samples shall be taken from the abandoned mill site and the samples shall 
be analyzed by a licensed toxic substances specialist. If hazardous 
chemicals are detected at levels in the soil samples above the applicable 
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TTLC set by the DTSC, the applicant shall retain a licensed and certified 
hazardous waste removal contractor to prepare a remediation plan for the 
contaminated areas in accordance with local, State, and federal 
regulations and to the satisfaction of Sonoma County Environmental 
Health Department and the DTSC.

The above mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by 
ensuring that all necessary investigation occurs prior to any on-site demolition work being 
allowable.  

Response to Comment 19-6 

Please see Response to Comment 15-12 regarding habitat fragmentation concerns. See also 
Response to Comment 22-11 regarding wildlife corridor concerns. 

Response to Comment 19-7 

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

Response to Comment 19-8 

The commenter suggests that rainfall data used for analysis of project hydrologic impacts are not 
sufficiently accurate or current, and that locally collected data, if utilized, might by more 
accurate. The DEIR utilized rainfall data available from publicly available government agency 
sources (County of Sonoma and NOAA), and the preparers of the DEIR considered the data to 
be of sufficient accuracy for the purposes of hydrologic impact analysis. Annual rainfall totals 
vary much less than storm-by-storm totals. Data from local sources, such as neighboring 
property owners, may also be subject to inconsistencies and technical questions that could prove 
difficult to resolve. In any event, water supply for the project is evaluated based on assumed 
annual average rainfall of 58 inches as described in DEIR, Appendix P. For design of project 
drainage facilities, including pipe sizing, annual average runoff is assumed to be 70 inches.  
Please also see Response to Comment 12-5. 

Response to Comment 19-9 

The commenter disputes the DEIR conclusions regarding the likely effect of forest to vineyard 
conversion on groundwater recharge, and asserts that scientific studies or data are not presented 
to analyze the potential project impact. The commenter is directed to scientific literature review 
and water balance calculations in DEIR, Appendix M, where the basis for the DEIR conclusions 
is documented in detail. Please also see Response to Comment 12-5. 

Response to Comment 19-10 

The commenter appears to not acknowledge the additional analysis of the issue in DEIR, 
Appendix M, and summarized in the DEIR immediately following the above referenced 
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quotation (pages 3.7-82 through 3.7-84). The DEIR uses the Caspar Creek study to evaluate the 
result of forest canopy removal, and assesses potential vineyard impacts by other means.  

Response to Comment 19-11 

Please see Response to Comment 16-4.  

Response to Comment 19-12 

The commenter states “might not necessarily mean increased rain for coastal Northern 
California.” Climate change science is still producing varied results, depending upon the 
scientific body conducting such investigations and the model inputs being utilized. Many studies 
have produced competing results which emphasizes the need to employ great caution when 
carrying out an objective analysis of climate change. The DEIR performs a conservative analysis 
of this issue. See also Response to Comment 12-5, further explaining the adequacy of the 
proposed irrigation reservoir to provide the needed irrigation water in years of normal 
precipitation as well as dry years.  

Response to Comment 19-13 

Please see Response to Comment 19-12. 

Response to Comment 19-14 

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.  

Contrary to the commenter’s implications, soil type is only one factor to be considered when 
addressing the potential for growth inducing or cumulative impacts associated with potential 
timber conversion.  

Moreover, although the comment is generally correct in its assertion that a portion of the 
proposed project will be located on soils classified in the Hugo loam soils type, the relative 
proportion of the site within the Hugo soils classification is actually only approximately thirty-
five (35) percent of the project site.  
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In terms of specific acreage breakdowns, the soil types within the proposed developed area of the 
project site are as follows: 

Soils type Acreage
Hugo 66± Acres 

Goldridge 124± Acres 

Of the sixty-six (66) acres of the site that fall within the Hugo classification, only approximately 
forty-seven (47) acres are proposed for cultivation. Therefore, on a percentage basis, contrary to 
the commenter’s claim, only approximately twenty-five (25) percent of the project’s proposed 
cultivation activities will occur on Hugo soils.

Response to Comment 19-15 

Under CEQA, a lead agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of 
projects that it approves whenever feasible (Public Resources Code, § 21002.1(b)). The proposed 
project as analyzed in the DEIR, does not involve permits or other land use entitlements for any 
of the facilities that the commenter suggests might be proposed at some future point. The 
applicant has not proposed for the project to be expanded to include these facilities in the future.  
Under CEQA, the lead agency cannot require mitigation measures to be implemented for a 
speculative or nonexistent project component (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15378(c) [“Project” 
refers to the activity which is being approved], § 15144 [analysis and mitigation for speculative 
impacts not required]). The applicant or a future owner could not pursue any of the future 
activities suggested by the commenter without further land use entitlements (i.e., subsequent 
discretionary approvals). Any such subsequent discretionary approvals would be subject to 
CEQA (See, e.g., Public Resources Code, § 21166; CEQA Guidelines, § 15162).

In addition, as discussed in the Introduction Chapter of this Final EIR, the Fairfax Conversion 
project includes the permanent preservation of approximately 151 forested acres, part of which 
would preserve a wildlife corridor running the length of Patchett Creek on the property. In 
summary, approximately 46 percent or nearly one-half of the project site will be preserved 
permanently to protect biological resources.

Response to Comment 19-16 

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

Response to Comment 19-17 

Please see Response to Comment 13-5. 

Response to Comment 19-18 

Please see Response to Comment 13-13. 
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Response to Comment 19-19 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify a range of project alternatives; discussion of an off-site 
location is not required (Public Resources Code, §§ 21001(g), 21002.1(a), 21061; Mira Mar 
Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477).  The CEQA Guidelines 
confirm the point, stating that an EIR must include a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
project, or to the project location (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a), (b)).

The lead agency need not consider every conceivable alternative, and need not consider 
alternative locations when the proposed project is consistent with the applicable land use plan 
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573). According to 
pages 3.2-22 through 3.2-26 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is consistent with County 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance land use designations for the site.  In addition, the proposed 
project is consistent with goals and policies contained in the General Plan Land Use and 
Resource Conservation Elements. Accordingly, the DEIR provides detailed consideration of 
potential alternative locations well beyond that which CEQA requires.

Furthermore, the scope of alternatives to be included in an EIR depends on the objectives of the 
underlying project (In re Bay-Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166).  A lead agency should 
study alternatives that feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)). According to page 2-6 of the DEIR, a basic objective of the 
proposed project is the production of premium quality grapes for the Sonoma Coast Chardonnay 
and Pinot Noir wines. Accordingly, the DEIR’s analysis of potential off-site alternatives focused 
on potential sites that could accomplish the objective. The DEIR explains that pinot noir grapes 
can be successfully grown only on land meeting certain characteristics, including: (1) soil type 
(i.e., Goldridge and Hugo loam soils); (2) elevation (i.e., 495’-892’); (3) slope degree (i.e., less 
than 23 degrees); and (4) solar exposure (i.e., northeast to southeast solar aspect) (See page 6-12 
of the DEIR). The lead agency may structure the EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable 
definition of underlying purpose and does not need to study alternatives that cannot achieve that 
basic goal.

As described in detail in the DEIR, the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts would 
be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation of mitigation 
measures. Under such circumstances, consideration of a broader range of alternatives is not 
warranted (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6). 

Response to Comment 19-20 

Please see Response to Comment 10-72 regarding the inclusion of the appropriate portion of the 
Preservation Ranch project in the cumulative analyses of the Fairfax Conversion DEIR.

See also Response to Comment 10-26 regarding cumulative impacts to hydrology and biological 
resources.
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Response to Comment 19-21 

Please see Response to Comment 10-68. 

Response to Comment 19-22 

Please see Response to Comment 19-19. 

Response to Comment 19-23 

Please see Response to Comment 11-2.  

Response to Comment 19-24 

Please see Response to Comment 11-2.  

Response to Comment 19-25

Please see Response to Comment 7-9.  
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Letter 20 

20-1
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Letter 20 
Cont’d
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LETTER 20: CHRIS POEHLMANN – 7/28/2009

Response to Comment 20-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; the article has become part of the 
public record for the project and will be considered by the lead agency.




