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CHAPTER I

Introduction
A. Environmental Review
The Town of Windsor has completed a Master Plan for Louis B. Keiser Park (Keiser Park),
roughly bound by Windsor River Road to the north, Jaguar Way to the south, and residential land
uses on the east and west.
The proposed buildout of the Keiser Park Master Plan would include the addition of a recreation
center, an aquatic center with two swimming pools, two small ball fields with soccer field

overlays, one lighted ball field, restrooms and two children's play areas. The Master Plan
buildout would be constructed in three phases over roughly a twelve year period depending on
available funding for the improvements.
The project includes development of three newly acquired parcels of land, enhancement to
existing facilities, and additional parking. The three parcels would require a General Plan
amendment and a zoning change from residential to recreational land uses.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that, before approving a project with
potentially significant environmental effects, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be
prepared that folly describes the environmental effects of the project. The EIR is a public
information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate
potential environmental consequences of a proposed project, to recommend mitigation measures
to lessen or eliminate adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The
information contained in the EIR is reviewed and considered by the governing agency prior to the
ultimate decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.
CEQA states that the Lead Agency (in this case the Town of Windsor) shall not "approve projects
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects ... "
(Section 21002). Among the EI R's key purposes is to identify mitigation measures or alternatives
that will substantially lessen or avoid significant adverse environmental effects. If the Lead
Agency approves the project despite residual significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated
to less-than-significant levels, the agency must adopt a "Statement of Overriding Considerations"
stating the reasons for its action in writing.
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The Draft EIR is available for public review for the period between Thursday February 28 and
Monday, April 14th, 2008, during which time written comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR
may be submitted to the Town of Windsor, 9291 Old Redwood Highway, Bldg 400, Windsor, CA
95492. Written comments may also be submitted electronically to bkastrup@Townofwindsor.com.
Responses to all substantive comments received on the adequacy of the Draft EIR and submitted
within the specified review period will be prepared and included in the Final EIR. Prior to
approval of the project, the Town must certify the Final EIR and adopt a reporting and monitoring
program for mitigation measures identified in this report in accordance with the requirements of
Public Resources Code Section 21081.
The project includes approval of General Plan amendments and a rezoning to change the three
acquired parcels from residential designations to park designations. These approvals require
public hearings, at both the Planning Commission and Town Council levels and these hearings
will be held on March 11 and May 21, 2008 at the Planning Commission and Town Council,
respectively.

B. EIR Guidance
The EIR has been prepared by the Town of Windsor as Lead Agency in conformance with
CEQA. The EIR is intended to provide the information and environmental analysis necessary to
assist public agency decision-makers in considering the approvals necessaiy to implement the
proposed project.
The guidelines for implementing CEQA help define the role of this EIR:

15121 (a) Information Document. An EIR is an informational document which will
inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effect(s) of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider
the information in the EIR along with other information which may be presented to the
agency.
15151 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but
the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.
Plans for constructing and occupying the project have proceeded to a degree sufficient to permit
environmental analysis in conformance with CEQA. Accordingly, this EIR presents reasonable
assumptions (as described in Chapter 3, Project Description) about the overall types and levels of
activities that the Town could anticipate under the proposed project and describes their associated

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

ESA 1206050
February 2008

I. Introduction

environmental impacts. Where necessary, the analyses are based on conservative assumptions
that tend to overstate project impacts.

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as
"a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the project.. .. " Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the
project, this EIR concentrates on its substantial physical effects and upon mitigation measures to
avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects.
CEQA requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts in determining whether to approve a project.
If the decision-makers determine that the benefits of a proposed project outweigh its unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, they may find the adverse affects to be nonetheless acceptable and
approve the project.

C. Range of Alternatives
CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives be discussed in an EIR. This EIR identifies
and analyzes such a reasonable range of alternatives; discusses the environmental effects of each
alternative; and compares the environmental effects of each alternative with the environmental
setting, with the effects of the project and each other alternative; and addresses the relationship of
each alternative to the project sponsor's objectives. The determinations of the Town concerning
the feasibility, acceptance, or rejection of each and all alternatives considered in this EIR will be
addressed and resolved in the Town's findings, when it considers approval of the project, as
required by CEQA. The alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 5, and include the
consideration of a No Project alternative as required under CEQA. Section 15126.6(e) of the
CEQA Guidelines.

D. Organization of this EIR
The Su111111ary (Chapter 2) of this EIR contains a summary of the document and allows the reader
to easily reference the analysis of potentially significant effects, proposed mitigation measmes,
residual environmental impacts after mitigation, if any, and alternatives to the project that reduce
or avoid significant effects on the environment. Table 2-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation Measures, is provided at the end of Chapter 2. This Chapter also briefly notes
areas of controversy known to the Town regarding this project. Detailed analysis of these issues is
contained in Chapter 4 of the document.
The Project Description (Chapter 3) describes the project location, a description of the project,
the objectives of the project, the anticipated phasing of the project, a list of the required project
approvals, and other agencies that must consider aspects of the project.

Enviro11111enta/ Setting, Impacts, and J'vlitigation JV!easures (Chapter 4) contains a discussion of
the setting (existing conditions and regulato,y framework), the environmental impacts (including
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cumulative impacts) that could result from the project, and the mitigation measures that would
reduce or eliminate the identified adverse impacts. As appropriate and relevant, the project has
been assessed for potential impacts during and after construction, and mitigation measures are
identified accordingly. The criteria used to assess the significance of adverse environmental
effects are identified, and the significance of the impact both prior to and following mitigation is
reported.

Alternatives (Chapter 5) evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. This
section provides discussion of the environmental impacts associated with each alternative,
compares the relative impacts of each alternative to those of the project and the other alternatives,
and discusses the relationship of the alternatives to the project sponsor's objectives.
Impact Overview (Chapter 6) discusses the project's potential for inducing growth, and
summarizes discussions of cumulative impacts, unavoidable significant impacts, and effects
found not to be significant.
Report Preparation (Chapter 7) identifies the report preparers. Persons and documents consulted
during preparation of the EIR are listed at the end of each analysis section (Sections 4.A, through
4.M).
The NOP as well as supporting background documents and technical information for the impact
analyses are presented in the appendices. All reference documents listed at the end of each
analysis section (throughout Chapter 4) are available for public review at the Town of Windsor.
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CHAPTER2
Summary
A. Project Description
The proposed buildout of the Keiser Park Master Plan would include a recreation center, an
aquatic center with two swimming pools, two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one
lighted ball field, restrooms, and two children's play areas. The Master Plan buildout would be
constructed in three phases over roughly a twelve year period depending on available funding for
the improvements.
The Master Plan includes the development of three newly acquired parcels of land, enhancement
to the existing facilities, and additional parking. The three parcels would require a General Plan
amendment and a zoning change from residential to recreational land uses, as follows.

Amendment of the Town of Windsor General Plan from the existing "Surrounding Residential
(3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "Park" land use category to the "Parks" land use category on two
parcels totaling 6.8 +/- (APNs 066-170-015, 066-180-028). Also amendment from the existing
'"Surrounding Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "'Park" land use category to the ""Parks"
land use category on one parcel totaling 1.0 +/- (APN 066-180-063 ptn.).
Amendment of the Town of Windsor Zoning Ordinance from the existing "Surrounding
Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)" district to the ·'Recreation" district on two parcels totaling
6.8 +/- (APNs 066-170-015, 066-180-028). Also amendment from the existing "Surrounding
Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "Flood Hazard Overlay" district to the "Recreation"/
"Flood Hazard Overlay" district on one parcel totaling 1.0 +/- (APN 066-180-063 ptn.).

B. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed project are summarized in
Table 2-1. This table lists impacts and mitigation measures in three major categories: significant
impacts that would remain significant even with mitigation (significant and unavoidable);
significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less than significant level (significant but
mitigable); and impacts that would not be significant (less than significant). For each significant
impact, the table includes a summmy of mitigation measure(s) and an indication of level of
significance after implementation of mitigation measures. A complete discussion of each impact
and associated mitigation measure is provided in Chapter 4, Environmental Selling, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures.
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C. Alternatives
Chapter 5 of this EIR analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project,
including the No Project Alternative (required by the CEQA for all E!Rs), an Alternative Site
Analysis, a No Aquatic Center Alternative, and a No Recreation Center Alternative.

No Project / Existing Conditions
Consideration ofa No Project Alternative is required under CEQA. Section 15126.6(e) of the
CEQA Guidelines states: "The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to
allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts
of not approving the proposed project."
Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be undertaken, and no change
would occur on the site. Prop_osed new recreational facilities on the site would not be constructed.
The park would remain in its current developed state for an unknown period of time.
Although it is reasonable to assume that the project site would eventually have some recreational
upgrades, no other plans for the project site are currently under consideration outside the Master
plan. Therefore, should the proposed project be rejected, the No Project Alternative assumes no
change in the existing environment, and would result in a continuation of existing conditions on

the site. The no-project alternative would eliminate or substantially reduce all project-related
impacts.

Alternative 2: Alternative Site
An alternative sites analysis was commissioned by the Town of Windsor to assess the types of
facilities and potential sites for an aquatic center (Aquatic Design Group, 2004). The site analysis
started with an initial list of seven potential facilities sites and three were identified for future
analysis. In addition to Keiser Park, an area on Mitchell Lane, near the Wilson Ranch Soccer Park
(referred to as Windsor South) and area of Arnita Lane (referred to as Windsor North) were
evaluated in detail.
Each of the sites were analyzed utilizing a number of evaluation factors designed to rate the longterm viability of each site, including an aquatic facility potential, preliminaiy construction cost
estimate and operating costs.

Alternative 3: No Aquatic Center
The No Aquatic Center Alternative, Alternative 3, would implement the Master Plan for the park
without the aquatic center. The ball fields, children's play area, parking areas, and recreation
center would still be constructed, although the construction phasing would be altered to reflect the
elimination of pool construction.
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Alternative 4: No Recreation Center
The No Recreation Center Alternative, Alternative 4, would implement the Master Plan for the
park without the recreation center. The ball fields, children's play area, parking areas, and aquatic
center would still be constrncted, although the construction phasing would be altered to reflect the
elimination of recreation center construction.

D. Areas of Controversy
Areas of controversy or issues of concern regarding the project that are known to the Town of
Windsor are focused on impacts to adjacent neighbors from park improvements. Particular areas
of concern are potential effects from increased traffic, noise and lighting. These issues were
identified based on comments received from public agencies and members of the public in
response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of this EIR, as well as input received during a series
of public meetings conducted during Master Plan preparation. These areas are addressed in
Chapter 4 of th is document.
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Aesthetics
Impact A-1: Construction of the proposed project
would create temporary aesthetic nuisances
associated with project construction and grading
activities. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure A-1: The project shall incorporate into all construction contracts and ensure
implementation of the following measures:

LTS

Main construction staging areas and the storage of large equipment shall occur in the interior of the
project site, away from adjacent residents and roads (Windsor River Road and Jaguar Way).
Construction staging areas shall be on-site and remain clear of all trash, weeds and debris etc.
Construction staging areas shall be located away from adjacent residents to minimize visibility from
public view to the extent feasible.

Impact A-2: The proposed project would not have
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
substantially damage scenic resources. (Less
than Significant)

None Required.

Impact A-3: Implementation of the proposed
project would alter, but would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings. (Less than
Significant)

None Required.

Impact A-4: Implementation of the proposed
project would result in an increase in light and
glare at the project site. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure A-4a: Cut-off fixtures shall be required on all night lighting to substantially reduce light
and glare.

LTS

Mitigation Measure A-4b: A shade cloth shall be installed on the existing 30 foot fence on the northwest
boundary of the park (adjacent to the existing soccer field) to minimize light and glare spill on adjacent
residential properties.
Mitigation Measure A-4c: A lighting plan shall be prepared that illustrates placement of exterior lighting and
presents photometric results demonstrating that no more than one vertical foot candle of light spill occurs
outside of the park boundary on residential property. In the event that the light plan shows that off-site light
spillage occurs, measures shall be taken to eliminate that light spill over (i.e., lowering or movement of tight
poles, reduced wattage, or additional cut-off fixtures). The lighting plan shall be submitted, reviewed, and
approved by the Town.

Impact A-5: The proposed project, in conjunction
with cumulative development, would alter the
visual character in the project vicinity. (Less than
Significant)
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Air Quality and Climate
Impact 8-1: Construction under the Master Plan
would generate short-term emissions of criteria
pollutants, including suspended and inhalable
particulate matter and equipment exhaust
emissions. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure 8-1: During construction, the Town of Windsor shall require the construction contractor
to implement the following measures required as part of BAAQMD's basic and enhanced dust control
measures required for sites larger than four acres. These include:

LTS

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.
Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two
feet of freeboard.
Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads,
parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at
construction sites.
Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets.
Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded areas
inactive for ten days or more).
Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply {non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles {dirt, sand, etc.).
Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.
Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Impact 8-2: Operations under the Master Plan
would result in an increase in operational
emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx,
CO, PM10, and PM2.5) from on-road motor
vehicle traffic traveling to and from Keiser Park
and onsite area sources associated with
implementation of the Master Plan. (Less than
Significant)

None Required.

Impact 8-3: Mobile emissions generated under
the Master Plan would increase carbon monoxide
concentrations at intersections in the project
vicinity. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact 8-4: Emissions generated under the
Master Plan could expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants. (Less than Significant)

None Required.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Air Quality and Climate (cont.)
Impact B-5: Implementation of the Master Plan
could conflict with the State's goals for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and thereby have a
negative effect on global climate change. (Less
than Significant)

None Required.

Impact B-6: Operations of the Master Plan
together with anticipated future development in
the area could cumulatively increase regional air
pollutant emissions. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

LTS

Mitigation Measure C-1a: Wetland Delineation. A Corps-verified wetland delineation and jurisdictional
determination of the parcel shall be completed before any earthmoving or grading activities within or
adjacent to potential jurisdictional wetlands and drainages. If the Corps determines that areas on the project
site are jurisdictional, all work proposed in these areas shall be authorized by permits from the Corps. Al!
applicable permits from the CDFG and RWQCB also will be obtained before construction in areas under the
jurisdiction of these agencies. The permitting agencies would need to be contacted by the owner in the
event of any significant deviation from permitting conditions.

LTS

Biological Resources
Impact C-1: Development and improvements at
the Keiser Park site could result in impacts to
wetlands under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and waters of the State under
the jurisdiction of the State Water Resources
Control Board or Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). (Potentially Significant)

lf the USAGE determines that the seasonal wetlands on the site are protected by Section 404 of the CWA,
the Keiser Park project will qualify as a permitted project under the recent programmatic biological opinion
(USFWS, 2007). The Corps will then enter into consultation with USFWS in order to appropriately address
the federally listed species in the Corps wetland permit. This action would effectively append the Keiser
Park project to the biological opinion.
Mitigation Measure C-1b: Wetland Avoidance and Minimization. To the extent feasible, final project design
will avoid and minimize effects to wetlands and other waters. Areas that are avoided will be protected from
construction activities through implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), as described in
Mitigation Measure C-1 d below.
Mitigation Measure C-1 c: Compensatory Mitigation of Permanent Impacts. Temporary impacts to waters of
the U.S. from project construction will be mitigated by the implementation of measures listed below.
Construction within jurisdictional features would require permit approval from the Corps for fill in wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Water quality certification from
the RWQCB will also be required pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA. Terms and conditions of the permits
will include measures to protect and maintain water quality, restoration of work sites, and mitigation to offset
permanent and temporary wetland impacts.

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

2-6

ESA/206050
February 2008

2. Summa

TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-1 (cont.)

To offset the permanent impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. that will be impacted as a result of
the proposed project, compensatory mitigation is listed below, but is subject to change by permit
requirements. Mitigation would be provided through the following mechanisms.
The purchase and/or dedication of land to provide suitable wetland restoration or creation. Permanent
impacts to wetlands that provide suitable habitat for the federally listed Burke's go!dfields, Sonoma
sunshine, or Sebastapol meadowfoam will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1 occupied or established habitat
(with success criteria met prior to groundbreaking at the project site), and 0.5:1 established habitat (with
success criteria met prior to groundbreaking at the project site}. However, this decision is at the
discretion of the Corps, RWQCB, and USFWS.
Land purchase or dedication can be achieved by purchasing credits equal to the mitigation ratios above,
at a mitigation, or preservation bank located within the Windsor Plant Conservation Area (Conservation
Strategy Team, 2005). Examples of appropriate mitigation banks are; Wikiup Mitigation Bank, Desmond
Mitigation Bank, or Hazel Mitigation Bank.
Mitigation or preservation banks that are USFWS or CDFG approved typically have approved
management plans in place to conserve and monitor sensitive plant populations, wetlands, and suitable
habitat. However, if mitigation credits are purchased at a bank, the existing management and monitoring
plan will need to be approved for the Keiser Park mitigation by USFWS and CDFG prior to the purchase
of the credits. The project sponsor is also responsible not only for the purchase of credits, but for
providing an endowment for the continued management and monitoring of the wetlands and sensitive
species habitat.
Alternatively, wetlands can be mitigated onsite or offsite by creating wetlands and sensitive species
habitat. Enclosure 3 of the programmatic biological opinion (USFWS, 2007) gives preserve establishment
and evaluation criteria, all of which would apply to mitigated or created wetlands. Offsite mitigation should
be located within the Windsor Plant Conservation Area (Conservation Strategy Team, 2005). This land
will be subject to the appropriate mitigation ratios and is required to be under a conservation easement or
other condition that protects the land from modification or development in perpetuity. The project
proponent is responsible for providing an endowment for the continued management and monitoring of
the wetlands and sensitive species habitat, and for the preservation of the habitat in perpetuity. A wetland
mitigation and monitoring plan will need to be provided by the project proponent and approved by the
permitting agencies for wetland mitigation sites.
A Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (WMMP) will be developed that will outline mitigation and
monitoring obligations for temporary and permanent impacts to wetlands and other waters as a result of
construction activities and development. Mitigation monitoring will be carried out for a minimum of
5 years, or as specified in the permits. At a minimum, the WMMP would include the following:
1. Success criteria, monitoring and reporting requirements, and site specific plans to compensate for
wetland losses resulting from the project, including target plant population composition (if special
status plants are being mitigated).

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-1 (cont.)

2. A summary of past survey results identifying the extent of the wetlands, plant species composition,
and hydrology.
3. Monitoring methods.
4. An adaptive management plan for potential deficiencies in the success of the mitigation.
5. Annual report which gives the status of the mitigation, an assessment with respect to the success
criteria, and contains copies of all monitoring data sheets.
•

The WMMP will be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for approval.

Mitigation Measure Cw1d: Implement Best Management Practices. Standard Best Management Practices
{BMPs) to Maintain Water Quality and Control Erosion and Sedimentation shall be implemented during
project construction to protect wetlands and drainages, as required by compliance with the General NPOES
Permit for Construction Activities and established by Mitigation Measure fw1. BMPs would include, but
would not be limited to;
Installing silt fencing between jurisdictional waters and project related activities,
Locating fueling stations away from potentially jurisdictional features, and
Isolating construction work areas from any identified jurisdictional features.
Impact Cw2: Development and improvements at
the Keiser Park site could have substantial
adverse effects to special status plant populations
and their habitat. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigatioff Measure Cw2a: Plant Surveys. Plant surveys will be carried out at the Keiser Park project site. by
a qualified botanist with knowledge ofthe local flora and experience conducting rare plant surveys,
according to the requirements in Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for
Federally Listed Plants on the Santa Rosa Plain {Appendix F). These guidelines require that;

LTS

Surveys be conducted for two years (to establish a negative finding), or one year (if presence of listed
species is identified during the first year of surveys), with a minimum of 3 site visits each year. Each site visit
must correspond to a period when appropriate identification of one or several of the species is possible.
Documentation of the biological setting, topography, water depth {if pools exist), and comprehensive
species list must be collected on datasheets during each survey.
If the target species are found, survey results must include a map of the population distribution with
respect to the proposed project site, an estimate of the degree of impact of the project on the population
and potential habitat, and a completed California Native Species Field Survey Form to be submitted to
the California Natural Diversity Data Base.
A report summarizing the survey findings, and information collected during the surveys will be submitted
to the Town of Windsor within two months of completion of the surveys. Copies of the survey forms and
any notes taken during the survey will be included in the report. In the event that listed species are found,
copies of the report should also be forwarded to CDFG and USFWS.

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-2 (cont.)

If federally listed species are found, informal consultation with CDFG and USFWS will occur to ensure
that the mitigation measures listed in this document are adequate.
Additional requirements for the surveys are described in the Guidelines (Appendix F), and apply to the
entire project site.
Mitigation Measure C-2b: Avoidance. If it ls determined that sensitive species or sensitive species habitat
occur at the site, the project development plan should be appropriately redesigned to minimize impacts to
these resources. This includes; redesigning the construction footprint with coordination from all parties
involved in the project planning, and fencing areas with sensitive species populations or habitat prior to, and
during arr construction activities.
Mitigation Measure C-2c: Impact Mitigation. Mitigation for impacts to the federally listed plant species and/or
their habitat are described in the PBO {USFWS, 2007), and state the following; If, after two years of botanical
surveys, federally listed plant species are not observed on the site, but it is determined that suitable habitat ls
present, the mitigation for impacts to suitable habitat will be covered by Mitigation Measure C-1c.
If federally listed plant species are observed on the property, or if development or improvements on the
property have the potential to impact known occurrences on adjacent or nearby property, the compensation
for "occupied habitat" applies. Mitigation requirements for occupied habitat are listed below, and would
replace the mitigation ratios in Measure C-1 c. All other aspects of Mitigation Measure C-1 d apply to the
mitigation of occupied habitat, with the addition of the following requirements.
Burke's goldfields and Sonoma sunshine. 3:1 occupied or established habitat (any combination) with
success criteria met prior to groundbreaking at the project site.
Sebastapol meadowfoam. 2:1 occupied or established habitat (any combination) with success criteria met
prior to groundbreaking at the project site.
Furthermore, the PBO states that the following requirements must be met prior to any ground disturbance, if
the habitat is established as "occupied." These requirements are copied directly from the document
(USFWS, 2007).
"Ground disturbance at the project site may begin when the following criteria are deemed completed by the
Service and CDFG:
1. Seed/soil collection and salvage at the project site has been completed at sites that have been
determined by the Service and CDFG as being occupied by one or more of the listed plants;
2. The applicant has completed one of the following: a.) purchased appropriated plant credits at a Service
and CDFG approved bank; or b.) conserved occupied and established plant habitat at a location and
number of acres approved by the Service and CDFG. The conserved !and must also have a Service and
CDFG- approved management plan and non-wasting endowment fund. Mitigation sites proposed under
option b will be evaluated on a case by case basis."

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-2 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure C-2d: Plant Surveys. Conduct focused plant surveys according to the CNPS Botanical
Survey Guidelines, (CNPS, 2001) for rare plant surveys, to determine presence or absence of sensitive
plant species at the Keiser Park project site. The surveys should be conducted during the flowering season
of the sensitive plant species, by a qualified botanist with experience and knowledge of the flora of the
Santa Rosa Plain. A report of the findings should be submitted to the appropriate agencies within two
months of completion of the surveys and will include; a comprehensive species list, a description of habitat
characteristics, copies of the survey forms and any notes taken during the survey, date of the survey, and
names of the surveyors.
Mitigation Measure C-2e: Impact Mitigation. If sensitive, non-federally listed species are not found during
the surveys, no mitigation is required. If sensitive species are located during the surveys, mitigation
measure C-2c applies. Additionally, it will be necessary to mitigate the impacts to sensitive species
populations either onsite or offsite. Mitigation measure C-1 c sufficiently covers the mitigation requirement for
sensitive species that are permanently impacted by the development and improvements at Keiser Park, with
the following modifications:
•

Impact C-3: Improvements and additions to
Keiser Park facilities as part of the project could
potentially impact protected trees. (Potentially
Significant)

Mitigation for permanently impacted habitat of sensitive species where presence of sensitive plant
species has been identified will be 2 units of preserved land to 1 unit of impacted land (or 2:1).

Mitigation Measure C-3a: Tree inventory. A complete updated tree inventory of the property to be
developed or improved should be completed prior to finalization of the development plans.

LTS

Mitigation Measure C-3b: Avoidance. To the greatest extent possible, avoid protected tree removal.
Mitigation Measure C-3c: Tree Protection and Preservation Plan. A Tree Protection and Preservation Plan
will be prepared according to the guidelines for plan content found in section 2.20 of the "Tree Technical
Manual" (Appendix E). The Town of Windsor must comply with the requirements of tree removal permits
typically required by private project sponsors for the removal of all protected trees (a definition of "protected
trees" is given in the Tree Ordinance section of Regulatory Framework above).
Mitigation Measure C-3d: Tree Replacement. Protected trees that are removed must be replaced according
to the requirements in section 27.36.061 of the City's Zoning Ordinance- Tree Preservation and Protection, or
as specifically directed by the Town in response to the Tree Protection and Preservation Plan, or tree removal
permits. A minimum replacement ratio of 2:1 trees replaced to trees removed will be required.
Mitigation Measure C-3e: Implement Best Management Practices. Require application of Best
Management Practices during construction. The implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) will
be required during construction to reduce impacts to valley oaks and other Heritage Trees. The trees that
shall be avoided and protected during construction include any protected tree that has a diameter 6-inches
or greater as measured 4.5 feet above the ground.

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-3 (cont.)

BMPs should be included in the plans and specifications for the project. These BMPs should be reviewed in
pre-construction meetings with the Town of Windsor staff, the Town's contractor, and qualified biologists
and should, at a minimum, include the following provisions:
Construction drawings shall accurately locate areas to be avoided such as tree trunks and root protection
zones.
Prior to construction, the tree protection zone of sensitive trees shall be fenced using wire mesh fencing.
Construction staging areas shall be designated on plans and prohibit parking, loading, digging (especially
trenching), and grading during all construction activities within the tree protection zones of all trees.
A pre-construction meeting conference shall be held with contractors to review BMPs and require
bonding and fines to ensure the replacement of any inadvertently damaged trees.
Existing grade shall be maintained within the fenced portion of the dripline. Any change in grade within
the fencing can only proceed with written directions from the Town's arborist. The arborist will provide an
appropriate methodology for accomplishing the change in grade within the fence, without changing the
grade within the dripline.
If pruning is necessary, pruning should be done to clean and raise canopy per International Society of
Arboriculture pruning standards.
•

A certified arborist shall be consulted during design to accurately locate root protection zones and identify
other specific measures that would limit potential indirect impacts on trees that may be encroached upon.
A drainage plan shall be designed that will avoid oak trees to be preserved.

•

Impact C-4: Development and improvements of
the Keiser Park site may result in loss of riparian
woodland vegetation (other than trees).
(Potentially Significant)

Additional construction activities within the Tree Protection Zone including tunneling, trenching,
excavating, and root cutting, among others, shall be carried out according to the requirements in the
"Town of Windsor Tree Technical Manual" sections 4.0-4.5 (Appendix E).

Mitigation Measure C-4a: Riparian Setback. Development adjacent to the unnamed tributaries to Starr
Creek on the Keiser Park property will conform to the 50 ft. setback requirement given in the Sonoma
County General Plan (Objective OS-5c), or to the edge of the riparian corridor, which extends out from the
creek to the dripline of riparian trees.

LTS

Mitigation Measure C-4b: Impact Mitigation. Mitigation ratios for native vegetation and wildlife habitat
(other than trees) removed as a result of construction activities and development will be 2:1, unless
otherwise stipulated by the permitting agency. This applies to unavoidable impacts to riparian vegetation
within the 50 ft. riparian conservation corridor. Mitigation for the removal or destruction of riparian vegetation
will take place on site in the riparian corridor, and will consist of riparian restoration and riparian
enhancement plantings. Exotic plant species removed will be replaced with locally and ecologically
appropriate native plant species.

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-5: Removal of trees and riparian
vegetation could result in the loss of nesting or
roosting habitat for raptors and other bird species
that are protected by California Fish and Game
Code 3503 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure C-Sa: Avoidance. To the extent feasible, tree removal and grading activities shall avoid
the active nesting and breeding season (from March 1 through August 15) to avoid impacts to nesting birds
and raptors. If seasonal avoidance is not feasible, then Mitigation Measure C-5b shall be implemented to
minimize impacts to nesting birds and raptors.
Mitigation Measure C-5b: Pre-construction SuNeys. Prior to any potential nest-disturbing activities during
the period from March 1 through August 15, the project proponent shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The survey shall be conducted no more than one week prior to
the start of work activities and would cover all affected areas including a 500-foot buffer area around the
active project area, staging areas, and access road improvement areas where substantial ground
disturbance or vegetation clearing is required.
Additional pre-construction surveys shall be conducted for each new phase of project implementation
that occurs during the nesting season, no more than two weeks prior to construction (e.g., prior to tree
removal, and again prior to major grading).
If any active nests are found, an appropriate nest buffer area shall be established. The following
guidelines for protection zones shall be used: For passerine birds, a 50 - 1DO-foot protection zone shall
be established around active nests; For raptors, a 300-foot protection zone and for golden eagles a
500 foot protection zone shall be established around active nests. These protection zones may be
modified on a site-specific basis as determined by the qualified biologist or in coordination with CDFG.
Active nests within the project area would be monitored for signs of disturbance. If the qualified biologist
determines that a disturbance is occurring, construction shall be halted, and CDFG shall be contacted to
determine the need for additional protection measures.

Impact C-6: Construction of the proposed project
has the potential to affect roosting or breeding
special-status bats in and near the project site.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure C-6: Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts. Implement protection measures to avoid
and minimize impacts to specia!Mstatus bats during construction. Concurrent with breeding bird surveys
(Mitigation Measure C-5) a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys for special-status bats
within suitable open structures and large trees (e.g.,> 24 inch diameter at breast height) on the site. If bat
species identified in Table 4.C-1 are identified on-site, the biologist will evaluate whether breeding adults or
juveniles are present. lf present, a suitably sized buffer (e.g., 100 to 150 feet) will be placed around the roost
if it appears that grading, tree removal or other project activities may cause abandonment. lf it appears that
demolition activities may cause nest abandonment, demolition activities must cease until juvenile bats are
self-sufficient and would not be directly impacted by project activities.

LTS

Impact C-7: Construction of the proposed project
has the potential to impact sensitive fish species
habitat. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure C-7a:

LTS

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

• Work in or near active waterways shall occur only during the summer !ow-flow period (June 1 through

October 15).
•

Litter and construction debris shall be removed from creek channel and flood plain and disposed of at an
appropriate site.

•

Implement Mitigation Measure F-1 to prevent construction-related erosion.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources
Impact D-1: The implementation of the Master
Plan would impact buried deposits that could
contain information capable of answering
pertinent research questions are present beneath
or adjacent to the flat area. (Potentially
Significant)

Mitigation Measure D-1: Prior to construction activities, the prepared flat and sawed-off utility pole area should
be evaluated for its inclusion to the California Register of Historical Resources. The resource should be more
thoroughly recorded and a historic context should be developed to evaluate significance. If further research
determines there was not a structure associated with the area, or there ls archival data available that clearly
explains the purpose of the pad, no further work may be necessary. Additionally, the significance of most
prehistoric and historical archaeological sites is usually evaluated under Criterion 4, which stresses the
importance of the information contained in an archaeological site, rather than its value as a surviving example
of a type or its historical association with an important person or event. lf it is determined that the resource may
have significant information potential following additional research including a records search, test units will be
placed within the area to determine the presence of a subsurface deposit. If the test units contain material that
may answer pertinent research questions, a treatment plan should be developed that includes data recovery
will be developed and implemented to adequately address any research questions or themes.

LTS

Impact D-2: The implementation of the Master
Plan would involve ground-disturbing activities
outside of the flat area, therefore it is possible that
such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb
buried archaeological deposits that were not
observable on the surface. (Potentially
Significant)

Mitigation Measure D-2: Any accidental discovery of cultural resources during construction will be
evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be potentially significant, the
archaeologist, in consultation with the Town of Windsor and appropriate Native American group{s), will
develop a treatment plan. All work in the immediate vicinity of the unanticipated discovery shall cease until
the qualified archaeologist has evaluated the discovery, or the treatment plan has been implemented.

LTS

Impact D-3: The implementation of the Master
Plan would involve ground-disturbing activities,
therefore it is possible that such actions could
unearth, expose, or disturb buried human
remains. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure D-3: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction excavation
and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to
PRC§ 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours
to notify the NAHC. The NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendent of
the deceased Native American, who will then help determine what course of action should be taken in
dealing with the remains.

LTS

Impact D-4: The implementation of the Master
Plan would result in excavation in bedrock where
significant paleontologic discovery could be
present. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure D-4: If paleontological resources, such as fossilized bone, teeth, shell, tracks, trails,
casts, molds, or impressions are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work will stop in that area
and within 100 feet of the find until a qualified paleontologist can assess the significance of the find and, if
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures in consultation with the Town of Windsor.

LTS

Impact D-5: The implementation of the Master
Plan would have an adverse impact to
architectural resources or built historical
resources. (No Impact)

None Required.

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact D-6: The implementation of the Master
Plan, in conjunction with cumulative development,
could affect cultural resources in the project
vicinity. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Impact E-1: Implementation of the Master Plan
would expose people and structures to seismic
hazards such as ground shaking and liquefaction.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure E-1: A site-specific, design level geotechnical investigation for the aquatic center and
recreation center shall be required as part of this project. Each investigation shall include an analysis of
expected ground motions at the site from known active faults. The expected ground motions shall be used
to develop foundation type (i.e. slab-on-grade, reinforced mat foundation, deep foundation system, etc.), soil
preparation (i.e. need for imported fill, compaction requirements, etc.), and associated improvements such
as utility connections and paved surfaces (Le. access roads, sidewalks, etc.) and shall meet or exceed
geotechnical practices and the California Building Code. The investigations shall be reviewed and approved
by a California registered geotechnical engineer. All recommendations by the project engineer and
geotechnical engineer shall be included in the final design. Recommendations that are applicable to
foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation that are prepared prior to or during the project design
phase, shall be incorporated in the project. The analyses and recommendations shall be consistent with the
most recent version of the California Building Code.

LTS

Impact E-2: Structures, buildings, or other
proposed improvements could be subject to soil
hazards, including expansive soils and differential
settlement. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure E-2: Prior to the commencement of any grading or earthwork activities, a site-specific,
design level geotechnical investigation for all improvements such as roads and structures, shall be required as
part of this project. The analysis shall include an evaluation of the underlying son types and geotechnica!
properties. The investigations shall be reviewed and approved by a California registered geotechnical engineer.
All recommendations by the project engineer and geotechnical engineer shall be included in the final design
and shall include mitigations for soil hazards such as expansive soils and differential settlement which meet or
exceed design standards found in the California Building Code. Recommendations can include, without
limitation, treatment of site surface soils with additives such as lye, removal of native surface soils and
replacement with imported engineered soils, dynamic compaction, or soil covers. The analyses and
recommendations shall be consistent with the most recent version of the California Building Code.

LTS

Impact E-3: Implementation of the Master Plan
could increase soil erosion during grading,
excavation, and construction activities.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure E-3: During construction, the applicant shall comply with construction best
management practices for the reduction of pollutants in runoff and the State Water Quality Control Board
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, including the development and
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) incorporating Best Management
Practices (BMPs). The SWPPP shall identify BMPs for implementation during construction activities, such
as detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage swales, and sandbag dikes.

LTS

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Geology, Soils and Seismicity (cont.)
Impact E-4: The proposed project, together with
other developments in the immediate vicinity,

None Required.

would contribute to potential cumulative geologic
and seismic hazards including increased soil
erosion, slope failure, ground shaking, soil
settlement, and liquefaction. (Less than Significant)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact F-1: Construction under the Master Plan
would include site preparation and excavation
activities that could expose construction workers
to unidentified chemicals or contaminated soils.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure F-1: In the event that ground disturbing activities encounter subsurface soils with a
notable odor or staining, the contractor shall cease all earthwork activities and contact Sonoma County
Environmental Health for further direction. Work may proceed as guided and directed by the Sonoma
County Environmental Health department or other overseeing agency, if applicable, using appropriate health
and safety precautions such as personal protective equipment.

LTS

Impact F-2: Use of hazardous materials during
construction under the Master Plan could
adversely impact soil, and surface and
groundwater. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure F-2: The construction contractor shall implement standard prevention and control
measures as part of construction best management practices. These shall include but not be limited to the
following:

LTS

Follow manufacturer's recommendations on use, storage and disposal of chemical products used in
construction;
Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks;
During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove grease and oils.
Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.

Impact F-3: Demolition of existing residence
buildings could disturb and release hazardous
building components (i.e. asbestos and leadbased paint) and transport of these materials
could expose construction workers, the public, or
the environment to adverse conditions related to
hazardous materials handling. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Mitigation Measure F-3a: All structures shall have received a pre-demolition Asbestos Containing Material
(ACM) Survey performed by a state-certified asbestos consultant prior to demolition. The survey shall
include sampling and analysis of suspected ACMs. Abatement of known or suspected ACMs shall occur
prior to demolition activities that would disturb those materials. Pursuant to an asbestos abatement plan
developed by a state-certified asbestos consultant and approved by the County, all ACMs shall be removed
and appropriately disposed of by a state certified asbestos contractor.

LTS

Mitigation Measure F-3b: The project applicant shall implement a pre-demolition lead-based paint (LBP)
survey by a qualified consultant, for all structures proposed for demolition at the project site. The survey
shall include sampling and identification of suspected materials containing LBP. If present, the applicant
shall prepare an abatement specification plan which shall be based on survey work. The (LBP) abatement
plan shall include a site Health and Safety Plan, the means for the appropriate containment, abatement,
segregation, profiling, and disposal of all hazardous and non-hazardous waste.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact F-4: Operations under buildout of the
Master Plan would potentially involve the storage,
use and transport of hazardous materials such as
chemicals associated with pool maintenance.
Improper storage or handling could result in a
release to the environment and expose people to
adverse affects. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact F-5: Operations under buildout of the
Master Plan would potentially result in an
increase in the risk of exposure to airport-related
hazards for people recreating or working at Keiser
Park. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact F-6: Implementation of the Master Plan in
combination with other developmental projects in
the site vicinity would not contribute to cumulative
hazards and hazardous materials impacts in the
project area. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact G-1: Implementation of the Master Plan
could result in construction-related erosion
causing increased sedimentation in nearby
surface waters. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure G-1: The Town shall prepare and submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) to minimize erosional hazards during project construction. The SWPPP shall include best
management practices with erosion control measures which would include but not be limited to the following:

LTS

Major earthwork shall be conducted during the dry season, May through October.
Construction activities shall comply with applicable Town grading ordinances.
During construction exposed soils shall be kept moist to minimize dust erosion potential.
Stockpiled material shall be contained, either within a berm or covered, and set away from slopes or
drainages.
•

Impact G-2: Implementation of the Master Plan
could result in increased Nonpoint Source
Pollution (NPS). (Potentially Significant)

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

During operation of the proposed project, erosion of soils shall be controlled by limiting areas of exposed
soil through landscaping and/or revegetation.

Mitigation Measure G-2: The Town shall adhere to the requirements of the Sonoma County Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) by implementing post-development storm water pollution
control measures such as bio-swales and detention basins, as required. These post-development control
measures shall be incorporated into the project specifications after review and approval by the Sonoma
County Permit and Resource Management Department.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN
Significance
Impacts

after

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact G-3: Implementation of the Master Plan
would result in an increase in impervious surface
area and a corresponding increase ln runoff from
the project site. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure G-3: The Town shall adhere to the requirements of the Sonoma County Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan {SUSMP) by implementing post-development storm water quantity
control measures such as detention basins, as required. The Town shall also adhere to the Flood Control
Design Criteria, as applicable, as required by the Sonoma County Water Agency {SCWA). These drainage
improvements and design criteria shall be incorporated into the project specifications after review and
approval by the SCWA and the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department.

Impact G-4: Increased impervious coverage
resulting from implementation of the Master Plan
could result in a decrease in groundwater
recharge. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact G-5: Implementation of the Master Plan,
together with other developments in the
immediate vicinity, would contribute to potential
cumulative impacts to hydrology and water
quality. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

LTS

Land Use
Impact H-1: Implementation of the Master Plan
has the potential to physically divide an
established community. {Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact H-2: Implementation of the Master Plan
would not conflict with an applicable land use
plan, policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact H-3: Implementation of the Master Plan
would not conflict with an applicable habitat
conservation plan (HCP) or natural community
conservation plan (NCCP). {Less than Significant)
Impact H-4: Implementation of the Master Plan,
together with other developments in the immediate
vicinity, would not contribute to potential cumulative
land use impacts. (Less than Significant)

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmen1al Impact Report

LTS

None Required.

2-17

ESA / 206050
February 2008

2. Summa

TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Noise
Impact 1-1: Construction activities under the
Master Plan would temporarily and intermittently
increase noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor
locations. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure 1-1: All proposed construction under the Master Plan shall comply with the following
noise reduction measures:

LTS

Properly muffle and maintain all construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines.
Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.
Locate all stationary noise-generating construction equipment such as air compressors as far as practical
from existing nearby residences and other noise sensitive land uses. Such equipment shall also be
acoustically shielded.
Select quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, whenever possible. Fit motorized
equipment with proper mufflers in good working order.
Residences adjacent to Keiser Community Park and the administration of Windsor High School shall be
notified by advance in writing of the proposed construction schedule before construction activities
commence.
A "noise disturbance coordinator" responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction
noise shall be designated. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of any noise complaint
(e.g., staring too early, bad muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures be implemented to
correct the problem. A telephone number for the disturbance coordinator shall be posted at the
construction site.

Impact 1-2: Increased traffic on nearby roadways
under implementation of the Master Plan would
result in an increase in ambient noise levels.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure 1-2: Prior to modifying Jaguar Way to provide through access to Keiser Park, the Town
shall install a solid wood fence along the northern edge of Jaguar Way that is between six and eight feet tall
in order to reduce traffic noise levels by at least eight dBA.

LTS

Impact 1-3: Athletic facility noise under the Master
Plan could disturb existing residential uses in the
vicinity of the park. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure 1-3: To limit disturbance to nearby residences, all activity at the ball fields shall cease
by no later than 10:00 p.m.

LTS

Impact 1-4: Construction activities under the
Master Plan could result in ground-borne vibration
or ground-born noise. (Less than Significant)

None Require.

Impact 1-5: Increases in traffic under the Master
Plan in combination with other development
would result in cumulative noise increases.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure 1-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 1-2.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN
Significance
Impacts

after

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation

Public Services
Impact J-1: Implementation of the Master Plan
would increase the demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services, but would not result
in the need for the provision of new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts.

Mitigation Measure J-1: The Town shall require that a Safety and Accident Prevention Program be
prepared and implemented prior to operating any new aquatic facilities. The Program shall include, but shall
not be limited to, a requirement that certified lifeguards and defibrillators be present at the aquatic center
during operating hours. Security persona! and emergency service providers shall be included in the safety
program as needed.

LTS

Impact J-2: Implementation of the Master Plan
would increase the demand for police protection
services, but would not result in the need for the
provision of new or physically altered facilities.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure J-2: The Town shall require that a Standard Procedures Manual be prepared and
implemented prior to operating any new aquatic facilities or organizing any large-scale events. The Manual
shall include a requirement for additional emergency services personnel to be present at the site during
large-scale events. The number of emergency services personnel required at such events shall be decided
in consultation with the Windsor Police Department, but would generally be exponentially proportional to the
number of event attendees anticipated.

LTS

Impact J-3: Implementation of the Master Plan
would not increase the demand for public school
services, nor would it result in the need for the
provision of new or physically altered facilities.
(Less than Significant}

None Required.

Impact J-4: Implementation of the Master Plan
would not 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, nor include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. (Less than Significant}

None Required.

(Potentially Significant)

Transportation
Impact K-1: Construction under the Master Plan
would result in temporary increases in truck traffic
and construction worker traffic. (Potentially
Significant}

Mitigation Measure K-1: The Town of Windsor and construction contractor(s) shall develop a construction
management plan for review and approval by the Town's Public Works Department. The plan shall include
at least the following items and requirements to reduce, to the maximum extent feasible and traffic
congestion during construction:

LTS

A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries
to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and
designated construction access routes.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Transportation (cont.)
Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that would minimize impacts on motor
vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety, and specifically to minimize impacts to the
greatest extent possible on streets in the project area.

Impact K-1 (cont.)

Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel regarding when major
deliveries, detours, and lane closures would occur.
•

Provisions for accommodation of bicycle flow, particularly along Windsor River Road and Windsor Road.

•

Provisions for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage and debris attributable
to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected by the project sponsor.

Impact K-2: Implementation of the Master Plan
would increase traffic on roadways and at
intersections in the project site vicinity under
existing plus project conditions. (Less than
Significant)

None Required.

Impact K-3: The bui!dout of the Master Plan
would result in event activities that would increase
traffic on local and regional roadways in the area
and would increase parking demand in the project
area. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure K-3: Organizers of large scale special events at Keiser Park shall work with Town staff
in a coordinated strategy to accommodate higher traffic levels and parking demands during major events.

LTS

Impact K-4: Implementation of the Master Plan
would increase the demand for transit service.
(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure K-4: Prior to operation of Phase 2, the Town shall work with Sonoma County Transit to
establish a formal bus stop along Windsor River Road adjacent to a pedestrian connection into the park.

LTS

Impact K-5: Implementation of the Master Plan
could result in inadequate site access and
circulation. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure K-5: The Town shall design vehicular traffic features of project development
(e.g., turning radii for service vehicles, access driveways, and circulation aisles within the parking areas) to
meet or exceed the design standards set forth by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, or other
design standards deemed appropriate by the Town of Windsor.

LTS

Impact K-6: Implementation of the Master Plan
could result in inadequate site access and
circulation for bicyclists and pedestrians. (Less
than Significant)

None Required.

Impact K-7: Implementation of the Master Plan
would result in increased parking demand. (Less
than Significant)

None Required.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR KEISER PARK MASTER PLAN

Impacts

Significance
after
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Transportation (cont.)
Impact K-8: Implementation of the Master Plan

None Required.

would result in unsafe crossing of railroad right-ofway. (Less than Significant)

Impact K-9: Implementation of the Master Plan

None Required.

would contribute to cumulative increases in traffic
in the project area under cumulative conditions.
(Less than Significant)

Utilities and Service Systems
Impact L-1: Implementation of the Master Plan
would increase the demand for water. (Potentially
Significant)

Mitigation Measure L-1: As feasible and applicable, the Town shall implement the following water-efficient
equipment and devices into the design of new park facilities and project plans: !ow-, ultra-low, and dual flush
flow toilets and showerheads; water efficient irrigation systems that include drip irrigation and efficient
sprinkler heads; evapotranspiration (ET) irrigation controllers; and drought-resistant and native plants for
landscaping. In addition, irrigation sprinklers shall be checked for broken heads or clogged nozzles and
repaired immediately and watering of landscaped areas shall be avoided or limited on windy days or during
the hottest part of the day.

Impact L-2: Implementation of the Master Plan
could require or result in construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects. (Less
than Significant)

None Required.

Impact L-3: The proposed project would increase
generation of solid waste. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact L-4: Implementation of the Master Plan
would not increase demand for electric services to
such a degree that accepted service standards
are not maintained. (Less than Significant)

None Required.

Impact L-5: Implementation of the Master Plan
when combined with other foreseeable
development in the vicinity, could result in
cumulative impacts to the provision of utilities and
service systems. (Less than Significant)

None Required.
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CHAPTER 3

Project Description
A. Introduction
The Town of Windsor Community Services Department proposes to expand the recreation
facilities at Louis B. Keiser Park (Keiser Park) through the adoption and implementation of the
Keiser Park Master Plan.
The proposed project would construct a recreation center, an aquatic center with two swimming
pools, two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, restrooms, and two
children's play areas. The project includes enhancement to the existing Keiser Park facilities,
development of three recently acquired parcels of land, and additional parking. The Master Plan
buildout would be constructed in three phases over roughly a twelve year period depending on
available funding for the improvements.
The Master Plan includes the development of three newly acquired parcels of land which would
require a General Plan amendment and a zoning change from residential to recreational land uses,

as follows.
Amendment of the Town of Windsor General Plan from the existing "Surrounding Residential
(3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "Park" land use category to the "Parks" land use category on two
parcels totaling 6.8 +/- (APNs 066-170-015, 066-180-028). Also amendment from the existing
"Surrounding Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "Park" land use catego1y to the "Parks"
land use catego1y on one parcel totaling 1.0 +/- (APN 066-180-063 ptn.).
Amendment of the Town of Windsor Zoning Ordinance from the existing "Surrounding
Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)" district to the "Recreation" district on two parcels totaling
6.8 +/- (APNs 066-170-0 I 5, 066-180-028). Also amendment from the existing "Surrounding
Residential (3-6 dwelling units/acre)"/ "Flood Hazard Overlay" district to the "Recreation"/
"Flood Hazard Overlay" district on one parcel totaling 1.0 +/- (APN 066-180-063 ptn.).

8. Project Location and Characteristics
Project Location and Setting
Keiser Park is located at 700 Windsor River Road in the western portion of the town. At 27 acres,
Keiser Park is the largest park in the town.
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A driveway off Windsor River Road provides vehicular access to the park from the north.
Emergency and park maintenance access is available from the unimproved Jaguar Way to the
south. Pedestrian access is available via a path from Windsor High School from Jaguar Way.
Windsor is located along the U.S. Highway 101 corridor in central Sonoma County, California.
Situated on the Santa Rosa Plain, the Town is bounded by the foothills of the Sonoma Mountains
to the east and Laguna de Santa Rosa to the west (see Figure 3-1).
The area surrounding the project site is predominately residential, ranging from rural residential
(on the western side of the park) to more dense single-family residential housing on the eastern
side. The project site is bordered to the north by Windsor River Road and single-family
residential uses. Windsor High School campus, with a student population of about 1,500, is
located to the south of the project site. The high school campus includes classroom buildings,
athletic fields with nighttime lighting, and surface parking.
Current facilities include a picnic area, barbeques, restrooms, a softball field, a soccer field, an
informal play field, a children's play area, and a community garden. A distinctive feature of the
park is an oak grove in the southeast corner (see Figure 3-2).
Starr Creek tributary# 6 flows through Keiser Park from the northeast corner to the southwest
corner. The tributary is a riparian habitat that includes a diversity of seedling to mature valley oak
trees.

C. Project Sponsor's Objectives
The project sponsor, the Town of Windsor, seeks to enhance a public park. The sponsor's
objectives for the project include the following:
•

Enhance the park to respond to the community's recreation desires and needs, including an
aquatic center and a recreation center.

•

Promote a healthy environment by upgrading and expanding recreational facilities and
opportunities which meet current codes and regulations while preserving valuable park
resources.

•

Incorporate and develop newly acquired parcels into the park land.

•

Provide recreational facilities within the core of the Town, where they are central to the
community and alternative transpotiation options.

D. Project Characteristics
The proposed buildout of the Keiser Park Master Plan would include a recreation center, an
aquatic center with two swimming pools, three ball fields (two with soccer field overlays),
restroom facilities, and two children's play areas, as illustrated in the Master Plan Map in
Figure 3-3. The project includes enhancement to the existing facilities, development of three
Town acquired parcels, and additional parking.
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Figure 3-1
Project Location
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Figure 3-2
Existing Views of Keiser Park
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Figure 3-3
Keiser Park Master Plan
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3. Project Description

The Master Plan buildout would be constructed in three phases. The project phasing is illustrated·
in Figure 3-4.

Phase 1
Phase I of the Master Plan would include a new play area located just east of the Windsor River
Road driveway. The play area would include a small children's playground, two half-basketball
courts, and picnic facilities. The existing picnic area in the oak grove in the southeast corner of
the park would be renovated and a trail system would be established.
In addition, Phase I would construct two small ball fields (approximately 200 foot outfields) with
overlay for soccer (120 foot x 190 foot) in the northeastern portion of the park. The development
of the ball fields would include a structure for restrooms, concessions, and storage. A large ball
field (approximately 300 foot outfield) would be constructed in the northwest meadow, west of
the access road.
As part of the Phase I, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park would be moved
approximately 50 feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street on the north side of Windsor River
Road. The street improvements (i.e., sidewalk, crosswalk, curb, and gutter) for the proposed
realignment have been constructed, and the project would include the connection of the new
driveway to the existing roadway. The realignment of the driveway would include the demolition
and removal of a single family house.
Currently there are 22 parking spaces directly adjacent to the oak grove, and 19 spaces in the
existing lot in the center of the park. There are also 29 existing spaces along the park driveway
(total of70 existing parking spaces). Parking expansion in Phase I would add 4 additional spaces
to this 70-space lot, 22 new parking spaces east of the oak grove (adjacent to the emergency exit),
and an additional 11 parking spaces near the entrance for a total of37 total new spaces added in
Phase I.

Phase 2
During Phase 2, an aquatic center would be constructed in the southern portion of the park just
west of the oak grove. The aquatic center would include a 75 feet by 150 feet competition pool
(50 meter), a 6,000 square foot recreation pool, and an associated 9,000 square foot aquatic
center.
The aquatic center would be accessed from a new planned extension of Jaguar Way. Additional
access would be developed in the form of a bridge connecting the aquatic center parking lot to the
large ball field on the eastern side of the park. This access would be connected to an additional
55 space parking lot just south of the large ball field. Another parking lot would be constructed
directly adjacent to the aquatic center which would accommodate 152 new spaces in this phase
(see below for build-out of this lot) bringing the total number of new parking spaces to 207 for
Phase 2.
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Other amenities planned for Phase 2 include lighting for the large ball field, a group picnic area
adjacent to the creek in the southern portion of the park, and creek bank stabilization work and
planting.

Phase 3
The third and final phase of the Master Plan would construct a two story recreation center
adjacent to the aquatic center. The recreation center would be approximately 36,000 square feet
and would operate Monday through Friday from 6:00 a.m. to I 0:00 p.rn., on Saturdays from
8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and on Sunday from noon to 7:00 p.m. The recreation center would
provide recreation and leisure class opportunities to the community. The new building would also
include office facilities for building administrative staff and Town Community Services District
staff. These offices would accommodate approximately 30 full time staff equivalents. Under this
phase, 41 additional parking spaces would be added to the aquatic center parking lot which was
built in Phase 2 bringing the capacity of this lot to 193 total spaces.
If the adjacent property to the east is developed and Jonathan Drive is extended, a seven car
parking lot would be installed on the east side of the park adjacent to the oak grove. Inclusion of
these spaces brings the total parking spaces for this phase to 48 spaces.

Circulation and Parking
As discussed above, as part of the proposed project, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park
would be moved approximately 50 feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street on the north side
of Windsor River Road.·
A second access would be added to the park from the planned extension of Jaguar Way during
Phase 2 of the Master Plan. The Jaguar Way entrance would provide direct access to the aquatic
center facility and to the recreation center constructed as part of Phase 3.
When the adjacent property to the east develops, Jonathan Drive would provide a third access
point on the eastern side of Keiser Park adjacent to the oak grove. Jonathan Drive would also
provide emergency access from the eastern end of the park via gate at the northeast corner of the
oak grove.
The proposed project would construct 37 new parking spaces in Phase 1,207 spaces in Phase 2
and 48 spaces in Phase 3 bringing a total of 292 new parking spaces as part of the project. These
new spaces added to the 70 existing spaces would bring the number of available spaces to
approximately 362 spaces.
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Figure 3-4
Keiser Park Construction Phasing Plan
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Bridges
Under the Master Plan buildout, the Starr Creek tributary that runs from the northeastern to the
southwestern portion of Keiser Park would be would crossed by two bridges. Both bridges would
be constructed near the western park boundary north of the recreation center parking lot. The
bridges would connect pedestrian paths between parking areas and recreational amenities at the
park.
Both pedestrian bridges would be pre-manufactured, clear
span, steel truss bridges with concrete roadbed (see
example - right). The large bridge would be approximately
100 feet in length and 8 feet in width. Bridge abutments
would be located approximately 3 feet back of top of bank
and would consist of concrete footings about 1 foot by
12 feet and approximately 20 feet deep for the large bridge
and 10 feet deep for the smaller bridge. The final bridge
designs would be engineered by a structural engineer.

[l
['

Example of the pedestrian bridge design.

Outdoor Lighting
Outdoor lighting would be provided for the ball fields, the swimming pool area, pedestrian
pathways, and parking areas. Field lights and pool lights would vary seasonally. It is anticipated
that the ball fields and the pool could be open until 9:30 p.m. summer, spring, and fall (with
possible further daily restrictions on weekends).

Use
The expected use of the park on a weekday between March and October is estimated at
150 patrons during an aquatic center event. Ball fields would have approximately 100 patrons per
event or a potential of 300 if all fields are in use. On an average weekend between March and
June the estimated usage could increase to 950 patrons with sporting events and party rentals. In
addition, the Town estimates there would be four special events a year (i.e., Fourth of July,
Balloon Festival) which could attract from 2,000 to 7,000 patrons.

Employment
The proposed enhancements at the park would increase employment at the site in the form of
lifeguards at the pool and staff members in the recreation center. It is estimated there would be
approximately 30 full time (equivalent) staff on site. This includes l O employees of the
administrative office of the Town's Community Services Department who would be newly
housed in the recreation center.

Construction
Proj ect construction is anticipated to sta1t in 2008. Each construction phase would take
approximately one year and would be spaced over an approximate twelve year period, as funding
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became available for construction. The park would be open during all three phases of
construction.
Constrnction staging through Phases I and 2 would be in the unimproved areas of park that is
currently planned for Phase 3. During Phase 3 construction the turf area north of the proposed
recreation center would serve as a construction staging area.

Construction activity would occur Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. The
current master plan is showing approximately 25,000 CY of soil to be moved for construction of
the swim center, recreation center, and playing fields. lt is anticipated that all soil and earthwork
will be balanced on site.

E. Intended Uses of the EIR
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides the environmental information and evaluation
necessary for the planning, construction, operation and maintenance of the project. The EIR
provides the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance documentation upon
which the Town's consideration of, and action on, all applicable land use permits and other
approvals (collectively, "approvals") may be based. These include all those approv.als set forth in
this ElR, as well as any additional approvals that may be necessary or useful to such planning,
construction, operation and maintenance (e.g., any use permits, grading permits, building permits,

certificates of occupancy and other development-related approvals).
The project would require the following appmvals and discretionary actions from the Town of Windsor:
•

Certify of the Final EIR, adopt any CEQA findings and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program;

•

General Plan amendment;

•

Rezoning;

•

Approval of the Keiser Park Master Plan; and

•

Site plan review and architectural review.

Other approvals may be required from the following agencies:
•

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section IO and 404 Permit)

•

California Department of Fish and Game (Stream bed Alteration Agreement)

•

Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES General Constrnction Permit and Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan)

•

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

F. Public Participation
Community workshops have been conducted for this project in 1999 and 2006. Continued public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes is strongly encouraged.

Opportunities will be provided for the public to present comments and concerns regarding the
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CEQA and planning process through a public review and comment period and public hearings or
meetings before the Town Council, held explicitly for the purpose of commenting on the
preparation and content of the EIR. Written public comments may be submitted to the Town at
any time during the public review and comment period. Details regarding submission of these
comments are found in Chapter 1 of this document.

Notice of Preparation
On January 10, 2007, the Town sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies and
organizations and persons interested in the project. The NOP is included in Appendix A. The
NOP requested that agencies with regulatory authority over any aspect of the project describe that
authority and identify the relevant environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR.
Interested members of the public also were invited to comment. Copies of the responses to the
NOP are included in Appendix B.

Initial Study
An Initial Study was prepared for this proposed project to determine if the required environmental
topics were less than significant. The Initial Study is included in Appendix C. All other topics
identified in the Initial Study Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, are addressed in
this EIR. Topics that do not warrant further discussion due to findings in the Initial Study include:

•
•

Agricultural Resources
Mineral Resources
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CHAPTER 4
Environmental Setting, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures
A. Aesthetics
Introduction
This section discusses the existing visual conditions at the project site and vicinity, and considers
the potential visual effects of the proposed project with respect to visual character, views, and
light and glare. This visual impact analysis is based on field observations of the project site and
vicinity, comparison to similar properties in other locations and project plans.

Setting
Project Vicinity
The Town of Windsor is located approximately 20 miles east of the Pacific Ocean and is
generally bounded by the Russian River to the west, a ridgeline to the north, PG&E transmission
lines to the east, and Airport Creek to the south. The majority of the Town's topography is
relatively Ila!, although the Town is bordered by hills to the east, north, and west. As such, the
hills provide a visual backdrop to most views within the Town.
Keiser Park is located west of the Town Center and U.S. Highway IOI at 700 Windsor River
Road. The 27-acre Keiser Park, which is surrounded by single-family residential neighborhoods,
Windsor High School, and some undeveloped parcels, is the largest community park in the Town
of Windsor. The predominant visual character of Windsor and of the project vicinity is that of a
low-density single-family residential community, rich in vegetation and rural characteristics.

Project Site
The project site contains large areas of open space, a large grove of oak trees, natural vegetation
along the creek, and a few built strnctures scattered throughout the site, such as low-lying
fencing, bathrooms, storage sheds, ball field back-stops, and playground structures. The site itself
is flat with no perceptible variation in topography. There are no identifiable or unique scenic view
corridors through the project site.
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Primary public views of the park's interior occur along Windsor River Road, but are largely
obscured by the trees which exist here and at other locations along the site's perimeter. Minimal
views of the site's interior are, however, available from Windsor River Road and the terminus of
Jaguar Way. The exterior of the project site is visible from public vantage points, primarily
roadways, and from private properties within close proximity to the project site. Views of the
project site vary depending on the vantage point and the distance from the site. In general, most
views are of the landscaped perimeter around the park and other natural vegetation on the subject
property, including trees, shrubs and grassy areas. Views of paved parking areas, scoreboards,
fences, and small accesso1y structures are also available. A 30 foot fence exists along the no1thern
bounda,y of the park adjacent to the soccer field to keep balls from entering the residential
properties along that boundary.

Scenic Vistas/Public Views
In 1963, the California Legislature established the State's Scenic Highway Program, intended to
preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would diminish the aesthetic
value of lands adjacent to highways. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are
found in the Streets and Highways Code, Section 260 et seq. There are no scenic highways in the
project vicinity.
With respect to public views, the project site is visible from the residences on the no1thern
frontage on Windsor River Road and from the high school property. The adjacent residences have
limited views of the site through the mature vegetation.

Light and Glare
Due to the lack of major commercial or industrial development in the project vicinity, the sources
of light and glare near the project site are primarily from residential and institutional uses,
including spillover lighting from residential dwellings, street lights along the bordering streets,
and lighting attributable to the high school located just south of the project site. During the
football season, additional evening lighting is provided by the high school stadium. The existing
park operates from dawn to dusk; thus, minimal lighting presently exists on the subject property.

Regulatory Framework
State of California
The California Department of Transportation administers California's Scenic Highways Program.
The Program was created by the Legislature in 1963 to preserve and protect scenic highway
corridors from change which could diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways.
Designated California Scenic Highway segments in Sonoma County, including those that are
eligible for designation, include State Route I (SR I), SR 12, and SR 116. All of these designated
scenic highway routes are more than five miles from the project site and would not be impacted
by the proposed project.
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Local Plans and Policies
Town of Windsor General Plan

The Town of Windsor General Plan 2015 (General Plan), adopted in 1996, outlines policies,
standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical
development within the Town. The General Plan lists the following pertinent goals, objectives
and policies relevant to aesthetics and visual resources:
Policy A. IO

Develop appropriate building design and parking strategies.

Policy A. I 0.1

The Town should encourage an acceptable level of architectural quality using
policies and procedures that are widely understood, easily monitored, and not
onerous.

Policy A. I 0.2

The Town should encourage building design and architecture that create visual
interest and public open space along streets, maintain an attractive environment,
and promote informal surveillance of public spaces by building occupants.
Whenever possible, building fronts should not be dominated by garage doors or
blank walls.

Policy A. I 0.3

The Town should encourage building design and architecture that respond to
Windsor's climate, conserve energy, and emulate the region's building traditions.

Policy A. I 0.8

Except for industrial and service commercial uses, the Town should encourage
streets and parks to be designed or upgraded in ways that support walkable
environments and minimize the impact of off-street parking.

Policy A. I 0.9

The Town should seek to enhance the appearance of parking lots through
consideration of their location, design, landscaping, and lighting. Whenever
possible, parking lots should be located away from the street, landscaped, and use
directional lighting or other techniques to minimize impacts on any surrounding
residential areas.

Policy A.2

Park Design Standards. The Town should establish design standards that:
a.

encourage easy access to parks via streets and trails;

b.

foster safety by making it easy to view into parks from streets and
surrounding homes; and

c.

identify recreational program elements that serve the specific needs of the
residents anticipated to use the park.

Zoning Ordinance
Town of Windsor Zoning Regulations are intended to provide location-specific regulation, such
as use restrictions and building height and bulk limitations.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project would have a significant
effect on visual resources if it would exceed the following Standards of Significance, based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines:
•

Have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista;

•

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway;

•

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or

•

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Visual impact would be measured by the amount of visual change adversely affecting an area's
perceived aesthetic value or conditions of the setting. A highly visible change resulting from
constructing a project that is incompatible with the setting or is not pleasing to look at would
contribute to generating a significant adverse visual impact. Factors to be considered include the
physical layout of constructed elements with respect to each other and existing structures, the
open and closed spaces defined between structural elements, the density or intensity of
development, scale relationships between existing and proposed structures, site landscaping, and
other features of development that affect the pedestrian scale of movement. For example,
significant differences in mass or form or open space between existing and new structures would
be expected to generate adverse visual impacts under normal circumstances.
Adverse visual impact would also normally be expected to result from the removal of vegetation
that enhances the appearance of existing conditions. Exceptions would include vegetative
mass in gs or plant specimens that are haphazard in placement with respect to one another, show
evidence of crowding and overgrowth, retain poor health indicators or otherwise do not
significantly contribute to the esthetic quality of the setting.
Adverse visual impact would be expected during site construction where excavation, grading, and
materials and equipment storage occur. This would be short-term, lasting only during the
construction period. Adverse visual impact would be expected to result from any new lighting
fixtures that introduce point sources of light or glare that interfere with nighttime views.
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Impacts
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Impact A- 1: Construction of the proposed project would create temporary aesthetic
nuisances associated with project construction and grading activities. (Potentially
Significant)

Project construction activities wou I~ resu It in temporary exposure of graded surfaces,
construction debris, and the presence of construction equipment and heavy truck traffic .
Construction equipment for grad ing activities would be stored at va ri ous locations throughout the
project site. The identification and maintenance of staging areas away from adjacent residents, the
high school, and W indsor River· Road would red uce potentia lly signifi cant, short-term im pacts.
Impl ementation of the fo llowi ng mitigation measure wou ld red uce short-term aesthetic impacts to
less-than signifi cant leve ls:
Mitigation Measm·e A-1: The proj ect shall incorporate into a ll construction contracts and
ensure im pl ementat ion of the fo ll owing measures:

•

Main construction staging areas and th e storage of large equipment sha ll occur in the
interior of the project site, away from adj acent res idents and roads (Windsor River
Road and Jaguar Way).

•

Construction staging areas sha ll be on-site and remain c lear of al I trash, weeds and
debris etc. Construction staging areas shal I be located away from adjacent residents
to minimi ze visibil ity from publi c view to th e extent feas ible.

Significance after M itigation: Less than Significant.

Impact A-2: T he proposed project would not have a s ubstantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista or substantially damage scen ic resources. (Less than Significant)

The project would implement modifi cations to the park as envisioned by the Keiser Park Master
Plan. Specifica lly, this would entail constructing a recreation center, an aquatic center with two
swimming pools, two smal l ball fie lds with soccer fie ld overlays, one lighted ba ll field , a
restroom facility, two children 's pl ay areas, and undertaking other im provements throughout the
site.
The view of the site would continue to be available from the residential developments to the west,
north, and east of the project site, from the high school to the south, and from borderi ng streets. The
views of the site's interior would continue to be partially obstructed by vegetation, which would
continue to border the site along its perimeter. However, some views wou ld be ava ilable from the
south and west of the site, where vegetation would be less dense. Such views would include the
proposed faci lities, inc ludi ng ba ll fie lds, playgrounds, swimming pools, accessory bui ld ings, and
paved parking areas. In genera l, the public open space character of the site would be maintained and
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the predominant features of Keiser Park would remain. The overall character of the park would be
similar to other Town parks and while the proposed project would constitute implementing various
changes throughout the site, these changes would not result in adverse impacts related to scenic
vistas or scenic resources.

1

There are no designated scenic vista points in the area of the project site and therefore the project
would not displace or obstruct views from a scenic vista point. As such, the proposed project
would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and wou ld be less than

l

significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact A-3: Implementation of the proposed project would alter, but would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would change the visual character of the site by constructing additional
structures within the park's boundaries. While those structures have not undergone final design,
they would be consistent with the existing developments in the vicinity in terms of scale, height,
and overall architectural design. Furthermore, the Town's residents would be involved in the
design review process and would ensure that the designs of the new recreation center and aquatic
foci lities are appropriate for their setting and purpose.
Based on the above, this impact wou ld be considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
l

Impact A-4: Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in light
and glare at the project site. (Potentially Significant)
The project s ite is surrounded by residential uses, a high school, and some undeveloped
propetties. Presently, the park contains low-level , security-related lighting. Once the proposed
project is implemented, the park would include lighting associated with aquatic facilities and the
recreation center, as well as night lighting on the ball field on the western side o f the park
(lighting is not proposed on the two ball fields in the no1theastern part o f the park).
Lighting for the western ball field would include approximately six 50 to 70 foot light poles (two
along the baseline, two mid-field, and two outfield). In addition, the light poles wou ld inc lude
security/pedestrian lighting at approximately fifteen feet. This configuration for lighted faci liti es
is typical of similar properties such as the adjoining high schoo l and other facilities in the greater
Bay Area (personal commun ication, Tibbits).
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Field lights would vary seasona lly, however the ball fi eld complex would c lose at 9:3 0 p.m. on
weekdays. New pathways and parking areas would also contain streetlights. Mitigation provided
below wil l red uce any potential impacts related to light and glare to less than sign ifica nt levels.
Mitigation Measure A-4a: Cut-off fi xtures sha ll be requ ired on all night lighting to
substantially reduce light and g lare.
Mitigation Measure A-4b: A shade c loth shall be installed on the existing 30 foot fence
on the northwest boundary of the park (adjacent to the existing soccer fi eld) to min imize
light and glare spill on adjacent residential properties.

n
D
D
D
D
D

u
u

M itigation Measure A-4c: A lighting plan sha ll be prepared that illustrates placement of
exte rior lighting and presents photometric results demonstrating that no more than one
vertical foot cand le of light spi ll occurs outside of the park boundary on res identia l
property. In the event that the li ght plan shows that off-site li ght spillage occurs, measures
shall be taken to eliminate that light spill over (i.e., lowering or movement of light po les,
reduced wattage, or additiona l cut-off fi xtures). The lighting plan sha ll be subm itted,
reviewed, and approved by the Town.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Signifi cant.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact A-5: The proposed project, in conjunction with cumulative developme nt, would
alter the visual character in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)

The land uses assoc iated with the proposed project would be consistent with the pl anned
cumu lative density and visua l character in the proj ect vicinity. Therefore, with contin ued
impl ementation of the design review process, the proj ect, in addition to future development in the
vicinity, would not result in cumul ative impacts on the v isual resources of th e surrounding area
and the impact would be less than sign ificant.
Mitigation: None required.

References - Aesthetics
ESA, Field Reconnaissance Survey, November 6, 2006.
Project Plans and Description
Tibbits, Brian, Sr. Supervisor Livermore Recreation Center, personal communication ,
February 14, 2008.
Town of Windsor, Town of Windsor General Plan-2015. Adopted March 13, 1996
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B. Air Quality and Climate Change
Introduction
This section addresses the impacts of the proposed Master Plan on ambient air quality and the
exposure of people, especially sensitive individuals, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations,
including the type and quantity of emissions that would be generated by construction and
operation under the Master Plan. The analysis of emissions focuses on whether the Master Plan
would cause an exceedance of a State or national ambient air quality standard or an exceedance of
a threshold recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and
whether it would conflict with regulatory goals associated with greenhouse gas emissions.

Setting
Regulatory Framework
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for implementing
the programs established under the federal Clean Air Act, such as establishing and reviewing the
federal ambient air quality standards and judging the adequacy of State Implementation Plans
(SIP). However, the USEPA has delegated the authority to implement many of the federal
programs to the states while retaining an oversight role to ensure that the programs continue to be

implemented. In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for
establishing and reviewing the State ambient air quality standards, developing and managing the
California SIP, securing approval of this plan from USEPA, identifying toxic air contaminates
(TAC), regulating mobile emissions sources in California, and overseeing the activities of air
quality management districts, which are organized at the county or regional level. Air quality
management districts, such as the BAAQMD, are primarily responsible for regulating stationary
emissions sources at facilities within its geographic areas and for preparing the air quality plans
that are required under the federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act.

Criteria Air Pollutants
As required by the federal Clean Air Act passed in 1970, the USEPA has identified six criteria air
pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which State and national health-based
ambient air quality standards have been established. US EPA calls these pollutants criteria air
pollutants because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public health- and
welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (N02 ), sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ), particulate matter (PM), and lead are the six criteria
air pollutants.
Ozone

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections
and that can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted
directly into the atmosphere, but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through
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a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen
oxides (NOx). ROG and NOx are known as precursor compounds for ozone formation.
Significant ozone production generally requires ozone precursors to be present in a stable
atmosphere with strong sunlight for approximately three hours. Ozone is a regional air pollutant
because it is not emitted directly by sources, but is formed downwind of sources of ROG and
NOx under the influence of wind and sunlight. Ozone concentrations tend to be higher in the late
spring, summer, and fall, when the long sunny days combine with regional subsidence inversions
to create conditions conducive to the fonnation and accumulation of secondary photochemical
compounds, like ozone. Ground level ozone in conjunction with suspended particulate matter in
the atmosphere leads to hazy conditions generally termed as "smog".
Carbon Monoxide

CO, a colorless and odorless gas is a non-reactive pollutant that is a product of incomplete
combustion and is mostly associated with motor vehicles. High CO concentrations develop
primarily during winter when periods of light wind combine with the formation of ground level
temperature inversions (typically from the evening through early morning). These conditions
result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO
emission rates at low air temperatures. When inhaled at high concentrations, CO combines with
hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. This results in
reduced oxygen reaching the brain, heart, and other body tissues. This condition is especially
critical for people with cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung disease or anemia.
Nitrogen Dioxide

N0 2 is an air quality concern because it acts a respiratory irritant and is a precursor of ozone. N02
is produced by fuel combustion in motor vehicles, industrial stationary sources (such as industrial
activities), ships, aircraft, and rail transit.
Sulfur Dioxide

S0 2 is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels such as coal and oil, which are
restricted in the Bay Area. Its health effects include breathing problems and may cause permanent
damage to lungs. S0 2 is an ingredient in acid rain (acid aerosols), which can damage trees, lakes
and property. Acid aerosols can also reduce visibility.
Particulate Matter

PM 10 and PM2.5 consist of paiticulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and 2.5 microns
or less in diameter, respectively. A micron is one-millionth ofa meter, or less than one-25,000th of
an inch. For comparison, human hair is 50 microns or larger in diameter. PM 10 and PM2.5
represent particulate matter of sizes that can be inhaled into the air passages and the lungs and can
cause adverse health effects. Particulate matter in the atmosphere results from many kinds of
aerosol-producing industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, and atmospheric
photochemical reactions. Some sources of particulate matter, such as demolition and construction
activities, are more local in nature, while others, such as vehicular traffic, have a more regional
effect. Ve1y small particles (PM2.5) of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung
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damage directly, or can contain adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or ammonium) that may be injurious
to health. Pa1ticulates also can damage materials and reduce visibility.
PM IO emissions in the project area are mainly from urban sources, dust suspended by vehicle
traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate concentrations
near residential sources generally are higher during the winter, when more fireplaces are in use
and meteorological conditions prevent the dispersion of directly emitted contaminants.
Lead

Leaded gasoline (currently phased out), paint (houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries), and
manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the
atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, with children at special risk.
Some lead-containing chemicals have been found to cause cancer in animals.

Greenhouse Gases
Introduction

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases. The major concern with
greenhouse gases is that increases in their concentrations are causing global climate change.
Global climate change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by wind
patterns, storms, precipitation and temperature. Although there is disagreement as to the speed of
global warming and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, most agree that
there is a direct link between increased emissions of greenhouse gases and long term global
temperature. What greenhouse gases have in common is that they allow sunlight to enter the
atmosphere, but trap a portion of the outward-bound infrared radiation which warms the air. The
process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising the internal temperature, hence the
name greenhouse gases. Both natural processes and human activities emit greenhouse gases. The
accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature; however,
emissions from human activities such as electricity production and the use of motor vehicles have
elevated the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. This accumulation of
greenhouse gases has contributed to an increase in the temperature of the earth's atmosphere and
has contributed to global climate change.
The principal greenhouse gases are carbon dioxide (CO 2 ), methane (CH,1), nitrous oxide (N 20),
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (1-IFCs), and water vapor
(1-1 20). CO 2 is the most common reference gas for climate change. To account for the wanning
potential of greenhouse gases, greenhouse gas emissions are often quantified and reported as CO 2
equivalents (C0 2 E). Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons ofC0 2E
(MMTC0 2 E).
State Regulations

In 2005, in recognition of California's vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which set forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of greenhouse gases would be progressively reduced, as follows:
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By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels;
By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

In 2006, the California Legislature passed the California Global Wanning Solutions Act of2006
(Assembly Bill No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq.,
or AB 32), which requires CARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other
measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to
1990 levels by 2020 (representing an approximate 25 percent reduction in emissions).
In June 2007, CARB directed its staff to pursue 37 early actions for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions under AB 32. The broad spectrum of strategies to be developed, including a Low
Carbon Fuel Standard, regulations for refrigerants with high global warming potentials, guidance
and protocols for local governments to facilitate greenhouse gas reductions, and green ports,
reflects the serious nature of the threat of climate change and requires action as soon as possible
(CARB, 2007a).
In addition to approving the 37 greenhouse gas reduction strategies, CARB directed its staff to
further evaluate early action recommendations made at the June 2007 meeting, and to report back
to CARB within six months. The general sentiment of CARB suggested a desire to try to pursue
greater greenhouse gas emissions reductions in California in the near-term. Since the June 2007
CARB hearing, CARB staff has evaluated all 48 recommendations submitted by several
stakeholder and several internally-generated staff ideas and published the Expanded List of Early
Action J\;Jeasures To Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions In California Recommended For Board
Consideration in October 2007 (CARB, 2007a). Based on its additional analysis, CARB staff is
recommending the expansion of the early action list to a total of 44 measures (see Table 4,B-1).
The 2020 target reductions are currently estimated to be 174 MMTC0 2E. In total, the 44
recommended early actions have the potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least
42 MMTC0 2E by 2020, representing about 25 percent of the estimated reductions needed by
2020. As indicated in Table 4.B-1, the 44 measures are in the sectors of fuels, transportation,
forestry, agriculture, education, energy efficiency, commercial, solid waste, cement, oil and gas,
electricity, and fire suppression.
In addition to identifying early actions to reduce greenhouse gases, CARB is also developing the
greenhouse gas mandatory reporting regulation pursuant to requirements of AB32. The
regulations are expected to require reporting for certain types of facilities that make up the bulk of
the stationary source emissions in California. Currently, the draft regulation language identifies
major facilities as those that generate more than 25,000 metric tons of CO 2 per year. This
reporting limit is consistent with European Union reporting. Cement plants, oil refineries, electric
generating facilities/providers, co-generation facilities, hydrogen plants, and other stationary
combustion sources that typically emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO 2 per year, make up
approximately 94 percent of the point source CO 2 emissions in California (CARB, 2007b ).
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TABLE 4.B-1
RECOMMENDED AB32 GREENHOUSE GAS MEASURES
TO BE INITIATED BY CARB BETWEEN 2007 AND 2012
Id#

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

~•

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Sector

Strategy name

Fuels

Above Ground Storage Tanks

Transportation

Diesel - Offroad equipment (non-agricultural)

Forestry

Forestry protocol endorsement

Transportation

Diesel - Port trucks

Transportation

Diesel - Vessel main engine fuel specifications

Transportation

Diesel - Commercial harbor craft

Transportation

Green ports

Agriculture

Manure management (methane digester protocol)

Education

Local gov. Greenhouse Gas reduction guidance I protocols

Education

Business Greenhouse Gas reduction guidance / protocols

Energy Efficiency

Cool communities program

Commercial

Reduce high Global Warming Potential (GWP) Greenhouse Gas in products

Commercial

Reduction of PFCs from semiconductor industry

Transportation

SmartWay truck efficiency

Transportation

Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS)

Transportation

Reduction of HFC-134a from DIY Motor Vehicle AC servicing

Waste

Improved landfill gas capture

Fuels

Gasoline disperser hose replacement

Fuels

Portable outboard marine tanks

Transportation

Standards for off-cycle driving conditions

Transportation

Diesel - Privately owned on-road trucks

Transportation

Anti-idling enforcement

Commercial

SF6 reductions from the non-electric sector

Transportation

Tire inflation program

Transportation

Cool automobile paints

Cement

Cement (A): Blended cements

Cement

Cement (8): Energy efficiency of California cement facilities

Transportation

Ban on HFC release from Motor Vehicle AC service / dismantling

Transportation

Diesel - offroad equipment (agricultural)

Transportation

Add AC leak tightness test and repair to Smog Check

Agriculture

Research on Greenhouse Gas reductions from nitrogen land applications

Commercial

Specifications for commercial refrigeration

Oil and Gas

Reduction in venting / leaks from oil and gas systems

Transportation

Requirement of low-GWP Greenhouse Gases for new Motor Vehicle ACs

Transportation

Hybridization of medium and heavy-duty diesel vehicles

Electricity

Reduction of SF6 in electricity generation

Commercial

High GWP refrigerant tracking, reporting and recovery program

Commercial

Foam recovery/ destruction program

Fire Suppression

Alternative suppressants in fire protection systems

Transportation

Strengthen light-duty vehicle standards

Transportation

Truck stop electrification with incentives for truckers

Transportation

Diesel - Vessel speed reductions

Transportation

Transportation refrigeration - electric standby

Agriculture

Electrification of stationary agricultural engines

SOURCE: CARB, 2007a
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Ambient Air Quality Standards
Regulation of criteria air pollutants is achieved through both national and State ambient air
quality standards and emissions limits for individual sources. Regulations implementing the
federal Clean Air Act and its subsequent amendments established national ambient air quality
standards (national standards) for the six criteria pollutants. California has adopted more stringent
State ambient air quality standards for most of the criteria air pollutants. In addition, California
has established State ambient air quality standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride,
and visibility-reducing pmticles. Because of the unique meteorological problems in the State,
there is considerable diversity between State and federal standards currently in effect in
California, as shown in Table 4.B-2. The table also summarizes the related health effects and
principal sources for each pollutant.
The ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they
incorporate an adequate margin of safety. They are designed to protect those segments of the
public most susceptible to respirat01y distress, known as sensitive receptors, including asthmatics,
the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels
somewhat above the ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.

Attainment Status
Under amendments to the federal Clean Air Act, US EPA has classified air basins or portions
thereof. as either "attainment" or "nonattainment" for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether
or not the national standards have been achieved. The California Clean Air Act, which is
patterned after the federal Clean Air Act, also requires areas to be designated as "attainment" or
"nonattainment" for the State standards. Thus, areas in California have two sets of attainment/
nonattainment designations: one set with respect to the national standards and one set with respect
to the State standards.
The Bay Area is currently designated "nonattainment" for State I-hour and national 8-hour ozone
standards and for the State PM IO and PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area is "attainment" or
"unclassified" with respect to the other ambient air quality standards (CARB, 2008). Table 4.B-2
also shows the attainment status of the Bay Area with respect to the national and State ambient air
quality standards for the different criteria pollutants.

Air Quality Plans
As required by the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act, air basins or portions
thereof have been classified as either attainment or nonattainment for each criteria air pollutant,
based on whether or not the standards have been achieved. Nonattainment areas are also required
to prepare air quality plans that include strategies for achieving attainment.
Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as S!Ps. The federal
Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act require plans to be developed for areas designated
as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the State PM 10
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TABLE 4.8-2
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND BAY AREA ATTAINMENT STATUS

State
Standard

Bay Area Attainment
Status for California
Standard

Federal Primary
Standard

Bay Area Attainment
Status for Federal
Standard

0.08 ppm

Non attainment

Motor vehicles,
Other mobile sources, combustion,
industrial and commercial _erocesses
Internal combustion engines, primarily
gasoline-powered motor vehicles

Pollutant

Averaging Time

Ozone

8 hour

O.Q? ppm

Unclassified

1 hour

0.09 ppm

Non-Attainment

Carbon
Monoxide

8 hour

9.0 ppm

Attainment

9ppm

Attainment

1 Hour

20 ppm

Attainment

35 ppm

Attainment

Nitrogen
Dioxide

Annual Average

0.030 ppm

Attainment

0.053 ppm

Attainment

1 Hour

0.18ppm

Attainment

Motor vehicles, petroleum refining
operations, industrial sources, aircraft,
shi_es, and railroads

Sulfur Dioxide

Annual Average

0.03 ppm

Attainment

24 Hour

0.04 ppm

Attainment

0.14 ppm

Attainment

Fuel combustion, chemical plants, sulfur
recovery plants and metal processing

1 Hour

0.25 ppm

Attainment

---

Particulate
Matter (PM10)

Annual Arithmetic Mean

20 pg/m3

Non-Attainment

24 hour

50 µglm3

Non-Attainment

150 µglm3

Unclassified

Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

Annual Arithmetic Mean

12 r,glm3

Non-Attainment

15 ~tg/m3

Attainment

35 µglm3

Attainment

Lead

Calendar Quarter
30 Day Average

1.5 ~tg/m3

Attainment

24 hour
1.5 r<glm3

Attainment

Major Pollutant Sources

Dust- and fume-producing industrial and
agricultural operations, combustion,
atmospheric photochemical reactions, and
natural activities (e.g., wind-raised dust and
ocean sprays)
Same as above

Lead smelters, battery manufacturing &
recycling facilities

ppm=parts per million; and pg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter
SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2007a and CARB, 2008.
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standard). Plans are also required under federal law for areas designated as "maintenance" for
national standards. Such plans include strategies for attaining the standards. Currently, there are
three plans applicable for the Bay Area:
•

Ozone Attainment Plan for the I-Hour National Ozone Standard (ABAG, 1999) developed
to meet federal ozone air quality planning requirements;

•

Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan (ABAG, 1994) developed to ensure continued
attainment of the national CO standard; and

•

Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy (BAAQMD, 2006), which was adopted by the BAAQMD
Board of Directors on January 4, 2006, reviews the region's progress over the years in
reducing ozone levels, describes current conditions, and charts a course for future actions to
.further reduce ozone and ozone precursor levels in the Bay Area.

The most current plan, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, reviews the region's progress over the
years in reducing ozone levels, describes current conditions, and chaits a course for future actions
to further reduce ozone levels in the Bay Area. The control strategy is a central element of the
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The control strategy outlines a set of control measures to further
reduce ozone precursor emissions in order to reduce ozone levels in the Bay Area and to reduce
transport of pollution to downwind regions. The control strategy includes stationary source
measmes, mobile source measures and transportation control measmes.

Local Standards
BAAQMD Rules and Regulations

The BAAQMD is the regional agency responsible for rulemaking, permitting, and enforcement
activities affecting stationary sources in the Bay Area. Specific rules and regulations adopted by
the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various uses and/or activities, and
identify specific pollution reduction measmes that must be implemented in association with
various uses and activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air
pollutants, but also toxic emissions and acutely hazardous non-radioactive materials emissions.
Emissions sources subject to these rules are regulated through the BAAQMD's permitting
process and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit
review, the BAAQMD monitors generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in
developing its air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as pait of
proposed projects would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and
State ozone plans rely heavily upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD's
Rules a/Id Regula!iolls.
With respect to construction activities that would result under the Master Plan, applicable
BAAQMD regulations would relate to portable equipment ( e.g., gasoline- or diesel-powered
engines used for power generation, pumps, compressors, pile drivers, and cranes), architectural
coatings, and paving materials. Equipment used during construction would be subject to the
requirements of BAAQMD Regulation 2 (Permits), Rule I (General Requirements) with respect
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to portable equipment unless exempt under Rule 2-1-105 (Exemption, Registered Statewide
Portable Equipment); BAAQMD Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 3 (Architectural
Coatings); and BAAQMD Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 15 (Emulsified and Liquid
Asphalts).
Town of Windsor General Plan

The Town of Windsor General Plan contains the following applicable policies and
implementation program related to air quality (Town of Windsor, 2005):
Policy G.l

Comply with the State and federal ambient air quality standards and pmticipate in
regional efforts to improve air quality.

Policy G.2

Encourage land use patterns and management practices that conserve air and
energy resources.

Implementation Programs G. 1: Environmental Review. In its review of discretionary
projects, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the Town shall require
appropriate mitigation measures to reduce significant air quality impacts to acceptable
levels.

Physical Setting
Climate and Meteorology
Atmospheric conditions such as \Vind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact
with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air
pollutants. Keiser Park is located near the north end of Cotati Valley in the Town of Windsor and
is within the boundaries of the Bay Area Air Basin. The Bay Area Air Basin encompasses the
nine-county region including all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Francisco,
San Mateo, Marin and Napa counties, and the southern portions of Solano and Sonoma counties.
The climate of the Bay Area is determined largely by a high-pressure system that is almost always
present over the eastern Pacific Ocean off the West Coast of North America. During winter, the
Pacific high-pressure system shills southward, allowing storms to pass through the region.
The Western Regional Climate Center maintains climate data for the City of Healdsburg, which is
located approximately five miles north-northwest of project site, and is generally representative
of climate conditions in Windsor. The City of Healdsburg has average maximum and minimum
winter (i.e., .January) temperatures of approximately 58 °P and 38 °P, respectively, while average
summer (i.e., July) maximum and minimum temperatures are approximately 89 °P and 53 °P,
respectively. Precipitation in Healdsburg averages approximately 42 inches per year (WRCC,
2008).
During summer and fall, emissions generated within the Bay Area can combine with abundant
sunshine under the restraining influences of topography and temperature inversions to create
conditions that are conducive to the formation of photochemical pollutants, such as ozone and
secondaiy pmticulates, such as nitrates and sulfates.
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Existing Air Quality
The BAAQMD and CARB operate a regional air quality monitoring network that measures the
ambient concentrations of the six criteria air pollutants. Existing and probable future levels of air
quality in the Master Plan area can generally be inferred from ambient air quality measurements
conducted by the BAAQMD at its nearest monitoring stations. The 5th Street station in
Santa Rosa is nearest to Windsor (located approximately nine miles to the south-southeast) and
for the purposes of this analysis, the data collected at this station is considered to be
representative of the air quality in the vicinity of the Master Plan site. Table 4.B-3 shows a
five-year (2003 through 2007) summaiy of monitoring data for ozone, CO, PMIO, and PM2.5
recorded at the 5th Street station. The table compares the measured concentrations with State and
federal ambient air quality standards. As indicated in the table, there was one violation of the
State one-hour ozone standard in 2003, and two violations of the 24-hour State PM! 0 standard
were recorded in Santa Rosa during the five year summary period.
TABLE 4.B-3
AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2003-2007) FOR THE PROJECT AREA

Standard

2003

Monitoring Data by Vear
2004
2005
2006

2007

0.09
0.12

0.10
1
0

0.08
0
0

0.07
0
0

0.08
0
0

0.07
0
0

0.08/0.07'

0.08
0

0.06
0

0.05
0

0.06
0

NA
NA

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over State Standard
Days over National Standard

20
35

3.1
0
0

2.7
0
0

2.5
0
0

2.4
0
0

2.6
0
0

Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over State/National Standard

9.0

1.8
0

1.6
0

2.0
0

1.7
0

NA
NA

50
150

36
0
0

48
0
0

39
0
0

90
2
0

20

16.9

18.0

15.9

18.8

NA
NA
NA
NA

39.0
0

27.0
0

33.6
0

35.0

65/35'
15

8.8

8.3

7.6

9.2

Pollutant
Ozone
Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm}
Days over State Standard
Days over National Standard
Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)
Days over National/State Standard

Carbon Monoxide

Particulate Matter (PM1 O)
3

Highest 24 Hour Average - (µg/m )
Estimated days over State Standard
Estimated days over National Standard
Annual Average (pg/m

3

)

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
3

Highest 24 Hour Average (~tg/m )
Estimated days over National Standard
Annual Average (µg/m

3

}

NA
NA
NA

3

Notes= All concentrations were measured at the 5th Street station in Santa Rosa. ppm= Parts per million; µg/m = micrograms per cubic
meter; and NA = No data were available.
a CARS approved a State 8-hourozone standard of 0.07 on May 17, 2006 and USEPA approved a new Federal 24-hour PM 2.5 standard of
35 µg/m on September 21, 2006. The Federal 8-hour ozone and old Federal 24-hour PM 25 standards are presented in the table because
prior to 2006, these were the standards that CARS used to detennine the amount of days that concentrations exceeded the standards.
SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2007b and 2008.
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Sensitive Land Uses
Some persons are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. The reasons for
heightened sensitivity may include health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and
duration of exposure to air pollutants. Land uses such as schools, hospitals, and convalescent
homes are considered to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality because the very young, the old,
and the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air-quality-related health
problems than the general public. Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality
because people are often at home for extended periods. Recreational land uses are moderately
sensitive to air pollution, because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high
demand on the human respiratory system. The project site is predominately surrounded by
residential and educational uses. Medium to low density residential development is found north
and east of Keiser Park; Windsor High School is to the south and low density residential uses are
east of the park.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
The significance of potential impacts to air quality was determined based on CEQA Guidelines
(CCR§§ 15000-15387, Appendix G) and other relevant considerations. The guidelines identify
certain thresholds to assist in determining whether an impact reaches a level that produces
adverse effects. Using these thresholds, implementation of the Master Plan would be considered
to have significant air quality impacts if it were to:
•

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan(s);

•

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

•

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;

•

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

•

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

•

Conflict with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990
levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32, California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

The project would not involve the development of the types of land uses typically associated with
odor issues, such as wastewater treatment plants, landfills, composting facilities, refineries, or
chemical plants. Therefore the following analysis relates to the Master Plan's potential to result in
a significant air quality impact based on the remaining five thresholds.
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BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
BAAQMD has published the BAAQ1v!D CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of
Projects and Plans, which are a set of recommendations that provide specific guidance on
evaluating projects relative to the above general criteria (BAAQMD, 1999). For temporary
construction-phase impacts, BAAQMD recommends a qualitative approach that focuses on the
dust control measures that would be implemented. If appropriate mitigation measures are
implemented to control PMlO emissions, then the impact from construction would be less than
significant. For evaluating operational-phase emissions, BAAQMD recommends that local
agencies use criteria of 80 pounds per day or 15 tons per year to identify significant increases in
emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM IO from individual development projects; an exceedance of the
criteria would be considered a significant impact.
For CO, an increase of 550 pounds per day would be considered significant if it leads to or
contributes to CO concentrations exceeding the State Ambient Air Quality Standard of 9 ppm
averaged over 8 hours or 20 ppm for I hour (i.e., if it creates a "hot spot"). Generally, if a project
results in an increase in ROG, NOx, or PMIO of more than 80 pounds per day, then it would also
be considered to contribute considerably to a significant cumulative effect. For projects that
would not lead to a significant increase of ROG, NOx, or PM IO emissions, the cumulative effect
is evaluated based on a determination of the consistency of the project with the regional clean air
plan.

Impacts
Methodology
Master Plan-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts due to
construction, and long-term impacts due to operations. First, construction activities would affect
local particulate concentrations primarily due to fugitive dust sources. Over the long term,
implementation of the Master Plan would result in an increase in emissions primarily due to
increased motor vehicle trips. On-site area sources (such as natural gas space heating and
landscaping) would result in lesser quantities of pollutant emissions.
For construction phase impacts, BAAQMD does not require quantification of construction
emissions, but recommends that significance be based on a consideration of the control measures
to be implemented (BAAQMD, 1999). Therefore, construction impacts are discussed
qualitatively and the applicable BAAQMD recommended dust abatement measures are identified.
Operational phase emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 model (version 9.2.2) for
the expected build out of all three phases of the Master Plan. Trip generation data were obtained
from the traffic study and estimated emissions were compared to BAAQMD significance
thresholds. Cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of the Master Plan were
evaluated based on the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines as discussed under the significance
thresholds.
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Impact B-1: Construction under the Master Plan would generate short-term emissions of
criteria pollutants, including suspended and inhalable particulate matter and equipment
exhaust emissions. (Potentially Significant)
Construction under the proposed Master Plan would have the potential to create air quality
impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul truck trips, and vehicle trips
generated from construction workers traveling to and from Keiser Park. In addition, fugitive dust
or PM IO emissions would result from excavation, trenching, and other construction activities.
Mobile source emissions would result from the use of construction equipment such as bulldozers,
graders, and excavators. Construction emission concentrations can vmy substantially from day to
day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and the prevailing weather
conditions.
Master Plan construction activities such as site preparation for the recreation center and aquatic
center area may generate significant quantities of dust on a temporary and intermittent basis. The
BAAQMD's approach to analysis of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation of
effective and comprehensive dust control measures rather than detailed quantification of
emissions (BAAQMD, 1999). The BAAQMD considers construction related impacts of proposed
projects to be less than significant if required dust-control measures are implemented.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1 would reduce this potentially significant impact to a
less than significant level.
Construction activities would also generate pollutant emissions from equipment exhaust related to
construction-vehicle activity and construction worker automobile trips. Criteria pollutant
emissions of ROG and NOx from these emission sources would incrementally add to the regional
atmospheric loading of ozone precursors. The BAAQMD recognizes that construction equipment
emits ozone precursor emissions, but indicates that such emissions are included in the emission
inventory that serves as the basis for regional air quality plans. Therefore, construction equipment
exhaust emissions are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in
the Bay Area.

Mitigation Measure B-1: During construction, the Town of Windsor shall require the
construction contractor to implement the following measures required as part of
BAAQMD's basic and enhanced dust control measures required for sites larger than four
acres. These include:
•

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

•

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to
maintain at least two feet of freeboard.

•

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites.

•

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging
areas at construction sites.
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•

Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent public streets.

•

Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).

•

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

•

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

•

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.

•

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact B-2: Operations under the Master Plan would result in an increase in operational
emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, CO, PMlO, and PM2.5) from on-road
motor vehicle traffic traveling to and from Keiser Park and onsite area sources associated
with implementation of the Master Plan. (Less than Significant)
Once construction of the three phases are complete, implementation of the proposed Master Plan
would result in an increase in emissions due to a net increase of approximately 1,215 daily motor
vehicle trips and area sources (e.g., space heating, landscape maintenance). URBEMIS 2007 was
used to quantitatively estimate area source and on-road motor vehicle emissions that would be
generated under the proposed Master Plan based on the proposed land uses and vehicle trip
generation values included in the traffic report. Predicted operational emissions are presented in
Table 4.B-4 and are compared to BAAQMD thresholds of significance.
TABLE 4.B-4
ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS UNDER THE MASTER PLAN
Emissions (pounds per day)
PM10

PM2.5

co

Emission Source

NO,

ROG

Motor vehicle trips

16.7

10.7

15.6

3.0

123.2

Area Source (natural gas
landscape maintenance)

0.6

0.7

0.0

0.0

3.7

Total Operational Emissions

17.3

11.4

15.6

3.0

126.9

Significance Threshold

80

80

80

Significant Impact?

No

No

No

550

No

No

NOTES: Project emissions estimates were made using URBEMlS 2007 v.9.2.2 with trip generation data from the traffic report and other
information from the project description. For the worst case scenario, motor vehicle trip emissions would be generated during the
winter and natural gas usage and landscape maintenance activity emissions would generated during the summer months. See
Appendix D for details on other construction assumptions.
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As depicted in Table 4.B-4, operations under the Master Plan would not result in emissions that
would exceed the BAAQMD thresholds for NOx, ROG, CO, or PM I 0. Therefore, operational air
quality impacts are considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

r .
I

Impact B-3: Mobile emissions generated under the Master Plan would increase carbon
monoxide concentrations at intersections in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)
In addition to the Master Plan's regional contribution to the total pollution burden, project-related
traffic may lead to localized "hot spots" or areas with high concentrations of carbon monoxide
around stagnation points such as major intersections and heavily traveled and congested
roadways. However, the implementation of the Master Plan would generate well under 550 total
pounds of CO, and none of the intersections in the area of Keiser Park are projected to operate at
a congested level of service under the Master Plan. Therefore, implementation of the Master Plan
would not lead to or contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State Ambient Air Quality
Standard of9 ppm averaged over eight hours and 20 ppm for one hour. Impacts related to CO
concentrations would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact B-4: Emissions generated under the Master Plan could expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the Master Plan would not emit toxic air contaminants (TACs) in substantial
concentrations that would affect off-site sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors, including
residential and educational uses, are located adjacent to the perimeter of Keiser Parle TAC
emissions, including diesel particulates, would occur during construction associated with heavy
diesel equipment operations. Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are described in terms of
individual cancer risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a person exposed to
concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year lifetime ,viii contract cancer, based on the
use of standard risk-assessment methodology.
Given the relatively short-term nature of proposed construction activities, implementation of the
Master Plan would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial somce of TAC emissions.
As such, TAC emissions from construction activities would result in a less than significant impact
to nearby sensitive receptors and construction workers. There are no proposed somces of TAC
emissions that would result under the Master Plan. Nearby residential receptors would not be
exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts to nearby sensitive receptors would be
less than significant.
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Mitigation: None required.

Impact B-5: Implementation of the Master Plan could conflict with the State's goals for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and thereby have a negative effect on global climate
change. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the Master Plan would result in emissions of greenhouse gases that contribute
to global climate change. Greenhouse gas emissions would result from increases in motor vehicle
trips, as well as from natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance activities, and other sources.
Greenhouse gas emissions that would be associated with the implementation of the plan were
calculated using CARB's URBEM!S 2007 model, version 9.2.2, and trip generation numbers
obtained from the project traffic analysis. Because CO 2 is the only greenhouse gas URBEMIS
2007 generates emission for, scaling factors derived from the State of California I11ventory of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions were used to determine the relative emissions of CH 4 and N 20 in
order to generate emissions of greenhouse gases as equivalent CO 2 (C0 2E). CO,E units are a
weight-based measurement unit that accounts for varying degrees of heat absorption of
greenhouse gases and standardizes them to CO 2 , the most prevalent greenhouse gas.
The URBEMIS 2007 model also estimates CO 2 emissions from natural gas combustion for space
and water heating and fuel combustion for landscape maintenance, based on land use area. Again,
the appropriate scaling factors from the State greenhouse gas inventory were used to determine
the relative amounts ofNH4 and N 20 cmitied from fuel combustion. Table 4.B-5 presents the
estimated greenhouse gas emissions that would result from motor vehicle trips, natural gas usage,
and landscape maintenance activities that would be associated with implementation of the
proposed Master Plan. In addition to the emissions presented in Table 4.B-5, other greenhouse
gas emissions would be generated under the Master Plan to a lesser extent through indirect
sources, including electricity generation and solid waste decay.
TABLE 4.B-5
ESTIMATED EMISSIONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES UNDER THE MASTER PLAN
Emissions (metric tons C0 2E per year)
Emission Source

co,

Motor vehicle trips

1,383

4

118

6

1.501

10

Area Source (natural gas and
landscape maintenance)
Total Operational Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

87

1,474

125

88

1,599

NOTES: Master Plan CO 2 emissions estimates were made using URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.2 with trip generation data from the traffic report and
other information from the project description. C0 2 E emissions were estimated using scaling factors derived from the State of
California Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions. See Appendix D for other details on operational assumptions.
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As with other individual relatively small projects ( e.g., projects that are not cement plants, oil
refineries, electric generating facilities/providers, co-generation facilities, or hydrogen plants or
other stationary combustion sources that emit more than 25,000 MMTC0 2E per year), the
emissions increases that would result under the Master Plan would not be expected to
individually have an impact on global climate change (AEP, 2007) and the primary concern
would be whether implementation of the Master Plan would conflict with the State goals for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Three types of analyses can be used to determine whether a project could conflict with the State
goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The analyses include reviews of:
A.

The potential conflicts with the CAR8 44 early action strategies;

8.

The relative size of the project in comparison to the estimated greenhouse reduction goal of
l 74 MMTC0 2 E by 2020 and in comparison to the size ofmqjor facilities that are required
to report greenhouse gas emissions (25,000 metric tons ofC0 2E per year)l; and

C.

The basis parameters of a project to determine whether its design is inherently energy
efficient.

With regard to Item A, implementation of the Master Plan would not pose any apparent conflict
with the most recent list of the CAR8 early action strategies (see Table 4.8-1 ). With regard to
Item 8, long-term greenhouse gas emissions under the Master Plan would be approximately
I, 776 metric tons of C0 2E per year (including emissions from vehicle trips, space heating, and
landscape maintenance). The project would not be classified as a major source of greenhouse gas
emissions because the total emissions would be about seven percent of the lower reporting limit,
which is 25,000 metric tons of C0 2E per year. When compared lo the overall State reduction goal
of approximately 174 MMTC0 2 E per year, the estimated greenhouse gas emissions under the
proposed Master Plan (1,599 metric tons C0 2 E per year or 0.00 I percent of the Slate goal) are
quite small and are not expected to conflict with the State's ability to meet the A832 goals. With
regard to Item C, the operations under the Master Plan would serve the local population and
present new opportunities for recreation with shorter travel distances, which would be a positive
effect of the Master Plan.
The review of Items A, 8, and C indicates that long term operations under the proposed Master
Plan would not conflict with the State goals in A832 and therefore, this impact would be lessthan-significant.
Mitigation: None required.

The State of California has not provided guidance as to quantitative significance thresholds for assessing the impact
or greenhouse gas emissions on climate change and global warming concerns. Nothing in the CEQA Guidelines has
yet addressed this issue.
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Cumulative Impacts
Impact B-6: Operations of the Master Plan together with anticipated fntnre development in
the area could cumulatively increase regional air pollutant emissions. (Less than
Significant)

Criteria Pollutants
Locally, emissions from Master Plan sources would be combined with emissions from other
sources, primarily including area traffic (local streets and freeways) from existing and future
development in the area of Keiser Parle Although cumulative traffic volumes would increase, this
increase would be partly offset by the reduction in emissions on a grams-per-mile basis. This is
due to attrition of older, high polluting vehicles, improvements in the overall automobile fleet,
and improved fuel mixtures as a result of on-going State and federal emissions standards and
programs for on-road motor vehicles. Cumulative impacts related to CO concentrations at local
intersections would be less than significant because the worst-case CO concentrations at all the
analyzed intersections would be expected to be below the corresponding ambient standards.
According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, any proposed project that would individually
have a significant air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air
quality impact. Table 4.B-4 shows that the operational emissions ofNOx, ROG, PM! 0, and CO
due to the implementation of the proposed Master Plan would be less than the significance
criteria. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommends that any project that does not
individually result in significant impacts, significance determinations for cumulative impacts
should be based on an evaluation of the potential for the proposed project to fundamentally
conflict with the currently adopted clean air plan. The applicable air quality plan to the proposed
plan area is the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy (Strategy) that was prepared to address air quality
issues for the Bay area region. Implementation of the Master Plan would be inconsistent with the
Strategy if it would result in population and/or employment growth that exceeds the growth
estimates included in the Strategy or if it would not comply with rules and regulations that have
been developed as part of the Strategy. Implementation of the Master Plan would not exceed
growth estimates used in the Strategy and would comply with all applicable rules and regulations
that have been developed as part of the Strategy. Therefore, Implementation of the Master Plan
would not fundamentally conflict with the applicable air quality plan, and would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Greenhouse Gases
As discussed under Impact B-5, above, long term operations under the proposed Master Plan
would not conflict with the State goals in AB32. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
Master Plan would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative impacts related to
greenhouse gases would be less-than-significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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C. Biological Resources
Introduction
This section describes biological resources in the project area and project-related impacts on
those resources. The analysis includes potential project-related impacts to special status plant and
wildlife species and their habitats, trees, riparian habitat and wetlands.
Impacts that are evaluated in this section include:

•
•

•
•
•
•

the potential for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S.;
loss of individuals or habitat for rare or special status plant or wildlife species;
disturbance to nesting raptors or migratory birds;
loss of sensitive native plant communities;
blockage or disruption of major wildlife migratory corridors, or;
significant impacts to or loss of trees protected by the Town of Windsor tree ordinance .

Mitigation measures presented at the end of this section reduce the severity of significant impacts
to less than significant levels.

Setting
Regional
The project site is situated in central Sonoma County within the California Floristic Province.
Sonoma County in general. has a Mediterranean climate and, within the Santa Rosa area and
adjacent hills, the vegetation is a mosaic of oak woodlands, annual grasslands, coniferous forests,
wetland communities, and riparian scrubs and forests. Valley floor portions of the project region
are characterized by annual grasslands, foothill oak woodlands, intermittent streams, and seasonal
wetlands. In lower elevations, annual grasslands, vernal pool associates, and riparian vegetation
dominate. For many years the principal land use in the local project area was agriculture;
however, areas within Santa Rosa city limits are gradually converting to rural residential.
Increased development has fragmented portions of the landscape, restricting once widespread
plant and wildlife habitats. Principal land uses in the project area include agriculture, rural
residential and light commercial (nursery) development, and livestock grazing.

Project Setting
The properly comprises existing Keiser Park as well as newly acquired parcels between Windsor
River Road to the north and Keiser Park to the south. In the southeastern portion of Keiser Park a
large mature native oak grove exists, with other mature oaks occurring throughout the project
area. A drainage with riparian habitat including a diversity of seedling to mature valley oak trees
runs from the north to the southwest. Adjacent to the creek and riparian habitat are somewhat
open fields with a patchwork of herbaceous vegetation types, some regularly mowed, some not.
The remaining area comprises parking lots, recreational fields, and trail and picnic areas.
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Vegetation Communities and Wildlife Habitats
Riparian habitat is associated with the drainage running through the western half of the property
and is characterized by willows (Salix sp), and valley oak trees (Quercus lobata) of varying ages,
growing along the water's edge. Young to mature valley oak trees make up most of the riparian
canopy that extends roughly 50-100 feet from the top of the creek bank. The understory is
dominated by non native perennial vines such as; English ivy (Hee/era helix), Himalayan
blackberry (Rubus discolor), and periwinkle (Vinca major). The area experiences a high level of
use as indicated by several trails leading down to the water created by the public. Riparian habitat
can provide nesting opportunities for both resident and migrato1y songbirds (i.e., sparrows,
warblers, vireos, and finches) and the aquatic habitat can potentially provide suitable habitat for
pond turtles (Acti11emys marnwrata marmorata).
Oak Woodland habitat found on the project site is dominated by black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
and valley oak overstory and annual grass and forb understory. In the southeastern portion of the
project site a large oak grove is used for picnic grounds which sees almost daily use from the
public. This oak grove mostly lacks an understory layer, except at the margins of the grove,
where some annual grasses and forbs grow. The parcels in the no1ihern po1iion of the project site
have scattered oak and non-native Eucalyptus trees with the understory being comprised mostly
of non-native grasses and forbs. The oak woodland habitat on site can provide suitable habitat for
birds as well as disturb-tolerant mammals (i.e. raccoon (Procyon /otor), opossum (Didelphis
virginiana)).
Annual grass and forb communities comprise a wide range of annual vegetation types that
dramatically vary spatially and temporally, but that all contain the general characteristics of
dominance of annual species, in areas mostly devoid of trees and shrubs. There are three distinct
annual communities which occur at the Keiser Park site.
A11111wl Grassland occurs in upland areas adjacent to the swales of the Vernally Wet Herbaceous

type, and is dominated almost exclusively by annual grasses, with some exotic annual herbs such
as; vetch (Vicia sp.), and cut-leaf geranium (Geranium dissectwn).
Venwlly Wet Herbaceous areas are characterized by subtle topography that creates seasonally

inundated swales interspersed with upland areas containing soil with a deeper organic layer and
species adapted to drier conditions. The surface soil of the swales stays saturated for short to
extended periods from the winter through the late spring due to an impermeable duripan layer of
cemented illuvial silica roughly 20 to 40 inches below the soil surface. The dominant species in
the swales are annual grasses Italian rye grass (Lolium multiflorum), and fescue (Vulpia sp.),
with occasional lupine (Lupin us sp.), dock (Rumex sp.), narrow leaf plantain (Plantago
lanceolata), clover (Trifolium sp), cul-leaf geranium, and vetch. Site visits and a wetland
delineation were all conducted in the winter (December- February), so species identification was
not possible for many plants. Two distinct swale systems were identified on the project site
during the wetland delineation on February 5, 2008 (SW-I, and SW-2 in Figure 4.C-1). These
swales are both located north of the oak grove, SW-I is on the north side of the fence near the
eastern boundary of the project area, and SW-2 is just north of the existing parking lot and
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extends nearly from the eastern boundaty of the project area to the drainage ditch. A third
seasonal wetland (SW-3), is located in the southwest corner of the project site, but is mostly
unvegetated, and does not suppott the same plant species or topographic characteristics as the
other two wetlands. Fmther discussion of jurisdictional wetlands within the project site can be
found in the section titled "Seasonal wetlands."

Disturbed Aunua/ Grass/mu[ is found in the unpaved parking area just south of the soccer field
on the west boundmy of the property and connecting to Oak Park St. This area is dominated by
exotic annual forbs like pineapple weed (Chamomi/la suaveo/ens), and redstem stork's bill
(Erodium cicutarium), and has a considerable amount of wood chip and gravel fill scattered
throughout.

Perennial Bunchgrass dominated grassland is found on the southern boundary of the property,
about I 00 ft southeast of the creek, on the east side of the orange dumpster, and on the small
undeveloped parcel west of the soccer field between the soccer field and the creek. The percent
total cover of the bunchgrasses on the undeveloped west parcel adjacent to the creek is not higher
than the percent total cover of non-native annual grasses, and at best the two types should be
considered co-dominant. The bunchgrass is most likely purple needlegrass (Nasse/la p11/chra),
but identification was not possible due to the lack of reproductive parts at the time of the site
visit. These fields are regularly mowed, so it is unlikely that these perennial grasses ever reach the
reproductive stage.

Ornamental Landscaping includes the recreational fields and ornamental trees scattered
throughout the park. Regular maintenance activities, such as mowing and trimming, exclude the
occurrence of native vegetation and do not provide for the specialized needs of special status
species.

Disturbed habitat is comprised of the park facilities, roadways, trails, and parking lots and does
not provide suitable habitat for wildlife in the area.

Seasonal Wetlands and Drainage Ditches. The quality of the aquatic habitat in the project area
varies considerably, influenced by the degree of disturbance from current and past land use.
Seasonal wetlands include undefined and excavated depressions, swales, and drainages that are
considered distinct from vernal pool habitat (though they support many of the same species).
Such features are characterized by saturation or ponding only in the deepest portions, and for
brief periods. Ditches are typically shallow features vegetated much like seasonal wetlands that
were excavated in dry land to encourage drainage, or have eroded from dry land as a result of
land form modification.

Potentially Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands within the Project Site consist of the two
streams that run through the property which are a tributaries to Starr Creek, a drainage feature
located just north of the existing parking lot that allows water to flow from a seasonal wetland to
the creek, another small spur drainage to the tributa1y to Starr Creek, and three seasonal wetlands
dispersed throughout the site (see Figure 4.C-1 ). A wetland delineation was conducted on
Februaty 5, 2008 by ESA biologists, which identified the above listed features as wetlands and/or
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TABLE 4.C-1
POTENTIALLY JURISDICTIONAL WATERS AND WETLANDS
WITHIN THE KEISER PARK PROJECT SITE
Average

Width
(Feet)

Linear
Feet

Area
(Square

Area

Feet)

(Acres)

Mapping ID

Description of
Wetland or Water

Wetlands
SW-1

seasonal wetland

764.4

0.02

SW-2

seasonal wetland

3,432.1

O.D7

SW-3

seasonal wetland

4,422.6

0.1

D-1

ephemeral drainage

D-3

ephemeral drainage

D-4

intermittent stream

yes
yes
yes

0.19

Wetlands Subtotal:

Drainages (Other Waters)
intermittent stream
D-1

Potentially
Jurisdictional
Waters

4

1,589.5

6,358.0

0.15

3

171.5

514.5

0.01

133.41

133.4

0.003

208.0

1,248.0

6

0.03

yes
yes
yes
yes

0.12

Other waters Subtotal

Riparian Corridor (CDFG)
Riparian corridor

1589.5

190,792.8

4.38

yes

145.7

1,165.6

0.03

yes

0.27

yes

(D-1, D-3)
Riparian corridor

(D-2)
208.0

Riparian corridor

11,761

(D-4)
4.68

Riparian subtotal
SOURCE: ESA 2008

waters of the U.S., subject to jurisdiction by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. This delineation
has not been verified by the Corps or reviewed by any other regulatory agency, so the
classification of the identified wetland areas should be considered subject to change depending on
Corps determination. A formal wetland delineation report for the Keiser Park site will be
submitted to the Corps in February 2008 in order to verify the wetland features on the site.
Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.

Tributmy 6 of Starr Creek (D-1) runs through the central portion of the Keiser Park properly and
flows only in the winter months when there is precipitation, however flow is generally rapid
during and after rain events. The ordinaiy high water mark ranges from three to six feet in the
creek channel, and was determined based on the lack of vegetation on the banks and within the
channel, the debris buildup on branches hanging over, or deposited in the channel, and drainage
patterns. This tributary flows to Starr Creek, which itself is a tributary to Mark West Creek. Mark
West Creek is a major tributary to the Russian River, and drains most of the wetlands and water
flow from the western portion of Windsor.
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A smaller tributary channel to Starr Creek (D-4) runs just within the properly boundary on the
western-most portion of the park. This channel is wider than the one previously discussed and
carries more water, but is still not perennial. The ordinary high water mark is consistently about 6
feet in the 208 foot section of the stream that flows within the Keiser Park property. The Keiser
Park property boundary runs through the center of this stream, making only the eastern half of the
stream part of the Keiser Park property.
Two smaller drainages within the Keiser Park site (D-2, and D-3) drain directly into the Starr
Creek tributary 6 (D-1 ), and are seasonal in nature. These tributaries are evident drainage features
that experience high flow for short periods of time, only during and directly after rain events. The
wetland delineation was conducted on Februaiy 5, 2008, four days after the most recent heavy
rain, and neither of these drainages had flowing water. Only D-2 had some small, shallow pools
of standing water. However, both of these features exhibit characteristics of ordinary high water
mark, and are directly linked to Starr Creek tributary 6 (D-1 ). Additionally, D-2 drains the
adjacent seasonal wetland, and run-off from the road and parking area.
Seasonal Wetlands

Seasonal wetlands are found in three locations at the Keiser Park site (named SW- I, 2, and 3, see
Figure 4.C-1 ). These seasonal wetlands are shallow swales that were inundated at the time of the
wetland delineation, with fully saturated soil. The vegetation of these swales is described in the
previous section under the "vernally wet herbaceous" type, dominated by Italian rye grass, and
fescue, with a significant presence of curly dock (Rwnex crispus), and narrow leaf plantain.
SW-I is found in the northeastern undeveloped portion of the property among sparse valley oak
trees and adjacent to annual grassland. This seasonal wetland had a water depth of eight inches in
the deepest areas, and the depressions appeared lo have been made by vehicle tires. The three
connected swales of this wetland drain in a northwestern direction across the annual grassland to
the creek by surface level sheet flow during rain events, which represents a surface connection
between the wetland and the nearby jurisdictional creek.
SW-2 is a long, narrow swale which collects water run-off from the grassland to the no1th, and
the parking lot to the south. At the time of the wetland delineation the water depth in this seasonal
swale was between three and six inches, and the soil was completely saturated. During rain events
the seasonal wetland collects waler from the surrounding areas and drains into the small
ephemeral drainage to the west.
SW-3 is located in the southwest corner of the property and the water is significantly deeper
(1.5 ft), and stays inundated longer, than the other two seasonal wetlands. The wetland spans the
southwest corner of the Keiser Park prope,ty and the corner of the adjacent property. During rain
events, this wetland most likely flows from the southwest corner of the Keiser Park properly,
through the adjoining properly, and into a Starr Creek tributary which measures roughly 200 ft
from the Keiser Park property line. This third wetland has vegetation only at the margins of the
pool, although in deeper areas there are remnant stalks of curly dock from last year. The
vegetation at the margins of the wetland consists of Italian rye grass, curly dock, narrow-leaf
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plantain, and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor). There are algae floating on the water
surface, and hydric soils in the wetland.
Riparian Corridors

Riparian corridors are found dissecting the property from the northeast corner to the southwest
prope11y boundary, and in the western-most pmtion of the property, west of the soccer field.
These areas are characterized by the riparian vegetation described in the previous section.
Riparian corridors are protected by CDFG, which asse1is that impacts to riparian habitats could
adversely affect wildlife or fish resources. Development or construction within riparian corridors
typically requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement (CDFG Code Sections 1600-1616). The
extent of the riparian corridors can be seen in Figure 4.C-1. Drainage D-2 is the only potentially
jurisdictional water feature that does not have the typical riparian corridor overstory of mature
oak trees. In cases where riparian vegetation is missing from the banks of a creek or drainage,
CDFG requires the protection of the creek area between the bankfoll (top of bank) points on the
opposing banks. The distance between the bankfull points on drainage D-2 is 8 ft. D-2 is a total of
171.5 linear feet, with a small portion (25.8 linear feet) of the west end of drainage occurring
within the riparian corridor of D-1. This leaves 145. 7 linear feet of the drainage without any
riparian vegetation above the bankfull mark. Therefore, the area calculation for the riparian
corridor of D-2 (as seen in table 4C-l) is the linear length of the drainage ( 145.7 ft) by the
distance between the bankfull marks (8 ft.).
Non-jurisdictional Areas

Three additional potential seasonal wetlands were investigated during the wetland delineation on
February 5, 2008, but were determined by ESA to lack the necessary hydric soils and hydric soil
indicators to be classified as wetlands. All three areas (noted as points 3, 4, and 7 in Figure 4.C-1),
contained saturated soils, and are dominated by Italian rye grass and fescue during the early part
of the growing season.

Special-Status Species
The term "special-status species" as used in this section is defined to include the following:
•

Plants and animals that are legally protected or proposed for protection under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA);

•

Plants and animals defined as endangered or rare under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), Section 153 80(b );

•

Plants and animals designated as species of special concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service or California Department of Fish and Game;

•

Animals listed as "fully protected" in the Fish and Game Code of California
(Sections 3511, 4700, 5050 and 5515); and

•

Plants listed in the California Native Plant Society's Electronic Invent01J1 of Rare and
Endangered Vascular Plants (Jj'California (CNPS, 2007).
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•

Species protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711 ).

The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) has records of20 special status species
occurring on the Healdsburg USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle containing the study area. See
Table 4.C-2 for potential species occurrence. Following the table, the species that have moderate
to high potential to occur at the project site are described in detail. The species which have low
potential lo occur, are unlikely to occur, or are absent, are not discussed in the following section
on the basis that there is not sufficient suitable habitat for them to occur.
Special status Plants

Sonoma sunshine (Blennosper111a bakeri) is a federally endangered species that commonly
occurs with Burke's goldfields and many-flowered navarretia in vernal pools and swales, and wet
grasslands throughout Sonoma county. Like Burke's goldfields, Sonoma sunshine grows on
nearly level to slightly sloping loams, including 1-Iuichica loam which is present at the Keiser
Park site, according to the NRCS soil survey. Sonoma sunshine is a small annual composite with
yellow flowers and leaves with fewer lobes that are longer than its more common relative,
stickseed (Blennmperma 11a1111111). Sonoma sunshine flowers from March to April depending on
seasonal variability and has a moderate potential to occur at the Keiser Park site if the quality of
the habitat is high enough.
Burke's goldficlds (Lasthenia burkei), is a federally endangered plant species that occurs
primarily in the no1ihern part of the Santa Rosa Plain in vernal pools and swales, but is present in
other areas of the Santa Rosa Plain and at scattered locations throughout the costal range. This
plant is a small, annual forb that flowers between April and June, but is yearly variable in the
exact time of flowering. In the northern part of the Santa Rosa Plain, Burke's goldfields grows on
Huichica loam soils which are typically associated with an impermeable hardpan or cement layer
several feet below the surface, and have nearly level to slightly sloping topography. There are
historical occurrences of this species throughout the area surrounding the project site, however
most of the suitable habitat within the project site has been disturbed by intense recreation and
management practices such as mowing or digging.
Scbastapol mcadowfoam (Li11111a11thes vinculans) is a federally endangered species that has
historically occurred in the vicinity of the Keiser Park project site with two occurrences
documented at the Sonoma county airport. The habitat of Sebastapol meadowfoam is described as
vernal pools, swales, valley grassland, and oak savannah in poorly drained soils that typically
contain a hardpan layer. This meadowfoam has fragrant, bell shaped, white flowers with petals
that turn outward as the fruits mature. The plant flowers during April and May, depending on
seasonal variability. Habitat suitable for this species may have existed on the Keiser park site
before the current land use was established, but has probably been degraded to a level that would
not support the species now.
Many-flowered navarretia (Navarrelia le11cocephala spp. plieantha) is a federally endangered
species commonly found in conjunction with Burke's goldfields, and therefore requires the same
or similar vernal pool, vernal swale, or valley oak woodland habitat characterized by a soil
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TABLE 4.C-2
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Federal or State Threatened and Endangered Species
Invertebrates
FE/CE

Found in low-elevation,
low gradient perennial
freshwater streams in
Sonoma, Marin and
Napa Counties where
banks are structurally
diverse with undercut
banks, exposed roots, or
overhanging woody
debris or vegetation.

Absent. Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on the project
site

Coho salmon-Central
California Coast ESU
Oncorhynchlls kisutch

FT/CSC

Coastal streams and
rivers, including the
Russian River, and
Windsor Creek.

Low. Suitable aquatic habitat may
occur on-site when the tributary to
Starr Creek is at its high water level.
There is no suitable spawning
habitat. The Russian River
watershed is designated critical
habitat for coho salmon.

Steelhead- Central California
Coast, and Central Valley ESU
Oncorhynchus mykiss

FT/CSC

Spawns and rears in
coastal streams where
gravelly substrate and
shaded riparian habitat
occurs. l<nown from
Windsor Creek.

Low. Suitable aquatic habitat may
occur on-site when the tributary to
Starr Creek is at its high water level.
There is no suitable spawning
habitat.

FT/CT

Central and northern
California coastal rivers
and streams. Known
from the Russian River.

Low. Suitable aquatic habitat may
occur on-site when the tributary to
Starr Creek ls at its high water level.
There is no suitable spawning
habitat.

FE/CSC

Wintering sites occur in
grasslands occupied by
burrowing mammals:
breeds in ponds and
vernal pools.

Low. Marginally suitable habitat is
present in the project area. Highquality breeding pools are not
present on the site, and most of the
surrounding land is developed which
would discourage migration to and
from the site. Some mammal burrows
are present in the upland areas
adjacent to the creek. There are no
historical records or sightings in the
Healdsburg quadrangle, and
according to the 2007 FWS
Biological Opinion, the l(eiser Park
project site is located in the area
where projects "would not likely affect
CTS." In addition, according to Figure
1 of the Santa Rosa Conservation
Strategy, the Keiser Park site is "out
of potential range of CTS."

California freshwater shrimp
Syncaris pacifica

Fish

California costal Chinook
salmon ESU
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Amphibians
California tiger salamander
Sonoma Co. population
Ambystoma cafifomiense
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TABLE 4.C-2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Federal or State Threatened and Endangered Species
California red legged frog
Rana aurora draytonii

FT/CSC

Breeds in stock ponds,
pools, and slowMmoving
streams.

Low. Suitable breeding habitat may
be present, however, there are no
perennial streams, pools, or
emergent perennial vegetation.
Woody vegetation is marginal in the
creek, and the seasonal wetlands do
not stay inundated for extended
periods. This species is not on the
USFWS species list for the
Healdsburg quad, nor are there any
current or historic species
occurrences within a minimum of
10 miles.

American peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus anatum

FD/CE

Nests in cliffs and
outcrops usually
adjacent to lakes.

Absent. Suitable nesting and
foraging habitat does not occur in the
project vicinity.

Bald eagle
Haliaeetus /eucocepha/us
(nesting and wintering)

FD/CE

Nests and forages on
inland lakes, reservoirs,
and rivers.

Absent. Suitable nesting and
foraging habitat does not occur in the
project vicinity

Northern spotted owl
Strix occidentails caurina

FT/--

Dense, old growth,
mixed conifer forests

Absent. Suitable habitat does not
occur in the project site or vicinity.

Chaparral (acid marine
sand)

Low. Suitable habitat does not occur
in the project area.

Valley foothill

Moderate. Potential habitat exists on
the undeveloped parcel in the
northeast corner of the property and
other seasonal wetlands throughout
the property.

Birds

Plants
Vine Hill manzanita
Arctostaphylos densiflora

FSC/CE/1 B.1

Sonoma sunshine
Blennosperma bal<eri

FE/CE/1 B.1

Pennell's bird beak
Cordylanthus tenuis ssp.
capillaris

FE/CR/1 B.2

ClosedMcone coniferous
forest and chaparral
often on serpentine

Low. No forest, chaparral or
serpentine on the project site.

Burke's goldfields
Lasthenia burl<ei

FE/CE/1 B.1

Meadows and vernal
pools

Moderate. Potential habitat exists in
small swales throughout the
undeveloped portions of project area.
Observed in many areas throughout
the Windsor area in the past 1O
years, the closest occurrence to the
project site is less than half a mile to
the east.

Sebastopol meadowfoam
Linmanthes vinculans

FE/CE/18.1

Swales and mesic
meadows, vernal pools,
and valley and foothill
grassland

Moderate. Potential habitat exists in
small swales found in the
undeveloped portions of the project
area.

ManyMflowered navarretia
Navarretia /eucocephala spp.
plieanfha

FE/CE/1 B.2

Vernal pools

Moderate. Potential habitat exists in
small swales found in the
undeveloped portions of the project
area.
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TABLE 4.C-2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Federal or State Species of Special Concern
Fish
FSC/CSC

LowMelevation lakes and
rivers near emergent
vegetation and
overhanging vegetation.
Known occurrences in
the Russian River and
its tributaries. This
species requires pools
with depth greater than
1 meter.

Low. The tributary to Starr Creek that
runs through the Keiser Park site
does not have any pools or emergent
vegetation, and is seasonal.

FSC/CSC

FastMmovJng streams
and rivers in chaparral,
forests, and woodlands.

Absent. Suitable habitat is not found
in the project area.

FCS/CSC

In or near permanent or
semiMpermanent water
sources.

Low to Moderate potential. The
riparian drainage provides suitable
habitat.

Cooper's hawk
Accipiter cooperii

--/CSC

Nests in riparian growths
of deciduous trees and
live oak woodlands

LowMmoderate potential. Valley
oaks and other trees may provide
suitable nesting sites for this species.

Northern goshawk
Accipiter gentilis

--/CSC

Mid and high elevation
dense conifer forests,
and low elevation
riparian foothill
woodlands with adjacent
open areas. Nests in
medium to large
diameter trees with
dense foliage.

Low. The range of this species is
mostly higher elevation.

SharpMshinned hawk
Accipiter striatus

--/CSC

Nests ln riparian growths
of deciduous trees and
live oaks.

LowMmoderate. Valley oaks and
other trees may provide suitable
nesting sites for this species.

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

-/CSC

Breeds near fresh water,
preferably in emergent
wetland. Feeds in
grassland and
croplands.

Unlikely. Suitable breeding habitat is
not readily available on the project
site. Species is not known to breed in
the regional vicinity.

Golden eagle
Aquila chrysaetos

Fully protected

Foothills, arid plateaus,
and mountains with
sparse vegetation. Nests
in cliffs with overhanging
ledges or large trees in
open areas. Sensitive to
human disturbance.

Unlikely. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present at the project site or in
the immediate vicinity.

Russian River tule perch
Hysterocarpus trasl<i porno

Amphibians
Foothill yellow-legged frog
Rana boy/ii

Reptiles
Pond turtle
Actinemys marmorata
marmorata

Birds
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TABLE 4.C-2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

:,
Federal or State Species of Special Concern
Great blue heron (rookeries)
Ardea Herodias

--/CSC

Colonial nesters in
riparian habitat or near
water.

Low. No rookeries recorded or
identified in the project area.

Short-eared owl
Asia flammeus

--/CSC

Open areas of
grassland, meadow, or
emergent wetland.
Nests on dry ground
concealed by
vegetation.

Unlikely. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present at the site.

Long-eared owl
Asia otus

--ICSC

Dense riparian oak
thickets. Sensitive to
riparian habitat
fragmentation and urban
development.

Unlikely. Riparian habitat at the site
is only moderately dense, and the
site is located in a mostly urban
setting.

Burrowing owl
Athene conicularia

FSC/CSC

Nests and forages in
low-growing grasslands
that support burrowing
mammals

Unlikely. Suitable breeding habitat is
not readily available on the project
site. There are minimal mammal
burrows. Species is not known to
breed in the regional vicinity.

Red-tailed hawk
Buteo jamaicensis

--/3503.5

Open stands of
deciduous and
coniferous forests;
frequents croplands and
pastures.

Moderate. Nesting trees are
available throughout the site, though
on-site nesting has not been
reported.

Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus

--/3503.5

Dense riparian
woodland, hardwoodconifer habitats adjacent
to swamps, marshes,
and wet meadows.

Moderate. Nesting trees are
available throughout the site, though
on-site nesting has not been
reported.

Vaux's swift
Chaetura vauxi

--/CSC

Nests in redwood,
Douglas fir, and other
coniferous forests.
Forages in various
habitats throughout the
state.

Moderate. Acceptable forage habitat
ls found at the project site. Suitable
nesting habitat is not found at the
site.

Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus

--ICSC

Nests in coastal
freshwater and saltwater
marshes, nest and
forages in grasslands.

Moderate. Grasslands on the site
provide suitable nesting habitat for
this species.

California yellow warbler
Dendroica petechia brewsteri

--/CSC

Nests in riparian areas
dominated by willows,
cottonwoods,
sycamores, alders, or
mature chaparral: may
use urban areas near
waterways.

Unlikely. Suitable nesting and forage
habitat does not occur on the project
site.

Nest in tall trees or
shrubs in open areas.
Forage over fields,
grassland, marshes, and
savannah habitats.

Low. Marginal nesting and roosting
habitat occurs within the project area.
Forage area on the project site is
extremely limited.

Whitewtailed kite
Elanus /eucurus
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TABLE 4.C-2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Federal or State Species of Special Concern
Open grasslands and
woodlands. Nests
mostly in conifers.

Low. Travels throughout range in
response to food availability which
increases the potential to occur at the
site, however, there is no suitable
nesting habitat at the site.

-/3503.5

Nests in cavities in large
trees near open areas.

Moderate. Suitable forage and
nesting habitat occurs at the project
site

Yellow breasted chat
lcteria virens

-/CSC

Valley foothill riparian,
desert riparian, and
costal foothills. Nests in
dense shrubs along
rivers or streams, and
seeks cover in densely
vegetated riparian
thickets.

Unlikely. Suitable nesting and forage
habitat does not occur on the site, or
in the vicinity.

Loggerhead shrike
Lanius /udovicianus

--/CSC

Open foothills, lowlands,
and cropland, but avoids
urban areas. Nests in
well concealed, dense
vegetation.

Low. Suitable nesting habitat and
foraging habitat may be present, but
the site is probably too urban for this
species.

Osprey
Pandion haliaetus

--/CSC

Nest on exposed
treetops or other man
made structures. Forage
over clean open waters.

Low. Suitable roosting and breeding
habitat for this species does not
occur on the project site.

Purple martin
Progne subis

--/CSC

Valley foothill, riparian,
and hardwood conifer
forest habitats. Forages
in open habitats during
migration, and nests in
tree cavities, snags,
under bridges and in
structures.

Moderate. Occupies a variety of
habitats, especially during migration,
and is tolerant of urban development.
However, there may not be sufficient
open habitat at the site to sustain this
species.

--/CSC

Occupies grassland,
shrubland, forest, and
woodland habitats at low
elevations. Forages in
open lowland areas.

Moderate. Potential roosting habitat
occurs in the mature oak trees and
various structures, and foraging
habitat may occur in grasslands and
oak woodlands.

FSC/CSC

Inhabits a variety of
habitats, requires caves
or human-made
structures for roosting.

Moderate. Potential roosting habitat
occurs in the mature oak trees and
various structures, and foraging
habitat may occur in grasslands and
oak woodlands.

-/--/1 B.2

Broadleafed upland
forest, chaparral, and
lower montane
coniferous forest above
1OOm elevation.

Low. Suitable habitat does not occur
in the project area, the elevation at
the project site is too low for this
species.

Merlin
Falco columbarius

American kestrel
Falco sparverius

--/CSC

Mammals
Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

Townsend's Pacific big-eared
bat
Corynorhinus townsendii
townsendii

Plants
Narrow-anthered California
brodiaea
Brodiaea californica var.
feptandra
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TABLE 4.C-2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR THE KEISER PARK PROJECT

Common Name
Scientific Name

Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS

General Habitat

Potential for Occurrence

Federal or State Species of Special Concern
Dwarf downingia
Downingia pusilla

--/--/2.2

Valley and foothill
grassland, and vernal
pools.

Moderate. Potential habitat exists in
small swales found in the
undeveloped portions of the project
area. This species has two recent
records from within two miles of the
project site.

Serpentine daisy
Erigeron serpentinus

--/--/1 B.3

Chaparral in serpentine.

Low. Suitable habitat does not occur
within the project site, there is no
chaparral habitat or serpentine
substrate.

Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa

-/--/1 B.2

Closed~cone coniferous
forest, cismontane
woodland, coastal scrub,
and valley and foothill
grassland.

Low to Moderate. Potential habitat
exists in grasslands and oak
woodlands throughout the project
area, particularly in the undeveloped
portions of the property. The closest
recorded occurrence is two miles
from the project site, and was last
observed in 1981.

Baker's navarretia
Navarretia /uecocephala
spp. baf<eri

--/--1B.1

Cismontane woodland,
lower montane forest,
meadows and seeps,
valley and foothill
grassland, and vernal
pools.

Moderate. Potential habitat exists in
grasslands and oak woodlands
throughout the project area,
particularly in the undeveloped
portions of the property. There are
several recent recorded occurrences
within two miles of the project site.

Robust monardella
Monardella villosa ssp.
globosa

--/--/1 B.2

In clay or sandy soils of
coastal prairie and
scrub, and valley and
foothill grassland above
200m elevation.

Low. Suitable habitat is not present
in the project area, the elevation at
the project site is too low for tllis
species.

STATUS CODES:
Federal (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWSl):
FE= Listed as Endangered {in danger of extinction) by the federal government.
FT= Listed as Threatened {likely to become Endangered within the foreseeable future} by the federal government.
FP = Proposed for Listing as Endangered or Threatened.
FC = Candidate to become a proposed species.
FSC = Former Federal Species of Concern. The USFWS no longer lists Species of Concern but recommends that species
considered to be at potential risk by a number of organizations and agencies be addressed during project environmental review.
*NMFS stlll lists Species of Concern.
State (California Department of Fish and Game (CDFGl):
CE = Listed as Endangered by the State of California.
CT = Listed as Threatened by the State of California.
CR= Listed as Rare by the State of California (plants only).
CSC = California Species of Special Concern.
3503.5 = Protection for nesting species of Falconiformes (hawks) and Strigiformes (owis).
~special animal-listed on CDFG's Special Animals List.
California Native Plant Society (CNPS}:
List 1A=Plants presumed extinct in California.
List 1B=Plants rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere.
list 2= Plants rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California but more common elsewhere.
An extension reflecting the level of threat to each species is appended to each rarity category as follows:
.1 - Seriously endangered in California .
. 2 - Fairly endangered in California .
. 3 - Not very endangered n California.
SOURCE: CDFG, 2007; CNPS, 2007
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hardpan layer several feet below the soil surface. This navarretia has small blue flowers ( contrary
to what the species name implies), is branched many times, and grows in the deepest part of the
pool or swale. The only historical record of this species in the CNDDB database is two miles
south of Windsor, however there are herbarium voucher specimens at the UC/Jepson herbarium
from near Windsor. Suitable habitat for this species may have existed on the Keiser Park site
before the surrounding land became disturbed, which undoubtedly changed the hydrologic
dynamics of the vernal swale system.

Dwarf downingia (Dow11i11gia pusilla) is a CNPS list 2.2 species that grows in valley grasslands
and vernal pools below 450 meters in elevation and is commonly associated with Burke's
goldfields. The historic ocurances of this species are described to be within, or just north of, the
town of Windsor. Dwarfdowningia is a very small, annual plant with small, white flowers which
can usually be observed sometime between March and May depending on seasonal variability.
The potential for this species to occur is moderate due to the probable historical presence of
suitable habitat, and the possible presence of suitable habitat currently.
Marsh microseris (lvlicroseris pa/udosa) is a CNPS list IB.2 species that occurs in seasonally
wet grassland areas below 300 meters in elevation. The only occurance listed by the CNDDB
database is located 2 miles no1thwest of Windsor, however, voucher specimens at the UC Jepson
herbarium were collected from oak covered flats at Cahoun Ranch just northwest of Windsor, and
from an additional location 3 miles south of Healdsburg. This plant is an annual that flowers from
April to May depending on seasonal variability, and has a large yellow inflorescence that ranges
from roughly a half inch to an inch wide. Habitat suitable for this species may have existed on the
Keiser park site in the oak woodland dominated areas before the current land use was established,
but it is unlikely that suitable habitat still exists at the site due to land management practices and
exotic weed invasion.
Bakers navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala spp. bakeri) is a CNPS list 1B.1 species that
occurred historically in the Windsor area, and is closely associated with both Burke's goldfields
and many-flowered navarretia. This navarretia typically grows in shallow vernal pools or vernal
swales characterized by a hardpan layer, and ranges in elevation from 5 meters to 950 meters. The
flowers are white, and it is a short lived annual plant typically flowering from April to July,
depending on seasonal variability of rainfall and temperature. Habitat for this species most likely
occurred in and around the Keiser park site historically, although it is uncertain that any suitable
habitat still exists given the changes in land use.
Special status animals

Fish

Navarro roach (Lavinia symmetric us 11avarroensis}, is a habitat generalist, adapting easily to
relatively high water temperatures and low oxygen levels, and often in modified habitats. This
roach prefers small, intermittent streams and pools, but can be found in larger rivers and streams
also. Spawning occurs during the spring and early summer, with eggs being laid on a gravel
stream bottom in streams with moderate flow. The tributaiy to Starr Creek that runs through the
Keiser Park site potentially provides suitable habitat for this species.
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Reptiles

Northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmora/a marmorata), a former federal Species of
Concern and California Species of Special Concern, is an aquatic turtle found in permanent
ponds, rivers, streams, channels, and irrigation ditches with rocky or muddy bottoms, and
emergent vegetation. Basking areas used by this species include partially submerged logs, rocks,
vegetation mats, and open mud banks. Habitat destruction and stream course degradation are the
primary threats to this species.
Birds

Raptors and Nesting Birds. Raptors that may nest or forage in oak woodlands, riparian oak
woodlands, and grasslands in the project area include Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), sharpshinned hawk (Accipiter stria/us), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensi.1), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatm), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucuru.1),
American kestrel (Falco sparveriu.1), and Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). These species are
protected.
A number of special status songbirds occur or have the potential to occur in woodland habitats in
the project area and include, among others: loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), yellowbreasted chat (Icteria vire11s), Vaux's swift (Chaetura vauxi), and the purple martin (Progne
sub is). Disturbances to nesting raptors or songbirds that contribute to the incidental loss of fertile
eggs or nests, or result in nest abandonment are prohibited under CDFG Code §3503 and
§3503.5, with additional protection from the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Mammals

Special status bats species that have the potential to occur on the project site due to the presence
of suitable forage and roosting habitat. The Pallid bat (Antrozouspa/lidus), is a California
species of concern that inhabits and forages in grassland, woodland, and shrub land habitats
throughout most of California. The pallid bat feeds mostly on insects, and prefers to forage in
open, d1y areas. This bat roosts in caves, under the bark of trees, and in old buildings, and is
particularly sensitive to disturbances to roosting sites. The pallid bat could potentially occupy
mature oak trees at the Keiser Park site, and use the open undisturbed grassland as a foraging
area. The Townsend's Pacific big-cared bat (Cmynorhinus townsendii tmvnsendii) occurs in a
variety of habitats and uses caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other human-made structures for
roosting. This species also has a moderate potential to occur at the Keiser Park site.
Designated Critical Habitat
USFWS and NMFS designate critical habitat with the purpose of contributing to the conservation
of threatened and endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. The
designation of an area as critical habitat provides additional protection to habitat only when there
is a federal nexus with regard to some aspect of the project, for example, when a federal agency is
implementing, or issuing a permit for, a project. Critical habitat protection is only relevant when
other statutory or regulat01y protections, policies, or other factors relevant to agency decisionmaking would not prevent the destruction or adverse modification of habitat. Designation of
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critical habitat triggers the prohibition of destruction or adverse modification of that habitat, but it
does not require specific actions to restore or improve habitat.
The National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) designated critical habitat in Sonoma County for
central California coast steelhead on September 2, 2005. However, the critical habitat only
extends to Windsor Creek, and not to its tributaries, therefore, the project site is not located
within designated critical habitat units for these species. Critical Habitat for California costal
Chinook salmon ESU, was also designated at that time, and includes the entire Mark West Creek
watershed, which includes the seasonal creek that runs through the project site.

Regulatory Framework
In general, projects approved through the CEQA process should show that new land uses are in
compliance with the wetlands provisions of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and with state
and federal endangered species acts (CESA and FESA).
A complex array of state and federal regulatory guidelines directs how the jurisdictional
boundaries of wetlands are identified, defined, and regulated. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USA COE or "the Corps") is the major regulatory agency involved in wetland regulation under
Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Additional agencies that
have jurisdiction over on-site wetlands include the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(US EPA) (oversight authority on USACOE 404 permits), USFWS, CDFG, and the California
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).
CEQA directs each lead agency to consult with the CDFG on any project the agency initiates that
is not statutory or categorically exempt from CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section I 5065(a) declares
that impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered plants or animals are significant. The Native Plant
Protection Act also affords limited protection to special status plant species. A formal
consultation process must be initiated with the CDFG for projects which may or will have an
adverse effect on state-listed species (i.e., listed under CESA).
Similarly, the permitting responsibilities of the Corps include consultation with the USFWS when
federally listed species (i.e., listed under FESA) are at risk. At both the state and federal levels,
the process requires that a Biological Assessment (BA) be prepared to determine the effects on
listed species. With both USFWS and CDFG policy, "species of special concern" are not subject
to the same consultation requirements as listed endangered, rare, or threatened species, but the
agencies encourage informal consultation for species of special concern that may become
officially listed prior to completion of the CEQ,'.\ process.
CEQA Section 15206 specifies that a project shall be deemed to be of statewide, regional, or
area-wide significance if it would substantially affect sensitive wildlife habitats including but not
limited to riparian lands, wetlands, bays, estuaries, marshes, and habitats for rare and endangered
species.
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Special Status Species
Federal Endangered Species Act

Under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Commerce have joint authority to list a species as threatened or endangered
(16 United States Code [USC] 1533[c]). Two federal agencies oversee the FESA: the USFWS
has jurisdiction over plants, wildlife, and resident fish, while the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) has jurisdiction over anadrornous fish and marine fish and mammals. Section 7
of the FESA mandates that all federal agencies consult with the USFWS and NMFS to ensure
that federal agency actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or destroy
or adversely modify critical habitat for listed species. The FESA prohibits the "take"i of any fish
or wildlife species listed as threatened or endangered, including the destruction of habitat that
could hinder species recovery.
Under Section 9 of the PESA, the take prohibition applies only to wildlife and fish species.
However, Section 9 does prohibit the removal, possession, damage, or destruction of any
endangered plant from federal land. Section 9 also prohibits acts to remove, cut, dig up, damage,
or destroy an endangered plant species in non-federal areas in knowing violation of any state law
or in the course of criminal trespass. Candidate species and species that are proposed or under
petition for listing receive no protection under Section 9 of the FESA.
Section IO of the PESA requires the issuance of an "incidental take" permit before any public or
private action may be taken that would potentially harm, harass, injure, kill, capture, collect, or

otherwise hurt (i.e., take) any individual of an endangered or threatened species. The permit
requires preparation and implementation of a habitat conservation plan that would offset the take
of individuals that may occur, incidental to implementation of the project, by providing for the
overall preservation of the affected species through specific mitigation measures.
Pursuant to the requirements of the PESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its
jurisdiction must determine whether any federally listed threatened or endangered species may be
present in the project area and whether the proposed action will have a potentially significant
impact on such species. In addition, the agency is required to determine whether the proposed
action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species proposed to be listed under
PESA or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be
designated for such species ( 16 USC 1536[3 ], [4]). Therefore, project-related impacts to these
species or their habitats would be considered significant in this Initial Study. The USFWS also
publishes a list of candidate species. Species on this list receive "special attention" from federal
agencies during environmental review, although they are not protected otherwise under the
PESA.
The candidate species are those for which the USPWS has sufficient biological information to
support a proposal lo list as endangered or threatened. Project impacts to such species would be
considered significant in this Initial Study. Similarly, the permitting responsibilities of the Corps
Take is defined as harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing,
collecting, or attempting to engage in any such conduct.
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include consultation with the USFWS and NMFS when federally listed species (i.e., listed under
the FESA) are at risk. At both the state and federal levels, the process requires that a Biological
Assessment (BA) be prepared to determine the effects on listed species. With both USFWS and
CDFG policy, ':species of special concern" are not subject to the same consultation requirements
as listed endangered, rare, or threatened species, but the agencies encourage informal consultation
for species of special concern that may become officially listed before completion of the CEQA
process.
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that without a permit issued by the U.S. Department of the
Interior, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill any migratory bird. The federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code§ 703 Supp. I, 1989) prohibits the killing,
possessing, or trading migratory birds, bird patts, eggs, and nests, except in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. Project impacts to these species would not
be considered significant unless they are known or have high potential to nest in the project area
or to rely on it for its primary foraging.
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act makes it illegal to import, export, take (which
includes molest or disturb), sell, purchase, or barter any bald eagle (Haliaeellls /eucocepha/11s) or
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) or part thereof. The USFWS oversees enforcement of this act.
California Environmental Quality Act

Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specilic federal and state statues,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet
certain specific criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the definition of FESA and the
Section of California Fish and Game Code discussing rare or endangered plants or animals. This
section was included in the guidelines primarily for situations in which a public agency is
reviewing a project that may have a significant effect on a candidate species that has not yet been
listed by CDFG or USFWS. CEQA provides the ability to protect species from potential project
impacts until the respective agencies have the opportunity to designate the species protection.
CEQA also specifies the protection of other locally or regionally significant resources, including
natural communities or habitats. Although natural communities do not presently have legal
protection, CEQA requires an assessment of such communities and potential project impacts.
Natural communities listed by CNDDB as sensitive are considered by CDFG to be significant
resources and fall under the CEQA Guidelines for addressing impacts. Local planning documents
such as general and area plans often identify natural communities.
California Endangered Species Act

California implemented its own Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. The state act prohibits
the take of state-listed endangered and threatened species; however, habitat destrnction is not
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included in the state's definition of take. Section 2090 of CESA requires state agencies to comply
with endangered species protection and recovery and to promote conservation of these species.
The CDFG administers the act and authorizes take through California Fish and Game Code
Section 2081 agreements (except for designated "fully protected species").
Regarding listed rare and endangered plant species, CESA defers to the California Native Plant
Protection Act (NPPA) of 1977, which prohibits importing of rare and endangered plants into
California, and the taking and selling of rare and endangered plants. The CESA includes an
additional listing category for threatened plants which are not regulated under the NPPA. In this
case, plants listed as rare or endangered under the NPPA are not protected under CESA but can
be protected under CEQA. In addition, plants that are not stale-listed but meet the stale standards
for listing, are also protected under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380). In practice, this is
generally interpreted to mean that all species on lists I Band 2 of the CNPS Inventory (Tibor,
200 I) potentially qualify for protection under CEQA, and some species on lists 3 and 4 of the
CNPS Inventory may qualify for protection under CEQA. List 3 includes plants for which more
information is needed on taxonomy or distribution. Some of these are rare and endangered
enough to qualify for protection under CEQA. List 4 includes plants of limited distribution that
may qualify for protection if their abundance and distribution characteristics are found to meet the
state standards for listing.
California Fish and Game Code Bird Protections

Section 3503 of the CDFG Code prohibits destruction orthc nests or eggs of most native resident
and migratory bird species. Section 3503.5 of the CFGC specifically prohibits the taking of
raptors or destruction of their nests or eggs.
The legal framework and authority for the State's program to conserve plants is derived from
various legislative sources, including CESA, the California Native Plant Protection Act (Fish and
Game Code Section 1900 - 1913), the CEQA Guidelines, and the Natural Communities
Conservation Planning Act.
Native Plant Protection Act

California Fish and Game Code Section 1900-1913, also known as the Native Plant Protection
Act is intended to preserve, protect, and enhance endangered or rare native plants in California.
The act directs CDFG to establish criteria for detei'mining what native plants are rare or
endangered. Under Section 1901, a species is endangered when its prospects for survival and
reproduction are in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes. A species is rare when,
although not threatened with immediate extinction, it is in such small numbers throughout its
range that it may become endangered if its present environment worsens. The act also directs the
California Fish and Game Commission to adopt regulations governing the taking, possessing,
propagation, or sale of any endangered or rare native plant.
Vascular plants listed as rare or endangered by the CNPS (Skinner and Pavlik, 1995), but which
may have no designated status or protection under federal or State endangered species legislation,
are defined as ·follows:
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•

List I A: Plants Presumed Extinct.

•
•

List 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere .
List 2: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more numerous
elsewhere.

•

List 3: Plants about Which More Information is Needed -A Review List.

•

List 4: Plants of Limited Distribution-A Watch List.

In general, plants appearing on CNPS List !A, IB, or 2 are considered to meet the criteria of
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 and effects to these species are considered "significant" in this
report. Additionally, plants listed on CNPS List !A, 1B or 2 meet the definition of Section 1901,
Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) and Sections 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered
Species Act) of the California Fish and Game Code.

Jurisdictional Waters (Including Wetlands)
Definitions

·waters of the United States. The term "waters of the United States," as defined in the Code of
Federal Regulations (33 C.F.R. § 328.3[a]; 40 C.F.R. § 230.3[s]), refers to:
I.

All waters which are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow
of the tide;

2.

All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;

3.

All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams),
mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or
natural ponds, the use, degradation, or destruction of which could affect interstate or
foreign commerce including any such waters:
which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other
purposes; or
from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign
commerce; or
which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate
commerce.

4.

All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the
definition;

5.

Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (1) through (4);

6.

Territorial seas; and

7.

Wetlands adjacent to waters ( other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in
paragraphs (1) through (6).
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8.

Waters of the United States do not include prior converted cropland. Notwithstanding the
determination of an area's status as prior conve1ied cropland by any other federal agency,
for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, the final authority regarding Clean Water Act
jurisdiction remains with EPA (33 CFR 328.3[a][8]).

Wetlands are ecologically productive habitats that support a rich variety of both plant and animal
life. The importance of wetlands has increased due to their value as recharge areas and filters for
water supplies and to their widespread filling and destruction to enable urban and agricultural
development. Examples of wetlands may include freshwater marsh, seasonal wetlands, and vernal
pool complexes that are adjacent to waters of the U.S. In a jurisdictional sense, there are two
commonly used wetland definitions, one adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and a separate definition, originally developed
by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which has been adopted by agencies in the State of
California that have regulato1y authority over wetlands. Both definitions are presented below.
Federal Wetland Definition

Under federal law, wetlands are a subset of"waters of the United States" and receive protection
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Wetlands are defined as those areas that are
inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration that are sufficient
to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetland determination under the federal wetland
definition adopted by the Corps requires the presence of three factors: (I) wetland hydrology;
(2) plants adapted to wet conditions; and (3) soils that are routinely wet or flooded [33 C.F.R.
§ 328.3(b)]. In January 200 I, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled that certain isolated
wetlands do not fall under the jurisdiction of the CW A (Solid Waste Agency of Northwest em
Cook County v. United States Army Corps ()/Engineers el al.).
California Wetland Definition

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the California Coastal Commission
(CCC) have adopted the USFWS Cowardin (1979) definition of wetlands. While the federal
definition of wetlands requires three wetland identification parameters lo be met, the Coward in
definition can be satisfied under some circumstances with the presence of only one parameter.
Thus, identification of wetlands by State agencies may include areas that are permanently or
periodically inundated or saturated and without wetland vegetation or soils, such as rocky shores,
or areas that presume wetland hydrology based on the presence of at least one of the following:
a) a seasonal or perennial dominance by hydrophytes2 orb) the presence ofhydric3 soils. CDFG
does not normally assert jurisdiction over wetlands unless they are subject to Stream bed
Alteration Agreements (CDFG Code Sections 1600-16 I 6) or they support state-listed endangered
species.

2
3

A hydrophyte is, literally, a water loving plant, i.e., one that is adapted to growing in conditions where the soil tacks
oxygen, at least periodically during the ycnr, due to saturntion with water.
A l1ydric soil is one thnt is snturnted, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop
anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil prolilc.
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Other Waters of the U.S.

"Other waters of the U.S.'" refers to additional features that are regulated by the CWA but are not
wetlands (33 CFR 328.4). To be considered jurisdictional, these features must exhibit a defined
bed and bank and an ordinary high water mark. The term ordinary high water mark refers to a line
on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics
such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil,
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other means appropriate
to the characteristics of the surrounding areas. Examples of other waters of the U.S. include
rivers, creeks, ponds, and lakes.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Regulations

The U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including
wetlands, under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act. Projects that would result in the
placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States require a Section 404 permit
from the Corps. Some classes of fill activities may be authorized under General or Nationwide
permits if specific conditions are met. Nationwide permits do not authorize activities that are
likely to jeopardize the existence of a threatened or endangered species (listed or proposed for
listing under the FESA). In addition to conditions outlined under each Nationwide Permit,
project-specific conditions may be required by the Corps as part of the Section 404 permitting
process. When a project's activities do not meet the conditions for a Nationwide Permit, an
Individual Permit may be issued.
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires an applicant for a Corps permit to obtain state
certification that the activity associated with the permit will comply with applicable state effluent
limitations and water quality standards. In California, water quality cettification, or a waiver,
must be obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board for both Individual and
Nationwide Permits.
The Corps also regulates activities in navigable waters under Section IO of the Rivers and
Harbors Act. The construction of structures, such as tidegates, bridges, or piers, or work that
could interfere with navigation, including dredging or stream channelization, may require a
Section 10 permit, in addition to a Section 404 permit if the activity involves the discharge of fill.
Finally, the federal government also supports a policy of minimizing "the destruction, loss, or
degradation of wetlands." Executive Order 11990 (May 24, 1977) requires that each federal
agency take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve
and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.
In recent years several Supreme Court cases have challenged the scope and extent of the Corps'
jurisdiction over waters of the United States and have led to several reinterpretations of that
authority. The most recent of these decisions are the case of Solid Waste Agency of Northern
Cook County (SW ANCC) v. the Army Co11Js ()f Engineers (Janumy 9, 200 I) and Rapanos v.
United States (June, 2006). The SW ANCC decision found that jurisdiction over non-navigable,
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isolated, intrastate waters could not be based solely on the use of such waters by migratory birds.
The reasoning behind the SWANCC decision could be extended to suggest that waters need a
demonstrable connection with a 'navigable water' to be protected under the CWA. The
introduction of the term isolated has led to the consideration of the relative connectivity between
waters and wetlands as a jurisdictionally relevant factor. The more recent Rapanos case further
questioned the definition of"waters of the United States" and the scope of federal regulatory
jurisdiction over such waters but resulted in a split decision which did not provide definitive
answers but expanded on the concept that a 'significant nexus' with traditional navigable waters
was needed for certain waters to be considered jurisdictional.
On June 5, 2007 the EPA and the Corps released guidance on CW A jurisdiction in response to the
Rapanos Supreme Court decisions, which can be used to support a finding of CWA coverage for
a particular water body when either a) there is a significant nexus between the stream or wetland
in question and navigable waters in the traditional sense; orb) a relatively permanent water body
is hydrologically connected to traditional navigable waters and/or a wetland has a surface
connection with that waler. According to this guidance the Corps and the EPA will take
jurisdiction over the following waters:

1.

Traditional navigable waters, vvhich are defined as all waters which are currently used, or
were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce,
including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;

2.

Wetlands adjacent to traditional navigable waters; including adjacent wetlands that do not
have a continuous surface connection to traditional navigable waters;

3.

Non-navigable tributaries of traditional navigable waters that are relatively permanent
where the tributaries typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally
(e.g., typically three months);

4.

Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable tributaries as defined above; that have a continuous
surface connection to such tributaries (e.g. they are not separated by uplands, a berm, dike,
or similar feature).

The EPA and the Corps decide jurisdiction over the following waters, based on a fact-specific
analysis to determine ifthere is a significant nexus, as defined below, to a traditional navigable
water:

I.

Non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent;

2.

Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent;

3.

Wetlands adjacent to but that do not directly abut a relatively permanent non-navigable
tributary.

The EPA and the Corps general(v do not asse,t jurisdiction over the following features:
I.

Swales or erosional features (e.g., gullies, small washes characterized by low volume,
infrequent, or short duration flow);

Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.C-25

ESA / 206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
C. Biological Resources

2.

Ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated wholly in and draining only uplands and
that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water.

The EPA and the Corps have defined the significant nexus standard as follows:
1.

A significant nexus analysis assesses the flow characteristics and ti.mctions of the tributary
itself and the functions performed by all wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if
they significantly affect the chemical, physical and biological integrity of downstream
traditional navigable waters;

2.

Significant nexus analysis includes consideration of hydrologic and ecologic factors
including:
a.

volume, duration, and frequency of flow, including consideration of certain physical
characteristics of the tributary,

b.

proximity to a traditional navigable water,

c.

size of the watershed,

d.

average annual rainfall,

e.

average annual winter snow pack,

f.

potential of tributaries lo cany pollutants and flood waters to traditional navigable
waters,

g.

provision of aquatic habitat that supports a traditional navigable water,

h.

potential of wetlands to trap and filter pollutants or store flood waters, and

1.

maintenance of water quality in traditional navigable waters.

State Policies and Regulations

State regulation of activities in waters and wetlands resides primarily with CDFG and the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). In addition, the California Coastal Commission has
review authority for wetland permits within its planning jurisdiction. CDFG provides comment
on Corps permit actions under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. CDFG is also authorized
under the California Fish and Game Code, Sections 1600-1616, to enter into a Stream bed
Alteration Agreement with applicants and to develop mitigation measures when a proposed
project would obstruct the flow or alter the bed, channel, or bank of a river or stream in which
there is a fish or wildlife resource, including intermittent and ephemeral streams. The SWRCB,
acting through the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards, must ce1tify that a Corps permit
action meets state water quality objectives (Section 401, Clean Water Act).

Local
Sonoma County General Plan

The l 989 Sonoma County General Plan Open Space Element sets fmth certain goals and
objectives for the protection of riparian corridors. The following general plan objectives would be
applicable to the Proposed Project:
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Objective OS-Sc Establish streamside conservation areas, measured from the top of the higher
bank as determined by the SCWA [Sonoma County Water Agency], for
designated riparian corridors as follows:
Urban Riparian Corridors: 50 feet
Russian River Riparian Corridor: 200 feet
Flatland Riparian Corridors: I 00 feet
Upland Riparian Corridors: 50 feet
Objective OS-Se Allow or consider allowing the following uses within any streamside
conservation area: ... Road crossings and street crossings, utility line
crossings ...
Objective OS-Sf Prohibit, except as allowed by OS-Se, structures, roads and utility lines and
parking lots within any streamside conservation area. Consider waiver of this
prohibition if:
it makes a lot unbuildable and vegetation removal is minimized;
no significant disturbance of riparian habitat would occur; or
the use involves only the maintenance, restoration or minor expansion of
an existing structure. (Sonoma County PRMD, I 989)
Town of Windsor General Plan-2015 (1996)-Environmental resources element
Open Space

Policy 6.A.1

Preserve open space land for the continuation of commercial agricultural and
productive uses, the protection and use of natural resources, the enjoyment of
scenic beauty and recreation, and protection from natural hazards.

Policy 6.A.1.1

The Town should seek to preserve open spaces resources (i.e., productive
farmlands, outdoor recreation areas, biological habitats, visually prominent
landforms, Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones, and flood hazard areas) using the
techniques identified in Table 6-1 of the General Plan. The first option for
properly managing these resources should be avoidance of development in these
open space resources.

Policy 6.A.1.2 The Town should encourage the preservation of sensitive environmental resource
areas, such as oak woodlands, productive farmlands, riparian (creekside)
corridors, and visually prominent hillsides and ridgelines through measures such
a s clustering development and conservation easements.
Biological Resources

Policy 6.D.1

Protect unique and sensitive biotic features such as rare and endangered, dense
oak woodlands, and vernal pools, and encourage sensitive design in these areas.

Policy 6.D. I. I Significant biological and ecological resources in the Windsor Planning Area
should be protected. These include wetlands; rare, threatened and endangered
species and their habitats; vernal pools and heritage trees. Other sensitive
resources, as shown in Figure 6-2, include oak and riparian woodlands. To
accomplish this, development proposals for projects in these areas must include a
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detailed inventory of the sensitive resources conducted by an independent,
professionally qualified biologist. If sensitive resources are identified on the
project site, proposals to protect them shall conform with applicable state and
federal regulations regarding their protection and may include avoidance of the
resource, installing vegetative buffers, providing setbacks, clustering
development onto less sensitive areas, preparing restoration plans, and offsite
mitigation.
Policy 6.0.1.2 The development potential from those portions of a project site that are
considered inappropriate for development because of the presence of sensitive
biological resources may be transferred to other po1tions of the site, unless
otherwise restricted by policies of this Plan.
Policy 6.D.1.3 Development projects which would fill wetlands or vernal pools shall be required
to conform with applicable state and federal regulations regarding the protection
of these resources.
Policy 6.0.1.4 Protection or restoration of sensitive biological resources that is required as a
condition or mitigation of a development project should be closely monitored at
the cost of the project applicant to determine compliance with the condition or
mitigation and to evaluate the effectiveness of the measure.
Policy 6.D.1.5 In significant riparian areas (including the watercourse itself and an area of land
extending laterally at least 50 feet from each bank), the Town should prohibit
dumping or disposal of refuse; confinement of livestock; and structural
improvements except necessary water supply projects, flood control projects, fish
and wildlife enhancement projects, trail projects, road and bridge projects, and
utility projects.
Policy 6.D.1.6 The Town should encourage the preservation of oak woodlands and significant
stands of oaks and heritage trees. Development plans should indicate
preservation of these resources to the fullest extent feasible and restrict pavement
and other encroachments within the root zones of oak trees to ensure their longterm survival. Should removal be necessaiy, the project applicant should be
required to plant replacement trees.
Policy 6.D.1.7 During construction activities, the Town should require proper measures be
implemented to assure the long-term survival of oaks and heritage trees. Fencing
around individual trees or groups of trees shall be required to protect them from
compaction and mechanical injury.
Policy 6.0.2

Provide educational uses within some natural preserves to foster an
understanding of the natural environment.

Policy 6.0.2.1 Along creeks, wetlands, and vernal pools, the Town should encourage controlled
public access to educate the public regarding the area's natural resources and
ecological processes.
Policy 6.D.2.2 The Town should encourage interpretive signage for education purposes in public
access areas along streams and creeks.
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Tree Ordinance

The City of Windsor adopted regulations located in the City's Zoning Ordinance Chapter 27.36Tree Preservation and Protection for the preservation, protection, and maintenance of native oak
trees and trees of significance, groves and stands of mature trees, and mature trees in general.
City regulations require a tree removal permit and replacement plantings for any protected tree to
be removed for build out. Under the chapter a protected tree is defined as any of the following:
I.

Any black oak (Quercus kelloggii), valley oak ( Quercus lobata), blue oak (Quercus
doug/asii), interior live oak (Quercus wis/izenii), coast live oak (Quercus agr/fo!ia), oracle
oak (Quercus x morehus), Oregon oak (Quercus gariJIGllct), chase oak (Quercus x chaseii),
and California buckeye (Aescu!us cal/fornica) measuring six inches or greater in diameter
at 4.5 feet above ground, or any California bay (Umbellu!aria cal/f'ornica) measuring
I 2 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet above ground.

2.

Any heritage or landmark tree as identified by Council resolution

3.

Significant groves or stands of trees.

4.

Mature trees located on a parcel of one acre or more.

5.

Any tree required, to be planted or preserved, as environmental mitigation for a
discretionary perm it.

In addition to requiring tree removal permits the Tree Ordinance requires measures to protect
existing trees during project activities. To implement the regulations of the Tree Ordinance the
Town of Windsor created a "Tree Technical Manual" (Windsor, 2003) (Appendix E).
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy, 2005

This conservation strategy was \Vritten by a variety of community groups, agency stan: and
private individuals in the Santa Rosa Plain area, and focuses conservation efforts on the
California tiger salamander and four federally listed plant species that occur on the Santa Rosa
Plain. The conservation strategy addresses various aspects of urban and rural growth and its
effects on the listed species, mitigation for impacts to endangered species and wetlands, and the
various objectives for conserving and protecting California tiger salamander and listed plant
habitat. The Conservation strategy was created to provide a plan for local agencies, developers
and community groups that would preserve and enhance populations and habitat of the four listed
species while at the same time allowing development in accordance with local general plans, and
federal and state regulations.
The Conservation Strategy describes the areas targeted for plant conservation within and near the
Town of Windsor. These conservation areas have been selected based on historical species
records, scientific data, quality of habitat, and size and proximity of certain parcels to existing
preserves, which allows larger areas to remain unmodified. The Keiser Park project site is not
located within any of the Windsor plant conservation areas.
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The Conservation Strategy relates to the Keiser Park site in that it provides detailed information
on; mitigation requirements for projects that have the potential to impact California tiger
salamander and four federally listed plants, mitigation banking procedures, and USFWS field
survey protocols for establishing presence or absence of a species (Appendix D of the
Conservation Strategy).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Programmatic Biological Opinion, Nov. 9, 2007

The Programmatic Biological Opinion for US. Army C01ps ofEngineers Penni/led Projects that
May Affect California Tiger Salamander and Three Endangered Plant Species on the Santa Rosa
Plain, California (USFWS 2007) Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO) submitted to the
Army Corps of Engineers in 2007 supercedes the previous BO (submitted in 1998), which only
covered four federally listed plant species. The Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO) covers
the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), Burke's goldfields (Lasthenia
burkei), Sonoma sunshine (Blennosperma bakeri), and Sebastopol meadowfoam (Limnanthes
vinculans). The PBO provides guidance to the Army Corps on Corps permitted projects on the
Santa Rosa Plain. The guidance aims to help agencies carry out the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Plan. The categories of guidance provided by this document are;
I.

Definition of"Conservation Areas," and a description of their purpose on the Santa Rosa
Plain with respect to wetlands that support the four target species, or target species habitat.

2.

The proposed action of appending projects to the programmatic biological opinion.

3.

Definition of"Preserves," and a description of their purpose on the Santa Rosa Plain with
respect to wetlands that support the four target species, or target species habitat.·

4.

Mitigation and minimization requirements and procedures as they apply to projects and
activities which impact the four target species.

5.

A comprehensive status repo1t of the four target species, which includes species
descriptions, historical and current distribution, habitat and life history, threats to survival,
and environmental baseline.

6.

Enclosures 1-5 which include; two maps of the study area which provide proximity to
occurrences of listed species and mitigation requirements, preserve establishment and
evaluation criteria, trans location, and description of suitable habitat for the three plant
species covered by the biological opinion.

Enclosure I designates areas of known occurrences of listed species along with areas where
development may affect listed species within the Santa Rosa Plain. The Keiser Park site is located
in the area where development "may affect listed plant species, but will not likely affect
California tiger salamander."
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on the environment if it would:
I.

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;

2.

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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

3.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

4.

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;

5.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance; or

6.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan,
including the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy.

Less than Significant Impacts. Impacts are generally considered less than significant if the
habitats and species affected are common and widespread in the region and the state.
Beneficial Impacts. Impacts are considered beneficial if the action causes no detrimental impacts
and results in an increase of habitat quantity and quality.

Impacts
Impact C-1: Development and improvements at the Keiser Park site could result in impacts
to wetlands under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and waters of the
State uuder the jurisdiction of the State Water Resources Control Board or Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). (Potentially Significant)
Discharges of fill material into jurisdictional wetlands and other waters are regulated by
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB), and
CDFG. Jurisdictional water features at Keiser Park include the creek and its associated channels
that run through the project area, in addition to seasonal wetlands (still subject to verification by
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the Corps). Installation of bridges and facilities near the creek, structures, and grading of open
areas for recreation fields, parking lots, and roads may impact potentially jurisdictional water
features and wetlands.
The seasonal wetlands consist of areas with vernal swale topography that retain surface water,
resulting in vernally wet herbaceous annual grassland vegetation. These areas may be subject to
jurisdiction under section 404 of the Clean Water Act as wetlands based on their surface
connection with the adjacent stream. Following the Rapanos Supreme Court decision, the EPA
and Corps released guidance of Clean Water Act coverage to include wetlands that have an active
surface water connection to streams which directly connect to jurisdictional waters. At the Keiser
Park site, the three seasonal wetland swales connect either to drainages that connect to the creek,
or connect to the creek directly by overland surface flow.
Protection and conservation of seasonal wetlands which have the potential to support California
tiger salamanders and four federally listed plant species on the Santa Rosa Plain are specifically
addressed in the Programmatic Biological Opi11io11 for US. Army Co11Js of Engi11eers Permitted
Projects that May Affect Califomia Tiger Salamander and Three Endangered Plant Species 011
the Santa Rosa Plain, Califomia (USFWS, 2007), based on information provided in the
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy. This PBO gives guidance to, and requests consultation
with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on permitted projects that may affect three
federally listed plants and/or the California tiger salamander.

Mitigation Measure C-la: Wetland Delineatio11. A Corps-verified wetland delineation and
jurisdictional determination of the parcel shall be completed before any earthmoving or
grading activities within or adjacent to potential jurisdictional wetlands and drainages. If
the Corps determines that areas on the project site are jurisdictional, all work proposed in
these areas shall be authorized by permits from the Corps. All applicable permits from the
CDFG and RWQCB also will be obtained before construction in areas under the
jurisdiction of these agencies. The permitting agencies would need to be contacted by the
owner in the event of any significant deviation from permitting conditions.
lfthe USACE determines that the seasonal wetlands on the site are protected by
Section 404 of the CWA, the Keiser Park project will qualify as a permitted project under
the recent programmatic biological opinion (USFWS, 2007). The Corps will then enter into
consultation with USFWS in order to appropriately address the federally listed species in
the Corps wetland permit. This action would effectively append the Keiser Park project to
the biological opinion.

Mitigation Measure C-lb: Wetla11d Avoidance a11d Jvlinimization. To the extent feasible,
final project design will avoid and minimize effects to wetlands and other waters. Areas
that are avoided will be protected from construction activities through implementation of
Best Management Practices (BMPs), as described in Mitigation Measure C-ld below.
Mitigation Measure C-lc: Compensatory 1\1itigatio11 of Permanent Impacts. Temporary
impacts to waters of the U.S. from project construction will be mitigated by the
implementation of measures listed below. Construction within jurisdictional features would
require permit approval from the Corps for fill in wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Water quality certification from the
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RWQCB will also be required pursuant to Section 40 I of the CW A. Terms and conditions
of the permits will include measures to protect and maintain water quality, restoration of
work sites, and mitigation to offset permanent and temporary wetland impacts.
To offset the permanent impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. that will be
impacted as a result of the proposed project, compensatory mitigation is listed below, but is
subject to change by permit requirements. Mitigation would be provided through the
following mechanisms.
•

The purchase and/or dedication of land to provide suitable wetland restoration or
creation. Permanent impacts to wetlands that provide suitable habitat for the federally
listed Burke's goldfields, Sonoma sunshine, or Sebastapol meadowfoam will be
mitigated at a ratio of I: I occupied or established habitat (with success criteria met
prior to groundbreaking at the project site), and 0.5: I established habitat (with
success criteria met prior to groundbreaking at the project site). However, this
decision is at the discretion of the Corps, R WQCB, and USFWS.
Land purchase or dedication can be achieved by purchasing credits equal to the
mitigation ratios above, at a mitigation, or preservation bank located within the
Windsor Plant Conservation Area (Conservation Strategy Team, 2005). Examples of
appropriate mitigation banks are; Wikiup Mitigation Bank, Desmond Mitigation
Bank, or I-laze! Mitigation Bank.
Mitigation or preservation banks that are USFWS or CDFG approved typically have
approved management plans in place to conserve and monitor sensitive plant
populations, wetlands, and suitable habitat. However, if mitigation credits are
purchased at a bank, the existing management and monitoring plan will need to be
approved for the Keiser park mitigation by USFWS and CDFG prior to the purchase
of the credits. The project sponsor is also responsible not only for the purchase of
credits, but for providing an endowment for the continued management and
monitoring of the wetlands and sensitive species habitat.
Alternatively, wetlands can be mitigated onsite or offaite by creating wetlands and
sensitive species habitat. Enclosure 3 ofthe programmatic biological opinion
(USFWS, 2007) gives preserve establishment and evaluation criteria, all of which
would apply to mitigated or created wetlands. Offsite mitigation should be located
within the Windsor Plant Conservation Area (Conservation Strategy Team, 2005).
This land will be subject to the appropriate mitigation ratios and is required to be
under a conservation casement or other condition that protects the land from
modification or development in perpetuity. The project proponent is responsible for
providing an endowment for the continued management and monitoring of the
wetlands and sensitive species habitat, and for the preservation of the habitat in
perpetuity. A wetland mitigation and monitoring plan will need to be provided by the
project proponent and approved by the permitting agencies for wetland mitigation
sites.

•

A Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (WMMP) will be developed that will
outline mitigation and monitoring obligations for temporaty and permanent impacts
to wetlands and other waters as a result of construction activities and development.
Mitigation monitoring will be carried out for a minimum of 5 years, or as specified in
the permits. At a minimum, the WMMP would include the following:
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•

1.

Success criteria, monitoring and reporting requirements, and site specific plans
to compensate for wetland losses resulting from the project, including target
plant population composition (if special status plants are being mitigated).

2.

A summary of past survey results identifying the extent of the wetlands, plant
species composition, and hydrology.

3.

Monitoring methods.

4.

An adaptive management plan for potential deficiencies in the success of the
mitigation.

5.

Annual report which gives the status of the mitigation, an assessment with
respect to the success criteria, and contains copies of all monitoring data sheets.

The WMMP will be submitted to the appropriate regulato1y agencies for approval.

Mitigation Measure C-ld: I111ple111e11t Best Management Practices. Standard Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to Maintain Water Quality and Control Erosion and
Sedimentation shall be implemented during project construction to protect wetlands and
drainages, as required by compliance with the General NPDES Permit for Construction
Activities and established by Mitigation Measure F-1. BMPs would include, but would not
be limited to;
•

Installing silt fencing between jurisdictional waters and project related activities,

•

Locating fueling stations away from potentially jurisdictional features, and

•

Isolating construction work areas from any identified jurisdictional features.

Significant after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-2: Development and improvements at the Keiser Park site could have substantial
adverse effects to special status plant populations and their habitat. (Potentially Significant)
The seasonal wetlands characterized by vernal swales potentially provide suitable habitat for
seven special status plants, including the four federally endangered plant species specifically
addressed in the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy, and the three species addressed in the
Programmatic Biological OpinionjiJr US. Army Co11Js ofEngineers Permitted Projects that May
Affect California Tiger Salamander and Three Endangered Plant Species on the Santa Rosa
Plain, California (PBO)(USFWS, 2007). The development of the land where this potentially
suitable habitat occurs (see Figure 4.C-l for seasonal wetland locations) would remove the
majority of the potential habitat, and could result in a significant impact on the special status
plants if they are present. Mitigation Measures C-2a-2c below apply to the three federally listed
plant species addressed in the Biological Opinion: Sebastapol meadowfoam, Sonoma sunshine,
and Burke's goldfields. Mitigation Measures C-2d and C-2e apply to non-federally listed special
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status plants, and to Baker's navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. pleianlha), a federally
listed plant species that is not covered by the PBO.
The USFWS PBO defines "suitable habitat" for Sebastapol meadowfoam, Sonoma sunshine, and
Burke's goldfields in as:
Suitable habitat for the listed plant species can be characterized as having the following
topographic, hydrologic, and geographic conditions.
Topographic and Hvdrologic Conditions
A)

8)

One or more of the following topographic or hydrologic conditions must exist for the
site to be considered suitable habitat:
I.

The wetland contains surface (standing or flowing) water during the rainy
season in a normal rainfall year for 7 or more consecutive days.

2.

The wetland has an outlet barrier (is a pool) or occurs in depression al terrain
(i.e. is a swale or drainage feature).

The following conditions indicate that the site is not suitable habitat:
I.

The wetland occurs on sloping ground (not the slopes of a swale or pond) and
is not a swale or swale-related drainage feature, such that no ponding or
flooding occurs.

2.

The wetland is irrigated and contains standing water of natural or artificial
origin, and the soils are saturated, for more than 60 days between June I and
October I.

Geographic Conditions
The PBO locates the site within the North Area or South Area.
Furthermore, the PBO also states that "Seasonal wetlands within the range of the listed
plants on the Santa Rosa Plain are considered suitable habitat for the listed plants."
Therefore, with respect to the Keiser Park project, all Corps-verified seasonal wetlands are
considered suitable habitat for the three federally listed plant species. A Corps-verified
wetland delineation (see Mitigation Measure C-la) will quantify the extent of seasonal
wetlands where suitable habitat occurs for four federally listed species. Implementation of
mitigation measures C-2a-2c will reduce the impacts to federally listed plants to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation Measure C-2a: Plan/ Surveys. Plant surveys will be carried out at the Keiser
Park project site by a qualified botanist with knowledge of the local flora and experience
conducting rare plant surveys, according to the requirements in Guidelines for Co11ducling
and Reporting Bo!a11ical Invenloriesfor Federally Lis!ed Plants 011 the Santa Rosa Plain
(Appendix F). These guidelines require that;
•

Surveys be conducted for two years (to establish a negative finding), or one year (if
presence of listed species is identified during the first year of surveys), with a
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minimum of3 site visits each year. Each site visit must correspond to a period when
appropriate identification of one or several of the species is possible.
•

Documentation of the biological setting, topography, water depth (if pools exist), and
comprehensive species list must be collected on datasheets during each survey.

•

!fthe target species are found, survey results must include a map of the population
distribution with respect to the proposed prnject site, an estimate of the degree of
impact of the project on the population and potential habitat, and a completed
California Native Species Field Survey Form to be submitted to the California
Natural Diversity Data Base.

•

A report summarizing the survey findings, and information collected during the
surveys will be submitted to the Town of Windsor within two months of completion
of the surveys. Copies of the survey forms and any notes taken during the survey will
be included in the report. In the event that listed species are found, copies of the
rep01t should also be forwarded to CDFG and USFWS.

•

If federally listed species are found, informal consultation with CDFG and USFWS
will occur to ensure that the mitigation measures listed in this document are adequate.

•

Additional requirements for the su,veys are described in the Guidelines
(Appendix F), and apply to the entire project site.

Mitigation Measure C-2b: Avoidance. If it is determined that sensitive species or sensitive
species habitat occur at the site, the project development plan should be appropriately
redesigned to minimize impacts to these resources. This includes; redesigning the
construction footprint with coordination from all paities involved in the project planning,
and fencing areas with sensitive species populations or habitat prior to, and during all
construction activities.
Mitigation Measure C-2c: Impact Mitigation. Mitigation for impacts to the federally listed
plant species and/or their habitat are described in the PBO (USFWS, 2007), and state the
following; If, after two years of botanical surveys, federally listed plant species are not
observed on the site, but it is determined that suitable habitat is present, the mitigation for
impacts to suitable habitat will be covered by Mitigation Measure C-1 c.
If federally listed plant species are observed on the prope1ty, or if development or
improvements on the property have the potential to impact known occurrences on adjacent
or nearby property, the compensation for "occupied habitat" applies. Mitigation
requirements for occupied habitat are listed below, and would replace the mitigation ratios
in Measure C-1 c. All other aspects of Mitigation Measure C-1 d apply to the mitigation of
occupied habitat, with the addition of the following requirements.
Burke's goldfields and Sonoma sunshine. 3:1 occupied or established habitat (any
combination) with success criteria met prior to grnundbreaking at the project site.
Sebastapol meadowfoam. 2: I occupied or established habitat (any combination) with
success criteria met prior to groundbreaking at the project site.
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Furthermore, the PBO states that the following requirements must be met prior to any
ground disturbance, if the habitat is established as "occupied." These requirements are
copied directly from the document (USFWS, 2007).

f

"Ground disturbance at the project site may begin when the following criteria are deemed
completed by the Service and CDFG:
I.

Seed/soil collection and salvage at the project site has been completed at sites that
have been determined by the Service and CDFG as being occupied by one or more of
the listed plants;

2.

The applicant has completed one of the following: a.) purchased appropriated plant
credits at a Service and CDFG approved bank; orb.) conserved occupied and
established plant habitat at a location and number of acres approved by the Service
and CDFG. The conserved land must also have a Service and CDFG- approved
management plan and non-\vasting endowment fund. Mitigation sites proposed under
option b will be evaluated on a case by case basis."

Non federally listed special status plants that have a moderate potential to occur at the Keiser
Park project site are; dwarf downingia (Downingia pusil!a), and marsh microseris (1\1icroseris
paludosa). These species are protected under the Native Plant Protection Act, and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380. Baker's navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. p/eicmtha), is a
federally listed plant species that is not covered under the PBO, and can be mitigated according to
the mitigation measures below. The following mitigation measures, in conjunction with
Mitigation Measure C-1 a, will ensure that impacts to special status plant species are reduced to
less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure C-2d: l'la111 Surveys. Conduct focused plant surveys according to the
CNPS Botcmical Survey Guidelines, (CNPS, 200 I) for rare plant surveys, to determine
presence or absence of sensitive plant species at the Keiser Park project site. The surveys
should be conducted during the flowering season of the sensitive plant species, by a
qualified botanist with experience and knowledge of the flora of the Santa Rosa Plain. A
report of the findings should be submitted to the appropriate agencies within two months of
completion of the surveys and will include; a comprehensive species list, a description of
habitat characteristics, copies of the survey forms and any notes taken during the survey,
date of the survey, and names of the surveyors.
Plant surveys for federally listed plants (Mitigation Measure C-2a), and plant surveys for
state listed or California rare plants (Mitigation Measure C-2d) can be conducted
simultaneously. However, the repo1ting requirements for the various species are different,
whieh justifies different survey guidelines.

Mitigation Measure C-2e: Impact lvfitigation. If sensitive, non-federally listed species are
not found during the surveys, no mitigation is required. If sensitive species are located
during the surveys, Mitigation Measure C-2c applies. Additionally, it will be necessary to
mitigate the impacts to sensitive species populations either onsite or offsite. Mitigation
Measure C-1 c sufficiently covers the mitigation requirement for sensitive species that are
permanently impacted by the development and improvements at Keiser Park, with the
following modifications:
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•

Mitigation for permanently impacted habitat of sensitive species where presence of
sensitive plant species has been identified will be 2 units of preserved land to I unit
of impacted land ( or 2: I).

Significant after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-3: Improvements and additions to Keiser Park facilities as part of the project
could potentially impact protected trees. (Potentially Significant)
There is a considerable variety of species, ages, and distribution of trees at the Keiser Park site.
Two tree inventories have been conducted on the property at 630 and 690 Windsor River Rd., and
one inventmy has been conducted on the west parcel of the Keiser Park property. The tree
inventory conducted by MacNair and Associates (MacNair, 2006) updates the previous inventory
on the properties at 630 and 690 Windsor River Rd., and provides a baseline inventmy of the
west parcel. In the inventory, all trees with trunk diameters larger than 6 inches (measured at
4.5 ft. above grade) were measured and assessed for health and structure. The tree inventory does
not address impacts to specific trees because the report was written when the Keiser Park
improvement project was in the pre-planning stages. Therefore, documentation of specific
impacts to protected trees has not yet been done.
"The Town of Windsor Tree Technical Manual" was created to implement the City's Zoning
Ordinance Chapter 27.36- Tree Preservation and Protection, and specifies the requirements for
documenting the presence of trees on the site, tree protection and preservation plans, tree removal
permits, and replacement requirements for trees that are removed. The Technical Manual is
included as an appendix to this document (Appendix E), and all requirements and provisions in
the manual apply to the protected trees at the Keiser Park site.
Mitigation Measures C-3a, b, c, and d will ensure that potential impacts to protected trees are
reduced to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure C-3a: Tree inventory. A complete updated tree inventory of the
property to be developed or improved should be completed prior to finalization of the
development plans.
Mitigation Measure C-3b: Avoidance. To the greatest extent possible, avoid protected tree
removal.
Mitigation Measure C-3c:.Tree Proleclion and Preservation Plan. A Tree Protection and
Preservation Plan will be prepared according to the guidelines for plan content found in
section 2.20 of the "Tree Technical Manual" (Appendix E). The Town of Windsor must
comply with the requirements of tree removal permits typically required by private project
sponsors for the removal of all protected trees (a definition of"protected trees" is given in
the Tree Ordinance section ofRegulato1y Framework above).
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Mitigation Measure C-3d: Tree Rep/aceme11t. Protected trees that are removed must be
replaced according to the requirements in section 27.36.061 of the City's Zoning
Ordinance- Tree Preservation and Protection, or as specifically directed by the Town in
response to the Tree Protection and Preservation Plan, or tree removal permits. A minimum
replacement ratio of2:1 trees replaced to trees removed will be required.
Mitigation Measure C-3e: lmp!emenl Best lvlanagement Praclices. Require application of
Best Management Practices during construction. The implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) will be required during construction to reduce impacts to valley oaks and
other Heritage Trees. The trees that shall be avoided and protected during construction
include any protected tree that has a diameter 6-inches or greater as measured 4.5 feet
above the ground.
BMPs should be included in the plans and specifications for the project. These BMPs
should be reviewed in pre-construction meetings with the Town of Windsor staff, the
Town's contractor, and qualified biologists and should, at a minimum, include the
following provisions:
•

Construction drawings shall accurately locate areas to be avoided such as tree trunks

and root protection zones.
•

Prior to construction, the tree protection zone of sensitive trees shall be fenced using
wire mesh fencing.

•

Construction staging areas shall be designated on plans and prohibit parking, loading,
digging (especially trenching), and grading during all construction activities within

the tree protection zones of all trees.
•

A pre-construction meeting conference shall be held with contractors to review
BMPs and require bonding and fines to ensure the replacement of any inadvertently
damaged trees.

•

Existing grade shall be maintained within the fenced portion of the dripline. Any
change in grade within the fencing can only proceed with written directions from the
Town's arborist. The arborist will provide an appropriate methodology for
accomplishing the change in grade within the fence, without changing the grade

within the dripline.
•

If pruning is necessary, pruning should be done to clean and raise canopy per
International Society of Arboriculture pruning standards.

•

A certified arborist shall be consulted during design to accurately locate root
protection zones and identify other specific measures that would limit potential
indirect impacts on trees that may be encroached upon.

•

A drainage plan shall be designed that will avoid oak trees to be preserved.

•

Additional construction activities within the Tree Protection Zone including
tunneling, trenching, excavating, and root cutting, among others, shall be carried out

according to the requirements in the "Town of Windsor Tree Technical Manual"
sections 4.0-4.5 (Appendix E).
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-4: Development and improvements of the Keiser Park site may result in loss of
riparian woodland vegetation (other than trees). (Potentially Significant)
Riparian woodlands occur at the Keiser Park project site throughout the entire length of the park
from the northeast corner to the southwest corner of the property, adjacent to the Starr Creek
tributaries. These riparian woodlands are characterized by an overstory of sapling to mature oak
trees (mostly valley oaks) with an exotic shrub or grass understory. Riparian corridors are protected
by CDFG code 1600-1616, which require a Streambed Alteration Agreement for modification of
creek banks and associated vegetation when CDFG determines that the proposed project will
substantially adversely affect fish or wildlife resources. Mitigation measures C-4a and b will ensure
that impacts to the riparian woodland vegetation are reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure C-4a: Riparian Setback. Development adjacent to the unnamed
tributaries to Starr Creek on the Keiser Park property will conform to the 50 ft. setback
requirement given in the Sonoma County General Plan (Objective OS-Sc), or to the edge of
the riparian corridor, which extends out from the creek to the drip line of riparian trees.
Mitigation Measure C-4b: Impact Mitigation. Mitigation ratios for native vegetation and
wildlife habitat (other than trees) removed as a result of construction activities and
development will be 2: 1, unless otherwise stipulated by the permitting agency. This applies
to unavoidable impacts to riparian vegetation within the 50 ft. riparian conservation
corridor. Mitigation for the removal or destruction of riparian vegetation will take place on
site in the riparian corridor, and will consist of riparian restoration and riparian
enhancement plantings. Exotic plant species removed will be replaced with locally and
ecologically appropriate native plant species.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-5: Removal of trees and riparian vegetation could result in the loss of nesting or
roosting habitat for raptors and other bird species that are protected by California Fish and
Game Code 3503 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. (Potentially Significant)
Bird nesting is expected in large trees, shrubs, and in annual grasslands on or near the project site.
Nesting raptors that could be expected include Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, red-tailed
hawk, red shouldered hawk, white-tailed kite, and American kestrel. Numerous other resident and
migratory birds are also expected to nest in the project area, such as; the California yellow
warbler, the purple martin, and Vaux's swift. If active nest sites ocem in or adjacent to the project
area, noise and visual distmbance associated with construction activities occurring during the
nesting season may lead to nest abandonment and/or nest failure. The removal of large trees has
potential to destroy active nest sites. Removal of suitable nesting and roosting habitat would be
inconsistent with the Town of Windsor preservation and protection biological resources policies
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(Policy 6.D. I and Policy 6.D.1.6). The loss of suitable nesting habitat would conflict with
Section 15380 and Section 15206 (b) (4) (F) (5) ofCEQA, and would constitute a significant
impact.
The implementation of Mitigation Measure C-5a (work in non-nesting season) and Mitigation
Measure C-5b would reduce impacts to active raptor nests, migratory bird nests to a Iess-thansignificant level. These mitigation measures are as follows:

Mitigation Measure C-Sa: Avoidance. To the extent feasible, tree removal and grading
activities shall avoid the active nesting and breeding season (from March I through
August 15) to avoid impacts to nesting birds and raptors. If seasonal avoidance is not
feasible, then Mitigation Measure C-5b shall be implemented to minimize impacts to
nesting birds and raptors.
Mitigation Measure C-Sb: Pre-construction Surveys. Prior to any potential nest-disturbing
activities during the period from March I through August 15, the project proponent shall
retain a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The
survey shall be conducted no more than one week prior to the start of work activities and
would cover all affected areas including a 500-foot buffer area around the active project
area, staging areas, and access road improvement areas where substantial ground
disturbance or vegetation clearing is required.
•

Additional pre-construction surveys shall be conducted for each new phase of project
implementation that occurs during the nesting season, no more than two weeks prior
to construction (e.g., prior to tree removal, and again prior to major grading).

•

If any active nests are found, an appropriate nest buffer area shall be established. The
following guidelines for protection zones shall be used: For passerine birds, a 50 I 00-foot protection zone shall be established around active nests; For raptors, a
300-foot protection zone and for golden eagles a 500 foot protection zone shall be
established around active nests. These protection zones may be modified on a sitespecific basis as determined by the qualified biologist or in coordination with CDFG.

•

Active nests within the project area would be monitored for signs of disturbance. If
the qualified biologist determines that a disturbance is occurring, construction shall
be halted, and CDFG shall be contacted to determine the need for additional
protection measures.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-6: Construction of the proposed project has the potential to affect roosting or
breeding special-status bats in and near the project site. (Potentially Significant)
Large diameter oak trees and outbuildings on the project site, and uninhabited structures in the
vicinity of the site provide potential roosting habitat for common and special status bats. The
larger valley oaks provide suitable nesting and roosting sites, and the open grassland and riparian
areas provide forage habitat. Focused bat surveys have not been conducted on the project site.
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Potential direct impacts to special-status bats include removal of habitat and active roost sites
during site clearing and grading. Indirect impacts include increased noise and human presence
during construction, with the possibility of nest or roost abandonment.

Mitigation Measure C-6: Avoidance and Minimization of!mpacts. Implement protection
measures to avoid and minimize impacts to special-status bats during construction.
Concurrent with breeding bird surveys (Mitigation Measure C-5) a qualified biologist will
conduct preconstruction surveys for special-status bats within suitable open structures and
large trees (e.g.,> 24 inch diameter at breast height) on the site. If bat species identified in
Table 4.C- I are identified on-site, the biologist will evaluate whether breeding adults or
juveniles are present. If present, a suitably sized buffer (e.g., I 00 to I 50 feet) will be placed
around the roost if it appears that grading, tree removal or other project activities may cause
abandonment. If it appears that demolition activities may cause nest abandonment,
demolition activities must cease until juvenile bats are selt~sufficient and would not be
directly impacted by project activities.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact C-7: Construction of the proposed project has the potential to impact sensitive fish
species habitat. (Potentially Significant)
Two foot bridges crossing the unnamed creek are proposed for construction at the Keiser Park
site, and are the only elements that would necessitate construction in the creek area. Other
construction outside creek corridor has the potential to create erosional features or sediment
deposit in the creek. The following measures will ensure that potential impacts to sensitive fish
species habitat are reduced to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure C-7a:
•

Work in or near active waterways shall occur only during the summer low-flow
period (June l through October 15).

•

Litter and construction debris shall be removed from creek channel and flood plain
and disposed of at an appropriate site.

•

Implement Mitigation Measure G-1 to prevent construction-related erosion.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
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Introduction
The assessment of project impacts on cultural resources under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5) is a two-step process: (I) determine whether the project site contains cultural
resources ( defined as prehistoric archaeological, historic archaeological, or historic architectural
resources I). If the site is found to contain a cultural resource, then (2) determine whether the
project would cause a substantial adverse change to the resource. The setting discussion describes
Keiser Park and its vicinity, and assesses whether the park's cultu.ral resources for the purposes of
CEQA. The impact discussion reviews the criteria for significant impacts on cultural resources
and assesses the impact of the project on cultural resources.
Keiser Park is located within an area of mixed vegetation, with sparse riparian woodlands along
Starr Creek Tributary 6 and landscape varieties of non-native grass and exotics within the already
developed Keiser Parle Soils within the project area are predominantly Huichica Loam, with
some Arbuckle gravelly sandy loam deposits at the northeast and southwestern extents of the
project area (USDA, 2008).

Prehistoric Background
Fredrickson (1974) divided human history in California into three broad periods: the Paleoindian
period, the Archaic period, and the Emergent period. This scheme used sociopolitical complexity,
trade networks, population, and the introduction and variations of artifact types to differentiate
between cultural units. The significance of prehistoric sites rests partly on their ability to help
archaeologists explain the reasons for these changes in different places and at different times in
prehistory. This scheme provides the analytical framework for the interpretation of the
San Francisco Bay and North Coast Ranges prehistory and, with minor revisions (Fredrickson,
l 994), remains the dominant framework for prehistoric archaeological research in this region.
The Paleoindian period ( I 0,000 to 6000 B.C.) was characterized by small, highly mobile groups
occupying broad geographic areas. During the Archaic period, consisting of the Lower Archaic
period (6000 to 3000 B.C.), Middle Archaic period (3000 to 500 B.C.), and Upper Archaic period
(500 B.C. to A.O. 1000), geographic mobility may have continued, although groups began to
establish longer-term base camps in localities from which a more diverse range of resources could
be exploited. The addition of milling tools, obsidian and chert concave-base points, and the
occurrence of sites in a wider range of environments suggests that the economic base was more
diverse. By the Upper Archaic, mobility was being replaced by a more sedentary adaptation in the
development of numerous small villages, and the beginnings ofa more complex society and
economy began to emerge. During the Emergent period (A.O. I 000 to 1800), social complexity

For the purposes of lhis report, the term "historic architccturnl resources" is synonymous with ''historical resources"
under the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5.
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developed toward the ethnographic pattern of large, central villages where political leaders
resided, with associated hamlets and specialized activity sites.
Artifacts associated with the period include the bow and arrow, small corner-notched points,
mortars and pestles, and a diversity of beads and ornaments (Fredrickson, 1994; Gerike et al.,
1996).

Ethnographic Background
Ethnographic Iiterature indicates that at the time of historic contact, the project area was within
the territory of the Southern Pomo-speaking peoples, which extended from approximately five
miles south of Santa Rosa no1ihward to approximately the Sonoma-Mendocino County border,
and from the eastern drainage of the Russian River westward to Southwestern Pomo, or Kasha ya
territory (Barrett, 1908; Bean and Theodoratus, 1978; Kroeber, 1925; McLendon and Oswalt,
1978). The closest ethnographic village site was colikowi or East Windsor located to the east of
the project area (McLendon and Oswalt, 1978).
The primary sociopolitical unit was the village community, or tribelet. Pomo village communities
consisted of a principal village, at which the chief resided, surrounded by several secondary
settlements. Each village community averaged around 100 to 2,000 people (Bean And
Theodoratus, 1978). Within Southern Pomo tribelet territories, people were allowed to feely hunt,
fish, and gather plant foods. Tribelet boundaries, however, were clearly defined in regards to
rights of utilization of their territory by other groups (Kroeber, 1925). Beginning around 1800, the
Southern Pomo people were significantly diminished through missionization, Mexican slave
raids, disease, and immigrant settlement in their territory (Mc Lendon and Oswalt, 1978).

Historic Background
From Town of Windsor Building and Planning Department (1996)
The Town of Windsor was founded in 1855 and situated originally on the county road leading
from Santa Rosa to Healdsburg east of the present U.S. Highway 101. Settlement was spurred by
the Gold Rush in northern California starting in 1849, which prompted such activities as fruit and
grain cultivation, vineyards, ranching, and dairy fanning. Windsor was named for its majestic oak
trees which reminded early settlers of the Windsor countryside in England. In 1854, Hiram Lewis
established the first post office for the Town's population of approximately 250 people. In 1872,
the San Francisco-Northern Pacific Railroad was extended through the Town and triggered the
establishment of a new commercial and retail center to the west of the original town site, next to
the railroad tracks. The Windsor area remained a rural, agricultural community throughout the
latter part of the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century. The allure of
Sonoma County's high quality of life and the availability of affordable housing and land spurred
Sonoma County's growth over the past 30 years. Windsor began to feel the pressures of
urbanization. Between 1980 and 1990 the Windsor area experienced the highest growth rate in
Sonoma County. Windsor successfully incorporated in July 1992.
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Regulatory Framework
Numerous laws and regulations require federal, State, and local agencies to consider the effects a
project may have on cultural resources. These laws and regulations stipulate a process for
compliance, define the responsibilities of the various agencies proposing the action, and prescribe
the relationship among other involved agencies ( e.g., State Historic Preservation Office and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation)'. The National Historic Preservation Act (NJ-IPA) of
1966, as amended; the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and the California
Register of Historical Resources, Public Resources Code (PRC) 5024, are the primary federal and
State laws governing and affecting preservation of cultural resources of national, State, regional,
and local significance.

Federal Level
First authorized by the Historic Sites Act of 1935, the National Register of Historic Places
(National Register) was established by the NHPA of 1966, as "an authoritative guide to be used
by federal, State, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation's
historic resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from
destruction or impairment" (Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 36 § 60.2). The National
Register recognizes both historical-period and prehistoric archaeological properties that are
significant at the national, state, and local levels. In the context of this project, which does not
involve any historical-period structures, the following National Register criteria are given as the
basis for evaluating archaeological resources.

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a resource must be significant in American
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects of potential significance must meet one or more of the following four established
criteria (U.S. Department of the Interior 1995):
a)

Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

b)

Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

c)

Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

d)

I-lave yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Unless the prope11y possesses exceptional significance, it must be at least fifty years old to be
eligible for National Register listing (U.S. Depaitment of the Interior 1995).
In addition to meeting the criteria of significance, a prope11y must have integrity. Integrity is
defined as "the ability ofa prope1ty to convey its significance" (U.S. Depa1tment of the Interior
1995). The National Register recognizes seven qualities that, in various combinations, define
integrity. To retain historic integrity a property must possess several, and usually most, of these
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seven aspects. Thus, the retention of the specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a property
to convey its significance. The seven factors that define integrity are location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

State Level
The State implements the NHPA through its statewide comprehensive cultural resources surveys
and preservation programs. The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), as an office of
the California Department of Parks and Recreation, implements the policies of the NHPA on a
statewide level. The OHP also maintains the California Historic Resources lnventmy. The State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is an appointed official who implements historic
preservation programs within the State's jurisdictions.

California Register of Historical Resources
The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is "an authoritative listing
and guide to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the
existing historical resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected,
to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change." (California Public Resources
Code§ 5024. I [al). The criteria for eligibility for the California Register are based upon National
Register criteria (California Public Resources Code § 5024.1 [b ]). Certain resources are determined
by the statute to be automatically included in the California Register, including California properties
formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places.
To be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources, a prehistoric or historicalperiod property must be significant at the local, state, and/or federal level under one or more of
the following criteria:
I)

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California's history and cultural heritage;
·

2)

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3)

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or

4)

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

A resource eligible for the California Register must meet one of the criteria of significance
described above, and retain enough of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be
recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reason for its significance. It is possible
that a historic resource may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the
National Register, but it may still be eligible for listing in the California Register.
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Additionally, the California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those
that must be nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California
Register automatically includes the following:
•

California properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places and those formally
Determined Eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

•

California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward.

•

Those California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the 01-IP and
have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the California
Register.

Other resources that may be nominated to the California Register include:
•

Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (Those properties
identified as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the California
Register of Historical Resources, and/or a local jurisdiction register).

•

Individual historical resources.

•

Historical resources contributing to historic districts.

•

Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local
ordinance, such as an historic preservation overlay zone.

California Environmental Quality Act
The CEQA is the principal statute governing environmental review of projects occurring in the
State. CEQA requires lead agencies to determine if a proposed project would have a significant
effect on archaeological resources. CEQA is codified at Public Resources Code sec. 21000 et seq.
As defined in § 21083.2 of CEQA a '·unique" archaeological resource is an archaeological
artifact, object, or site, about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to
the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following
criteria:
•

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information.

•

I-las a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.

•

Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.

In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines recognize that cettain historical resources may also have
significance. The Guidelines recognize that a historical resource includes: (I) a resource in the
California Register of Historical Resources; (2) a resource included in a local register of historical
resources, as defined in PRC § 5020.1 (k) or identified as significant in a historical resource
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survey meeting the requirements of PRC § 5024.1 (g); and (3) 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, educationar", social,
political, military, or cultural annals of California by the lead agency, provided the lead agency's
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.
If a lead agency determines that an archaeological site is a historical resource, the provisions of
§ 21084.1 ofCEQA and§ 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines apply. !fan archaeological site
does not meet the criteria for a historical resource contained in the State CEQA Guidelines, then
the site is to be treated in accordance with the provisions ofCEQA § 21083, which is a unique
archaeological resource. The State CEQA Guidelines note that if an archaeological resource is
neither a unique archaeological nor a historical resource, the effects of the project on those
resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines
§ 15064.5(c)(4)).

Local
The General Plan for the Town of Windsor outlines local policies and implementation programs
for the treatment and protection of cultural resources, from which the following was derived
(Town of Windsor, 1996). It is the policy of the Town of Windsor that significant cultural or
historical sites or structures within the Town are identified and preserved (Policy E. I) and
specifically, significant archaeological and historical resources should be identified and protected
from destruction (Policy E.1.2). Action to Policy E.1.2 requires that, in the event of discovery of a
significant archaeological or historical resource after the commencement of development
activities, the "developer shall prepare an assessment of appropriate actions to preserve or remove
the resource, subject to review and approval of the actions by the Town" (Policy E.1.2; Town of
Windsor, 1996).
TABLE 4.D-1
CULTURAL RESOURCE POLICIES AS OUTLINED IN THE TOWN OF WINDSOR GENERAL PLAN
Policy

Description

E.1

Identify and preserve significant cultural or historical sites or structures within the Town.

E.1.1

The Town shall continue to encourage efforts, both public and private, to preserve its historical and
cultural heritage by. Property owners shall be encouraged to nominate eligible properties for listing in
local, state, and federal registers of historic places.

E.1.2

Significant archaeological and historical resources should be identified and protected from destruction.
If evidence of such resources appears after development begins, the developer shall prepare an
assessment of appropriate actions to preserve or remove the resources, subject to review and
approval of the actions by the Town.

E.2

Promote public awareness of and support for historic preservation, and encourage both visual and
physical access to,historic properties, whenever appropriate.

E.2.1

The Town should encourage the reuse of architecturally interesting or historical buildings in a manner
that preserves their historic architectural merit.

E.2.2

The Town should continue to coordinate with the County, the Northwest Archaeological Information
Center, and local historical societies to advance public education efforts regarding the history and
heritage of the area.
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Methods
Archival Search
A cultural resource records search was conducted on behalfofESA by the Northwest Information
Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) on
January I 5, 2008 (File No. 07- 1-12). The records search consisted of an examination of the
following documents:
•

NWIC base maps (USGS 7.5-minute Healdsburg topographic map), to identify recorded
archaeological sites and surveys within a 1/2-mile radius of the above-referenced location.

•

NWIC base maps (USGS 7.5-minute Healdsburg topographic map), to identify recorded
historic-period resources of the built environment (building, structures, and objects) within
a 1/4-mile radius of the above-referenced location.

•

The California Department of Parks and Recreation's California Inventory ofHistoric
Resources ( 1976) and the Office of Historic Preservation's Historic Properties DirectOIJ'
(updated 4 December 2007), to identify California Historical Landmarks, California Points
of Historic Interest, and California historic properties that are listed in or determined
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

•

Available historic-period maps (diseiios or Spanish/Mexican Jandgrant maps, General Land
Office maps, 19th- and early-20th-century USGS 15- and 7.5-minute topographic maps,
and Sanborn Company fire insurance maps) to identify historic-period buildings, structures,
and objects located within or near the above-referenced location.

•

Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 8: California, to identify ethnographic
village locations and to provide ethnographic information and background where required.

Native American Consultation
A Sacred Lands search request and request for Native American contacts list was submitted to the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on January 29, 2008. NAHC response to ESA's
request was received on January 31, 2008. The record search of the sacred land file failed to
indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the project area.
A Jetter announcing the proposed project, with an attached map highlighting the location of the
project area, was mailed to Lisa Miller, Tribal Administrator for the Lytton Rancheria Band of
Pomo Indians on January 23, 2008.
On February 11, 2008, a letter response was received from Brenda L. Tomaras ofTomaras &
Ogas, LLP; who represents the Lytton Band. Ms Tomaras reiterated the Tribe's commitment to
the protection and preservation of Pomo artifacts and archaeological sites (see Appendix G).
Ms. Tomaras requested that special attention be given so as to ensure the protection of previously
undiscovered resources and that if any Pomo artifacts or sites were discovered or human remains
encountered during the course of project activities, the Tribe requests that they be contacted
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immediately. It was also requested that the Tribe be forwarded a copy of the cultural survey for
comment, should permission be permitted.

Archaeological Field Survey
ESA Archaeologists completed the pedestrian field survey of the project area on February 19,
2008. Survey methodology included the systematic pedestrian survey of open space in 15 m
survey transects. Ground visibility varied from poor to good. Heavy grasses obscured ground
visibility in the southeast and central sections of the project area. Landscaping of ball fields also
prohibited visibility. Vegetation was periodically scraped to reveal ground surface and rodent
holes were checked for cultural materials. The exposed creek banks of Starr Creek Tributa1y 6
were thoroughly examined.

Results
Archival Search
Results of the cultural resources records search conducted through the CHRIS-NWIC indicates
that the project area has not been previously surveyed. However, fourteen cultural resources
studies have been completed with a Yi-mile radius of the park.
No prehistoric or historic-period cultural resources have been recorded within the proposed
project area. No prehistoric or historic-period cultural resources have been recorded within a
Yi-mile radius of the park.

Field Survey Results
One possible historical resource was recorded within the park. The resource is a 25 x 14 foot
building flat cut into a slope 3 feet deep. A water pipe extends from the ground on the east side of
the flat. A sawed-off utility pole is located 20 ft. south of the flat. The resource was recorded on a
Department of Parks and Recreation 523a form (see Appendix G).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines the project would have a significant
effect if it would:
•

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource [inclusive of
archaeological resources] which is either listed or eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or a local register
of historic resources.
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•

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource
(i.e., an artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it contains
information needed to answer impo1tant scientific research questions, has a special and
particular quality such as being the oldest or best available example of its type, or is
directly associated with a scientifically recognized impmtant prehistoric or historic event or
person).

Project impacts on Native American resources would be considered significant if the project
would:
•

Result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of an impo1tant Native
American Resource or its immediate surroundings such that its significance would be
materially impaired. A resource is "materially impaired" if those physical characteristics
that convey its religious, spiritual or traditional significance are demolished or materially
altered. Native American resources include but are not necessarily limited to villages,
burials, rock art, rock features, or spring locations.

•

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

•

Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area.

Impacts
Impact D-1: The implementation of the Master Plan would impact buried deposits that
could contain infonnation capable of answering pertinent research questions arc present
beneath or adjacent to the flat area. (Potentially Significant)
The implementation of the Master Plan would involve the expansion of an existing public park
facility, including the possible construction of athletic and recreational fields and facilities. One
possible historical resource was identified during the pedestrian survey. Because the utility pole
could have historic significance, Mitigation Measure D-1 would reduce any potential impact lo a
less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure D-1: Prior to construction activities, the prepared flat and sawed-off
utility pole area should be evaluated for its inclusion to the California Register of Historical
Resources. The resource should be more thoroughly recorded and a historic context should
be developed to evaluate significance. lffurther research determines there was not a
structure associated with the area, or there is archival data available that clearly explains
the purpose of the pad, no further work may be necessa,y. Additionally, the significance of
most prehistoric and historical archaeological sites is usually evaluated under Criterion 4,
which stresses the importance of the information contained in an archaeological site, rather
than its value as a surviving example of a type or its historical association with an
impo1tant person or event. If it is determined that the resource may have significant
information potential following additional research including a records search, test units
will be placed within the area to determine the presence of a subsurface deposit. If the test
units contain material that may answer pe1tinent research questions, a treatment plan should
be developed that includes data recovery will be developed and implemented to adequately
address any research questions or themes.
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact D-2: The implementation of the Master Plan would involve ground-disturbing
activities outside of the flat area, therefore it is possible that such actions could unearth,
expose, or disturb buried archaeological deposits that were not observable on the surface.
(Potentially Significant)
The park is located in predominantly Huichica Loam, with some Arbuckle gravelly sandy loam
deposits at the no1theast and southwestern extents of the project area, which tend to be considered
of low potential for harboring paleontologic resources that would qualify as significant-in terms
of scientific importance-for the purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 15064.5[a][3]).
However, significant discoveries have been made in creek beds in Sonoma County and, hence,
make the possibility of such resources being identified slightly greater during excavation
activities in or adjacent to the Starr Creek Tributary 6.
Because significant fossil discoveries can be made even in areas designated as having a low
potential for such resources and could result from excavation activities related to the proposed
project. Excavation activities can have a deleterious effect on such resources. This impact would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the incorporation of the following mitigation
measure.

Mitigation Measure D-2: Any accidental discovery of cultural resources during
construction will be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be
potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Town of Windsor and
appropriate Native American group(s), will develop a treatment plan. All work in the
immediate vicinity of the unanticipated discovery shall cease until the qualified
archaeologist has evaluated the discovery, or the treatment plan has been implemented.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact D-3: The implementation of the Master Plan would involve ground-disturbing
activities, therefore it is possible that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb buried
human remains. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure D-3: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during
construction excavation and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code § 7050.5
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessmy findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC§ 5097.98. !fthe remains
are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the
NAHC. The NAI-IC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely
Descendent of the deceased Native American, who will then help determine what course of
action should be taken in dealing with the remains.
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact D-4: The implementation of the Master Plan would result in excavation in bedrock
where significant paleontologic discovery could be present. (Potentially Significant)
Paleontologic resources are the fossilized evidence of past life found in the geologic record.
Despite the tremendous volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide, and the
enormous number of organisms that have lived through time, preservation of plant or animal
remains as fossils is an extremely rare occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil
preservation, fossils - particularly vertebrate fossils - are considered to be nonrenewable
resources. Because of their rarity, and the scientific information they can provide, fossils are
highly significant records of ancient life.

Mitigation Measure D-4: lfpaleontological resources, such as fossilized bone, teeth, shell,
tracks, trails, casts, molds, or impressions are discovered during ground~disturbing
activities, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a qualified
paleontologist can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, develop appropriate
treatment measures in consultation with the Town of Windsor.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact D-5: The implementation of the Master Plan would have an adverse impact to
architectural resources or built historical resources. (No Impact)
The former residential property on the project site, now currently used for storage by the Town of
Windsor, was constructed circa 1965 and designed with minimal Ranch Style features. Given the
relatively recent date of construction of this property, and the lack of any known architectural or
historical associations, it does not appear to qualify for listing in the California Register of
Historic Resources (CRHR), and therefore would not be considered a historic resource for CEQA
purposes. Demolition of a non-historic structure would have no impact to historic architectural
resources, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation: None required.
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Cumulative Impacts
Impact D-6: The implementation of the Master Plan, in conjunction with cumulative
development, could affect cultural resources in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)
While the proposed project, in conjunction with development proposed in other pmts of the Town
of Windsor, has the potential to adversely affect cultural resources, including previously
unrecorded prehistoric and historic resources, implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in this EIR, would reduce the cumulative impact on cultural resources to a less-thansignificant level.

Mitigation: None required.
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E. Geology, Soils and Seismicity
This section discusses seismic, geologic, and soils issues related to implementation of the
proposed Keiser Park Master Plan. The regional geologic setting and relative location to active
faults is described. Pertinent federal, state, and local laws related to geologic and seismic
considerations are summarized. Potential project-related impacts related to ground shaking, slope
instability, erosion, and other seismic and geologic hazards are described and appropriate
mitigation measures prescribed to offset potential impacts.

Setting
Regional Geologic Setting
Geologists refer to the region of northern and central California, which lies between the Pacific
Ocean and the Great Valley, as the Coast Range Geomorphic Province (Coast Range). The
regional bedrock underlying the Coast Ranges is the Franciscan Complex, a mixture of ancient
seafloor sediments and volcanic rocks, which, over millions of years, have undergone alteration
by heat and pressure deep within the eaith. Overlying the Franciscan bedrock are geologically
younger, volcanic and sedimentary rock units. The topography of the Coast Range is
characterized by northwest-southeast trending mountain ridges and intervening valleys. These
features were formed over 111 i II ions of years by movements in the earth's crust ( referred to as
tectonics). The Coast Range is known for its high rate of seismic activity, active tectonics
(movement of the earth's crust), extensive slope failures, and high rates of erosion.
Modern tectonic activity within the Coast Range continues to be associated with activity along
the San Andreas system of faults. Regionally, this fault system is the boundary between large
sections, or plates, of the earth's crust known as the North American Plate and Pacific Plate. In
the San Francisco Bay Area, this boundary is a complex system of generally parallel, northwest
trending faults extending from the main trace of the San Andreas along the coastline eastward to
near Fairfield. This system includes several major active faults whose traces extend well into and,
in some cases, beyond the North Bay Counties. These faults and their characteristics arc
summarized below in the Seismicity discussion.

Site Topography and Geology
The project site is located within a northwest trending valley to the cast of the Russian River
Valley. The town of Windsor is separated from the Russian River Valley by foothills that reach
elevations of just over 200 feet above mean sea level. To the east of the project area, the valley is
flanked by the Maacama Mountain Range. The general geology of the project area consists of
alluvial deposits which are underlain by sedimentary rocks of the Glen Ellen Formation
(Windsor, 1993). The Glen Ellen Formation is underlain by what are known as the Sonoma
Volcanics. The project area lies at an elevation of approximately I 00 feet above mean sea level
and is relatively flat across the site.
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Seismic Hazards
Groundshaking
The San Francisco Bay Area, including central Sonoma County, is recognized as one of the most
active regions in the United States. The 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) locates the entire Bay
Area within Seismic Risk Zone 4; areas within Zone 4 are expected to experience maximum
magnitudes and damage in the event of an earthquake. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Working Group on California Emthquake Probabilities has evaluated the probability of one or more
emthquakes of Richter magnitude (M) 6.7 or higher occurring in the San Francisco Bay Area within
the next 30 years. The result of the evaluation indicated a 62 percent likelihood that such an
earthquake event will occur in the San Francisco Bay Area between 2003 and 2032 (USGS, 2003).
Several active faults have the potential to cause widespread damage to the project region and are
listed in Table 4.E-1. An "active" fault is defined by the State of California as a fault that has had
surface displacement within approximately the last 11,000 years. A "potentially active" fault is
defined as a fau It that has shown evidence of surface displacement during the last 1.6 million
years, unless direct geologic evidence demonstrates inactivity for the last 11,000 years or longer.
This definition does not, of course, mean that faults lacking evidence of surface displacement are
necessarily inactive. ''Sufficiently active" is also used to describe a fault ifthere is some evidence
that displacement occurred in the last 11,000 years on one or more of its segments or branches.
These faults are considered either active or potentially active. Inactive faults are locaied
throughout the Bay Area. Inactive faults with a long period of inactivity do not provide any
guarantee that a considerable seismic event could occur. Occasionally, faults classified as inactive
can exhibit secondary movement during a major event on another active fault.
Ground movement during an earthquake can vary depending on the overall magnitude, distance
to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and type of geologic material. The composition of
underlying soils, even those relatively distant from faults, can intensify ground shaking. For this
reason, earthquake intensities are also measured in terms of their observed effects at a given
locality. The Modified Mercalli (MM) intensity scale (Table 4.E-2) is commonly used to
measure emthquake damage due to ground shaking. The MM values for intensity range from
I (earthquake not felt) to XII (damage nearly total), and intensities ranging from IV to X could
cause moderate to significant structural damage. The intensities of an earthquake will vary over
the region of a fault and generally decrease with distance from the epicenter of the earthquake.

Surface Fault Rupture
Fault rupture is displacement at the emth's surface resulting from fault movement associated with
an eaithquake. Surface rupture can damage or collapse buildings, cause severe damage to roads
and other paved areas, and cause failure of overhead and underground utilities. Eatthquake Fault
Zones, established in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Emthquake Fault Zoning Act (see
discussion under Regulato1y Framework), are regulatory zones around the surface traces of active
faults. The proposed project site is approximately three miles away from the nearest active fault
and is not within a designated Emthquake Fault Zone. It should be noted, however, that surface
fault rupture is not necessarily restricted to the area within an Eaithquake Fault Zone.
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TABLE 4.E-1
ACTIVE FAULTS IN THE PROJECT SITE VICINITY

Distance and
Direction from

Maximum
Moment
Magnitude
Earthquake
(Mw}°

Fault

Project Site

Recency of
Movement

Rodgers Creek

3 miles, east

Historic Holocene

Active

M 6.7, 1898
M 5.6, 5.7, 1969

7.0

San Andreas,
North Coast
Segment

19 miles, southwest

Historic (1906;

Active

M7.1,1989
M 8.25, 1906
M 7.0, 1838
Many<M 6

7.9

Maacama, South

7 miles north-

Historic Holocene

Active

Historic active
creep

6.9

42 miles, southeast

Historic (1836;
1868 ruptures)
Holocene

Active

M 6.8, 1868

7. 1

32 miles

Historic Holocene

Active

Historic (1955)

Active

Fault
Classificationa

1989 ruptures)
Holocene

east
Hayward, North

West Napa

Historical
Seismicityb

Many <M 4.5

M 5.2, 2002

na

Historic active

6.9

southeast
ConcordGreen Valley

32 miles
southeast

Holocene

creep

n An ·active" fault is defined by the State of California as a fault that has had surface displacement within approximately the last
11,000 years.
h Richter magnitude (M) and year for recent and/or large events. The Richter magnitude scale reflects the maximum amplitude of a
particular type of seismic wave.
c Moment magnitude (Mw) Is related to the physical size of a fault rupture and movement across a fault. Moment magnitude provides a
physically meaningful measure of the size of a faulting event (CGS, 1997). The Maximum Moment Magnitude Earthquake, derived from
the joint COMG/USGS Probabmstic Seismic Hazard Assessment for the State of California, Peterson, 1996. {USGS OFR 96-705).
Na Not available
SOURCES: Hart, 1997; Jennings, 1994; Peterson, 1996.

Liquefaction
Liquefaction hazards may be present in loose, saturated soils, such as sands and loamy sands, in
which the space between individual patticles is completely filled with water. These soils can
behave like a dense fluid when exposed to prolonged shaking during and earthquake.
Liquefaction is dominated by three main factors: depth to groundwater, soil type, and the
seismicity of the area. Liquefaction can be responsible for widespread structural failure. The
General Plan for the Town of Windsor locates the project site in an area that is considered to have
a potential liquefaction hazard (Windsor, 1996).

Earthquake-Induced Settlement
Settlement of the ground surface can be accelerated and accentuated by earthquakes, During an
earthquake, settlement can occur as a result of the relatively rapid rearrangement, compaction,
and settling of subsurface materials (particularly loose, non-compacted, and variable sandy
sediments), Settlement can occur both uniformly and differentially (i.e., where adjoining areas
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TABLE 4.E-2
MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE
Intensity
Value

Average Peak
Acceleration 8

Intensity Description
Not felt. Marginal and long period effects of large earthquakes.

< 0.0017 g

II

Felt by persons at rest, on upper floors, or favorably placed.

< 0.014 g

Ill

Felt indoors. Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of light trucks. Duration
estimated. May not be recognized as an earthquake.

< 0.014 g

IV

Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of heavy trucks: or sensation of a jolt
like a heavy ball striking the walls. Standing motor cars rock. Windows, dishes, doors
rattle. Glasses clink. Crockery clashes. 1n the upper range of IV, wooden walls and
frame creak.

0.014-0.04 g

V

Felt outdoors: direction estimated. Sleepers wakened. Liquids disturbed, some
spilled. Small unstable objects displaced or upset. Doors swing, close, open.
Shutters, pictures move. Pendulum clocks stop, start, change rate.

0.04-0.09 g

VI

Felt by all. Many frightened and run outdoors. Persons walk unsteadily. Windows,
dishes, glassware broken. Knickknacks, books, etc., off shelves. Pictures off walls.
Furniture moved or overturned. Weak plaster and masonry D cracked. Small bells
ring (church, school). Trees, bushes shaken (visibly, or heard to rustle).

0.09-0.18 g

VII

Difficult to stand. Noticed by drivers of motor cars. Hanging objects quiver. Furniture
broken. Damage to masonry D, including cracks. Weak chimneys broken at roof line.
Fall of plaster, loose bricks, stones, tiles, cornices (also unbraced parapets and
architectural ornaments). Some cracks in masonry C. Waves on ponds; water turbid
with mud. Small slides and caving in along sand or gravel banks. Large bells ring.
Concrete irrigation ditches damaged.

0.18-0.34 g

VIII

Steering of motor cars affected. Damage to masonry C; partial collapse. Some
damage to masonry B; none to masonry A. Fall of stucco and some masonry walls.
Twisting, fall of chimneys, factory stacks, monuments, towers, elevated tanks. Frame
houses moved on foundations lf not bolted down; loose panel walls thrown out.
Decayed piling broken off. Branches broken from trees. Changes in flow or
temperature of springs and wells. Cracks in wet ground and on steep slopes.

0.34-0.65 g

IX

General panic. Masonry D destroyed; masonry C heavily damaged, sometimes with
complete collapse; masonry B seriously damaged. (General damage to foundations.)
Frame structures, if not bolted, shifted off foundations. Frames racked. Serious
damage to reservoirs. Underground pipes broken. Conspicuous cracks in ground. In
alluvial areas sand and mud ejected, earthquake fountains, sand craters.

0.65-1.24 g

X

Most masonry and frame structures destroyed with their foundations. Some well-built
wooden structures and bridges destroyed. Serious damage to dams, dikes,
embankments. Large landslides. Water thrown on banks of canals, rivers, lakes, etc.
Sand and mud shifted horizontally on beaches and flat land. Rails bent slightly.

> 1.24 g

XI

Rails bent greatly. Underground pipelines completely out of service.

> 1.24 g

XII

Damage nearly total. Large rock masses displaced. Lines of sight and level distorted.
Objects thrown into the air.

> 1.24 g

a g {gravity) = 980 centimeters per second squared. 1.0 g of acceleration is a rate of increase in speed equivalent to a car traveling
328 feet from rest in 4.5 seconds.
Masonry A: Good workmanship. mortar, and design; reinforced, especially laterally, and bound together by using steel, concrete, etc.;
designed to resist lateral forces.
Masonry B: Good workmanship and mortar; reinforced, but not designed in detail to resist lateral forces.
Masonry C: Ordinary workmanship and mortar; no extreme weaknesses like failing to tie ln at corners, but neither reinforced nor
designed against horizontal forces.
Masonry D: Weak materials, such as adobe; poor mortar; low standards of workmanship; weak horlzontally.
SOURCE: ABAG, 2003.
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settle at different rates). Areas underlain by artificial fills, unconsolidated alluvial sediments,
slope wash, and areas with improperly engineered construction fills could be susceptible to this
type of settlement. Earthquake-induced settlement could potentially occur at the project site.

Geologic Hazards
Soil Erosion and Soil Loss
Erosion is the wearing away of soil and rock by processes such as mechanical or chemical
weathering, mass wasting, and the action of waves, wind and underground water. Soils containing
high amounts of silt or clay can be easily erodible, while sandy soils are less susceptible. Excessive
soil erosion can eventually lead to damage of building foundations and roadways. Areas where the
soil would be exposed during the construction phase would be susceptible to erosion. Typically, the
soil erosion potential is reduced once the soil is graded and covered with concrete, structures or
asphalt. Site grading, and other construction-related earthwork would result in the distmbance of
soils and the increased potential for soil erosion and soil loss.

Slope Failure
Slope failure is dependent on topography and underlying geologic materials, as well as factors
such as rainfall, excavation, or seismic activities. Steep slopes and downslope creep of surface
materials characterize areas most susceptible to slope failure. Landslides are least likely in
topographically low areas such as alluvial fans. As the surface topography of the project site and
vicinity is relatively level, potential slope instability hazards are minimal.

Expansive Soils
Expansive soils possess a "shrink-swell" behavior. Shrink-swell is the cyclic change in volume
(contraction and expansion) that occurs in fine-grained clay sediments from the process of
wetting and drying. Structural damage may occur over a long period of time, usually the result of
inadequate soil and foundation engineering or the placement of structures directly on expansive
soils. Expansive soils commonly occur in the project site vicinity and therefore, are likely present
in portions of the project site.

Differential Settlement
If not properly engineered, loose, soft, soils comprised of sand, silt, and clay have the potential to
settle after a building or other load is placed on the surface. Differential settlement of the loose
soils generally occurs slowly, but over time can amount to more than most structures can tolerate.
Differential settlement can damage buildings and their foundations, roads and rail lines, and result
in breakage of underground pipes.
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Regulatory Framework
California Building Standards Code
The California Building Code is another name for the body of regulations found in the California
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 2, which is a portion of the California Building Code
(CBC). Title 24 is assigned to the California Building Standards Commission, which, by law, is
responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under State law, all building standards must
be centralized in Title 24 or they are not enforceable.
Published by the International Conference of Building Officials, the UBC is a widely adopted
model building code in the United States. The CBC incorporates by reference the UBC with
necessary California amendments. About one-third of the text within the California Building
Code has been tailored for California eatihquake conditions.
The Town of Windsor is located within Zone 4, one of the four seismic zones designated in the
United States. Zone 4 is expected to experience the greatest effects from earthquake ground
shaking and therefore has the most stringent requirements for seismic design. The national model
code standards adopted into Title 24 apply to all occupancies in California except for
modifications adopted by state agencies and local governing bodies.

General Plan Policies
The current General Plan includes policies related to seismic and geologic hazards. The following
policies are relevant to the proposed project:

2

A.2

Minimize the risks to lives and properties due to geologic and seismic hazards.

A.2.2

The Town should not locate public improvements and utilities in areas with
identified geologic or seismic hazards and the extreme and heavy ground shaking
intensity areas I to avoid any extraordinary maintenance and operating expenses.
When the location of public improvements and utilities in such areas cannot be
avoided, effective measures should be implemented to minimize potential damage
and public inconvenience.

A.2.5

For parcels which partially lie within a designated seismic or geologic hazard area2 ,
a geotechnical hazards report, prepared by a certified engineering geologist, should
be required to identify the most appropriate building areas and corrective measmes
to minimize potential hazards.

According to the figures of lhe Windsor General Plan, the proposed project area is not located within one of these
extreme or heavy ground shaking intensity areas but rather a moderate intensity area (Windsor, 1996).
According to the Windsor General Plan, the proposed project site is located in an area of potential liquefaction
hazard.

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.E-6

ESA / 206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
E. Geology, Soils and Selsmicity

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Implementation of the proposed project would be considered significant if one or more of the
following occurs:
•

People or structures are exposed to potential substantial adverse seismic effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault (refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42);
Strong seismic ground shaking;
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or,
Landslides.

•

Allow new development on strata or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable,
and potentially result in liquefaction;

•

Allow structures on, or grading of, steep slopes that substantially increased risk of loss,
injury, or death involving landslides;

•

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;

•

Allow new development on strata or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable,
and potentially result in on- or ofl:site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse;
or

•

Allow new development on expansive soil creating substantial risks to life or property.

Impacts
Impact E-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would expose people and structures to
seismic hazards such as ground shaking and liquefaction. (Potentially Significant)
The proposed project is located in a region of significant seismic activity. Recent studies
sponsored by the USGS estimate that there is a 62 percent likelihood of a M 6.7 or higher
earthquake occurring in the larger Bay Area in the next 30 years. Depending on the level of
ground movement, an earthquake could result in damage to proposed buildings, pavement, and
underground utilities. The project site could experience a range of ground shaking effects during
an earthquake on one of the active earthquake faults in the San Francisco Bay Area.
The proposed project may also be susceptible to seconda,y seismic hazards such as liquefaction.
Alluvial deposits in the project site vicinity may contain localized sand and silt lenses that are
potentially liquefiable. Liquefaction can result in damage to underground utilities, shallow
foundations, and paved areas.
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Earthquakes and groundshaking in the Bay Area are unavoidable and expected to occur at some
time during the life of the project. Although some structural damage is typically not avoidable,
building codes and local construction requirements have been established to protect against
building collapse and major inju1y during a seismic event.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-1, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure E-1: A site-specific, design level geotechnical investigation foi· the
aquatic center and recreation center shall be required as pmt of this project. Each
investigation shall include an analysis of expected ground motions at the site from known
active faults. The expected ground motions shall be used to develop foundation type (i.e.
slab-on-grade, reinforced mat foundation, deep foundation system, etc.), soil preparation
(i.e. need for imported fill, compaction requirements, etc.), and associated improvements
such as utility connections and paved surfaces (i.e. access roads, sidewalks, etc.) and shall
meet or exceed geotechnical practices and the California Building Code. The investigations
shall be reviewed and approved by a California registered geotechnical engineer. All
recommendations by the project engineer and geotechnical engineer shall be included in the
final design. Recommendations that are applicable to foundation design, earthwork, and
site preparation that are prepared prior to or during the project design phase, shall be
incorporated in the project. The analyses and recommendations shall be consistent with the
most recent version of the California Building Code.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact E-2: Structures, buildings, or other proposed improvements could be subject to soil
hazards, including expansive soils and differential settlement. (Potentially Significant)
Soils containing a high percentage of clays are generally most susceptible to expansion.
Expansive soils can damage foundations, paved roads and streets, and concrete slabs. Expansive
soils are commonplace in the region.
If not properly engineered, loose, soft, soils comprised of sand, silt, and clay have the potential to
settle after a building or other load is placed on the surface. Settlement would be a concern in
project areas that have not previously supported structures and where new structures would place
loads heavier than the soils could tolerate.

Mitigation Measure E-2: Prior to the commencement of any grading or earthwork
activities, a site-specific, design level geotechnical investigation for all improvements such
as roads and structures, shall be required as part of this project. The analysis shall include
an evaluation of the underlying soil types and geotechnical properties. The investigations
shall be reviewed and approved by a California registered geotechnical engineer. All
recommendations by the project engineer and geotechnical engineer shall be included in the
final design and shall include mitigations for soil hazards such as expansive soils and
differential settlement which meet or exceed design standards found in the California
Building Code. Recommendations can include, without limitation, treatment of site surface
soils with additives such as lye, removal of native surface soils and replacement with
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imported engineered soils, dynamic compaction, or soil covers. The analyses and
recommendations shall be consistent with the most recent version of the California
Building Code.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact E-3: Implementation of the Master Plan could increase soil erosion during grading,
excavation, and construction activities. (Potentially Significant)

rI

Erosion hazards would be highest during construction activities. Construction activities are likely
to include demolition of existing structures, the striping of surface vegetation, grading, excavation
of soils, and possibly the placement of imported engineered soils. An estimated 25,000 cubic
yards of site soils shall be disturbed with a goal of maintaining a soil balance (using excavated
soils elsewhere) to the extent possible. Existing soils with established ground cover that serves to
stabilize site soils would be removed during construction, exposing soils to the erosional forces of
wind, rain, and runoff

Mitigation Measure E-3: During construction, the applicant shall comply with
construction best management practices for the reduction of pollutants in runoff and the
State Water Quality Control Board National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) requirements, including the development and implementation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) incorporating Best Management Practices (BMPs).
The SWPPP shall identify BMPs for implementation during construction activities, such as
detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage swales, and
sandbag dikes.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact E-4: The proposed project, together with other developments iu the immediate
vicinity, would contribute to potential cumulative geologic and seismic hazards including
increased soil erosion, slope failure, ground shaking, soil settlement, and liquefaction. (Less
than Significant)
The entire San Francisco Bay Area is located within a seismically active region with a wide range
of geologic and soil conditions with vaiying degrees of hazards. These conditions can va1y
widely within a short distance, making the cumulative context for potential impacts more
localized oi' even site-specific. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact
related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, and it would not be likely to result in significant
cumulative impacts. With the combined effects of the implementation of county and state level
regulations (i.e. building codes) as well as implementation of current design standards, required
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design measures would effectively reduce the cumulative impacts that would occur to less than
significant levels. Therefore, no cumulative impacts related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
would occur as a result of future development.
Mitigation: None required.

References - Geology, Soils and Seismicity
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F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
This section provides an overview of the presence of hazardous materials within the project area,
the potential impacts from project construction and operation, and the regulations applicable to
environmental protection and health and safety.
The California Code of Regulations (CCR) defines a hazardous material as a substance that,
because of physical or chemical properties, quantity, concentration, or other characteristics, may
either (I) cause an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating,
illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or environment when
improperly treated, stored, transported or disposed o( or otherwise managed (CCR, Title 22,
Division 4.5, Chapter I 0, Article 2, Section 66260.10). Hazardous wastes are hazardous materials
that no longer have practical use, such as substances that have been discarded, discharged, spilled,
contaminated, or are being stored prior to proper disposal.
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are classified according to four properties: toxicity,
ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity (CCR, Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3). Factors that
influence the health effects of exposure to a hazardous material include the dose lo which the
person is exposed, the frequency of exposme, the exposure pathway, and individual
susceptibility.

Setting
The project site is located in a largely residential neighborhood of west Windsor adjacent to
Windsor High School. The Town of Windsor was primarily agricultural (wine grapes, hops, and
prunes) throughout most of the I 900's. The Town's population and economic growth grew rapidly
beginning in the early I 980's. The Town of Windsor does contain some industrial uses including
light and heavy manufacturing, wholesale and distribution businesses, and business parks. The
heavy industrial uses are located well southeast of the project site along Shiloh Road.

Regulatory Framework
This section describes the applicable federal, state and local regulations associated with
hazardous materials.

Federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
The federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulates worker safety. The
federal OSHA, established in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 29, requires 40 hours
of training for hazardous materials operators, plus eight hours of ongoing training annually. The
training includes personal safety, hazardous materials storage and handling procedmes, and
emergency response procedures.

Keiser Park Master Plan

Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.F-1

ESA / 206050

February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), individual states may
implement their own hazardous waste programs in lieu of the RCRA as long as the state program
is at least as stringent as the federal RCRA requirements and is approved by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The USEPA approved California's RCRA program,
called the Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) in 1992. The California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal EPA) and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), a
department within Cal EPA, regulate the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and
disposal of hazardous waste. The DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility over hazardous
materials and delegates enforcement responsibilities to local jurisdictions that enter into
agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials under
the I-IWCL.

Toxic Substance Control Act
The 1976 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) gives the US EPA the ability to track the 75,000
industrial chemicals currently produced or imported into the U.S. The USEPA repeatedly screens
these chemicals and can require reporting or testing of those that may pose an environmental or
human-health hazard. The US EPA can ban the manufacture and import of those chemicals that
pose an unreasonable risk.

State
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA) regulates worker
safety in the state. OSHA has developed worker safety regulations for the safe abatement of leadbased paint and primers (Lead in Construction Standard, Title 8 CCR 1532.1 ).

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory
Program
In January 1996, Cal EPA adopted regulations, which implemented a Unified Hazardous Waste
and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program (Unified Program). The program has
six elements: (I) hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste onsite treatment;
(2) underground storage tanks; (3) aboveground storage tanks; (4) hazardous materials release
response plans and inventories; (5) risk management and prevention programs; and (6) Unified
Fire Code hazardous materials management plans and inventories. The plan is implemented at the
local level and the agency responsible for implementation of the Unified Program is called the
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The Sonoma County Department of Emergency
Services, Hazardous Materials Division is the designated CUPA in the project area.
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Local Regulations
General Plan
The General Plan lists the following pertinent goals, objectives, and policies regarding hazardous
materials and wildland fires in the Public Health and Safety section:
Policy E. I Minimize potential health effects from the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous
materials and waste.

E.1.1 - The Town should require proper storage and disposal of hazardous materials

to prevent leakage, potential explosions, fires, or the escape of harmful gases, and to
prevent individually innocuous materials from combining to form hazardous
substances, especially at the time of disposal.

I111plementatio11 Program E. l: Hazardous Waste Management Plan. Windsor shall
implement those aspects of the Sonoma County Hazardous Waste Management Plan
(CHWMP) that are appropriate for the Town. The plan addresses hazardous waste
generators' emergency response programs; transportation, storage, collection, treatment and

disposal of hazardous wastes generated within Sonoma County: the siting of hazardous
waste facilities; and enforcement activities. (Public Works, Police, Windsor Fire Protection
District, Rincon Valley Fire Protection District).

Implementation Progrnm E.4: Emergency Plans for Business. Businesses that use
hazardous materials on the premises shall designate an individual or individuals as
emergency coordinator(s), prepare an emergency plan and ensure lhal all employees
understand the potential for accidents and the appropriate response. (County Environmental
Health assisted as appropriate by Windsor Fire Protection District and Rincon Valley Fire
Protection District).
The Public Health and Safety element also lists the following goals and policies regarding
hazardous materials and wildland fires:
Policy C. I Minimize the risks to lives and properties due to wild land fire hazards.

!111pleme11tatio11 Program C. I: Project Review. Fire hazards shall be identified during
project review by comparing the project site against the fire hazard maps, prepared by the
California Department of Forestry. Project sites that lie within the moderate lo high fire
hazard areas shall be subject to design modifications and conditions to minimize potential
exposure to wildland fire. (Planning, Windsor Fire Protection District, Rincon Valley Fire
Protection District).
Jmpleme11tatio11 Program C.2: Development Standards. The Town shall continue to
implement and enforce the provisions of the Sonoma County Fire Safe Standards. (Windsor
Fire Protection District, Rincon Valley Fire Protection District, Engineering, Building,
Planning).
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the project would result in a significant
hazardous materials impact if it would:
•

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials;

•

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous material into the
environment;

•

emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;

•

be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to government code section 65962.5 and as a result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment;

•

impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan;

•

for a project within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport, or a private airstrip, the project would result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area; or

•

expose people or strnctures to a significant risk of loss or inju1y involving wild land fires.

The following section identifies specific impacts pertaining to hazards or hazardous materials and
assesses the change from the existing conditions. The impact analysis of the project impacts is
based on the significance criteria listed above. Certain significance criteria do not apply to the
proposed project and are not discussed further; the project site is not included on a list of
hazardous materials sites; the project would not interfere with any emergency response or
evacuation plans; and the project site is located in a developed urban area that is not at high risk
of wild land fires.

Impacts
Construction
Impact F-1: Construction under the Master Plan would include site preparation and
excavation activities that could expose construction workers to unidentified chemicals or
contaminated soils. (Potentially Significant)
Project constrnction activities would involve grading and earthwork activities that would expose
subsurface soils. Typically in urban areas with a history of commercial or industrial uses, it is not
uncommon for previous releases to have impacted subsurface soils. However, the project site has
no histo1y of such uses and a review of environmental databases that track such sites revealed no
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sites within the immediate vicinity (SWRCB, 2007). Therefore, there is a low potential for
unidentified chemicals or contaminated soils to be encountered. However, with implementation of
Mitigation Measure F-1, the potential for adverse affects due to exposure would be reduced to
less than significant

Mitigation Measure F-1: In the event that ground disturbing activities encounter
subsurface soils with a notable odor or staining, the contractor shall cease all earthwork
activities and contact Sonoma County Environmental Health for further direction. Work
may proceed as guided and directed by the Sonoma County Environmental Health
depat1ment or other overseeing agency, if applicable, using appropriate health and safety
precautions such as personal protective equipment.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact F-2: Use of hazardous materials during construction under the Master Plan could
adversely impact soil, and surface and groundwater. (Potentially Significant)
Project construction activities would involve use of chemicals such as oils and fuels. Improper
handling of such chemicals during activities such as fueling of equipment or vehicles, could result
in a spill. Such inadvertent release of chemicals into the environment could adversely impact soil,
surface waters, or groundwater quality. This impact would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure F-2. This measure would be consistent with the
stonnwater pollution prevention plan prepared for project construction as discussed in Section 4f,
Hydrology.

Mitigation Measure F-2: The construction contractor shall implement standard prevention
and control measures as part of construction best management practices. These shall
include but not be limited to the following:
•

Follow manufacturer's recommendations on use, storage and disposal of chemical
products used in construction;

•

Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks;

•

During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove
grease and oils.

•

Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
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Impact F-3: Demolition of existing residence buildings could disturb and release hazardous
building components (i.e. asbestos and lead-based paint) and transport of these materials
could expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to adverse conditions
related to hazardous materials handling. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The existing residential structure and associated out buildings could potentially contain building
materials that contain either asbestos containing materials (ACMs) or lead-based paint or both.
During demolition these materials would be disturbed and potentially become airborne exposing
workers and the public.

Asbestos
ACMs are regulated both as a hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act and as a potential
worker safety hazard under the authority of Cal-OSHA. The renovation or demolition of
buildings containing ACMs would require retaining contractors who are licensed to conduct
asbestos abatement work and notifying the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) ten days prior to initiating demolition activities.
Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, adopted January l. 1991, requires that
local agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated
compliance with notification requirements under applicable federal regulations regarding
hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The BAAQMD is vested by the California
legislature with authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both
inspection and law enforcement, and is to be notified ten days in advance of any proposed
demolition or abatement work.
Potential exposure to asbestos, and its related chronic adverse health effects, is possible
throughout demolition if materials that contain asbestos are present during operations.

Lead and Lead-based Paint
Lead-based paint could be separated from building materials during the demolition process, if
present. Separated paint can be classified as a hazardous waste if the lead content exceeds
1,000 paits per million and would need to be disposed of accordingly. Additionally, lead-based
paint chips can pose a hazard to workers and adjacent sensitive land uses. Both the Federal and
California OSHAs regulate all worker exposure during construction activities that impact leadbased paint. Interim Final Rule found in 29 CFR Part 1926.62 covers construction work where
employees may be exposed to lead during such activities as demolitions, removal, surface
preparation for re-painting, renovation, clean up and routine maintenance. The OSHA-specified
method of compliance includes respiratory protection, protective clothing, housekeeping, hygiene
facilities, medical surveillance, training, etc.
Demolition and renovation work could create exposure to lead-based paint present in building
structures. Dust generating activities that include removal of walls, sanding, and material disposal
could produce airborne quantities of lead-laden material. These materials could expose workers
and persons in close proximity, including occupants of offsite locations. The project site contains
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buildings with painted surfaces, such as d1ywall, ceilings, and exterior stucco, which could
contain lead-based paint.
The following mitigation measures address the potential impacts for the various structural and
building components described above.

Mitigation Measure F-3a: All structures shall have received a pre-demolition Asbestos
Containing Material (ACM) Survey performed by a state-certified asbestos consultant prior
to demolition. The survey shall include sampling and analysis of suspected ACMs.
Abatement of known or suspected ACMs shall occur prior to demolition activities that
would disturb those materials. Pursuant to an asbestos abatement plan developed by a statecertified asbestos consultant and approved by the County, all ACMs shall be removed and
appropriately disposed ofby a state certified asbestos contractor.
Mitigation Measure F-3b: The project applicant shall implement a pre-demolition leadbased paint (LBP) survey by a qualified consultant, for all structures proposed for
demolition at the project site. The survey shall include sampling and identification of
suspected materials containing LBP. If present, the applicant shall prepare an abatement
specification plan which shall be based on survey work. The (LBP) abatement plan shall
include a site Health and Safety Plan, the means for the appropriate containment,
abatement, segregation, profiling, and disposal of all hazardous and non-hazardous waste.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Operation
Impact F-4: Operations nuder buildout of the Master Plan would potentially involve the
storage, use and transport of hazardous materials such as chemicals associated with pool
maintenance. Improper storage or handling could result in a release to the environment and
expose people to adverse affects. (Less than Significant)
The operation of site facilities such as the aquatic center would likely involve the use and storage
of limited quantities of hazardous substances for pool maintenance (i.e., liquid chlorine). If not
properly handled, these substances could be released into the environment and expose workers or
the public to adverse effects. The project would be required to adhere to the Sonoma County
Hazardous Waste Management Plan (CHWMP) which would include requirements for the
appropriate transport, storage and use of these chemicals. The facility would also be required to
prepare and provide an emergency plan in the event of an accidental release that meets or exceeds
CHWMP standards. Adhering to the requirements of these regulations assures the impact will be
less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact F-5: Operations under buildout of the Master Plan would potentially result in an
increase in the risk of exposure to airport-related hazards for people recreating or working
at Keiser Park. (Less than Significant)
The park currently lies outside the Sonoma County Airport Land Use Plan Compatibility Zone.
Future development of the airport (i.e., extension ofrunways) could place Keiser Park in an
approach zone. The Sonoma County Airport Land Use Compatibility Zones include restriction on
maximum population densities, prohibited uses, example of normal acceptable uses and the uses
that are not normally acceptable.
As the project does not currently lie within the approach or compatibility zone, adherence to
policies is not mandatory. However, the Town of Windsor would work with the Sonoma County
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in the event of future airport expansions to reduce the
potential for airport-related hazards to the park.

Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact F-6: Implementation of the Master Plan in combination with other developmental
projects in the site vicinity would not contribute to cnmnlative hazards and hazardous
materials impacts in the project area. (Less than Significant)
Buildout of the Master Plan would include the storage, use and transport of limited quantities of
hazardous materials such as water treatment chemicals associated with swimming pools and
general cleaning and landscaping materials. The proposed use of the site would continue as a
recreational facility. The operation would include the additional storage, use, and handling of
limited quantities of hazardous materials associated with the aquatic center which is in general, in
balance with surrounding land uses. Buildout of the Master Plan would be subject to the local,
state, and federal regulations which limit the potential for accidental release into the environment.
Therefore, cumulative impact is negligible and less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

References - Hazards and Hazardous Materials
State of California. (NR). California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Chapter 11, Article 3.
Sacramento: State of California.
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Geotracker Database,
http://www.geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/search/all_sites.asp, reviewed December 18, 2007.

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.F-8

ESA / 206050
February 2008

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ · Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

G. Hydrology and Water Quality
Introduction
This section describes existing and proposed hydrological conditions on and around the project
site and discusses potential project-related impacts to surface water and groundwater resources,
including water quality, flooding, and stormwater runoff.

Setting
Climate and Topography
The project site is located in a Mediterranean climate zone typical of central coastal California.
This climate zone is characterized by cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers. The project site
receives a mean annual precipitation of approximately 34 inches in the lower elevations to about
45 inches in the higher elevations. The majority of the rainfall typically occurs between October I
and April I. Influenced by marine air about 85 percent of the time, the region is generally
protected from the hot weather of the Central Valley by the interior Coast Ranges. Although the
Pacific Ocean moderates temperatures, they have a wider range than along the coast, occasionally
exceeding I00 degrees Fahrenheit and sometimes falling as low as several degrees below freezing
for several consecutive nights.
Keiser Park is located within a northwest trending valley to the east of the Russian River Valley.
The Town of Windsor is separated from the Russian River Valley by foothills that reach
elevations of just over 200 feet above mean sea level. The park is located within the relatively flat
valley which lies at an elevation of approximately I 00 feet above mean sea level.

Regional Hydrology
The majority of the Town of Windsor lies within the drainage basin of Windsor Creek which is
part of the Russian River l-Iydrologic Unit. Windsor Creek originates in the Maacama foothills to
the northeast of the Town of Windsor where it flows southwest and empties into Mark West
Creek and eventually the Russian River. Windsor Creek contains numerous branches that also
flow southwest across the valley plain including, from north to south, the Starr, East Windsor,
Pool, and Pruitt Creeks.

Site Drainage
Keiser Park is located within the Mark West Creek Watershed. Along the no1ihwest border of the
project site, Starr Creek flows southwest beside the park. A tributary drainage to Starr Creek runs
across and through Keiser Parle Storm water runoff occurs as sheettlow which drain into these
drainages.
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Flood Hazards
Flooding is inundation of normally d1y land as a result of rise in the level of surface waters or
rapid accumulation of storm water runoff. Flooding can also occur due to tsunamis, seiches, or
failure of darns. Tsunamis are waves caused by an underwater emthquake, landslide, or volcanic
eruption. Since the project site is located inland, it could not experience a tsunami. A seiche is a
rhythmic motion of water in a pa1tially or completely landlocked water body caused by
landslides, emthquake-induced ground accelerations, or ground offset. There are several
reservoirs located no1theast of the site but not close enough to the project site to be affected by a
seiche. Fmthermore, the project site is in a highly urbanized area with no hillsides to speak of and
therefore, damage caused by mudflow would be negligible.
Regional flooding hazards are evaluated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) and presented in community Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) as part of the
floodplain mapping program. According to FIRMs prepared by FEMA in 1991 for the area
encompassing the project site, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard zone.
The project site has been mapped in Zone X, a designation given to areas determined to be
outside of the 0.2 percent-annual-chance (500-year) floodplain (FEMA, 1991). There is a
100-year flood zone associated with Starr Creek, located to the west of the site, but this zone is
limited to the confines of the creek area.
Dam inundation is defined as the flooding that occurs as the result of structural failure of a dam.
Structural failure may be caused by seismic activity. The most extreme flood risk to the Town of
Windsor would be from an uncontrolled release from the Lagunita Reservoir or the Foothill
Regional Park Reservoir, both located approximately two miles northeast of the project site.
However, according to flood inundation mapping compiled by the Association of Bay Area
Governments, flooding would be confined to Starr Creek and would not affect the project site
(ABAG, 2007).

Surface Water Quality
Surface water quality in Sonoma County is monitored by the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region (Basin
Plan), prepared by the North Coast RWQCB, identifies the beneficial uses of surface waters
within its region and specifies water quality objectives to maintain the continued beneficial uses
of these waters. According to the Basin Plan, beneficial uses of the Russian River 1 include:
municipal, agricultural, and industrial supply; groundwater recharge; warm and cold freshwater
habitat; navigation; spawning, reproduction, and development; water contact recreation; non-

water contact recreation; wildlife habitat; rare species; and possible shellfish and aquatic plant
and animal harvesting (North Coast RWQCB, 2006a).
Neither Starr Creek nor Windsor Creek are included on the Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water
Bodies (see discussion of Section 303(d) under Regulatory Framework, below). However, Mark
West Creek is listed on the Section 303(d) list for nonattainrnent of water quality objectives for
I

Neither Slarr Creek nor Windsor Creek arc listed among lhc surface waters with beneficial uses in the Basin Plan.
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sedimentation/siltation and temperature (North Coast RWQCB, 2003). At the time of this EIR
preparation, a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Mark West Creek has not yet been
prepared (North Coast RWQCB, 2006b ).

Groundwater
The project region is largely underlain by alluvial deposits known as the Glen Ellen Formation.
The gravels, sands, and silts, of this formation are the principle water-bearing units of the region.
The relatively permeable materials of the Glen Ellen Formation provide the means for recharge of
the aquifer from storm events and surface water infiltration. Groundwater is the primary source of
water supply for the Town of Windsor.

Regulatory Framework
Clean Water Act
The federal Clean Water Act, enacted by Congress in 1972 and amended several times since
inception, is the primary federal law regulating water quality in the U.S. and forms the basis for
several state and local laws throughout the country. Its objective is to reduce or eliminate water
pollution in the nation's rivers, streams, lakes, and coastal waters. The Clean Water Act
prescribes the basic federal laws for regulating discharges of pollutants into waters of the U.S.,
which includes setting water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters, establishing
wastewater and effluent discharge limits from various industry categories) and imposing

requirements for controlling nonpoint-source pollution. At the federal level, the Clean Water Act
is administered by the U.S. EPA. At the state and regional levels, the act is administered and
enforced by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the RWQCBs.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the primary statute covering the quality of
waters in California. The act sets out specific water quality provisions and discharge requirements
regulating the discharge of waste within any region that could affect the quality of state waters.
Under the Act, the SWRCB has the ultimate authority over state water rights and water quality
policy. The nine RWQCBs are responsible for the oversight of water quality on a day-to-day
basis at the local/regional level. Within each region, the RWQCBs have prepared and periodically
updated Basin Plans that identify existing and potential beneficial uses for specific water bodies.

Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans)
Each RWQCB is required to develop, adopt, and implement a Water Quality Control Plan (Basin
Plan) for its respective region. The Basin Plan is the master policy document that contains
descriptions of the legal, technical, and programmatic bases of water quality regulation in each
region. Basin Plans identify beneficial uses of surface waters and groundwater within the
corresponding region; specify water quality standards, known as water quality objectives, for both
surface water and groundwater; and develop the actions necessaiy to maintain the standards to
control nonpoint and point sources of pollutants to the state's waters. All discretionary projects
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requiring permits from the RWQCB (i.e., waste and pollutant discharge permits) must implement
Basin Plan requirements (i.e., water quality standards), taking into consideration the beneficial
uses to be protected.

Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies
Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify water bodies that do not
meet water quality standards and are not supporting their beneficial uses. Each state must submit
an updated list, called the Section 303(d) List oflmpaired Water Bodies, to the U.S. EPA by
April of each even-numbered year. In addition to identifying the water bodies that are not
supporting beneficial uses, the list also identifies the pollutant or stressor causing impairment and
establishes a schedule for developing a control plan to address the impairment. As previously
discussed, Mark West Creek is listed on the Section 303(d) List.
Placement of a water body on the Section 303(d) List acts as the trigger for developing a TMDL
pollution control plan for each water body and associated pollutant/stressor on the list. The
TMDL serves as the means to attain and maintain water quality standards for the impaired water
body. During each Section 303(d) listing cycle, the water bodies on the list are prioritized, and a
schedule is established for completing the TMDLs. TMDLs for Mark West Creek have not yet
been developed.

NPDES Program
Since 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) has regulated the discharge of pollutants to waters of the
U.S. from all point sources. Section 402(d) of the CWA establishes a framework for regulating
nonpoint source (NPS) stonnwater discharges under the National Pollutant Elimination System
(NPDES). Established in l 990, Phase [ of the NPDES stormwater program regulates stormwater
discharges from major industrial facilities, large and medium-sized municipal separate storm
sewer systems (those serving more than 100,000 persons), and construction sites that disturb five
or more acres of land. In 1999 the NP DES stonnwater program was expanded to include Phase IL
Pursuant to the Phase II NP DES Final Rule in December 1999, discharges of storm water
associated with construction activities that result in the disturbance of one acre of land or more
must also apply for coverage under the statewide NPDES General Construction Activities Permit.
To comply with the NPDES General Construction Permit, the project applicant is required to
submit a Notice oflntent to the State Water Resource Control Board's (SWRCB) Division of
Water Quality. The NOi includes general information on the types of construction activities that
will occur on the site. The applicant will also be required to submit a site-specific plan called the
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize the discharge of pollutants during
construction. The SWPPP must include a description of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
preventing the discharge of silt and sediment into receiving waters. The SWPPP must also
include BMPs for preventing the discharge of other nonpoint source (NPS) pollutants besides
sediment (e.g., drilling lubricant, oil, concrete, cement) to downstream waters, as well as a
detailed description of(and schedule for) all monitoring. Construction activities that are subject to
the project include, but are not limited to: clearing, grading, demolition, excavation, construction

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.G-4

ESA / 206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
G. Hydrology and Water Quality

of new structures, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and replacement that
results in soil disturbance.

Sonoma County Water Agency Flood Control Design Criteria
The Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) was formed in 1949 with the prima1y responsibility
to produce and furnish water for beneficial uses, water conservation, and flood management. Nine
geographical zones, each encompassing a major watershed, were proposed in 1958 as a means of
financing the construction and maintenance of flood control works in the County. The SCWA
works cooperatively with the incorporated cities, unincorporated communities, and the state and
federal government lo oversee flood control channel modifications and flood control revenue
collection within the six active zones. The Town of Windsor is located in Flood Zone I A Laguna de Santa Rosa - Mark West Creek Watershed.
Storm drainage infrastructure in unincorporated Sonoma County is designed using the SCWA
Flood Control Design Criteria. In compliance with the SCWA Flood Control Design Criteria, all
culverts and drainage systems must be designed to accommodate the runoff from a 25-year
recurrence interval storm event and safely pass the I 00-year recurrence interval storm. SCW A
reviews project plans for proposed on-site drainage improvements, as well as proposals for
drainage improvements that may be required off-site.

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
The Standard Urban Stormwa!er Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), adopted by Sonoma County, the
SCWA, and the Town of Windsor in June 2005, applies to both privately sponsored-projects and
capital improvement projects. The SUSMP requires applicable projects to design and implement
post-development measures to reduce stormwater pollution. Under the SUSMP, applicable
projects are required to design and implement post-development measures for the management of
stormwater quality and stormwater quantity and for the conservation of natural areas of the
development site.

Windsor General Plan
The Wincl.l"Or General Plan 2015 contains objectives, policies, and programs to guide future
growth and development in the Town. Relevant objectives and policies are presented below.
C. I .6

The Town should require that development activities along creeks be conducted
using Best Management Practices that seek to minimize the discharge of sediments
and urban pollutants into the waterways.

C.2.1

Windsor's natural creek system should be managed as an important natural, fishery,
and visual resource by maintaining the creeks in their natural state, estµblishing
appropriate setbacks for development, encouraging their incorporation into a trail
system, and keeping them free and clear of debris and refuse.

C.2.4

Whenever possible, creeks should be conserved in, or restored to, their natural
states to carry storm waters, to maintain a natural appearance, and to protect
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fisheries. Portions of the channels that have been significantly altered for flood
control should still be used for urban open space as landscaped paths.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on the environment if it would:
•

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

•

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 pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted);

•

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 of siltation on- or off-site;

•

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;

•

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;

•

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;

Impacts
Impact G-1: Implementation of the Master Plan could result in construction-related erosion
causing increased sedimentation in nearby surface waters. (Potentially Significant)
Earthwork that would occur as part of construction activities includes demolition of existing
structures, stripping of existing surface vegetation, site grading, and soil excavation. During
construction, established groundcover that currently serves to stabilize site soils would be
removed, potentially resulting in increased erosion and increased sediment load in receiving
water bodies. Construction activities can also generate hazardous waste products such as
adhesives, solvents, paints, and drilling and petroleum products that, if not managed
appropriately, can adhere to soil particles, become mobilized by rain or runofl; and contribute to
nonpoint-source pollution.
In accordance with NPDES General Construction Permit requirements, the Town shall be
required to prepare a SWPPP for general construction activities. The SWPPP must list the
specific erosion control and stormwater quality BMPs that shall be employed to protect
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stormwater runoff, the proper methods ofBMP installation, and the placement of those BMPs. In
addition to erosion control BMPs, the SWPPP must include BMPs for preventing the discharge of
other NPDES pollutants besides sediment (i.e. paint, solvents, concrete, and petroleum products)
to downstream waters.

Mitigation Measure G-1: The Town shall prepare and submit a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize erosional hazards during project construction. The
SWPPP shall include best management practices with erosion control measures which
would include but not be limited to the following:
•

Major earthwork shall be conducted during the dry season, May through October.

•

Construction activities shall comply with applicable Town grading ordinances.

•

During construction exposed soils shall be kept moist to minimize dust erosion
potential.

•

Stockpiled material shall be contained, either within a berm or covered, and set away
from slopes or drainages.

•

During operation of the proposed project, erosion of soils shall be controlled by
limiting areas of exposed soil through landscaping and/or revegetation.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact G-2: Implementation of the Master Plan could result in increased Nonpoint Source
Pollution (NPS). (Potentially Significant)
NPS pollutants originate from collected rainwater from roollops, landscape areas, and streets and
parking areas that then enter into the drainage network. Without proper mitigation, development
of the project site could increase the levels ofNPS urban pollutants and litter entering receiving
surface waters. An increase in NPS pollutants could adversely affect the beneficial uses of these
water-bodies.
Pollutant concentrations in site runoff are dependent on a number of factors including: I) land use
conditions; 2) site drainage conditions; 3) intensity and duration of rainfall; 4) the climatic
conditions preceding the rainfall event; and 5) implementation of water quality BMPs. The
proposed project would introduce approximately four acres of new impervious surfaces to the
project site. Due to the variability of urban runoffeharaeteristics, it is difficult to estimate
pollutant loads for NPS pollutants. However, pollutants from the proposed project would be
consistent with commercial areas, landscape areas, and parking lots. Increases in the levels of oil
and grease, petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, and possibly nutrients in site runoff are likely. Use
of post-construction control measures such as bio-swales can effectively reduce runoff pollutants.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-2 would reduce the potential impact to storm water
quality to less than significant.
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Mitigation Measure G-2: The Town shall adhere to the requirements of the Sonoma
County Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) by implementing postdevelopment storm water pollution control measures such as bio-swales and detention
basins, as required. These post-development control measures shall be incorporated into the
project specifications after review and approval by the Sonoma County Permit and
Resource Management Department.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact G-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would result in an increase in impervious
surface area and a corresponding increase in mnoff from the project site. (Potentially
Significant)
As mentioned above, implementation of the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces
by approximately four acres. This increase in impervious surfaces could create increased
stonnwater runoff volumes. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure G-3 which would
require the project to adhere to the SUSMP in addition to the County Flood Control Design
Criteria would reduce the potential impact to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure G-3: The Town shall adhere to the requirements of the Sonoma
County Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) by implementing postdevelopment storm water quantity control measures such as detention basins, as required.
The Town shall also adhere to the Flood Control Design Criteria, as applicable, as required
by the Son(}ma County Water Agency (SCWA). These drainage improvements and design
criteria shall be incorporated into the project specifications after review and approval by the
SCW A and the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department.
Significance affor Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact G-4: Increased impervious coverage resulting from implemeutation of the Master
Plan could result in a decrease in groundwater recharge. (Less than Significant)
Recharge of groundwater occurs through percolation of rainfall and seepage from streams,
primarily in areas with low topography and soils and geologic materials that are permeable. The
project site is currently largely covered by pervious surfaces and the project would increase
impervious surfaces by approximately 3.9 acres or 14 percent of the 27 acre site. The Town of
Windsor relies primarily on groundwater for surface water supplies. However, the proposed
project would direct stonnwater runoff into the nearby drainages. Therefore considering the
relatively low topography of the project area, most if not all of this runoff would continue to
recharge groundwater through seepage of these drainages.

Mitigation: None required.
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Cumulative Impacts
Impact G-5: Implementation of the Master Plan, together with other developments in the
immediate vicinity, would contribute to potential cumulative impacts to hydrology and
water quality. (Less than Significant)
All future projects including the proposed project, are subject to the federal (Clean Water Act),
State (Poiter Cologne Water Quality Control Act), and local (SUSMP and SCWA) regulations
that protect water resources. These regulations include National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit requirements, implementing stormwater pollution prevention plans, and postdevelopment stormwater quality and quantity requirements. Because of these measures, when
considered in combination with other developments similarly bound by the same regulations, the
proposed project's incremental contribution to water quality and quantity impacts, with proposed
mitigation, would not be cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation: None required.

References - Hydrology and Water Quality
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Bay Area Dam Inundation Hazards,
http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/damfailure/damfail.html, accessed November 28, 2007.
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Flood Insurance Rate !vlap (FIR!vl), Sonoma
Cow1/y, Panel 540 of'! I 25, Panel No. 060375 0540 B, April 2, 1991.
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (R WQCB), 2006a. Water Quality Control
PlanjiJr the Nor//, Coasl Region.
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2006b. TMDL Project List.
Online. Accessed
United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). 2002 CWA Section 303{d) Lisi of
Waler Quality Limiled Segments, Nor//1 Coasl RWQCB, Approved July 2003.
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Introduction
This section describes the existing land uses, adopted General Plan land use classifications, and
zoning classifications on the project site and vicinity. This section also describes applicable plans
and policies that guide development in the project area, and evaluates the project's consistency
with these plans and policies, and other existing land use regulations. Project compatibility with
neighboring uses and the potential changes to or displacement of existing uses is also discussed.
Following the discussion of the project's relationship to existing conditions and applicable plans
and policies, this section discusses potential land use.

Setting
Keiser Park is located at 700 Windsor River Road in the western portion of the town, west of
U.S. Highway IO I. Keiser Park is one of I 8 town parks and is the largest park at 27 acres (see
Figure 4.H-1). Public/open space accounts for the second greatest amount of land use in
Windsor, after residential acreage, and is split among several key uses: schools, public parks, and
wastewater irrigation. The Windsor Unified School District owns approximately 44 acres of land,
divided among the Town's four schools and the District's administrative offices. There are two
community parks and a regional park located within Windsor, including Keiser Parle The
neighborhood parks make up the balance of recreational space in the Town.
The park is located in western Windsor, south of Windsor River Road and north of Jaguar Way.
The immediate project site vicinity is comprised predominantly of medium to low density
residential development to the north and east. To the south is Windsor High School, an
institutional land use. West of the park, the land use is low density residential. The more distant
areas east of the project site are more intensely developed as land uses accommodate the Town
Center. Development consists of high density residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.
Rural residential land use and agricultural use is predominant in the areas west and south of the
Town Limit. General Plan land use designations in the project vicinity are illustrated in
Figure 4.H-2. The project site is zoned Recreation. The zoning in the project vicinity is
illustrated in Figure 4.H-3.

Regulatory Framework
General Plan
The Town of Windsor General Plan -2015 (General Plan), adopted in I 996, outlines policies,
standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for physical
development within the town. General Plan policies with relevance to the proposed project
include the following:

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.H-1

ESA/206050
February 2008

Arata Lane
([) fooll11IIRtg1cnilPar1'

g

8

C.

·9)qjf1s~ree Skate Pork.· ,, ·

fl WindsorMidd!eS(hool
:c

"'3

t!lli Town Hall

@

0 Town Facility

O"

~

Cali Calmecac .i.
Charter School D

Huerta Gym 9

"'r"::,
"'

,

fl.

School

\~~·~··

Windsor River Road

Mc<lcllindDr.l'Ji

Windsor Creek
Elementary A.
Windsor -1.J.
High 5(hoof

::;

School 1.1

5·

ao

~

:0
0

"C.
Rr11rf1on1R1;,1oalfark

Windsor Golf Club

Shiloh Road

®
lhllotiR~g,on,IPirl:

Sonoma Co. Regional Parks

Windsor Parks

0 Acorn, 754312th Hole Dr.
G Esposti, 6000 Old Redwd Hwy.
8 Hiram Lewis, 9680 Brooks Rd. 5.
0

Keiser, 700Windsor River Rd.

0 Lakewood Meadows, 9150 Brooks Rd. s.

0 Los Robles, 10860 Rio Ruso Dr.
0 Michael A. Hall, 431 Jane Or.
0 Old Vineyard, 8452 Stemper Dr.
0

Pleasant Oak, 302 Sugar Maple Ln.

t1l Pueblo Veijo, 45 Third St.
(I) R.T. Mitchell, 750112th Hole Or.

tD Robbins, 100 Billington Ln.
Sutton, 1030 Robbie Wy.
© Town Green, 9455 Bell Rd.
© Vintage Oaks, 1201 Mitchell Ln.
© Wilson Ranch Soccer, 7955 Cameron Dr.
G) New Park, 481 Decanter Circle [in construction]
© New Park, 7765 Foppiano Wy. [in development]

Foothill, 1351 Arata Ln.
GD Riverfront, 7821 Easts!de Rd.
® Shiloh, 5750 Faught Rd.

(0

(D

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Keiser Park. 206050
SOURCE: Town of Windsor

Figure 4.H-1
Parks of the Town of Windsor

r
r

r
n

n
n
D
D

0
D
D

u
(

lJ

RESIDENTIAL

......
"°!"°'""'•·-·"'
.....__"'ti
.. .,.._.,.

u
u

~

DM•lt ll~Ual

WGW• Hcffl. Pen

..............0 . ~ 0 . . . . .ty ~ t . d

M -,. _...,.
~t,al/1....-~ 0..'lllty lt...... t.lal

~

>•-..-•
C.ttote ~Oot/\.o- o.i.;t, Rnida,llol
•11 .................

0

'

_
. --

Land Use Categories

t

-- ·--

MlXEO USE

-

, ... c......,...... ....

COMMERCIAL/INOUSTRIAL

[::s::J

~

ect...,. -

- --

PARKS/OP EN SPACE

o::J ......

PU8LIC/0UAS1-PU8LIC/lNSTITUT10NAL

Map Legend
----

TOWft~

0-0.th '°"""6ory
- - - tpti.-• ., ..~
-

---·--

~

u,,,, ........

@

...............

.,,.

-.
t

A

IJl'bar,

.................. ,,.

~C.,t«o..rcoy

.......
"""

..,._, _ _ .,.........,_ .. _

~.__, ., ..........
' "-'-'~-..._.,

.......... ,.,,._

~

625

Feet

L.
SOU RCE:

Keiser Park . 206050

Figure 4.H-2
General Plan Land Use
in the Project Vicinity

Zonlng,-'-M= • ~ ~ =~ REs10ENTIAL

Map Legend

- - - - ,.-i....,.....,,

--~- -----·-----

OVERLAY OISTRICTS

w..,

...,_4 _____ _,
M'I*\

- --__.

~QU ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ·a•C,._T'-"S~--

-

-

0

....... -....

t

625

Feet

c.,,,. - . W

,... c... - . . .

.... _...

SP£CIAL PURPOSE OISTRICTS
~

[:=n::::J

.._,....,.._

~

- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -SOURCE : Brelje & Race

- - - - - Keiser Park. 206050

Figure 4.H-3
Zoning in the Project Vicinity

4. Environmental Setting, Jmpacts and Mitigation Measures
H. Land Use

Neighborhoods, Districts & Centers

Policy A.6.4

The Town should encourage a pattern of smaller parks within walking distance of
most residents. A small neighborhood green should be associated with every
neighborhood center and should allow oppo1iunities for small gatherings by
providing multi-use lawn areas, small amphitheater and/or plazas. Some large
parks with multiple athletic fields should also be provided and be distributed
throughout the Town. All parks should be easily accessed and designed to be safe.

Policy A.7.1

The Town should respect valuable natural features including hillsides, creeks,
significant woodlands, and significant trees through sensitive site planning,
building placement, and other measures.

Policy A.7.2

The Town should encourage project designs that incorporate creeks, slopes,
woodlands, and significant trees within parks, along trails, or other publicly
accessible open space areas. Projects should be encouraged to use larger lotting
patterns to incorporate these sensitive features, while concentrating smaller lots
in more developable areas.

Public Ways

Policy A.8.1

The Town shall encourage an interconnected network of streets within
neighborhoods and districts, with frequent connector streets and an emphasis on
direct connections to parks, schools, and neighborhood centers. Criteria for the
frequency and alignment of connections should be defined as design standards
for the Town.

Parks and Recreation

Policy E.3.1

Recreational opportunities should be provided to all residents, regardless of race,
age, economic status, physical disability, or location of residence. Because each
of these groups has different recreational needs, the Town should provide open
space and outdoor recreational facilities which are appropriate to the type of user
and the type of park space.

Pol icy E.3. IO

Appropriate creekside areas should be developed for recreation, trails, and other
public uses consistent with public safety and neighborhood security.

Policy E.3.11

The Town should encourage the establishment, maintenance and long-term
security of continuous trails and sites for related amenities.

Policy E.3.12

Windsor should continue to solicit citizen participation in evaluating and
planning park and recreation facilities and services. The Park and Recreation
Commission should continue to function as representative of the Town's
residents and play a significant role in the planning and development of park and
recreation services.

Zoning Ordinance
The Zoning Regulations are intended to provide location-specific regulation, such as use
restrictions and building height and bulk limitations. The project site is zoned for recreational
uses and is surrounded by residential land uses. The project proposes to rezone the two parcels,
acquired by the Town, in the north eastern portion of the site, from residential to recreation.
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Sonoma County Airport
The California Public Utilities Code establishes airport land use commissions in each county to
provide for the orderly development of air transportation and ensure compatible land uses around
airports. The plan adopted by the Sonoma County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in
January 2001 sets forth referral boundaries, uses which are prohibited or discouraged, projected
noise levels, noise standards, and limits on building height, population density, residential
density, and lot coverage.
Although Sonoma County Airport is situated in predominantly agricultural countryside northwest
of Santa Rosa, the nature of the airport's activity is such that its area of influence extends many
miles from the airpmt property. The prima,y referral area extends is to the southeast where it
reaches Guerneville Road and then cuts back north to Piner Road in the southwest. On the
southwest and west it follows a series of parcel lines. On the north, the line follows parcel lines
within the Town of Windsor's sphere of influence. To the northeast and east, U.S. Highway 101,
Fulton Road, and a series of parcel lines averaging 2,500 feet west of Fulton Road define the
boundaries.
According to State law, after the ALUC has found a local jurisdiction's general plan and specific
plans to be consistent with the ALUC's Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan, the local
jurisdiction must submit proposed amendments to its general plan and specific plans and new
zoning ordinances and building regulations to the ALUC for review.
Projects requiring FAA Notice of Construction or Alteration within the Secondary Referral Area
shall be referred to the Airpo1t Land Use Committee for review. Any proposed general and
specific plan amendments or proposed zoning and building ordinances which would increase
structural height within the Secondary Referral Area so greatly as to potentially cause
penetrations of the Part 77 surfaces shall be referred to the ALUC for consistency determination.
Policies and plans regulated by the airpo1t address, noise, hazard to light, safety on the gourd, and
over-flight compatibility concerns, by identifying guidelines and development criteria, such as
maximum building heights, population density, and light standards.
Standards for noise compatibility for the public use airports in Sonoma County for parks,
playgrounds, golf courses, riding stables, and water recreation are conditionally compatible with
noise above 70 CNEL.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on the environment if it would:
•

Physically divide an established community;
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•

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 coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect; or

•

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan.

Impacts
Impact H-1: Implementation of the Master Plan has the potential to physically divide an
established community. (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the Master Plan would expand the park, by moving and reconstructing existing
ball fields (two would include soccer field overlays and one would have lighting). The proposed
recreation center, aquatic center, and most of the parking would be constructed adjacent to the
Windsor High School athletic facilities, setback from existing residential uses. Establishing
additional uses at the park would not change the character of the neighborhood, and the park
would continue to be a gathering place for the community. The implementation of the Master
Plan would have a less than significant impact on the surrounding land uses.

L

While the project would result in a noticeable change from the existing pattern of residential uses,
because the project vicinity is comprised of dispersed low to medium density residential the
project would not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, the proposed
recreational development would be consistent with the existing use on the site, and would help
fulfill the community park objective by providing recreational facilities that aren't available at
neighborhood parks.
The three parcels that would require a land use and zoning change are adjacent to the park,
boarding on both the west and north. The land use designation change would not physically
divide the community. Tlierefore, the project impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact H-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would not conflict with an applicable land
use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)
Keiser Park is designated as Park and Single Family on the General Plan Land Use Plan (Town of
Windsor, 1996), and as Public/Open Space on the General Plan Map (Town of Windsor, 2005).
According to General Plan Parks and Recreation polices, the proposed park facilities and
expansion would meet the Town's goal of establishing a diverse mix of facilities and parklands
for its residents, especially at community parks. The physical setting of Keiser Park is appropriate
for the proposed variety of recreational opportunities that would be provided as part of the
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proposed Master Plan. The Town's goal of providing an aquatic center could be met at the park
due to its acreage and its central geographic location.
In addition, General Plan policy E.3.6 states that recreational facilities should be provided and
that they should be located adjacent to parks or existing school sites. The proposed Master Plan
meets both criterions, as the facilities would be located in an established park adjacent to Windsor
High School.
The Town of Windsor Zoning Map designates Keiser Park as Recreation and Surrounding
Residential (Town of Windsor, 2005). The expansion of recreational facilities would be
appropriate under the zoning designation.
The proposed Master Plan would enhance an existing community park with new recreational
facilities and additional parking. The new amenities would continue to serve as a recreational
area, and thus would be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning designations for the project
site.
The two northeastern parcels that would be developed with the children's play area and ball fields
under the project currently have a General Plan land use and zoning designation for medium to
low residential. Another parcel to the west, which would be developed with part of the larger
lighted ball field, also has a General Plan land use and zoning designation for medium to low
residential. These parcels are illustrated in Figure 4.H-4. As part of the project, these three
parcels, which are currently owned by the Town, would be designated as Public/Open Space in
the General Plan and would be rezoned to Recreation.
Conflicts with a General Plan or other relevant plans do not inherently result in a significant
effect on the environment within the context ofCEQA. Section 15358(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines states that "effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change."
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines makes explicit the focus on physical environmental policies
and plans, asking if the project would "conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation .. .adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect"
(emphasis added). As such, the project's conflict or inconsistency with a policy could indicate
that an environmental threshold has been exceeded. To the extent that the project exceeds an
environmental threshold and physical impacts may result from a policy conflict or inconsistency,
such physical impacts have been identified and fully analyzed in the relevant topical sections of
this EIR.
The implementation of the Master Plan would be consistent with Sonoma County Airport land use
policies as it current lies outside the approach zone. However, if the airpmt extends runways in the
foreseeable future, Keiser Park could be in the OSZ-B approach zone, meaning that uses in
structures would not be able to exceed I 00 persons per acre and outdoor uses would not be able to
exceed 200 persons per acre.
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Figure 4 .H-4
Parcels Requiring General Plan
and Zoning Amendments
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When collectively considering the elements of the proposed project, the project would be consistent
with the guidance provided by the goals and objectives of the General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance,
and recreational objectives of the Town. All potential significant physical environmental effects of
the proposed project are addressed in their respective sections of this EIR. Measures are proposed
throughout this EIR to minimize and mitigate adverse environmental effects of the project to the
extent feasible. As such, land use impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

(

I
Impact H-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would not conflict with an applicable
habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural community conservation plan (NCCP). (Less
than Significant)
The project site is located in an area that is governed by the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy, a habitat conservation plan. Impacts due to the implementation of the Master Plan are
discussed further in Chapter 4 .C, Biological Resources. With implementation of mitigation
measures outline in Chapter 4 , the Master Plan would have a less than significant effect on the
goals and objective of the Conservation Strategy. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan
affecting the area.

Significant after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Cumulative Impacts

(

Impact H-4: Implementation of the Master Plan, together with other developments in the
immediate vicinity, would not contribute to potential cumulative land use impacts. (Less
than Significant)
As discussed under Impacts H-1 and H-2, the proj ect would not physically divide an established
community, and would be consistent with the goals and obj ectives of the General Plan, Zoning
Ordinance, and the recreational objectives of the Town. Windsor High School athletic facilities
expansion projects, such as the ball fields and stadium improvements, would complement the
recreational uses planned for the Park. In addition, the construction of Jaguar Way would enhance
access to both facilities, as well as provide an additional east-west roadway between Starr Road
and Windsor Road. Thus, the Master Plan would make no cumulatively considerable contribution
to land use impacts. Similar to the proposed project, foreseeable future projects would a lso be
required to comply with such plans and policies.

Mitigation: None required.
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0
D
0
0
0
[

J

Keiser Park Master Plan

Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.H-11

ESA 1206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

I. Noise
Introduction
This section presents information on ambient noise conditions in the vicinity of Keiser
Community Park, describes the regulatory framework applicable to the proposed Master Plan,
and identifies potential impacts associated with noise due to construction and operations under
the proposed Master Plan. Background information on environmental acoustics, including
definitions of terms commonly used in noise analysis, is also provided.

Setting
Noise Background
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise
can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the
rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or
energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common
descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is
measured in decibels (dB), with zero dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human
hearing, and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain.
Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the
frequency of a particular sound. Typically, sound docs not consist of a single frequency, but
rather a broad band of frequencies varying in levels of magnitude (sound power). When all the
audible frequencies of a sound are measured, a sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of
frequency spanning 20 to 20,000 Hz. The sound pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive
force exerted by a sound corresponding to the sound frequency/sound power level spectrum.
The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum.
As a consequence~ when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic
filter that de-emphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner
corresponding to the human ear's decreased sensitivity to low and extremely high frequencies
instead of the frequency mid-range. This method of frequency weighting is referred to as
A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA).

Noise Exposure and Community Noise
An individual's noise exposure is a measure of the noise experienced by the individual over a
period of time. A noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. However, noise
levels rarely persist consistently over a long period of time. In fact, community noise varies
continuously with time with respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise
environment. Community noise is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which
constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual contributors
unidentifiable. Background noise levels change throughout a typical day, but do so gradually,
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corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources and atmospheric
conditions. The addition of short duration single event noise sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor
vehicles, sirens) makes community noise constantly variable throughout a day.
These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment vary the community
noise level from instant to instant requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of
time to legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise
impacts. This time-varying characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical
noise descriptors. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:
L"i:

The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in
terms of a single numerical value. The L, 0 is the constant sound level which would
contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period
(i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).

Lm"x:

The instantaneous maximum noise level measured during the measurement period of
interest.

Ld,,:

The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occm1'ing during a 24-hour period,
and which accounts for the greater sensitivity of most people to nighttime noise by
weighting noise levels at night ("penalizing" nighttime noises). Noise between 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. is weighted (penalized) by adding 10 dBA to take into account the greater
annoyance of nighttime noises.

Effects of Noise on People
The effects of noise on people can be placed into three categories:
•
•
•

subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction;
interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning; and
physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden staitling.

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers at industrial
plants often experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to
measure the subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and
dissatisfaction. A wide variation exists in the individual thresholds of annoyance, and different
tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individuals past experiences with noise.
Thus, an impo1tant way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way the
new noise compares to the existing noise levels to which one has adapted: the so called "ambient
noise" level. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise
level, the less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. With regard to
increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur:
•

Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of I dBA cannot be
perceived;
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•

Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dB A chan ge is considered a just-perceivabl e d ifference when
the change in noise is perceived but does not cause a human response;

•

A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in hum an
response would be expected; and

•

A I 0-dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubl ing in loudness, and can
cause an adverse response.

These relationshi ps occur in part because of the logarithm ic nature of sound and the dec ibel
system. A ruler is a linear scale: it has marks on it corresponding to equal quantities of distance. One
way of expressing this is to say that the ratio of successive intervals is equal to one. A logarithmic
scale is different in that the ratio of successive intervals is not equal to one. Each interval on a
logarithm ic scale is some common factor larger than the prev ious interval. A typical ratio is I0, so that
the marks on the scale read : 1, 10, 100, 1,000, 10,000, etc., doubling the variab le plotted on the
x-axis. The human ear perceives sound in a non-l inear fas hion, hence the decibe l sca le was
deve loped. Because the decibe l scale is based on logarithm s, two noise sources do not combine in
a simpl e add itive fas hion, rather they combine logarithmica lly. For examp le, if two identica l
noise sources produce noise leve ls of 50 dBA , the combined so und level wou ld be 53 dBA, not
100 dB A.

Noise Attenuation
Poi nt sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite
construction equipment, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 6.0 dBA to 7.5 dBA per doub ling of
distance from the source, de pending upon env ironmenta l cond itions (e.g., atmospheric conditions,
no ise barriers, ty pe of ground surface, etc.). Wide ly distrib uted no ises such as a street with
mov ing vehic les (a " line" source) would typica lly attenuate at a lower rate of approximately
3. 0 to 4.5 dB A per doubling distance from the source (also dependent upon envi ronmenta l
cond itions, such as ground surface type) (Ca ltrans, 1998).

Existing Ambient Noise Environment

u

Keiser Community Park is located in a residential area, with rural res idential uses on the western
side of the park and more dense housing on th e eastern side and to the no,th of the park. South of
the park are baseba ll and other athl etic fi e lds associated with Windsor High School. Average
noise levels in the area tend to be low (40-55 dBA). The main contributors to the noise
env ironment at the park include vehic le tra ffi c on Windsor-River Road and other loca l roads;
recreational and athletic activity at the park; airplane overflights; sound s emanating from
residential neighborhoods, inc ludi ng voices, noises from household appl iances, and radio and
telev ision broadcasts; and naturally occurring sounds such as wind and wind-generated rustling.
Vehic le and overfl ight noises at the park can range from approximately 50 to 75 dBA, depend ing
on the distance from the source. Recreational and athletic activity at the park can generate sound
levels between 50 and 60 dBA, also depending on the distance from the source. Ambient natural
noise sources such as wind, which is much more common tha n calm cond itions throughout the
study area, can be expected to generate noise leve ls from the mid 40 dBA to high 50 dBA range.

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4. 1-3

ESA / 206050
February 2008

fl

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
I. Noise

r '

1

Ambient L cq and Lmax noise measurement data were collected to further characterize noise
conditions in the vicinity of Keiser Community Park. Short-term measurements were taken at five
locations (see Table 4.1-1 for the measured noise level s and Figure 4.1-1 for an illustration of the
measurement locations). Ambient L eq noise levels in the study area were measured to be between
43.7 and 56.5 dB A. At the time of the measurements, the predominant noise source in the study
area was auto noise along Windsor-River Road. No recreational·or athletic activity was noted
during the measurements at the park or the high school.

r

'

TABLE 4.1-1
AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN THE STUDY AREA
Time

4q

Lmax

Notes

Northwest of the proposed 300-foot
baseball field location.

10:35 a.m.

45.5

52.6

Location is approximately 100 feet from
residences. Auto noise noted in
distance.

2

East of Windsor-River Road access
point, at the proposed basketball
court location.

10:49 a.m.

56.5

68.6

Location is approximately 50 feet from
the shoulder of Windsor-River Road .
Low traffic levels noted on WindsorRiver Road. C losest residence is
approximately 100 feet to the north, on
the north side of Windsor-River Road.

3

Northern east perimeter of park,
approximately 250 feet south of the
shoulder of Windsor-River Road.

12:01 a.m.

51.5

62.3

Location is approximately 10 feet from
backyard fence of residence. Auto noise
noted in distance.

4

East of the proposed 22-car
parking lot, at the south end of a
pedestrian easement.

11 :17a.m.

53.1

70.4

Nearest residence is approximately
150 feet to the north. Distant auto and
aircraft noise noted.

5

Southern west perimeter of park,
south of creek.

11 :38 a.m.

43.7

50.5

Nearest residence is approximately
200 feet to the northwest. Distant auto
and aircraft noise noted.

No.

Measurement Location

NOTE: Short-term (ten minute) measurements were collected on January 23, 2008

Sensitive Receptors
Human response to noise varies cons iderably from one indiv idual to another. Effects of no ise at
various levels can include interference with sleep, concentration, and communication, and can
cause physio logical and psychological stress and hearing loss. Given these effects, some land
uses are considered. more sens itive to ambient noise levels than others. In general, residences,
schoo ls, hotels, hospitals, and nurs ing homes are considered to be the most sens itive to noise.
Facilities such as churches, libraries, and cemeteries, where people tend to pray, study, and/or
contemplate are also sensitive to noise. Commercial and industrial uses are considered the least
noise-sensitive. Keiser Community Park is predominately surrounded by res idential and
educational uses. Medium to low density res idential development is to the north and east of the
park, Windsor High School is to the south, and low den sity residential uses are to the west of the
park. The c losest residences to the park are five houses whose backyards share the parks no1thern
east perimeter. Other residences are located as close as 50 to 100 feet from the west perimeter of
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the park. The fence line of these residences would be as close as 150 feet to the nearest proposed
softball field on the east side of the park and as close as 100 feet to the proposed baseball field
with lighting on the west side of the park.

Regulatory Context
Federal, State, and local agencies regulate different aspects of environmental noise. Federal and
State agencies generally set noise standards for mobile sources such as aircraft and motor
vehicles, while regulation of stationary sources is left to local agencies. Local regulation of noise
involves implementation of general plan policies and noise ordinance standards. Local general
plans identify general principles intended to guide and influence development plans, and noise
ordinances set forth the specific standards and procedures for addressing particular noise sources
and activities.

Town of Windsor General Plan
The Public Health and Safety Element of the General Plan includes the following policies and
implementation program in order to control community noise levels (Town of Windsor, 2005).
Policy D. l

Encourage new development to be planned and designed to minimize noise impacts
on neighboring noise sensitive areas and to minimize noise interference from
outside noise sources.

Policy D.1.1 New development should be required to meet acceptable exterior noise level
standards as established in the noise and land use compatibility guidelines
contained in Figure 7-4 (presented as Table 4.1-2, below). For residential areas,
these exterior noise guidelines apply to backyards; exceptions may be allowed for
front yards where overriding design concerns are identified.
Policy D.1.2 In addition to the above standards, the Town should encourage new development to
maintain the ambient sound environment as much as possible. New transportationrelated noise sources that cause the ambient sound levels to rise by more than 5 dB
should be required to incorporate conditions or design modifications to reduce the
potential increase in the noise environment.
Policy D.1.5 The Town should encourage new development to identify alternatives to the use of
sound walls to attenuate noise impacts. Other techniques that would be viewed
more favorably by the Town include modifications to site planning such as
incorporating setbacks, revisions to the architectural layout such as changing
building orientation providing noise attenuation for portions of outdoor yards, and
construction modifications. In the event that sound walls are the only practicable
alternative, such walls should be designed to be as visually pleasing as possible,
incorporating landscaping, variations in color and patterns, and/or changes in
texture or building materials.
Policy D.2

Control and abate those activities that exceed desirable sound levels .

Policy D.2.1 The Town should regulate non-vehicular noise sources that are not preempted by
state and federal regulations, to minimize disturbances to adjoining uses.
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TABLE 4.1-2
TOWN OF WINDSOR LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS
Community Noise E xposure (Ldn or CNEL, dB)
Land Use Category

55

I

·- - - -- --------·---[

I

n

n

Transient lodging - Motels, Hotels

n
0
D

65

70

75

80

j

Residential - Low Density Single Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential - Multi. Family

60

I

I

I

§ _-----i-J__-=_~~-

I
I
I

- -1i

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospita ls,
Nursing Homes

,__________________J

II

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

1--~~-

!

>-----!---+---- l-

I

Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports

i
i

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

'

-·- - - - - - - - · -- .~-----·-~---------·i

J"''""''"-··-·-··"1

Go lf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation , Cemeteries

D

0

u
L

Office Buildings, Business Commercial
and Professional
·-

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,
Agriculture

INTERPRETATION

'

- -,'

j
I
I
I

- --··------·--·---..-----·---------

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction. without any special noise insulation requirements .

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should be undertaken only after an analysis of noise reduction
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows
and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new development or construction does
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design.

CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken..

SOURCE: Town o f Windsor, 2005.
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Policy 0.2.4 The Town should seek to restrict construction in a mann er that a llows for efficient
construction mobilization and activities, while also protecting the noise
environment of noise sens itive land uses.

Implementation Program D.2. Project and Environmental Review. As part of its
discretionary review of development proposals, the Town shall consider the potential for a
proposed project to either s ignificantly affect or be affected by the existing sound
environment. If potentially significant effects are projected (e ither as noncompliance with
the land use/noise environment compatibility guidelines in Figure 7-4 (presented as
Table 4. 1-2, below), exceedance of the 5 dB change in the ambie nt sound env ironment due
to a transpo1tation noise source, or project site within the 65 dB contour of the Sonoma
Coun ty Airport), tbe Town shall require that appropriate mitigation be developed and
implemented or that the project be modified. T hese mitigation measures shall be
incorporated into the proj ect as conditions of project approval.

Town of Windsor Zoning Ordinance
Section 27.20.030(F) of the Town of Windsor Zoning Ordinance contains maximum allowable
noise standards that are not to be exceeded by any use, activity, or process. The maximum
allowable noise levels at receiving land uses are presented in Zoning Ordinance Table 3-1
(presented as Table 4.1-3, below). However, Section 27.20.030(F)(6)(t) describes public agency
sanctioned recreational activ ities and programs conducted in public parks as exempt activities that
are not subject to the no ise limitations of Section 27 .20.030(F) (Town of Windsor, 2007).
TABLE 4.1-3
MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL BY RECEIVING LAND USE
Maximum Allowable Noise Level
Time Interval

Exterior Noise

Interior Noise

Single- or multi-family residential

1O p.m. to 7 a.m.
7 a.m. to 1O p.m.

50 dBA
55 dBA

45 dBA
35 dBA

Commercial

1O p.m. to 7 a.m.
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

55 dBA
65 dBA

50 dBA

Any time

70 dBA

55 dBA

10 p.m. to 7 a.m.
7 a.m. to 10 p.m .

50 dBA
55 dBA

Not Applicable

Type of Land Use

Industrial or Manufacturing
Public Parks, public open space , and
Civic Centers

Notes: Each of the above noise limits shall be reduced by 5 dBA for impulse or simple tone noises, or for noise consisting of speech
or music. If the ambient noise level exceeds the resulting standard, the ambient noise level shall be the standard. It shall be
unlawful for any person within a residentially zoned area of the Town to operate any noise amplified device {e.g. , bull horns,
microphones, musical instruments, speakers, etc.), that exceeds a noise level of 45 dBA measured at the property line or
cause loud excessive noise which disturbs the peace of the neighborhood.
SOURCE: Town of Windsor, 2007

With regard to limits on construction noise, Town of Windsor Zoning O rdinance
Section 27 .20.030(F)( 4) identifies Iim its on hours of construction to e nsure that nearby sens itive
uses are not disturbed by the early morning or late nig ht construction activities . A llowable hours
of construction are 7:00 a. m. to 7:00 p.rn . Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on
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,....,
Saturday and on Sunday construction activities may be a llowed by the Town Commission or
Counc il on ly between 9:00 a.111 . and 5 p.m. (Town of Windsor, 2007).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria

n

The assessment of potential noise im pacts considers the introduction of anti cipated no ise levels
generated during construction and operational activities that wou ld result under the Master Plan. ·
The significance of potentia l noise impacts was determined based on CEQA Guide lines (CC R
§§ l 5000-15387, Appendix G) and other considerations. Impl ementation of the Master Plan
would be considered to have significant noise impacts if it would resul t in :

•

Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards estab li shed in
the Town's general plan or noise ord inance, or applicable standards of other agencies. More
specifica lly, significant noise impacts may be expected whenever the sound leve l exceeds
the compatibility criteria identified in th e " land Use Compatib ili ty for Community Noise
Environments (see Tab le 4.1-2);

•

A substantia l perm anent increase in ambient noise leve ls in the project vicinity above levels
existin g without the proj ect;

•

A substantia l temporary or peri odic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vic inity
above levels existing without the project;

•

Expose persons to or generation of excess ive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels;

D

•

D

Expose people resid ing or working in the proj ect area to excess ive no ise leve ls if the
project is located within an area covered by an airport land use plan, or where such plan has
not been adopted, withi n two miles of a publ ic airport or public use airport; or

•

Expose people res iding or working in the proj ect area to excessive noise levels if the
project is located in the vic inity of a private a irstrip.

n
D

0
0

u
u
u
u

Consistent with the recommendations of the Town 's Public Hea lth and Safety Impl ementation
Program 0 .2, Project and Environ mental Review, th e proposed Master Plan would be considered
to have potentia lly sign ificant impacts if implementation of the plan would result in
noncompliance with the land use/noise environment compatibility guide lines identifi ed in
Table 4.1-2, or if it would result in a change in the ambi ent environment of 5 dB A or more due to
transportation no ise.
The fifth and sixth bullets li sted above are not discussed fu rther in this EIR because
im plementation of the Master Plan would not result in the exposure of people residing or worki ng
in the project area to excessive airport noise levels. No impacts related to airport no ise would
occur.
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Impacts
Impact 1-1: Cons truction activities under the Master Plan would temporarily and
intermittently increase noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor locations. (Potentially
Significant)
Construction activities wo uld likely require the use of heavy equipment, such as dozers, graders,
rollers, and semi-tractor trucks. Peak construction noise levels fo r these and other pieces of
equipment that would like ly be used during construction activities under the proposed Master
Plan are presented in Table 4.1-4 (FTA, 2006). Peak con struction no ise would range from 74 to
88 dB A at a d istance of a pproximately 50 feet from the source. T hese peak no ise leve l estim ates
are based on conservati ve assumptions and would be relatively infrequent and tem porary. Noise
levels assoc iated with construction activity is better summarized as an average noise level. The
L eq no ise level generated by Master Plan-related construction activ ity would generally range from
approxim ately 75 to 80 dB A at a distance of 50 feet. Several residences are located in c lose
prox im ity to the n01th, west, and east perimeters of Ke iser Community Park and Windsor H ig h
School is located immediate ly south of the park. Construction activities that would result under
the Master Plan wo uld be sporadic and sho1t term in duration. Complete build out would occur in
three phases and is estimated to occur over a twelve year period . Construction at any one location
would not be anticipated to last for more than one year.

[.

TABLE 4.1-4
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Construction Equipment

Noise Level (dBA,

Truck

88

Air Comp ressor

81

Dozer

85

Loader

85

Grader

85

Roller

74

Mobile Crane

83

L eq at

50 feet)

SOURCE: FTA, 2006.

T he majority of construction activity involv ing heavy equipment wo uld occur at the proposed
recreation center and aquatic center near the center of the southern bounda,y of the park, adjacent
to W indsor H ig h School's baseba ll complex. T he nearest school bu ilding to this location is
a pproximately 600 feet to the southeast and the nearest residences to the location are
approximately 700 feet to the east and west. G iven the nature of how no ise levels attenu ate from a
point source, such as a compact construction s ite, construction no ise levels at these res idences and
the nearest schoo l building can be expected to ave rage approx imately 55 to 60 d BA. Although
construction activ ity assoc iated w ith the new athletic fields would be less intensive, poss ibly
l
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requiring one or two days of grading, residential fen ce lines are located as close as 100 feet from
one of the proposed field sites. Noise levels at these residences would be expected to average
approximately 75 dBA duri ng grad ing activ ities.

n
n

n
D
D
D
0
0
0
L

u

Noise leve ls in th e v ici nity of construction activ ities would be elevated above existing amb ient
levels and would li kely exceed the Town 's maximum allowable exterior noise level of 55 dBA at
some nearby residences. However, as ind icated in th e project description, con struction activities
under the proposed Master Plan would occur Monday through Friday from 8:00 a. rn. unti l
5: 00 p.m. This proposed construction schedule is consistent with the Town 's ord inance that limits
construction activity to between the hours of7:00 a. m. and 7:00 pm. on Monday through Friday.
Given the short-term durati on of impacts at any one location and the proposed constructi on
schedule, which would conform to the Town's construction noise ordinance, construction noise
would not be considered signifi cant at affected residences or at Windsor High Schoo l.
Implementation of th e Mitigation Measure 1-1 would ensure that the impact of construction noise
would be less than sign ificant.
Mitigation Measure I-1: All proposed construction under the Master Plan shall com ply
with the fo ll owing no ise reduction measures:

•

Properly muffl e and ma intain all construction equ ipment powered by intern al
combustion engines.

•

Prohibit unn ecessary idling of internal combustion engines .

•

Locate a ll stati onary noise-generating construction equipment such as a ir
compressors as far as practical from existing nearby residences and oth er no ise
sensitive land uses. Such equipment sha ll also be acoustically shielded.

•

Select quiet constructi on equi pment, particularly air compressors, whenever
poss ible. Fit motorized equ ipm ent with proper mufflers in good working order.

•

Res idences adjacent to Keiser Co mmunity Park and the adm inistration of Wind sor
High School sha ll be notified by advance in writing of the proposed construction
schedule before construct ion activities commence.

•

A " noise disturbance coord inator" responsib le for respond ing to any local
complaints a bout construction noise shall be designated. The d isturbance
coordinator shall determi ne the cause of any noise complaint (e.g., staring too
early, bad muffl er, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures be implemented
to correct the problem. A te lephone number for the disturbance coordinator sha ll be
posted at the construction site.

Significance after Mitigation : Less than Significant.
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Impact 1-2: Increased traffic on nearby roadways under implementation of the Master Plan
would result in an increase in ambient noise levels. (Potentially Significant)
Accepted noise prediction and sound propagation a lgorithms were used to predict changes in
ambient noise levels resulting from proposed operations under the Master Plan. To assess the
impact of operational traffic on roadside no ise levels, noise level projections were made us ing the
Federal H ighway Admin istration' s (FHWA) Noise Prediction Model a lgorithms for those road
segments that would experience the greatest increase in traffic volume. The mode l is based on the
Calveno reference noise factors for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, with
consideration given to ve hicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the rece ive r,
and the acoustical characteristics of the s ite.
The results of the modeling effo1i are shown in Table 4.1-5 for existing and existing plus project
scenarios. Based on the traffic analysis, operations under the proposed Master Plan would
ge nerate approximately 1,2 15 vehicle trips per day that would be distributed over the local street
network and would affect roads ide noise levels. Peak-hour weekday and Saturday traffic vo lumes
were obtained from the Master Plan traffic repoti for the modeling effort. Estimated noise levels
correspond to a distance of approximately 50 feet from the centerline of the applicable roadway
segment. As indicated in Table 4.I-5, the roadway segments analyzed would have increased
weekday noise levels that are considered less than s ign ificant (i. e., wo uld result in an increase of
traffic no ise less than 5 dB A). However, Saturday traffic on Jaguar Way, west of Windsor Road,
would generate a periodic increase in noise leve ls at residences a long the north side of Jaguar
Way that would exceed 5 dBA.
TABLE 4.1-5
TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS UNDER THE PROPOSED MASTER PLAN 1
Ldn at 50 feet from Roadway Centerline
Roadway

Location

Existing

Existing + Project

Incremental
Increase (dBA) 2

l

J

[j

Weekday
W indsor-River Road

West of Oak Park Street

65.0

65.0

0.0

W indsor-River Road

East of Oak Park Street

65.4

65.5

0.1

Jaguar Way

West of Windsor Road

58.7

59.1

0.4

Windsor Road

North of Windsor Road

67.4

67.5

0.1

Windsor-River Road

West of Oak Park Street

62.9

63.5

0.6

Windsor-River Road

East of Oak Park Street

63.6

64.8

1.2

Jaguar Way

West of Windsor Road

47.6

57.9

10.3

Windsor Road

North of Windsor Road

62.4

64.3

1.9

Saturday

Road center to receptor distance is 15 meters {approximately 50 feet) for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using
FHWA T raffic Noise Prediction Model (F HWA RD-77-108). Vehicle mix on these road segments is assumed to be 90 percent auto, eight
percent medium trucks, and two percent heavy trucks. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 miles per hour along
Windsor-River Road and Windsor Road, and 20 miles per hour along Jaguar Way.
2 The incremental increase is considered significant if the increase is more than or equal to 5 dBA. Values in bold exceed the significance
threshold for noise.
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This periodic significant increase in noise level wou ld occur because Jaguar Way is presently
only used to access Windsor High School and is c urrently not a through street. In addi tion,
existing traffic levels are low on Saturday 's because of li mited weekend activity at the campus.
For these reasons, implementation of the Master Plan would increase peak hour Saturday traffic
levels on Jaguar Way by more than 1,000 percent, resul ting in an increase in noise of
approximately IO dBA. It should be noted that the estimated existing plus project Saturday noise
leve ls a long Jaguar Way would continue to be compatible with the Town's normal ly acceptable
noise and land use compatibility gui del ine level of up to 60 dB A for low density res identia l uses.
Although the 10 dBA noise increase wou ld only occur on the weekend and noise levels wou ld be
compatible with the Town's noise and land use compatibi lity guide li nes, this wou ld result in a
signifi cant period ic impact to the existi ng res idences that are bordering the north side of Jaguar
Way . However, installation ofa fence that wo uld block the line of sight between res idences and
traffic along Jaguar Way wou ld reduce traffic noise at the residences by at least 5 dBA, resulting
in a noise increase of no more than 5 dB A. Imp lementation of Mitigation Measure I-2 wou ld
red uce potential significant traffic noise impacts to less than s ignificant levels.
Mitigation Measure 1-2: Prior to mod ifyi ng Jaguar Way to provide through access to
Keiser Park, the Town sha ll insta ll a solid wood fence along the northern edge of Jaguar
Way that is between s ix and eight feet ta ll in order to block the li ne of s ight between
residences and traffic a long Jaguar Way.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Signifi cant.

Impact I-3: Athletic facility noise under the Master Plan could disturb existing residentia l
uses in the vicinity of the park. (Potentially Significant)

Im plementation of the proposed Master Plan wou ld inc lude the constru ction of several open air
ath letic fac il ities, inc lud ing an aquatics area w ith ~ poo ls, a play area w ith two half court
basketba ll courts, two ball fi e lds w ith soccer fi e ld overlays, and a ba ll fie ld with lighting. No ise
associated with these fac ilities wou ld include occas ional cheerin g, clapping, whistling, and
ye!Iing from players and/or spectators.
Based on noise measurements collected at various soccer and softba ll facil ities, it is estimated
that the average noise level that would be generated at th e proposed fie lds during games wo uld be
approximately 60 dB A at a distance of 100 feet from the foca I point or noi se center of the fi elds
(J.C. Brennan & Associates, 2005). Th is wo uld result in a noise level of approximately 57 dBA at
the fence li ne of the nearest residences to ball fie lds (approximately 150 feet to the east) and
approximately 60 dBA at the fence li ne of the nearest res idences to the baseline fie ld
(approximately 100 feet to the northwest). Us ing the same noise level of 60 dB A at I 00 feet to
conservati vely estim ate pool activ ity noise levels at the nearest receptors (the closest bu ilding at
Windsor High School is approximate ly 600 feet to the so utheast and the closest residences are
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approximate ly 700 feet to the east of the aquatic fac ilities), no ise levels at the c losest receptors to
the aquatic facilities would be up to 4 5 dBA.
According to the Town's guidelines for community noise exposure, an Ldn level of up to 60 dBA
is normally accepta ble at residential uses (Town of Windsor, 2005). It is not poss ible to
accurately calcu late the Ldn that would be associated with future conditions at the park because
the field use schedule is not known . However, even if the average athletic field noise leve l at the
residences would be 60 dBA for the entire day and late into the evening (7 a. m. to 10 p.m.), the
associated Ldn wou ld be approximately 59 dBA, assuming that the average ambient noise level
from 10 p.m . to 7 a.m. is 45 dBA. Therefore, although athletic fac ility noise levels would be
audible at the nearest residential receptors, the noise leve ls wou ld be below 60 dBA Ldn and
would be compatible with noise levels fo r res idential land uses. The project description indicates
that the baseball field wou ld be anticipated to be in use until 9:30 p.m. To insure that the baseba ll
field is not used late into the night, Mitigation Measure [-3 shall be implemented. Impacts
associated with ath letic facility noise levels wou ld be mitigated to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 1-3: To limit disturbance to nearby res idences, all activity at the ball
fields shall cease by no later than 10:00 p.m.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact 1-4: Construction activities under the Master Plan could result in ground-borne
vibration or ground-born noise. (Less than Significant)
Operations under the proposed Master Plan would not resu lt in perceivable v ibration. However,
heavy equipment associated with construction activities cou ld generate perceptible v ibration in
the immediate vicinity of the construction sites. The activity most like ly to cause ground-borne
vibration wou ld be the pass-by of heavy trucks on uneven surfaces. Construction under the
Master Plan wou ld not include the use of blasting techniques or pile driving, which tend to cause
excessive v ibratio n.
The level of gro und-borne vibration that cou ld reach sens itive receptors would depend on the
distance to the receptor, w hat equipment is used, and the so il conditions surrounding the
construction site. T he impact from construction related v ibration wou ld be short-term a nd
confi ned to only the immediate area (within about 10 to 25 feet of the source). Because the
project com ponents a re more than 25 feet from the nearest sens it ive receptors, no residences
wou ld be exposed to excessive vibration, a nd the impact wou ld be less than s ignificant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact I-5: Increases in traffic under the Master Plan in combination with other
development would result in cumulative noise increases. (Potentially Significant)
Based on the traffic analysis, implementation of the Master Plan would generate approximately
1,215 vehicle trips per day that would be distributed over the local street network and would
affect roadside noise levels. To assess the cumulative impact of traffic noise under the proposed
Master Plan, noise level projections for year 2025 were made using the FHWA Noise Prediction
Model and are shown below in Table 4.I-6.
TABLE 4.1-6
CUMULATIVE (2025) TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS UNDER THE PROPOSED MASTER PLAN'
Ldn at 50 feet from Roadwal'. Centerline
Roadway

Location

Cumulative

Cumulative+ Project

Incremental
Increase (dBA)2

Weekday
Windsor-River Road

West of Oak Park Street

65.6

65.6

0.0

66.1

0.1

Windsor-River Road

East of Oak Park Street

66.0

Jaguar Way

West of Windsor Road

59.2

59.6

0.4

Windsor Road

North of Windsor Road

67.5

67.6

0.1

Windsor-River Road

West of Oak Park Street

63.5

64.0

0.5

Windsor-River Road

East of Oak Park Street

64.2

65.3

1.1

Jaguar Way

West of Windsor Road

49.0

58.1

9.1

Windsor Road

North of Windsor Road

63.8

65.3

1.5

Saturday

Road center to receptor distance is 15 meters (approximately SO feet) for values shown in this table. Noise revels were determined using
FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model {FHWA RD-77-108). Vehicle mix on these road segments is assumed to be 90 percent auto, eight
percent medium trucks, and two percent heavy trucks. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 miles per hour along
Windsor-River Road and Windsor Road, and 20 miles per hour along Jaguar Way.
2 The incremental increase is considered significant if the increase is more than or equal to 5 dBA. Values in bold exceed the significance
threshold for noise.

Estimated noise levels shown in Table 4.!-6 correspond to a distance of approximately 50 feet
from the centerline of applicable roadway segments. Similar to the existing plus project scenario,
estimates associated with the cumulative scenario identify traffic noise increases along Jaguar
Way that are considered significant. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 1-2
(installation of a solid wood fence) would reduce traffic noise at the residences by approximately
5 dBA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure l-2 would reduce potential significant traffic noise
impacts to less than significant levels, which would result in traffic noise increases under the
Master Plan that would not be cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measure I-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 1-2.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
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Introduction
This section analyzes the impact of the proposed project on the provision of public services in the
Town of Windsor and identifies adverse physical impacts to the environment that could result
from a need to provide new or physically altered facilities, resulting from the proposed project.
This analysis reviews fire protection and emergency medical response, police services, schools
and parks and recreational facilities.

Setting
Fire Protection and Emergency Services
The Windsor Fire Protection District (WFPD), established in 1986, provides fire protection
services to the Town of Windsor. The District, a combination of paid and unpaid (volunteer) staff,
responds to an estimated 2,000 emergency calls each year. The WFPD currently has ten paid
employees and twenty volunteers, with two captains and two fire engineers on duty 24 hours a
day, seven days a week. All fire fighters are certified Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs).
The District currently has mutual aid agreement with surrounding fire protection districts,
including the Rincon Valley Fire Protection District, Forestville Fire Protection District,
Healdsburg Fire Department, and Geyserville Fire Protection District.
Calls for service from the project area are dispatched to Station I, which is located at 8200 Old
Redwood Highway, approximately one and one half mile east of the Parle From there, depending
on call volume and availability of paid staff, either a paid fire captain or a paid engineer from
Station I respond to the call, or it is routed to a volunteer battalion, which has at its disposal the
use of fire suppression equipment stored at a non-staffed station (Station 2). Calls for medical
emergencies are also simultaneously dispatched to Bell's Ambulance Services.
The WFPD is in the process of expanding its facilities, and it is anticipated that by 2009, another
fire station will be completed in the western part of Windsor. The new station would replace the
existing Station 2 (currently staffed from 10:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m.) and would be staffed with
paid fire suppression personnel 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.
Average response time within the District is currently approximately 3 to 4 minutes. Because it is
not funded directly by the municipalities in which it operates, the District is not required to meet
specific response time standards. However, the range in which it operates is comparable to
standards set by most fire districts.

Police Protection Services
The Windsor Police Department (WPD) provides police protection services in the Town of
Windsor. The Police Department maintains one police station, located at 929 Old Redwood
Highway, approximately one mile east of the project site. At the time of the publication of its
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Service Plan in 2005, the Department employed 24 full-time staft; including one lieutenant, two
sergeants, and 16 deputy officers.
In 2006, approximately 186 crimes were reported townwide, including homicide, forcible rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and motor vehicle theft. While Windsor experienced a
minor increase in reported crimes over the previous year ( 183 reported crimes in 2004 and 179 in
2005), as of2006 it was still well below Sonoma County's average crime rate (calculated as
number ofreported crimes per 10,000 population). As of 2006, WPD's response time to "priority
one" calls was approximately 5 minutes 51 seconds. This, however, included the time it takes the
call taker to accept the call and for the dispatcher to dispatch a deputy. The actual travel time for a
deputy to get on scene of an emergency is less than four minutes, well within the target time.

Schools
The Windsor Unified School District (WUSD) operates Town of Windsor's public schools.
WUSD managed seven schools during the 2006-2007 school year: four elementary schools, one
middle school, one high school and one continuation chatter school, with a total enrollment of
approximately 5, l 00. Since the 2000-200 l school year, WUSD enrollment has increased from
4,250 students to 5, l Ol students during the 2006-2007 school year, an increase of approximately
20 percent.
The project site lies within the attendance boundaries for Windsor High School, located at
8695 Windsor Road, adjacent to the southern boundary of the Park, Cali Calmecac Charter
School (which serves students in grades K-8), located at 9491 Starr Road, approximately one half
mile northwest of the project site, and Windsor Middle School, located at 9500 Brooks Road
South, about one and one half miles northeast of the project site. Elementary school attendance is
not mandated by geographical boundaries. Therefore, elementary school children in the area have
an equal likelihood to attend any of the four elementary schools within the District's jurisdiction.

Parks and Recreation
Currently, the Town of Windsor manages and maintains l 8 public parks (approximately
110 acres), including Keiser Parle These parks range from 0.3 acres to 27 acres in size and
provide amenities such as barbeque grills, picnic areas, volleyball courts, playgrounds and play
areas. Several regional parks operated by Sonoma County are also accessible to the Town's
residents. These range from 211 to 845 acres in size and contain open grass areas, walking paths
and passive recreation areas. Finally, the Town manages three facilities, including the Huerta
Gymnasium, the Windsor Community Center, and the Windsor Senior Center.
The Town's General Plan sets the standard of two acres of"neighborhood" parkland per
1,000 residents (neighborhood parks typically range from one to five acres in size); three acres of
"community" parkland per 1,000 residents (community parks typically range from five to
50 acres in size); and ten acres of"regional" parkland per 1,000 residents (regional parks
typically range from 50 to 200 acres in size). Furthermore, Policy E.3.3. of the General Plan
denotes the Town's goal to provide five acres of neighborhood and community parks and special
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recreation facilities per 1,000 residents. Based on the Town's population of22,744 persons in the
year 2000, and the total neighborhood and community parkland acreage being approximately
105 acres, the Town's current rate of parkland per 1,000 residents is approximately 4.6, which
meets the standards set forth in the General Plan, but falls short of the goal.

Regulatory Framework
The Town ofWindwr General Plan 2015 (General Plan), adopted in 1996, outlines policies,
standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, Jong-term plan for the physical
development within the Town. The General Plan lists the following pertinent goals, objectives
and policies relevant to public services and recreation:
Policy A.2

Park Design Standards. The Town should establish design standards that:
a.

b.

encourage easy access to parks via streets and trails;

foster safety by making it easy to view into parks from streets and
surrounding homes; and

c.

Policy A. I 9

identify recreational program elements that serve the specific needs of the
residents anticipated to use the park.

Trails Plan. The Town should identify a conceptual framework for trails that
utilizes riparian corridors, agricultural buffers, the railroad corridor, high voltage

power line easements, as well as critical street connections. Parks, schools, and
neighborhoods should be targeted as important destinations. The Town should
develop strategies for acquiring lands and/or easements in these locations and
making appropriate trail improvements.

Policy E.1

Implement strategies to upgrade community facilities and make up service
deficiencies in already developed portions of the community.

Policy E.3.1

Recreational opportunities should be provided to all residents, regardless of race,
age, economic status, physical disability, or location of residence. Because each of
these groups has different recreational needs, the Town should provide open space
and outdoor recreational facilities which are appropriate to the type of user and the
type of park space.

Policy E.3.2 To maximize public access to recreational opportunities, Windsor should provide a
variety ofparklands, accommodating a diverse mix of facilities and programs. The
size and programs provided at local parks should vary based on the physical setting
of the area, the park's location, and the socio-economic profile of the
neighborhood. For example, smaller, passive parks might be appropriate in a
neighborhood largely characterized by seniors. on the other hand, local parks with
turf, play area, swing sets, and other play equipment might be appropriate in a
neighborhood largely characterized by young families.
Policy E.3.3

Windsor should provide 5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and special
recreation facilities per 1,000 population.

Policy E.3.5 Sites being considered for development as a park should meet the following
usability standards:

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.J-3

ESAf206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
~. Public Services

a.

The topography and land configuration should be suitable to accommodate
the park's proposed uses.

b.

Sites should have or be able to achieve safe pedestrian and bicycle access.

c.

Sites should be visible from the street to enhance enjoyment of the park by
people driving by and to facilitate informal surveillance by nearby residents
that can serve to deter crime.

d.

Noise generated by park use should be mitigated to avoid disturbing adjacent
residents.

e.

Lighting should be designed to limit light and glare impacts on adjacent
residents.

f

Parks should be buffered from adjacent residents through the use offences,
landscaping, etc., to prohibit undesired access to private property.

g.

At least 50 percent of the park's perimeter should be along a public road.
Rear yard fences along the periphe1y of parks should be avoided.

Policy E.3.12 Windsor should continue to solicit citizen participation in evaluating and planning
park and recreation facilities and services. The Park and Recreation Commission
should continue to fonction as representative of the Town's residents and play a
significant role in the planning and development of park and recreation services.
Policy E.3.23 The Town should continue its efforts to educate the public about crime deterrence
through programs like the Neighborhood Watch Program within residential areas,
the Business Watch Program within commercial and industrial areas, and the Park
Watch Program within the community and regional parks.
Policy E.3.24 To minimize opportunities for crimes to occur, law enforcement personnel should
be routinely involved in the review of new development applications. In particular,
the Town should review development applications with an intent to incorporate
concepts of defensible space into the project These concepts stress the importance
of physical design and surveillance as techniques to deter crime. For example,
developers should design open spaces, parking lots, paths, play areas, and other
public spaces such that they can be under continuous surveillance by residents and
users.
Policy E.3.27 To minimize fire hazards, firefighting personnel should be routinely involved in the
review of new development applications. In pmticular, the Town should review
development applications for the adequacy of emergency access, street widths and
turning radii, fire hydrant locations, fireflow requirements, and water storage and
pressure needs.
Policy E.3 .28 The Town should require new development outside the desired five-minute
response time to provide onsite fire suppression measures and/or management of
surrounding vegetation to provide minimum clearance between the structure and
the vegetation. These measures must satisfy the fire districts prior to Town
approval of the development application.
Policy E.3.30 The Town should formulate a coordinated approach to paramedic-level emergency
using firefighters and paramedics.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
The impact of the proposed project on public services would be considered significant if it would
exceed the following Standards of Significance, in accordance with Appendix G of the state
CEQA Guidelines:

•

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need
for, 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 following public services:
Fire protection;
Police protection;
Schools;
Parks; or
Other public facilities

Impacts
Impact J-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would increase the demand for lire
protection and emergency medical services, but would not result in the need for the
provision of new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts. (Potentially Significant)
Implementation of the Master Plan would construct a recreation center, an aquatic center
(including two swimming pools), two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball
field, restrooms, and two children's play areas. The proposed project would not add new housing
units to the site; thus, no new population would be generated. However, because the proposed
facilities would allow Keiser Park to host community and sporting events, such as swim meets,
and large community events, such as festivals, the proposed project may lead to an incremental
increase in calls for emergency medical services, fire suppression, or rescues. Moreover, the
introduction of an aquatic center, in and of itself, may increase the need for first response staffing
at the aquatic facilities. The informational booklet, The Desig11, Co11slr11clio11, Operalio11 a11d
lvlai11/e11a11ce of Public Swi111111i11g Pools excerpts codes from the California Health and Safety
Code; The California Code of Regulations; California Building Code; and California Electrical
Code pursuant to health and safety regulations for public swimming pools. Code 116045
describes the provision for lifeguard service at certain public pools. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measure J-1, below, this impact would be Jess than significant on a day-to-day basis
and the WFPD would not be required to add staff or facilities to maintain current response ratios
and service standards.

Mitigation Measure J-1: The Town shall require that a Safety and Accident Prevention
Program be prepared and implemented prior to operating any new aquatic facilities. The
Program shall include, but shall not be limited to, a requirement that certified lifeguards
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and defibrillators be present at the aquatic center during operating hours. Security personal
and emergency service providers shall be included in the safety program as needed.
In addition to implementing Mitigation Measure J-1, reviewing all project designs at the time
building permits are issued will ensure that adequate fire and life safety measures are
incorporated into the project in compliance with all applicable state and local fire safety
requirements. WFPD's Fire Chief will review the proposed site plan to ensure that the District
personnel will have adequate access to all buildings at the site.
The proposed project would not create a need for new or altered facilities beyond what is already
planned in order to maintain adequate service ratios, response times and other objective
standards, and would not, therefore, result in significant environmental impacts to fire protection
and emergency medical response provisions.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact J-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would increase the demand for police
protection services, but would not result in the need for the provision of new or physically
altered facilities. (Potentially Significant)
As discussed in the Setting section, police protection services at the parks would be provided by
the Windsor Police Department. While the proposed park expansion has the potential to
incrementally increase the number of calls for police protection services due to increased
recreational activities at the park, the project is unlikely to trigger a need for new or expanded
police facilities in order to maintain adequate service ratios, response times, adequate staffing,
and other objective standards.
As noted above, the proposed improvements are intended to enhance the park experience for
existing visitors, and while the daily average number of new visitors may increase, this increase is
accommodated in the General Plan because it falls within the parks per residents rate established
for the Town of Windsor. Therefore, on a day-to-day basis, it is not expected that additional
police enforcement will be required at the project site.
During large events, such as swim meets or ball tournaments, additional protection and
emergency services would be required at the site in order to ensure public safety and prevent
accidents. Currently reservation policy requires that events of over 50 people must apply for and
be granted a written permit. As part of these permits, the Town may require that an applicant hire
special security for an event. The number of officers required and personnel authorized to provide
such security will be determined by the Community Services Depat1ment. Fees for such services
are borne by the applicant. These permit requirements would continue to be in place for expanded
uses of the park.
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The Town would implement Mitigation Measure J-2, below, to ensure that adequate safety and
emergency services are provided at the Park during large events.

Mitigation Measure J-2: The Town shall require that a Standard Procedures Manual be
prepared and implemented prior to operating any new aquatic facilities or organizing any
large-scale events. The Manual shall include a requirement for additional emergency
services personnel to be present at the site during large-scale events. The number of
emergency services personnel required at such events shall be decided in consultation with
the Windsor Police Department, but would generally be exponentially proportional to the
number of event attendees anticipated.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact J-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would not increase the demand for public
school services, nor would it result in the need for the provision of new or physically altered
facilities. (Less than Significant)
The Keiser Park Master Plan would not develop residential uses and therefore, the project would
not directly generate new student enrollment in the Windsor Unified School District.
Furthermore, it is unlikely that people will relocate to the Town of Windsor as a result of the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increased demand for
public school services.
The Town of Windsor proposes to expand the recreation facilities at Keiser Park through the
adoption and implementation of the Keiser Park Master Plan. Due to the public and recreational
nature of the project, the sponsor would not be required to contribute fair-share student impact
fees pursuant to Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or Senate Bill 50 (SB50), as is
compulsory for commercial and residential developments.
The Windsor High School campus is located just south of the project site and, with the exception
of temporary impacts associated with project construction (see Air Quality, Noise, and
Transportation sections of this EIR), would operate as the Keiser Park Master Plan is
implemented.
Based on the above, potential impacts to the WUSD would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Keiser Pmk Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.J-7

ESA 1206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
J. Public Services

Impact J-4: Implementation of the Master Plan wonld not 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, nor include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. (Less than
Significant)
The current Keiser Park facilities include a picnic area, barbeques, restrooms, a softball field, a
soccer field, an informal play field, a children's play area, and a community garden. The
proposed project would adopt and implement the Keiser Park Master Plan, which would consist
of constructing a recreation center, an aquatic center with two swimming pools, two small ball
fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, restrooms, and two children's play areas.
One of the objectives of the proposed project would be to improve and expand on the existing
facilities in order to provide recreational space and opportunities to the Town's residents.
Therefore, while the proposed project is anticipated to increase the use of Keiser Park, it would
also result in a net beneficial effect
As stated in the Project Description, the expected use of Keiser Park would range between
I 00 patrons (estimated attendance of a single ballpark event) and 7,000 patrons (conservative
maximum estimated attendance of a special event, such as a Fourth of July celebration). This
anticipated patronage would be accommodated by the project through the various improvements
proposed, and would not contribute to the physical deterioration of the Keiser Park facilities.
[tis anticipated that the park would remain open during construction of various Master Plan
components. At various points, there would be limited access for park visitors in construction
areas and interruption of service for facilities under renovation. In addition, visitor experience
would be temporarily diminished during construction activities as a result of temporary adverse
noise, air quality, transportation, and visual resource impacts (see the following sections: Air
Quality, Noise, Transportation, and Aesthetics, respectively for discussions of potential
construction-related effects.)
It may be the case that some construction would divert recreational users to other nearby
recreation areas, including Old Vineyard Park, Town Green, or a new park being constructed as
481 Decanter Circle. However, given the abundance of recreational facilities and natural areas in
the vicinity of the project area, overcrowding and deterioration is unlikely. In addition, Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for construction would ensure construction-related activities
would not adversely affect the environment, and would reduce any potential recreation impacts to
less than significant levels. This impact would, therefore, be considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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K. Transportation
Introduction
This chapter describes:(!) the existing and planned transportation system in the vicinity of the
proposed project, including roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities; (2) the anticipated
impacts of the project on these facilities; and (3) associated mitigation measures.

Setting
Existing Roadway Network
Regional access to the project corridor is provided by U.S. Highway IO I (U.S. IO I). U.S. IO I 1s
approximately half a mile east and serves as a major route connecting the Sonoma region to the
San Francisco Bay Area and the No,th Coast. The roadway network is illustrated in Figure 4.K-1.
The local roadways that border or may be used to access Keiser Park are described below.
Windsor River Road is a two-lane east-west roadway that is designated a crosstown roadway in
the Town's General Plan. Windsor River Road forms the northern boundary of Keiser Parle
Windsor River Road provides direct access to U.S. IO I.
Windsor Road is a two-lane north-south roadway that is designated a crosstown roadway in the
Town's General Plan in the project vicinity.

Old Redwood Highway is a two-lane north-south roadway that is designated a crosstown
roadway in the Town's General Plan. Old Redwood Highway parallels U.S. IOI east of the
project site .
.Jaguar Way, a two-lane east-west roadway, forms the southern boundary of Keiser Park, and
would provide access to the park as pa1t of the proposed project. Currently it is not a through
street, providing access to Windsor High School on a paved roadway with speed bumps and no
curb, gutter or sidewalks. Beyond the school parking lot, an unpaved (gravel) Jaguar Way
provides access lo the high school ball fields and stadium. Jaguar Way is designated a crosstown
roadway in the Town's General Plan and would connect Windsor Road to Starr Road under
General Plan Buildout conditions.

Existing Traffic Conditions
The existing condition scenario is an evaluation of conditions based on existing traffic volumes
during the a.m., p.m., and weekend peak periods (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.,
and 11 :00 a.m. to I :00 p.m., respectively). 1 Turning movement counts for the study intersections

1

The p.m. peak hour evaluated at Jaguar Way and Windsor Road was from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. to capture the
Windsor 1-ligh School trallic.
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were conducted in October 2007. The study intersections and their land configurations are
illustrated in Figure 4.K-1. Traffic volume counts were conducted when area schools were in
session to incorporate the morning home-to-school commute patterns. Existing turning movement
volumes are show in Figure 4.K-2.

Level of Service Calculation Method
The level of service (LOS) calculation methodology for intersections is dependent on the type of
traffic control device, traffic signals or stop signs. The level of service methodology bases a
signalized intersection's operation on the average control delay threshold calculated using
methods described in Chapter 16 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation
Research Board). The average delay for signalized intersections is calculated using TRAFFIX
analysis software and is correlated to a LOS designation as shown in Table 4.K-1.
TABLE 4.K-1
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS
Level of
Service
(LOS)

Average Control Delay
Per Vehicle
(Seconds)

A

s; 10.0

B

10.1 to 20.0

Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or
short cycle lengths.

C

20.1 to 35.0

Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or
longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear.

D

35.1 to 55.0

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable
progression, long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Many vehicles
stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable.

E

55.1 to 80.0

Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long
cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are
frequent occurrences.

F

> 80.0

Description
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression
and/or short cycle length.

Operations with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to
over-saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths.

SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.

Intersection level of service calculations were conducted at the unsignalized intersections using
the methodologies for all-way stop controlled (A WSC) and two-way stop-controlled (TWSC)
intersections contained in Chapter 17 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (I-ICM). The LOS
rating is based on the control delay for the stop-controlled movement expressed in seconds per
vehicle. Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and
final acceleration delay. Table 4.K-2 presents the range of average control delay that corresponds
to each LOS designation. The control delay for this project was calculated using the TRAFFIX
analysis software.
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TABLE 4.K-2
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
Level of
Service

Average Control
Delay Per Vehicle (Seconds)

Description

A

:-,; 10.0

Little or no delay

B

10.1 to 15.0

Short Traffic delays

C

15.1 to 25.0

Average traffic delays

D

25.1 to 35.0

Long traffic delays

E

35.1 to 50.0

Very long traffic delays

F

> 50.0

Extreme traffic delays
with intersection capacity exceeded

SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.

Results of Level of Service Analysis
The following table presents a summmy of existing peak hour levels of service at the study
intersections. The analysis software was provided with observed input values so that the level of
service analysis more closely represents actual conditions. Level of service results are summarized
in Table 4.K-3. Level of service calculations are on-file and available for review at the
Community Services Department. Based on existing traffic volumes, all of the study intersections
are operating acceptably at LOS D or better, an acceptable level of service.
TABLE 4.K-3
LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE)
EXISTING CONDITIONS

ID Intersection
Windsor River Road @ Park Driveway

P.M. Peak Hour

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

15.1

C

15.3

C

11.9

B

Signal

29.9

C

24.9

C

22.3

C

Signal

48.4

D

47.5

D

42.4

D

19.6

C

16.3

C

10.2

B

Stop Sign

3 Windsor River Road @ Old Redwood Hwy

-~

A.M. Peak Hour

Side Street

2 Windsor River Road @ Windsor Road

4 Jaguar Way@ Windsor Road

Traffic
Control

Side Street
Stop Sign

SAT Peak Hour

NOTES: The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control intersections represent the worst movement or approach; for Signalized intersections,

the LOS/Delay represent the overall intersection.
SOURCE: ESA (2008)
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Transit Systems
Sonoma County Transit provides fixed-route service within the Town of Windsor. The project
area is served by two Sonoma County Transit bus routes which provide service throughout the
Town and the surrounding cities (SCTA, 2007).

Route 60 is a regional route that provides service between Cloverdale and Santa Rosa. It operates
along Windsor River Road past the project site. A limited stop route is provided by Route 60x.
Route 60 provides service seven days a week with both 1101tbbound and southbound buses.
Headways (times between buses) are approximately 40 minutes to an hour on weekdays and two
to two and half hours on weekends.
Route 66 is a local route that provides service in the Town of Windsor Monday through
Saturday. Service is provided between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. with approximately 30 minute to
one hour headways. It operates along Windsor River Road past the project site.

Pedestrian Network
Pedestrian facilities comprise sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals. Because of the rural
nature of the project site there are currently minimal pedestrian facilities on site. Existing
pedestrian access to the site is provided by sidewalks along Windsor River Road and via a path
through the oak grove from Windsor High School. In addition, the Townwide Trail and Bikeways
Plan proposes Starr Creek Trail which would meander through Keiser Park and connect Windsor
River Road to Starr Road (2002).

Bicycle Network
Bicycle facilities include bike paths, bike lanes, and bike routes. Bike paths are paved trails that
are separated from the roadways. Bike lanes are lanes on roadways that are designated for use by
bicycles by striping, pavement legends, and signs. Bike routes are roadways that are designated
for bicycle use with signs, but no separate lane width. Within the vicinity of the project site, there
are bike lanes on Windsor River Road. Bicycle lanes are proposed for Windsor Road south of
Windsor River Road; bicycle route designation is proposed for no1th of Windsor River Road. The
proposed Jaguar Way extension is proposed for a bicycle route designation. (SCTA, 2003). These
improvements are reiterated in the Town's Townwide Trail and Bikeways Plan (2002)

Future Roadway Improvements
The Sonoma County Transit Authority's (SCTA) Comprehensive Transportation Plan indicates
that Windsor River Road would be widened and reconstructed between Windsor Road and Starr
Road. Improvements would include bicycle facilities (SCTA, 2004 ).
Jaguar Way is shown as a boulevard between Windsor Road and Starr Road in the General Plan
Circulation Map. Currently Jaguar Way provides access from Windsor Road to the high school
parking areas, and beyond as an unimproved road along the southern edge of Keiser Park to the
high school football stadium and other sporting facilities. According to the General Plan, a

Keiser Park Master Plan
Orafl Environmentnl Impact Report

4.K-6

ESA / 206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
K. Transportation

boulevard should be planted with tall columnar trees that do not obstruct sight distance. S0111e
boulevards may be multi-lane facilities depending upon forecast traffic volumes (Windsor, I 996).
As .Jaguar Way would provide access to the proposed project, it is assumed to be fully
constructed by Phase 2. However, for this transportation analysis, it was assumed that .Jaguar
Way would be constructed for project access under existing plus project conditions, as full
buildout of the Park Master Plan was assumed for a conservative estimate of project impacts
related to transportation.
Jonathan Drive, a proposed residential roadway, would be constructed along the eastern boundary
of the Park and would connect to Jaguar Way. Jonathon Drive would provide access to seven
parking spaces that would be constructed on the eastern edge of Keiser Park near a children's
play area. It would also connect to the northern parking area of Keiser Park; however, access
would be limited (by a gate) to pedestrians and e111ergency vehicles.
As part of the Master Plan, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park on Windsor River Road
would be moved approximately 50 feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street on the north side
of Windsor River Road. The realignment has already been constructed and would just be
imple111ented under the Master Plan.
Under buildout of the General Plan the intersection of Windsor River Road at Old Redwood
Highway would include a right turn overlap phase, to alloiv northbound right turns to run
concurrently with westbound left turns.

Proposed Project
The vehicle trip generation for the proposed project is presented in Table 4.K-4. Vehicle trip
generation for the proposed project was estimated using published vehicle trip rates (per acre) for
developed urban park from San Diego Traffic Generators (2002).2 Developed urban parks
include meeting facilities, swimming pools, ball fields, and picnic areas. The proposed project on
the 27-acre site would generate approximately I ,350 daily trips, 176 weekday a.m. peak-hour
trips (88 inbound and 88 outbound), 122 weekday p.m. peak-hour trips (61 inbound and
61 outbound), and 378 weekend peak-hour trips (276 inbound and 102 outbound). As the site is
currently a park with existing ball fields, picnic area, child's play area, and meadow, which
generate approximately 135 daily trips, 6 weekday a.m. peak-hour trips (3 inbound and 3
outbound), IO weekday p.m. peak-hour trips (5 inbound and 5 outbound), and 38 weekend peakhour trips (28 inbound and IO outbound). The project would generate approximately 1,215 daily
trips, 48 weekday a.m. peak-hour trips (24 inbound and 24 outbound), 98 weekday p.m. peakhour trips (49 inbound and 49 outbound), and 340 weekend peak-hour trips (248 inbound and 92
outbound) net new vehicle trips to the park.

2

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (!TE) Trip Generation (2003) was not used in this analysis, because the
proposed land uses arc better rc!lected in the survey data published in San Diego Traffic Generators.
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TABLE 4.K-4
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
SAT Peak Hour Trips

PM Peak Hour Trips

AM Peak Hour Trips
Land Use

Daily

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Developed Park
(27 acres)

1,350

27

27

54

54

54

108

276

102

378

135

3

3

6

5

5

10

28

10

38

1,215

24

24

48

49

49

98

248

92

340

Less Existing
Undeveloped Park
(27 ·acres)
Net New Trips

SOURCE: ESA (2008), based on vehicle trip rates (per acre) publlshed in San Diego Traffic Generators (2002).

The vehicle trip distribution pattern for the proposed project was estimated based in part on the
expected travel patterns of primarily local traffic to the site as this is a community park, as well as
the locations of complementary land uses, primarily residential land uses. The major directions of
approach and depaiture for the project are shown in Table 4.K-5. It should be noted that this is a
community park, which is assumed not to have a significant regional draw in day-to-day
operation. Vehicle trips are expected to come from neighborhoods within the Town and not from
regional roadways (i.e., U.S. IOI).
TABLE 4.K-5
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION
Percent

Origin/Destination
To/From the north on Windsor Road/Downtown

10%

To/From the south on Windsor Road

20%

To/From the east on Windsor River Road

To/From the south on U.S. 101

45%
15%
5%
5%

Total

100%

To/From the west on Windsor River Road
To/From the north on U.S. 101

SOURCE: ESA (2008)

Regulatory Framework
General Plan
The Town of Windsor General Plan 2015 (General Plan) outlines policies, standards and
programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for physical development within
the Town. General Plan policies with relevance to the proposed project include the following:
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Policy D. l Provide an interconnected street network that is accessible and friendly to all modes
of travel.
D.1.1

The Town should encourage a network of interconnected connector and local
streets to avoid excessive congestion on any one street and allow the safe use
by motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

D.1.2

The Town should promote street designs in new developments to provide
convenient connections to local destinations and to adjacent neighborhoods.
Travel should be dispersed among several streets rather than a few highvolume collectors that divide neighborhoods and discourage walking.

Policy 0.2 Develop guidelines for street design that meet travel demands but also create a safe
and pleasant walking environment.
D.2.6

The Town should establish level of service standards to define the minimum
acceptable operating characteristics for intersections and streets. (The
concept of level of service is defined as a qualitative measure describing
operational conditions within a traffic stream and their perception by
motorists and passengers.) A level of service Dis defined as the minimum
acceptable level of congestion for high volume facilities such as freeways,
boulevards, and signalized intersections .... For local streets, a more
appropriate performance standard is daily traffic volume.

Policy 0.3 Provide opportunities for Windsor residents, visitors and employees to circulate
about town without total reliance on the automobile.
D.3. I

The Town should use streets, off-street pathways and greenways for nonmotorized modes of travel, including walking and bicycling.

D.3.2

The Town should encourage higher density mixed land uses within walking
distances of existing and future transit stops.

0.3.3

The Town should support expansion of local bus service, consistent with
funding resources, to link residences with key local destinations and should
continue to provide paratransit service to satisfy needs of qualified users.

D.3.4

The Town should require developers to construct, when appropriate, transit
facilities including bus turnouts shelters and benches.

Caltrans
Caltrans has authority over the state highway system, including mainline facilities and
interchanges. Caltrans must be involved in and approve the planning and design of all
improvements involving state highway facilities. State highway facilities in the project area
include.
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California Public Utilities Commission
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned electric,
telecommunications, natural gas, water and transpmiation companies, in addition to household
goods movers and rail safety. The CPUC must be involved in and approve the planning and
design of all improvements involving railroad right-of-way, including railroad crossings.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this EIR (and consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines), the
project would be considered to result in a significant traffic and circulation impact if it would:
•

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips or congestion at intersections);

•

Substantially increase hazards due to design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

•

Result in inadequate emergency access;

•

Result in inadequate parking capacity; or

•

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs suppmiing alternative transpmiation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

In Windsor, significant impacts would occur if implementation of the proposed Project resulted in
a degraded peak hour LOS for an intersection below the Town of Windsor's objective of LOS D.

Impacts
Impact K-1: Construction nnder the Master Plan would result in temporary increases in
tmck traffic and construction worker traffic. (Potentially Significant)
Project construction activities would generate off-site traffic that would include the initial
delivery of construction vehicles and equipment to the project site, the daily arrival and depaiiure
of construction workers, and the delivery of materials throughout the construction period and
removal of construction debris. Deliveries would include shipments of concrete, lumber, and
other building materials for onsite structures, utilities (e.g., plumbing equipment and electrical
supplies) and paving and landscaping materials.
Construction-generated traffic would be temporary, and therefore, would not result in any
long-term degradation in operating conditions on roadways in the project locale. The impact of
construction-related traffic would be a temporary and intermittent lessening of the capacities of
streets in the project site vicinity because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of
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construction trucks compared to passenger vehicles. However, given the proximity of the project
site to regional roadways (i.e., U.S. IO 1), construction trucks would have relatively direct routes.
Most construction traffic would be dispersed throughout the day. Thus, the temporary increase
would not significantly disrupt daily traffic flow on roadways in the project site vicinity.
Although the impact would be temporary, truck movements could have an adverse effect on
traffic flow in the project site vicinity. The implementation of the following mitigation would
reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure K-1: The Town of Windsor and construction contractor(s) shall
develop a construction management plan for review and approval by the Town's Public
Works Oepattment. The plan shall include at least the following items and requirements to
reduce, to the maximum extent feasible and traffic congestion during construction:
•

A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck
trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure
procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction access routes.

•

Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that would
minimize impacts on motor vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian traffic, circulation and
safety, and specifically to minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible on streets
in the project area.

•

Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel
regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures would occur.

•

Provisions for accommodation of bicycle flow, particularly along Windsor River
Road and Windsor Road.

•

Provisions for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage and
debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected by the project
sponsor.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact K-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would increase traffic on roadways and at
intersections in the project site vicinity under existing plus project conditions. (Less than
Significant)
The proposed project would increase the use at the existing park by adding recreational facilities
and increasing the amount of park land. Vehicle trip generation for the proposed project was
estimated using published vehicle trip rates (per acre) for developed urban park from San Diego
Traffic Generators (2002). As presented in Table 4.K-4, the proposed park enhancements would
generate approximately 1,350 daily trips, 176 weekday a.m. peak-hour trips (88 inbound and
88 outbound), 122 weekday p.m. peak-hour trips (61 inbound and 61 outbound), and
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378 weekend peak-hour trips (276 inbound and 102 outbound). Reducing for existing trips to the
Park the project would generate approximately 1,215 daily trips, 48 weekday a.m. peak-hour trips
(24 inbound and 24 outbound), 98 weekday p.m. peak-hour trips (49 inbound and 49 outbound),
and 340 weekend peak-hour trips (248 inbound and 92 outbound) net new vehicle trips to the
park.
The existing plus project conditions assumes the full buildout of the Master Plan, including the
extension of Jaguar Way. This is a conservative estimate of transportation impacts, as the project
would gradually increase traffic over the three phases. Phase 2 and 3 would produce the largest
increases in vehicle trips, as the aquatic center and recreation center would be constructed under
these phases, respectively. Figure 4.K-3 illustrates the traffic volumes at the study intersections
under project conditions. The results of the level of service analysis for the project are
summarized in Table 4.K-6. With the addition of project-generated traffic to existing volumes,
all of the study intersections are projected to continue to operate at acceptable levels of service,
with a slight increase in delay.
TABLE 4.K-6
LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE)
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

ID Intersection
Windsor River Road @ Park Driveway

P.M. Peak Hour

SAT Peak Hour

Traffic

A.M. Peak Hour

Control

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

15.7

C

16.7

C

16.1

B

Side Street
Stop Sign

2 Windsor River Road @ Windsor Road

Signal

30.8

C

25.7

C

23.3

C

3 Windsor River Road @ Old Redwood Hwy

Signal

48.5

D

47.5

D

39.6

D

21.7

C

16.3

C

12.3

B

4 Jaguar Way @ Windsor Road

Side Street
Stop Sign

NOTES: The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control intersections represent the worst movement or approach; for Signalized intersections,
the LOS/Delay represent the overall intersection.
SOURCE: ESA (2008)

The development of community park facilities would increase the traffic at the project site,
especially on weekends with ideal weather. However, traffic generated by the project would be
spread out throughout the day, and the increased traffic volume in any one hour on any one roadway
is not expected to be high. Trips to recreational facilities tend not to occur during peak commute
periods when there is more traffic on roadways. As evident by the continued good and very good
level of service conditions at area intersections (i.e., LOS Dor better) under project conditions,
roadways in the project vicinity have sufficient capacity to carry the increase in vehicle trips to the

3

This assumes that the recreation center would be used for typical recreation and leisure classes that would often be
scheduled on weeknights outside the peak hour.
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Figure 4.K-3

Existing Plus Project Turning Movement Volumes
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park. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on the roadway system in the
project vicinity.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact K-3: The buildout of the Master Plan would result in event activities that would
increase traffic on local and regional roadways in the area and wonld increase parking
demand in the project area. (Potentially Significant)
Project development would change the character of local roadways (e.g., construct Jaguar Way)
and increase traffic volumes in the project vicinity. However, as noted under Impact K-2, traffic
generated would be spread out throughout the day, and increased traffic volume in any one hour
on any one roadway is not expected to be high.
The proposed development enhancements at the park would include facilities for public
gatherings. The expected use of the park on a weekday between March and October is estimated
at 150 patrons during a aquatic center event. Ball fields would have approximately 100 patrons
per event or a potential of300 if all fields are in use. On an average weekend between March and
June the estimated usage could increase to 950 patrons with spo1ting events and paity rentals. The
largest swim event that is would take place once annually with a max of 500 participants. In
addition, the Town estimates there would be four special events a year (i.e., Fourth of July,
Balloon Festival) which could attract from 2,000 to 7,000 patrons.
Assuming that park attracted 950 users at one time period, and assuming a 2.5 person per vehicle
occupancy, there would be a demand for approximately 380 parking spaces. The project would
provide a total of362 parking spaces at the park. However, the Town currently has a Cooperative
Agreement between Windsor Unified School District and the Town of Windsor that was executed
on November 18, 1996 which would expire in 2011. This agreement allows the use of parking
lots by either party as needed. Windsor High School has ample parking to accommodate overflow
during high usage of the park on the weekends.
Large scale community events would increase traffic on local and regional roadways and would
increase parking demand at the park, which could overflow to the high school and the adjacent
neighborhoods. Some of these events (i.e., Fourth of July, Balloon Festival) currently take place
in the park. The Town would continue to coordinate a strategy to manage higher traffic levels and
parking demands during major events already sponsored by the Town.
Smaller and non-peak period events (i.e., ballgames, performing arts, weddings, and other private
gatherings) would potentially create congestions and increase parking demand at the park, butto
a lesser extent than large-scaled events. These events would be temporary, and therefore, would
not result in any long-term foreseeable degradation in operating conditions on roadways and
parking in the project vicinity. With implementation of the following mitigation measure, these
impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measure K-3: Organizers of large scale special events at Keiser Park shall
work with Town staff in a coordinated strategy to accommodate higher traffic levels and
parking demands during major events.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact K-4: Implementation of the Master Plan would increase the demand for transit
service. (Potentially Significant)
The proposed recreational enhancements to Keiser Park could increase the demand for transit
service in the area, as proposed uses at the park would generate additional patrons. Currently
Sonoma County Transit operates two transit routes operate along Windsor River Road which pass
the no1thern entrance to the park. Local service is provided by Route 66 Monday through
Saturday with approximately 30 minute to one hour headways.
The increased demand for transit service to the site could be accommodated under the existing
service schedule. However, a bus stop with shelter would provide a safe and established boarding
and alighting area for the increased trips to the site.

Mitigation Measure K-4: Prior to operation of Phase 2, the Town shall work with Sonoma
County Transit to establish a formal bus stop along Windsor River Road adjacent to a
pedestrian connection into the park.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact K-5: Implementation of the Master Plan could result in inadequate site access and
circulation. (Potentially Significant)
The extension of Jaguar Way, on the south side of the park, would provide additional access to
the park, creating a new access point that will distribute vehicles to the park over more roadways.
This would lessen the use at the current access point on Windsor River Road and distribute
parking throughout the park closer to specific facilities.
The realignment of the access point on Windsor River Road, at the existing improved driveway
cut, would not only make the access more visible to through traffic on Windsor River Road, but it
would also align with the intersection of Oak Park Street. The intersection on Oak Park Street and
Windsor River Road are marked with school crossings; establishing a complete intersection and
eliminating the oft~set driveway, will enhance the visibility of the existing crossway for drivers
and reduce this impact to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure K-5: The Town shall design vehicular traffic features of project
development (e.g., turning radii for service vehicles, access driveways, and circulation
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aisles within the parking areas) to meet or exceed the design standards set forth by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) in A
Policy on Geomelric Design of Highways and S!reets, or other design standards deemed
appropriate by the Town of Windsor.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact K-6: Implementation of the Master Plan could result in inadequate site access and
circulation for bicyclists and pedestrians. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would involve physical changes to the site that would affect the existing
pedestrian or bicycle circulation. However, the development of the recreation site would not
impede or obstruct bicycles or pedestrians if the circulation within the site maintained clear
visibility. The proposed Master Plan includes pedestrian paths that would enhance pedestrian
flow on site between facilities and parking areas. Bicycle parking would be provided at both the
aquatic center and the recreation center. Other secure bicycle parking would be provided
throughout the park near ball fields and playgrounds.
The design of the driveway and parking lot would be reviewed and approved by the Town's
traffic engineer and fire department and therefore, the project would have a less than significant
impact on bicycle facilities.
The development at the park would include pedestrian pathways that would connect uses within
the park. Pedestrian paths that connect uses with parking areas would be lighted for safety.
Pedestrian paths would be connected to Windsor River Road and Jaguar Way to accommodate
those that use alternative modes of transportation (i.e., walk or transit) to get to the park. In
addition, the proposed park enhancements would include the construction of the segment of the
Starr Creek Trail as outlined in the Townwide Trail and Bikeways Plan through Keiser Park
(2002).

As the project access and on-site circulation would be reviewed and approved by both the traffic
engineer and the Fire Department, and because pedestrian circulation would be accommodated
via a series of pedestrian paths, the recreational enhancement of the park would have a less than
significant impact on alternative transportation.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact K-7: Implementation of the Master Plan would result in increased parking demand.
(Less than Significant)
The proposed project would construct a new main parking lot to support the new recreation
facilities with 193 spaces. In addition, smaller lots would be provided through the park to
accommodate other uses at the park for a total of362 spaces (292 new spaces plus 70 existing
spaces). Parking for larger events during non-school hours would also be accommodated at the
high school parking lot. This accommodation is based on a Cooperative Agreement between
Windsor Unified School District and the Town of Windsor that was executed on November 18,
1996 and is valid to 2011. Based on the expected level of activity at the site, the proposed parking
supply would provide adequate capacity for parked vehicles.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact K-8: Implementation of the Master Plan would result in unsafe crossing of railroad
right-of-way. (Less than Significant)
The signalized intersection of Windsor Road at Windsor River Road is diagonally traversed by
Northwestern Pacific Railroad right-of~way, from the n01thwest quadrant to the southeast. The
existing intersection traffic control equipment includes hard-wire interconnection equipment from
the railroad signal detectors and controller to the traffic signal cabinet and controller. The traffic
signal controller has been programmed to pre-empt conflicting pedestrian and vehicle phases
when a train approaches the intersection, truncating the appropriate vehicle or pedestrian phases,
but also providing time to complete the crossing prior to the train's arrival at the intersection.
These existing safety features are active (as opposed to passive controls such as signs or
markings), and ensure the conflict between vehicle and pedestrians crossings of the railroad
tracks is prohibited. These features are enhanced by markings and signs to alert drivers to the
railroad crossing. This design is common practice, complying with railroad and the California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices standards, and thus would not create an unsafe
crossing for park patrons under the implementation of the Master Plan.

Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Conditions at Study Intersections
Cumulative volumes were obtained from the Town's Traffic Impact Fee report that presented
buildout traffic volumes for the Town. Saturday peak hour counts were estimated by
extrapolating a growth rate derived from the composite of both a.m. and p.m. peak hour counts
between existing and cumulative volumes. The estimated volumes at the study intersections under
cumulative conditions (without the project) are shown on Figure 4.K-4.
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Figure 4.K-4
Cumulative Turning Movement Volumes
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Peak-hour levels of service at the study intersections for cumulative conditions are summarized in
Table 4.K-7. Under cumulative without project conditions, all of the study intersections would
operate at an acceptable level of service, with exception of Windsor River Road at Old Redwood
Highway. This signalized intersection would operate at LOSE during both the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours. The Saturday mid-day peak hour at Windsor River Road and Old Redwood Highway
would operate at LOS D.
TABLE 4.K-7
LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE)
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

ID Intersection
Windsor River Road @ Park Driveway

Traffic

A.M. Peak Hour

Control

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

17.2

C

17.6

C

12.7

B

Side Street
Stop Sign

P.M. Peak Hour

SAT Peak Hour

2 Windsor River Road @ Windsor Road

Signal

33.4

C

22.4

C

24.3

C

3 Windsor River Road @ Old Redwood Hwy

Signal

53.8

D

68.3

E

42.9

D

21.2

C

18.5

C

11.2

B

4 Jaguar Way@ Windsor Road

Side Street
Stop Sign

NOTES: The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control intersections represent the worst movement or approach; for Signalized intersections,
the LOS/Delay represent the overall intersection.
SOURCE: ESA {2008)

·-------"-----------------------------

Impact K-9: Implementation of the Master Plan would contribute to cumulative increases
in traffic in the project area under cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)
The trips generated by the proposed project were assigned to the roadway system based on the
directions of approach and departure discussed under buildout of the Master Plan. Figure 4.K-5
illustrates the traffic volumes at the study intersections under cumulative plus the project. The
results of the LOS analysis for the project are summarized in Table 4.K-8.
Under cumulative with project conditions, all of the study intersections would operate at an
acceptable level of service, with exception of Windsor River Road at Old Redwood Highway.
This signalized intersection would continue to operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.
The Saturday mid-day peak hour at Windsor River Road and Old Redwood Highway would
continue operate at LOS D.
As the project would not increase delays to an unacceptable level of service, in and of itself, it
would have a less than significant impact on the roadway system in the project vicinity under
cumulative conditions.
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Figure 4.K-5
Cumulative Plus Project Turning Movement Volumes
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TABLE 4.K-8
LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE)
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
Traffic

ID Intersection
Windsor River Road @ Park Driveway

Control
Side Street
Stop Sign

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

SAT Peak Hour

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

18.1

C

19.5

C

17.6

C

2 Windsor River Road @ Windsor Road

Signal

35.0

D

23.2

C

26.4

C

3 Windsor River Road @ Old Redwood Hwy

Signal

54.0

D

70.2

E

41.5

D

23.9

C

22.2

C

14.0

B

4 Jaguar Way@ Windsor Road

Side Street
Stop Sign

NOTES: The LOS/Delay for Side-Street Stop-Control intersections represent the worst movement or approach; for Signalized intersections,
the LOS/Delay represent the overall intersection.
The project adds through traffic to the intersection of Windsor River Road at Old Redwood Highway, which is a non-critical
movement, hence the decrease in delay with the project under Saturday peak hour conditions.
SOURCE: ESA {2008)

Mitigation: None required.

References - Transportation
AASHTO. (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials). A Policy on
Geometric Desig11 of'Highways and Street. 200 I.
ESA, Field Reconnaissance Survey, November 6, 2006.
Project Plans and Description
San Diego Association of Governments, S,m Diego Traffic Generators, 2002.
Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA), Countywide Bicycle Plan 2003 Update, 2003.
Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Ma11ual, 2000.
Town of Windsor, Towmvide Trail and Bikeways Pla11, November 2002.
Town of Windsor, To,vn of'Windsor Ge11eral Plan-2015. Adopted March 13, 1996.

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.K-21

ESA / 206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

L. Utilities and Service Systems
Introduction
This section describes existing public utilities on and in the vicinity of the project and evaluates
the impact of the proposed project on the provision of public utilities and possible adverse
physical impacts to the environment that could result from constructing new or expanded
facilities at Keiser Parle Topics analyzed in this section include public water supply, sanita,y
sewer (wastewater), solid waste, and gas and electricity services. This section focuses on the
effect the proposed project would have on the ability of the Town of Windsor and other service
providers to effectively deliver these services and utilities and identifies potential impacts.

Setting
Water Supply
Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) is the primary provider of potable water in Sonoma
County, while the Town's Public Works Department is responsible for the daily operation of the
Town's Potable Water System. Windsor's drinking water is supplied from groundwater extracted
from primarily five groundwater wells located adjacent to the Russian River, including the
Sonoma County Water Agency Aqueduct near the Sonoma County Airport. The only form of
treatment Windsor's potable water is required by law to undergo is disinfection with chlorine.
Windsor has over 150 miles of distribution mains and over five million gallons of water storage
intended for fire protection.
The Town also administers programs aimed at reducing water consumption. These programs
include the use of recycled water for irrigation, requirements for water-saving "low flow"

plumbing fixtures, demonstration gardens featuring low water use plants, and providing water
education materials to local schools free of charge.

Wastewater
The Water Reclamation Division is responsible for the treatment, storage and disposal of the
Town's wastewater. According to the Town's Utilities Division, The Town treats approximately
650 million gallons of wastewater annually and disposes of approximately 300 million gallons
through land discharge (irrigation of farm lands and urban reuse) and 300 million gallons through
creek discharge annually.
Ninety five percent of the sanitary sewer generated in the Town of Windsor drains by gravity
directly to the wastewater treatment plant, a 74-acre site located immediately west of the
Northwest Pacific Railroad tracks. The remaining five percent that does not drain by gravity
arrives to the plant via two small capacity public lift stations. The treatment plan received sanitary
sewer by way of a 15-inch trunk sewer from the northwest side and by way of a 20-inch and a
42-inch trunk sewers from the east side.
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Solid Waste
Solid waste and recycling operations in the Town of Windsor are managed jointly by the County
of Sonoma Public Works Department and the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency. The
Sonoma County Depaitment ofTranspo1tation and Public Works regulates the seven commercial
refuse haulers which are responsible for transporting solid waste from residential, commercial
and industrial customers to the Healdsburg Transfer Station, located at 166 Alexander Valley
Road in Healdsburg, Sonoma County. Once at the transfer station, the solid waste is so1ted and
hauled to one of three landfills: The Potrero Hills Landfill in Solano County (anticipated to be in
operation until approximately 2030), the Redwood Sanitary Landfill in Marin County (anticipated
to be in operation until approximately 2039), or the Keller Canyon Landfill in Contra Costa
County (anticipated to be in operation until approximately 2030). All of these landfills operated
within their permitted capacities.
The Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, formed in 1992, is responsible for
implementing the regional waste diversion programs in Sonoma County, as required by AB939.
As such, the Agency is tasked with operating various residential and commercial recycling,
hazardous waste, composting and green building programs throughout the County. The Agency
utilizes a number of transfer stations for sorting the waste that is collected, including the
Annapolis Transfer Station, Healdsburg Transfer Station, Guerneville Transfer Station, and
Sonoma Transfer Station, all of which are located within Sonoma County. From any of these
stations, the waste that cannot be diverted is typically hauled to the Central Disposal Landfill,
which is currently anticipated to be in operation until 2014.
Assembly Bill 939 states that all cities must divert 50 percent of their solid waste from landfills
by December 31, 2000. The current diversion rate for the Sonoma County Waste Management
Agency, as of 2005, is 59 percent (CIWMB, 2008).
Several recycling programs run by the Agency, which target residents, businesses and
contractors, operate within the Town of Windsor would help mitigate the adverse impacts of the
project. An example of such programs is the Waste Reduction Awards Program (W.R.A.P),
which is sponsored by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, and allows local
businesses to gain recognition for their "outstanding efforts to reduce waste."

Energy Services
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides energy and natural gas to the Town of Windsor as well
as most municipalities and northern and central California. Electricity is delivered to Windsor via
overhead transmission lines, while natural gas is supplied through underground pipes.
In addition to electricity and natural gas, petroleum products, used to power motor vehicles, are
delivered to the Town of Windsor through tanker trucks and are sold through private retailers
throughout the Town. At this time, PG&E has no plans to substantially change the electric
transmission system in Windsor as demand is projected to be relatively stable. PG&E expands its
service on an as-needed basis and requires the project sponsor to fund the extension of service.
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Regulatory Framework
Water Quality, Supply, and Distribution
Safe Drinking Water Act

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) administers the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SOWA), the primary federal law that regulates the quality of drinking water and establishes
standards to protect public health and safety. The Department ofl-Iealth Services (DI-IS)
implements the SOWA and oversees public water system quality statewide. OHS establishes
legal drinking water standards for contaminates that could threaten public health.
Senate Bill (SB) 610 / Senate Bill (SB) 221

Senate Bill (SB) 6 I 0, codified as Sections 10910-10915 of the California Public Resources Code,
requires local water providers to conduct a water supply assessment for projects proposing over
500 housing units 1, 250,000 square feet of commercial office space (or more than 1,000
employees), a shopping center or business establishment with over 500,000 square feet (or more
than 1,000 employees), or equivalent usage. Local water suppliers must also prepare or have
already prepared an Urban Water Management Plan to guide planning and development in the
water supplier's service area, and specifically pursue efficient use of water resources.

Stormwater Drainage
Regulations related to the quality and quantity ofstormwater runoff(i.e., Federal Clean Water
Act/ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDESJ are discussed in Section 4.0,
Hydrology and Water Quality. As previously stated, this section focuses on whether the proposed
project would result in the need for new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities.

Solid Waste
Assembly Bill (AB) 939

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, or Assembly Bill (AB) 939, establish
the Integrated Waste Management Board, require the implementation of integrated waste
management plans and mandate that local jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste
generated (from 1990 levels), beginning January I, 2000, and dive1t at least 75 percent by 2010.
Projects that would have an adverse effect on the County's waste diversion goals are required to
include waste diversion mitigation measures to assist in reducing these impacts to less than
significant levels.

Energy
Buildings constructed after June 30, 1977 must comply with standards identified in Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations. Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission
(CEC) in 1978, requires the inclusion of state-ot~the-art energy conservation features in building

Senate Bill (SB) 221 similarly amended the Subdivision Map Act to ensure confirmation that public water supply is
sufficient to serve proposed development projects of 500 dwelling units or more.
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design and construction including the incorporation of specific energy conserving design features,
use of non-depletable energy resources, or a demonstration that buildings would comply with a
designated energy budget.

Local Plans and Policies
General Plan

The Town of Windsor General Plan 2015 (General Plan), adopted in 1996, outlines policies,
standards and programs that together provide a comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical
development within the Town. The General Plan lists the following pertinent goals, objectives
and policies relevant to utilities and service systems:
Policy E.4.1

The availability of a long-term, reliable potable water supply and adequate
wastewater treatment capacity shall be primaiy determinants in the rate of growth
for Windsor. Construction of water supply and wastewater treatment capacity
shall be phased to meet the needs of the community. The Town shall assme that
there is adequate supply or that such supply would become available with
occupation of the proposed structures prior to approving a project.

Policy E.4.4

The Town shall continue to require the use of water-conserving plumbing
fixtures, such as low-flow toilets and showerheads, in all new development
permitted in the Town.

Policy E.4.5

The Town shall encourage new development to use drought-tolerant vegetation
in future landscaping to reduce the need for irrigation.

Policy E.4. IO

The Town shall encourage the use of natural or nonstructural storm water
drainage systems, to preserve and enhance the natural features of a site and to
assist with the replenishment of the area's groundwater basin.

Policy E.4.11

The Town shall continue to improve its solid waste management system through
emphasis on waste prevention (somce reduction), reuse, recycling, composting,
and disposal. Opportunities to accomplish this policy shall consider:

Policy E.4.13

a.

providing information and assistance to businesses and the public;

b.

providing convenient drop-off or curbside collection of recyclables;

c.

providing convenient drop-off or cmbside collection of yard waste;

d.

requiring all Town departments to develop materials acquisition and
handling practices that reduce the amount of waste generated in daily
operations; and

e.

requiring all projects, except single family dwellings, to provide sufficient
and accessible space for the storage and collection of recyclable materials
separate from, and in addition to, space for refuse storage and collection.

The environmental assessment of new or expanded utility lines shall address the
potential adverse impacts on development as a result of a rupture or malfunction,
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and shall identify mitigation measures to be adopted by the utility to safeguard
against such accidents and to respond in the event of an accident.
Policy E.4.14

Utility distribution and transmission lines for all new development shall be
placed underground.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
The impact of the proposed project on public services and utilities would be considered
significant ifit would exceed the following Standards of Significance, in accordance with
Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines:

L ,J

•

Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board;

•

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;

•

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;

•

Require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements;

•

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments;

•

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's
solid waste disposal needs;
·

•

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste;

Impacts
Impact L-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would increase the demand for water.
(Polen tially Significant)
The proposed project would construct a recreation center, an aquatic center with two swimming
pools, two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, restroom facilities,
and two children's play areas. The water demand generated on the site would be attributable to
water used in the recreation/aquatics facility, swimming pools, and water used for landscaping
irrigation.
Preliminaiy estimates of daily water use are as follows:
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TABLE 4.L-1
ESTIMATED DAILY WATER USE
Estimated Daily Water Use
(gallons/day)

Structure
Recreation/Aquatics Building

975

Recreation Pool

1,160

Competition Pool

2,690

Irrigation (Potable)

21s·

Irrigation (Non-Potable)

48,000 Non-Potablea

Total (Potable)

5,040

Total (Non-Potable)

48,000

--------

a The majority of water use estimated for park irrigation is existing usage.
SOURCE: LeOer Engineering/AOG

The recreational and competition swimming pools would hold approximately 135,000 gallons
and 644,000 gallons of water each, respectively. 2 Swimming pool water would be monitored, and
replaced as needed. Park would use recycled water for irrigation and restroom plumbing.
As indicated in Table 4.L-1, above, the approximate amount of water used by the proposed
project would consist of 5,040 potable and 48,000 non-potable (recycled) gallons per day. Since
the majority of water demand estimated for the proposed project is existing usage, the increase in
water demand attributable to the proposed project would be incremental. It would be consistent
with the Town's future water demand and supply projections and would not exceed the Town's
water supply capacity.
Mitigation Measure L-1, below, would be implemented by the Town of Windsor to further reduce
water demand generated by the proposed project:

Mitigation Measnre L-1: As feasible and applicable, the Town shall implement the
following water-efficient equipment and devices into the design of new park facilities and
project plans: low-, ultra-low, and dual flush flow toilets and showerheads; water efficient
irrigation systems that include drip irrigation and efficient sprinkler heads;
evapotranspiration (ET) irrigation controllers; and drought-resistant and native plants for
landscaping. In addition, irrigation sprinklers shall be checked for broken heads or clogged
nozzles and repaired immediately and watering of landscaped areas shall be avoided or
limited on windy days or during the hottest paii of the day.
Because the projected water demand attributable to the proposed project is anticipated to be a
small percentage of the Town's total demand, because the project would not exceed water
supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and because the

2

These estimates arc based on the average depth of three feet J'or the recreation pool and seven feet J'or the
competition pool.
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Town would be required to implement Mitigation Measure L-1, the Master Plan's impact on
water provisions would be less than significant.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact L-2: Implementation of the Master Plan could require or result in construction of
new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)
The wastewater generated by the proposed project would be attributable to the new restrooms,
kitchen facilities and swimming pools. The pools would be drained and refilled infrequently and
it is anticipated that the wastewater generated by the project would comprise a small fraction of
the Town's existing dry weather capacity. Because this amount would be incremental, it would
not be expected to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Fu1thennore, other than extending the existing infrastructure to the
project site, no additional wastewater treatment facilities would need to be constructed to
accommodate the proposed project. For these reasons, the project's impact to sanitary sewer
would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact L-3: The proposed project would increase generation of solid waste. (Less than
Significant)
Construction and operation of the proposed project would increase the volume of solid waste
generated. However, because the waste generated by the project would likely constitute only a
marginal increase over what the respective transfer stations and landfills already handle, it would
be accommodated by these facilities. Therefore, the project's impact on solid waste would be less
than significant.
In addition, the project would, to the extent feasible, participate in the various recycling and waste
diversion programs conducted by the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, which assist
the Town of Windsor and Sonoma County in meeting the requirements of AB 939. The project
would ensure that all park facilities, landscaped areas, picnic areas, parking lots, buildings and
other visitor-serving uses should be equipped with recycling bins in addition to trash bins.
Furthermore, organic wastes such as lawn cuttings and landscaping debris, shall be composted as
feasible. Therefore, the project's contribution to the overall waste stream in and of itself is not
considered significant, and with continued participation and adherence to these programs, the
proposed project would not require or result in new or expanded landfill facilities or impede the
Town's or County's ability to meet mandated waste diversion requirements.
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Mitigation: None required.

Impact L-4: Implementation of the Master Plan would not increase demand for electric
services to such a degree that accepted service standards arc not maintained. (Less than
Significant)
As discussed in the Setting section, electrical services at the parks would be provided by PG&E.
The proposed project would construct a recreation center, an aquatic center with two swimming
pools, two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, restroom facilities,
and two children's play areas. While the addition of these new facilities may increase the number
of people who visit the park, it would not result in a substantial increase in energy consumption to
the degree that new energy-generating facilities would need to be constructed or existing facilities
expanded.
Facility improvements proposed under the Master Plan that would result in the increased
consumption of energy include proposed lighting at the new courts and fields, and energy
required for the operations of concessions, restrooms, aquatic facilities, and the recreation center.
To minimize potential impacts, project construction would be expected to comply with policies
set forth by the California Energy Commission's Title 24 Program. Title 24 would be applicable
to the construction and operations of the recreation center and, possibly, the aquatic facilities. In
general, the program guides the construction and installation of walls, ceilings, floors, as well as
vapor glazing, climate control, and water heating equipment in an effort to reduce energy
consumption. Complying with regulations set forth by Title 24 would minimize wasteful energy
use during construction and operation and would result in a less than significant impact related to
energy consumption.
In addition, on March 15, 2006, the Windsor Town Council approved a voluntary Green Building
program promoting Green Building practices as the standard for all new residential and
commercial construction. While the proposed project would not fall within residential or
commercial land use categories, an opportunity exists to incorporate green business practices into
the design and operations of the proposed facilities beyond the minimum requirements mandated
by Title 24. As proposed, the Town of Windsor intends to include photovoltaic panels, high
efficiency pumps, solar energy (radiant/lighting), and other green building measures in their
building designs. Water for the pools would be heated by either solar or natural gas to reduce
electric energy usage.

Mitigation: None required.

Kei5er Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.L-8

ESA 1206050
February 2008

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

L. Utilities and Service Systems

Cumulative Impacts
Impact L-5: Implementation of the Master Plan when combined with other foreseeable
development in the vicinity, could result in cumulative impacts to the provision of utilities
and service systems. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project, in conjunction with reasonably foreseeable fotme projects (see Chapter 5),
could result in a cumulative increase in the demand for water, wastewater treatment services,
solid waste disposal, and energy provisions. The proposed project would be located in an area
already served by local utility providers that meet their standards in the project site area. The
development of the proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity would be incremental and not by itself trigger the need for the expansion of utility
facilities as a direct result of project_ development.
Furthermore, the proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable future projects would be
required to comply with standards and contribute their fair-share in impact fees. Therefore, the
effect of the proposed project on public services provisions, in combination with other
foreseeable projects, would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
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CHAPTER 5
Alternatives
A. Criteria for Selecting Alternatives
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR compare the effects of a
"reasonable range of alternatives" to the effects of the project. The alternatives selected for
comparison would attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or substantially
lessen one or more significant effects of the project (CEQA G11idelines Section 15126.6). The
"range of alternatives" is governed by the "rule of reason" which requires the EIR to set forth
only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the decisionmaking body and informed public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section I 5 I26.6[f]). CEQA
generally defines "feasible" to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, technological, and legal factors.

B. Factors in the Selection of Alternatives
The CEQA Guidelines recommend that an EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting
the alternatives to be discussed, identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency
but were rejected as infeasible, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's
determination [CEQA G11idelines, Section I 5126.6(c)J. The following factors were considered in
identifying a reasonable range of alternatives to the project:
•

The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic goals and
objectives of the project;

•

The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen one or more of the identified
significant environmental effects of the project;

•

The potential feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure;

•

Consistency with the General Plan and other regulatory considerations;

•

The requirement of the CEQA G11idelines to consider a "no-project" alternative and to
identil), an "environmentally superior" alternative in addition to the no-project alternative
[CEQA G11idelines, Section 15126.6(e)].
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The significant environmental impacts that the alternatives seek to eliminate or reduce are:
•
•
•
•

Increased impacts to cumulative traffic congestion
Contribution to the cumulative air quality degradation
Impact to noise generated by vehicles accessing the Park
Short-term emissions of criteria air pollutants

The significant environmental effects of the project and each alternative are summarized in
Table 5-1 at the end of this chapter.

C. Alternatives Selected for Consideration
With consideration given to the above factors for selection, the Town identified the following
reasonable range of project alternatives to be addressed in this EIR:

•
•
•
•

Alternative 1: No Project, Existing Conditions (No Change)
Alternative 2: Alternative Site
Alternative 3: No Aquatic Center Alternative
Alternative 4: No Recreation Center Alternative

D. Description and Analysis of Alternatives
Throughout this section, a description of each alternative is followed by a discussion of its
impacts and how it differs from those of the project. As permitted by CEQA, the significant
effects of the alternatives are discussed in less detail than are the effects of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section I 5126.6[d]). However, the analysis is conducted at a sufficient level of detail
to provide Town decision-makers adequate information to fully evaluate the alternatives and to
approve any of the alternatives without further environmental review.
Unless indicated, the impacts associated with the project and each alternative are for year 2025
buildout conditions and are stated as levels of significance ajier implementation of mitigation
measures identified in Chapter 4.

Alternative 1: No Project / Existing Conditions
Consideration of a No Project Alternative is required under CEQA. Section I 5126.6(e) of the
CEQA Guidelines states: "The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to
allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts
ofnot approving the proposed project."
Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be undettaken, and no change
would occur on the site. Proposed new recreational facilities on the site would not be constructed.
The park would remain in its current developed state for an unknown period of time.
Although it is reasonable to assume that the project site would eventually have some recreational
upgrades, no other plans for the project site are currently under consideration outside the Master
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Plan. Therefore, should the proposed project be rejected, the No Project Alternative assumes no
change in the existing environment, and would result in a continuation of existing conditions on the

site. The no-project alternative would eliminate or substantially reduce all project-related impacts.

Impacts
Under the No Project Alternative, the Master Plan would not be implemented. The Town would
continue to implement existing protection, operations, and maintenance policies. The facilities at
the park would remain as is. Circulation and parking would also remain the same. Public access
to this area would likely increase in proportion to population growth and recreational demand.
Some Master Plan improvements could occur, but on an ad-hoc basis. Park patrols and operation,
treatment of non-native species and pests, and facilities maintenance would continue at existing
levels and intensities.
Compared to the proposed project, the No Project/ Existing Conditions Alternative would not
create the impacts described in impact analysis in Chapter 4 of this EIR. Conditions would remain
as described in the setting sections of the impact analysis. This alternative would not meet any of
the Town's objectives, nor would this alternative contribute to meeting the recreational facilities
needs of the citizens.

Alternative 2: Alternative Site
An alternative sites analysis was commissioned by the Town of Windsor to assess the types of
facilities and potential sites for an aquatic center (Aquatic Design Group, 2004). The site analysis
started with an initial list of seven potential facilities sites and three were identified for future
analysis. In addition to Keiser Park, an area on Mitchell Lane, near the Wilson Ranch Soccer Park
(referred to as Windsor South) and area of Arnita Lane (referred to as Windsor North) were
evaluated in detail.
Each of the sites were analyzed utilizing a number of evaluation factors designed to rate the longterm viability of each site, including an aquatic facility potential, preliminary construction cost
estimate and operating costs.

Impacts
Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in similar or reduced impacts than
those described in Chapter 4 of this EIR. In paiticular, traffic patterns due to the project would be
located outside the central core of the Town. This would move traffic away from more heavily
used roadways, but would also increase travel times to the vast majority of citizens as the
alternatives sites are located on the north or south end of town. The additional travel time spent
by park visitors would also increase air quality impacts. Both of the other sites would require
zoning changes. Because Keiser Park is currently owned and operated by the Town as a
community park, the overall impacts of placing the aquatic center at the site was both
environmentally and fiscally more responsible.
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Alternative 3: No Aquatic Center
The No Aquatic Center Alternative, Alternative 3, would implement the Master Plan for the park
without the aquatic center. The ball fields, children's play area, parking areas, and recreation
center would still be constructed, although the construction phasing would be altered to reflect the
elimination of pool construction.

Impacts
As compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would have fewer impacts than the proposed
project. It would generate less traffic and thus there would be less noise and air quality issues
related to vehicle emissions. Related to short-term impact, by not constructing the aquatic center,
there would be fewer construction impacts from buildout of the Master Plan. Not having a pool at
the site would also lessen the noise at the site as it would eliminate one of the major outdoor
recreational uses. Water use from park operations would also be less, as well as wastewater and
energy use. Alternative 3 would not avoid biological impacts as it would continue to develop the
northern and western portions of the park for recreational use. This alternative would not meet
many of the Town's stated objectives, nor would this alternative contribute to meeting the
recreational facilities needs of the citizens.

Alternative 4: No Recreation Center
The No Recreation Center Alternative, Alternative 4, would implement the Master Plan for the
park without the recreation center. The ball fields, children's play area, parking areas, and aquatic
center would still be constructed, although the construction phasing would be altered to reflect the
elimination of the recreation center construction.

Impacts
As compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would have fewer impacts than the proposed
project. It would generate less traffic and thus there would be less noise and air quality issues
related to vehicle emissions. Related to shott-term impact, by not constructing the recreation
center, there would be fewer construction impacts from buildout of the Master Plan. Not having a
recreation center at the site would also lessen contributions to vehicle trips in addition to noise
from traffic. Water use from park operations would also be less, as well as wastewater and energy
use, as the recreation center would hold events and classes. Although Alternative 4 would avoid
some biological impacts in that it would be possible to avoid some seasonal wetlands, Alternative
4 would still result in biological impacts in the northern and western portions of the park for
recreational use. This alternative would not meet many of the Town's stated objectives, nor
would this alternative contribute to meeting the recreational facilities needs of the citizens.
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E. Environmentally Superior Alternative
Alternative I (No Project/Existing Conditions Alternative) would avoid all significant
unavoidable and potentially significant impacts associated with the project and each of the other
alternatives, and therefore would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, this
alternative does not meet any of the objectives and goals of the project.
CEQA requires that that a second alternative be identified when the "no project" alternative
emerges as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)).
Therefore, Alternative 4, the No Recreation Center Alternative, would be considered the
environmentally superior alternative since it would lessen the significant environmental impacts
of the proposed project to construction, transpo1iation, air quality, noise, and utilities. It would
meet some of the project objectives, however, this alternative would fall short of the Town's
objective under the Keiser Park Master Plan to provide a recreation center for community events.

IL

1

l
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TABLE 5-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

3
No Aquatic
Center

4
No
Recreation
Center

Project

1 No
Project

2
Alternative
Site

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact A-2: The proposed project would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially
damage scenic resources. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact A-3: Implementation of the proposed project would
alter, but would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. (Less
than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact A-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
result in an increase in light and glare at the project site.
(Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact A-5: The proposed project, in conjunction with
cumulative development, would alter the visual character in
the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

LSM

N

LSMo

LSMO

LSMO

Impact 8-2: Operations under the Master Plan would result
in an increase in operational emissions of criteria air
pollutants (ROG, NOx, CO, PM10. and PM2.5) from on-road
motor vehicle traffic traveling to and from Keiser Park and
on site area sources associated with implementation of the
Master Plan. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact 8-3: Mobile emissions generated under the Master
Plan would increase carbon monoxide concentrations at
intersections in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact 84: Emissions generated under the Master Plan
could expose sensitive receptors to pollutants. (Less than
Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact 8-5: Implementation of the Master Plan could
conflict with the State's goals for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and thereby have a negative effect on global
climate change. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact 8~6: Operations of the Master Plan together with
anticipated future development in the area could
cumulatively increase regional air pollutant emissions. (Less
than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

A. Aesthetics
Impact A-1: Construction of the proposed project would
create temporary aesthetic nuisances associated with
project construction and grading activities. (Potentially
Significant)

B. Air Quality
Impact 8-1: Construction under the Master Plan would
generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants,
including suspended and inhalable particulate matter and
equipment exhaust emissions. (Potentially Significant)

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
ft,!).

Less than significant or negligible impact no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
lmpact is more severe or less severe than project impact, after mitigation
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

Project

1 No
Project

Alternative
Site

No Aquatic
Center

4
No
Recreation
Center

Impact C-1: Development and improvements at the Keiser
Park site could result in impacts to wetlands under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and waters
of the State under the jurisdiction of the State Water
Resources Control Board or Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-2: Development and improvements at the Keiser
Park site could have substantial adverse effects to special
status plant populations and their habitat. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-3: Improvements and additions to Keiser Park
facilities as part of the project could potentially impact
protected trees. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-4: Development and improvements of the Keiser
Park site may result in loss of riparian woodland vegetation
(other than trees). (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-5: Removal of trees and riparian vegetation could
result in the loss of nesting or roosting habitat for raptors
and other bird species that are protected by California Fish
and Game Code 3503 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
(Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-6: Construction of the proposed project has the
potential to affect roosting or breeding special-status bats in
and near the project site. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact C-7: Construction of the proposed project has the
potential to impact sensitive fish species habitat. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact D-1: The implementation of the Master Plan would
impact buried deposits that could contain information
capable of answering pertinent research questions are
present beneath or adjacent to the flat area. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

N

LSM

LSM

Impact D-2: The implementation of the Master Plan would
involve ground-disturbing activities outside of the flat area,
therefore it is possible that such actions could unearth,
expose, or disturb buried archaeological deposits that were
not observable on the surface. {Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact D-3: The implementation of the Master Plan would
involve ground-disturbing activities, therefore it is possible
that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb buried
human remains. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

2

3

C. Biological Resources

D. Cultural Resources

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
fr O

Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mltigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or less severe than project impact, after mitigation
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
4

No

Project

Project

Alternative
Site

3
No Aquatic
Center

Impact D-4: The implementatior:i of the Master Plan would
result in excavation in bedrock where significant
paleontologic discovery could be present. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM

Impact D-5: The implementation of the Master Plan would
have an adverse impact to architectural resources or built
historical resources. (No Impact)

N

N

N

N

N

Impact D-6: The implementation of the Master Plan, in
conjunction with cumulative development, could affect
cultural resources in the project vicinity. (Less than
Significant)

N

N

N

N

N

Impact E-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would
expose people and structures to seismic hazards such as
ground shaking and liquefaction. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSM~

Impact E-2: Structures, buildings, or other proposed
improvements could be subject to soil hazards, including
expansive soils and differential settlement. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM

LSMO

Impact E-3: Implementation of the Master Plan could
increase soil erosion during grading, excavation, and
construction activities. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact F~1: Construction under the Master Plan would
include site preparation and excavation activities that could
expose construction workers to unidentified chemicals or
contaminated soils. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact F-2: Use of hazardous materials during construction
under the Master Plan could adversely impact soil, and
surface and groundwater. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact F-3: Demolition of existing residence buildings could
disturb and release hazardous building components (i.e.
asbestos and lead-based paint) and transport of these
materials could expose construction workers, the public, or
the environment to adverse conditions related to hazardous
materials handling. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

2

1 No

Recreation
Center

D. Cultural Resources (cont.)

E. Geology, Soils and Seismicity

Impact E-4: The proposed project, together with other
developments in the immediate vicinity, would contribute to
potential cumulative geologic and seismic hazards including
increased soil erosion, slope failure, ground shaking, soil
settlement, and liquefaction. (Less than Significant)

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
'fr.[!.

Less than slgnificant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mmgation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or less severe than project impact. after mitigation

l<eiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

5-8

ESA 1206050
February 2008

5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
4
3

No

No Aquatic
Center

Recreation
Center

Project

Project

2
Alternative
Site

Impact F-4: Operations under buildout of the Master Plan
would potentially involve the storage, use and transport of
hazardous materials such as chemicals associated with pool
maintenance. Improper storage or handling could result in a
release to the environment and expose people to adverse
affects. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact F-5: Operations under buildout of the Master Plan
would potentially result in an increase in the risk of exposure
to airport-related hazards for people recreating or working at
Keiser Park. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact F-6: Implementation of the Master Plan in
combination with other developmental projects in the site
vicinity would not contribute to cumulative hazards and
hazardous materials impacts in the project area. {Less than
Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact G-1: Implementation of the Master Plan could result
in construction-related erosion causing increased
sedimentation in nearby surface waters. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact G-2: Implementation of the Master Plan could result
in increased Nonpoint Source Pollution (NPS). (Potentia[[y
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact G-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would result
in an increase in impervious surface area and a
corresponding increase in runoff from the project site.
(Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact G-4: Increased impervious coverage resulting from
implementation of the Master Plan could result in a
decrease in groundwater recharge. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact G-5: Implementation of the Master Plan, together
with other developments in the immediate vicinity, would
contribute to potential cumulative impacts to hydrology and
water quality. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact H-1: Implementation of the Master Plan has the
potential to physically divide an established community.
{Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact H-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would not
conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. (Less than Significant}

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

1 No

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

G. Hydrology and Water Quality

H. Land Use
~,;

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
fr.(!.

Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or Jess severe than project impact, after mitigation
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
4

No

3
No Aquatic
Center

Recreation
Center

Project

Project

2
Alternative
Site

Impact H-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would not
conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP)
or natural community conservation plan (NCCP). (Less than
Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact H-4: Implementation of the Master Plan, together
with other developments ln the immediate vicinity, would not
contribute to potential cumulative land use impacts. (Less
than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact 1-1: Construction activities under the Master Plan
would temporarily and intermittently increase noise levels at
nearby sensitive receptor locations. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact 1-2: Increased traffic on nearby roadways under
implementation of the Master Plan would result in an
increase in ambient noise levels. {Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM1)

LSMO

LSMO

Impact 1-3: Athletic facility noise under the Master Plan
could disturb existing residential uses in the vicinity of the
park. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

LSM

N

LSMfr

LSMO

LSMO

Impact J-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would
increase the demand for fire protection and emergency
medical services, but would not result in the need for the
provision of new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact J-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would
increase the demand for police protection services, but
would not result in the need for the provision of new or
physically altered facilities. (Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSM~

LSMO

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

1 No

H. Land Use (cont.)

I. Noise

Impact 1-4: Construction activities under the Master Plan
could result in ground-borne vibration or ground-born noise.
(Less than Significant)
Impact 1-5: Increases in traffic under the Master Plan in
combination with other development would result in
cumulative noise increases. (Potentially Significant)

J. Public Services

Impact J-3: Implementation of the Master Plan would not
increase the demand for public school services, nor would it
result in the need for the provision of new or physically
altered facilities. (Less than Significant)

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
1s,ll,

Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or less severe than project impact, after mitigation
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5. Alternatives

TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
4

No

1 No

2
Alternative

Project

Project

Site

3
No Aquatic
Center

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

LSM

N

LSM

LSM~

LSMO

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact K-3: The bulldout of the Master Plan would result in
event activities that would increase traffic on local and
regional roadways in the area and would increase parking
demand in the project area. {Potentially Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSMO

Impact K-4: Implementation of the Master Plan would
increase the demand for transit service. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMO

LSM~

Impact K-5: Implementation of the Master Plan could result
in inadequate site access and circulation. (Potentially
Significant)

LSM

N

LSM

LSMi

LSMO

Impact K-6: Implementation of the Master Plan could result
in inadequate site access and circulation for bicyclists and
pedestrians. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact K-7: Implementation of the Master Plan would result
in increased parking demand. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact K-8: Implementation of the Master Plan would result
in unsafe crossing of railroad right-of-way. (Less than
Significant)

LS

N

N

LS

LS

Impact K-9: Implementation of the Master Plan would
contribute to cumulative increases in traffic in the project
area under cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

Recreation
Center

J. Public Services (cont.)
Impact J-4: Implementation of the Master Plan would not
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, nor include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. (Less
than Significant}
K. Transportation
Impact K-1: Construction under the Master Plan would
result in temporary increases in truck traffic and construction
worker traffic. (Potentially Significant)
Impact K-2: Implementation of the Master Plan would
increase traffic on roadways and at intersections in the
project site vicinity under existing plus project conditions.
(Less than Significant)

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B
fr./J.

Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less than significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or less severe than project impact, after mitigation
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
4

1 No
Project

Alternative

Project

Site

No Aquatic
Center

No
Recreation
Center

LSM

N

LSM

LSM~

LSM~

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact L-3: The proposed project would increase
generation of solid waste. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact L-4: Implementation of the Master Plan would not
increase demand for electric services to such a degree that
accepted service standards are not maintained. (Less than
Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

Impact LMS: Implementation of the Master Plan when
combined with other foreseeable development ln the vicinity,
could result in cumulative impacts to the provision of utilities
and service systems. (Less than Significant)

LS

N

LS

LS

LS

NOTE: Significance levels shown in the table reflect levels of
significance after mitigation and indicate maximum impact
during buildout and operation, unless otherwise specified.

2

3

L. Utilities and Service Systems
Impact L-1: Implementation of the Master Plan would
increase the demand for water. (Potentially Significant)

Impact L-2: Implementation of the Master Plan could
require or result in construction of new wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects.

(Less than Significant)

I

Legend
LS
LSM
SU
N
B

fr-0-

Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
Less !han significant adverse impact, after mitigation
Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
No impact
Beneficial
Impact is more severe or less severe than project impact. after mitigation
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CHAPTER 6
Other Statutory Sections
This section summarizes the findings with respect to growth-inducing impacts, cumulative
impacts, and significant, unavoidable environmental impacts of the Keiser Park Master Plan.

A. Growth-Inducing
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed
action (Section I 5126.2[ d)). A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as:

[Tjhe ways in 1vhich the proposed project could foster economic or population
groll'th, or the construction ofadditiona/ housing, either directly or i11directly, i11
the surrow1di11g endro11me11t. !11cluded in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth .... It must not be assumed that groll'th i11 a11y area
is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little sign[/icance to the environment.
A project can have direct and/or indirect growth-inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
would result ifa project involved construction of new housing. A project can have indirect
growth-inducement potential if it would establish substantial new permanent employment
opportunities ( e.g., commercial, industrial or governmental enterprises) or if it ,votild involve a
substantial construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities and
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment
demand. Similarly, under CEQA, a project would indirectly induce growth if it would remove an
obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required
public service. An example of this indirect effect would be the expansion ofa wastewater
treatment plant, which might allow for more development in service areas.
Increases in population could tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. The Guidelines also require
analysis of the characteristics of projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that
could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.
The primary purpose of the Master Plan is to direct future management of the already existing
Keiser Park for the next 20 years. An impo1iant component of this purpose is to protect the
natural resources at the park and to enhance recreational opportunities for citizens of the
community. The purpose, goals, and management direction included in the Master Plan have no
potential to foster population shifts or growth either directly or indirectly, or the construction of
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6. Other Statutory Sections

additional housing. The Master Plan's potential to foster economic growth through revenue
generating facilities is minimal and would not result in growth-inducing effects.

B. Cumulative Impacts
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines cumulative impacts as two or more
individual impacts which, when considered together, are substantial or which compound or
increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative analysis is intended to describe the
"incremental impact of the project when added to other, closely related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects" that can result from "individually minor but collectively
significant projects taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The
analysis of cumulative impacts is a two-phase process that first involves the determination of
whether the project, together with reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in a significant
impact. If there would be a significant cumulative impact of all such projects, the EIR must
determine whether the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, in which case,
the project itself is deemed to have a significant cumulative effect. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130).
Windsor High School, adjacent to the park's southern boundary, have plans to update their
football field and put in additional portable buildings. The student population would remain at
approximately 1,600 students for the foreseeable future (Wells, 2008).
The cumulative impact analyses are based on a growth scenario that incorporates approved,
pending or proposed projects within the vicinity of the project. These projects are listed in
Appendix F. The analysis of each environmental topic included in Chapter 4, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, am/ 1\;fitigatio111vleasures, of this EIR considers possible cumulative impacts and
identifies circumstances in which implementation of the of park master plan would contribute to
significant cumulative impacts. The implementation of the park master plan would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts.
Projects identified in the General Plan and reasonably foreseeable projects were considered in the
cumulative analysis. Foreseeable projects, those in the application or permitting phase, that are of
consequential size include fom mixed used developments that would be constructed east of
Windsor Road. These projects include the Town Green Village 5, Windsor Mill, Village at
Windsor/Conde Lane, and the Windsor Creekside Commons.
Cumulative development was incorporated into the year cumulative traffic volumes by adding a
regional growth rate to both local and regional roadways to assess cumulative traffic impacts, as
well as air quality and noise. Cumulative analysis for population, employment, housing, water
demand, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation were based on the identified
foreseeable projects, the General Plan, and master plans prepared by service providers.
Cumulative noise were identified for the year 2030 along Jaguar Way due to the include in traffic
related noise adjacent to residential land uses. These cumulative impacts assumed project
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6. Other Statutory Sections

required mitigation transportation system improvements, identified in this EIR were
implemented; however, impacts are mitigable. No other cumulative impacts were determined to
be significant.

C. Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts
In accordance with Section 21083 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and with
Sections 15064 and I 5065 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this section is to identify
impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant level by mitigation measures
included as part of the implementing the Plan, or by other mitigation measures that could be
implemented, as described in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts.

D. Effects to Be Less than Significant
As required by CEQA, this EJR focuses on expected significant or potentially significant
environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines 15143). An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed
project to identify issues to be evaluated in this EJR (Appendix C). Comments received on the
Notice of Preparation that helped to li.11ther refine the list of environmental issues to be evaluated
in this EIR are included in Appendix B.
Topics that were determined not to be significant include through the Initial Study and EIR
process include:
•
•
•
•
•

Agricultural Resource
Cultural Resources
Mineral Resources
Population and Housing
Recreation

References - Other Statutory Sections
Project Description.
Town of Windsor, Town ofWincl.mr General Plan-2015. Adopted March 13, 1996.
Wells, Dan. Facilities Manager, Windsor High School. Personal Communication. January 15, 2008.
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Notice of Preparation
To: State Clearinghouse
(Agency)

1400 Tenth Street, Suite 212
(Address)

Sacramento, CA 95814
J

Please see tlze attached distribution list for Agencies sent a copy of tlze NOP.
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Lead Agency:

Consulting Firm (If applicable):

Agency Name Town of Windsor

Firm Name ..:Ec::·S"'A-'---------------

Street Address 9291 Old Redwood Highway/ PO Box 100

Street Address 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

City/State/Zip Windsor, California 95492

City/State/Zip San Francisco, CA 94104

Contact Beth Kastrup

Contact Darcey Rosenblatt

will be Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report for the
The Town of Windsor
project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information
which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need
to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your pennit or other approval for the project.
The project description and location are contained in the attached materials.
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days
after receipt of this notice.
Please send your response to
Beth Kastrup
at the address shown above. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.
Project Title: Keiser Park Master Plan
Project Location: 700 Windsor River Road

Windsor

Sonoma

City (nearest)

County

Project Description: (brief)

The proposed project would construct a community center, a swimming pool facility, two small ball fields with
soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, and a children's play area. The project includes development of two
parcels of land acquired by the Town, enhancement to the existing facilities, and additional parking.
The community center would be 34,000 square feet (sq. ft.), and would provide recreation and leisure class
opportunities to the community.
The swimming pool facility would include a 25 yard by 50 meter competition pool, a 6,000 sq. ft. recreation pool,
and an associated aquatic center.

Date

December 13, 2007

s;,.,~,,~
-

/2,-/3-07-

Title Community Services Director
Telephone 707-838-5307
email
dlegge(a)townofwindsor.com
Page l of2

Project Location and Site Description: Windsor is located along the U.S. Highway 101 corridor in
central Sonoma County, California. The Town of Windsor Community Services Depaitment proposes to
expand the recreation facilities at Keiser Park, located at 700 Windsor River Road in the western pmtion of the
town. Keiser Park is the largest park in the town at 27 acres. Current facilities include a picnic area, barbeques,
restrooms, a softball field, a soccer filed, an informal play field, a children's play area, and a community
garden. The highlight of the park is an oak grove in the southeast corner.
The area surrounding the park is predominately residential, ranging from rural residential (on the western side
of the park) to more dense housing on the eastern side. Also adjacent to the project site is the Windsor High
School campus. The project site is bordered to the notth by Windsor River Road and single-family residential
uses. Windsor High School campus, with a student population of about 1,500, is located to the south of the
project site. The high school campus includes classroom buildings, atl1letic fields with nighttime lighting,
surface parking, and other school buildings. To the west and east, single-family residential uses border the
project sit

Project Characteristics: The proposed project would construct a community center, a swimming pool
facility, two small ball fields with soccer field overlays, one lighted ball field, and a children's play area. The
project includes development of two parcels of land acquired by the Town, enhancement to the existing
facilities, and additional parking.
The community center would be 34,000 square feet (sq. ft.) and would operate Monday through Friday from
6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and on Sunday from noon to 7:00 p.m .. The
community center would provide recreation and leisure class oppo1tunities to the community.
The swimming pool facility would include a 25 yard by 50 meter competition pool, a 6,000 sq. ft. recreation
pool, and an associated aquatic center.
The expected use of the park on a weekday between March and October is estimated at 150 patrons during a
sporting event. On a weekend between March and June the estimated usage could increase to 950 patrons with
sporting events and party rentals. In addition, the City estimates there would be four special events a year (i.e.,
Fourth of July) which could attract from 2000 to 7000 patrons.
As part of the proposed project, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park would be moved approximately 50
feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street. The street improvements (i.e., sidewalk, crosswalk, curb, and
gutter) for the proposed realignment have been constructed, and the project would include the connection of the
new driveway to the existing roadway. A second access would be added to the project from the extension of
Jaguar Way.

NOP Distribution List: please see attached list

Page 2 of2

Keiser Park NOP Distribution List

Sonoma County Regional Parks Dept
?000 COUNTY CENTER DR STE 120A
I\NTA ROSA CA 95403

Sonoma County Clerk-Recorder-Assessor
2300 COUNTY CENTER DR STE B177
SANTA ROSA CA 95403

Marie Meredith, Deputy Director-Planning
City of Santa Rosa
Department of Community Development
PO BOX 1678
SANTA ROSA CA 95402-1678

_ ity of Healdsburg Planning Department
401 GROVE ST
r''EALDSBURG CA 95448-4723

US Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 MARKET ST RM 923
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 COTIAGE WAY STE W606
SACRAMENTO CA 95825

I

Airport Manager's Office
Charles M. Schulz
Sonoma County Airport
2290 AIRPORT BLVD
SANTA ROSA CA 95403

bnoma Agricultural and
' 'Open Space District
747 MENDOCINO AVE STE 100
n'\NTA ROSA CA 95401

'

,

n

I !us the following 8 agencies via the
State Clearinghouse per the NOC:

•
•

Fish and Game
Parks and Recreation

•
•

Air Resources Board
SWRQCB Region #1

•
•
•
•

Caltrans District #4
Highway Patrol
Integrated Waste Mgmt Board
Dept of Toxic Substances Control
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT
CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
GoVERNOR

R!<:CE!VED
January 10, 2008

Notice of Preparation

J~t; ' 7 ZOOB

TOWN OF WINDSOR
To:

Reviewing Agencies

Re:

Keiser Park Master Plan
SCH# 2000032102

Attached for your review and conunent is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Keiser Park Master Plan draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
infonuation related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 davs of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely

manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.
Please direct your comments to:
Beth Kastrup
Town of Windsor
9291 Old Redwood Hwy. Bldg. 400
Windsor, CA 95492

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noled above in all correspondence concerning this project.
If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency
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1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency
Type
Description

2000032102
Keiser Park Master Plan
Windsor, City of
NOP Notice of Preparation

The proposed project would construct a community center, a swimming pool, two softball fields with
soccer field overlays, and a children's play area. The project includes development of two parcels of
land acquired by the Town, enhancement to the existing facilities, and additional parking.
As part of the proposed project, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park would be moved
approximately 50 feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street. The Street improvements (i.e.,
sidewalk, crosswalk, curb, and gutter} for the proposed realignment have been constructed, and the
project would include the connection of the new driveway to the existing roadway. A second access
would be added to the project from the extension of Jaguar Way.

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Beth Kastrup
Town of Windsor
707-838-5383

Fax

9291 Old Redwood Hwy. Bldg. 400
Windsor

State CA

Zip 95492

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Sonoma
Windsor
Windsor River Road
066-170-017, 066-180-040
Range

Base

Section

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Project Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

101

Parks, Surrounding Residential/Low-Medium Density Residential
Z: Recreation and Surrounding Residential
AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic; Job Generation; Housing; Minerals; Noise;
Public Services; Schools/Universities; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian;
Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of
Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Native American Heritage Commission;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans. District4; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1

01110/2008
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January 16, 2008
SON101710
SON-101-29.35
SCH# 2000032102 .
Beth Kastrup
Town of Windsor
9291 Old Redwood Highway, Bldg. 400
Windsor, CA 95492
Dear Ms. Kastrup:

Keiser Park Master Plan - Notice of Preparation (NOP)
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the:·
environmental review process for the project referenced above. Please find our comments,oil the
NOP below:

Troffic Analysis
The Department is primarily concerned with impacts ofthi~ Master Plan on US 101 and iisonand off-ramps at the US IOI/Windsor River Road interchange. The traffic impact study to. be
prepared should include but not be limited to the infonnation detailed below:
·

l. Information on che updare' s traffic impac,s in terms of trip generation, distributiqn, arti:I··
assignment. The assumptions and methodologies used in compiling this infolJllationsbculd
be addressed. The study should clearly show the percentage of project trips assigned to US
101 and its on- and off-ramps.
..

2. Current (2006) Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and AM and PM peak hour volumes on:all
significantly affected streets, highway segments and intersections.
3. Schematic i lluslration and !eve.I of service (LOS) analysis for the following scenarios/ 1)
existing, 2) existing plus project, 3) cumulative and 4) cumulative plus project for the<
roadways and intersections in the project urea.

4. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating
.
developments, both existing and future, that would affect the State highway facilities·being
evaluated.
·
5. The procedures contained in the 2000 update of the Highway Capacity Manual shou)cfbe
used as a guide for the analysis. We also recommend using the Department's "Guide for the
"Caltrans improve:r mubtli1Y acm,,~\· Calif<m1ia"'

,nt By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560;
. ...
,,

Jan-16-08

1:40PM;
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Ms. Beth Kastrupi Town of Windsor
January 16, 2008
Page2

Preparation of Traffic.Impact Studies",- it is available on the following web site:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf:~
6. Consider developing and applying pedestrian, bicycling and transit performance or level of
service measures and modeling pedestrian, bicycle and tran~it trips that your project wi\1':.
generate so that impai;ts can be quantified. Mitigation measures resulting from this ana~'ysis
could improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit, thereby reducing traffic impacts,:an
State facilities. In addition, please analyze secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists
that may result from any mitigation measures for traffic impacts and describe pedestrian and
bicycle mitigation measures that would ·in tum· be needed as a means of maintaining and
improving access to transit and reducing traffic impacts on State facilities.

7. Mitigation measures should be identified where plan implementation is eJtpected to have ·a
significant impact_ Mitigatiqn measures proposed should be fully discussed, including::·
financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and lead agency monitoring. ·
8. Mitigation measures should consid!;ll' highway and non-highway improvements and se;rv:ices.
Special attention should be given to the development or alternate solutions to circulation
problems that do not rely on increased highway constrUction, such as:
·
• Implementing bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly design solutions;
• Planning for transit service improvements and ell.pansion.
We look forward to reviewing the traffic study, technical appendices and Draft BIR for the:
Keiser Park Master Plan. We do expect to receive a copy from the State Clearinghou~e, but in
order to expedite our review please send two copies in advance to:
·
Ina Gerhard
Office of Transit and Community Planning
Department of Transportation, District 4
p_o. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660
Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please .s:ali Ina
Gerhard of my staff at (5 lO) 286-5737.
Sincerely,

District Branch Chief
lGR/CEQA
c: State Clearinghouse

"Calrr«m' improve.,· mobiliry at.:rQSS Co.lifetnia''

State of California -The Resources Agency

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
http://www.dfg.ca.gov
POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE. CALIFORNIA 94599
(707) 944-5500

> ' 2008

January 22, 2008

Ms. Beth Kastrup
Town of Windsor
9291 Old Redwood Highway, Building 400
Windsor, CA 95492
Dear Ms. Kastrup:
Subject:

Keiser Park Master Plan, SCH #2000032102, Town of Windsor,
Sonoma County

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the documents provided for the
subject project, and we have the following comments.
Please provide a complete assessment (including but not limited to type, quantity and
locations) of the habitats, flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project area,
including endangered, threatened, and locally unique species and sensitive habitats.
The assessment should include the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect changes
(temporary and permanent) that may occur with implementation of the project. Rare,
threatened and endangered species to be addressed should include all those which
meet the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) definition (see CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15380). DFG recommended survey and monitoring protocols and guidelines
are available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/species/stds gdl/survmonitr.shtml.
Oak trees impacted on the site should be replaced at a greater that 1: 1 ratio. To avoid
violation of the Fish anf Game Code Sections 3503.0 and 3503.5, a qualified biologist
shall do a breeding bird survey to avoid any nesting bird species during the felling of
any trees.
Please be advised that a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be
obtained if the project has the potential to result in take of species of plants or animals
listed under CESA, either during construction or over the life of the project. Issuance of
a CESA Permit is subject to CEQA documentation; therefore, the CEQA document must
specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program. If the project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is
encouraged. as significant modification to the project and mitigation measures may be
required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

Conserving Ca[ifomia's Wi[dlife Since 1870
~

r

Ms. Beth Kastrup
January 22, 2008
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Patrick Moeszinger, Environmental
Scientist, at (707) 944-5596 or Mr. Liam Davis, Senior Environmental Scientist, at
(707) 944-5529.
Sincerely,

[1_,;c.eel . C~tifl,{_;l~o
~harles &frmor
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region
cc: State Clearinghouse

l

~j'_CAJ.il;'OJlliJ-~~~~===~-~-=~-=~==~=-=~'"""rn,oJ,LS-<:ti=-eJIS!1!,-Go_.v..<1filQI

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 653-4082
(916) 657-5390 • Fax

January 14, 2008

Bet11 J<astrup
Town of Windsor
9291 Old Redwood Hwy. Bldg 400
Windsor, CA 95492

RE:

SCH# 200032102 Keiser Park Master Plan; Sonoma County.

Dear Ms. J<astrup:
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) referenced above.
The California Environmenlal Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in t11e
significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of
an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply wilh this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project
will have an adverse impact on historical resources wilhin the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To
adequately assess and mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following
actions:
.,1

./

./

.,1

_J

Contact the appropriate regional arcliaeological Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
If any known cullural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic
disclosure.
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to lhe appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
A Sacred Lands File Check. USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle name, township, range, and section required.
A list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning t11e project site and to assist in the
mitigation measures. Native American Contacts List attached .
Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered arcl1eological resources, per California Environment')I Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(1). In areas of
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigalion plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

I

i;ti\-t/

(\

~C/U(;/'\J_ 3

Katy Sanchez
Program Analyst
CC: State Clearinghouse

Native American Contacts
Sonoma County
January 14, 2008
Lytton Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians
Margie Mejia, Chairperson
Pomo
1300 N. Dutton, Suite A
Santa Rosa
, CA 95401
lyttonband@aol.com
(707) 575-5917
(707) 575-6974 - Fax

Lytton Band of Pomo Indians
Cathy Lopez, Vice Chairperson
Pomo
1300 N. Dutton, Suite A
Santa Rosa
, CA 95401
cathylopez@aol.com
(707) 575-5917
Fax: (707) 575-6974

Ya-Ka-Arna
5215 Eastside Road
Forestville
, CA 95436
vakaama.indian.ed@att.net
(707) 887-1541

Pomo
Coast Miwok
Wappo

Lytton Band of Pomo Indians
Environmental Planner
1300 N. Dutton, Suite A
Santa Rosa
, CA 95401
(707) 575-5917
(707) 575-6974 FAX

<athleen Smith
1778 Sunnyvale Avenue
Nalnut Creek , CA 94596
:925) 938-6323

Pomo
Coast Miwok

Pomo

_ytton Band of Pomo Indians
Jsa Miller, Tribal Administrator
1300 N. Dutton, Suite A
Pomo
3anta Rosa
, CA 95401
yttonband@aol.com
707) 575-5917
707) 575-6974 FAX

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.
Distribution of this fist does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
This list ls only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH# 2000032102 Keiser Park Master Plan; Sonoma County.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102~3298

February 6, 2008

Beth Kastrup
Town of Windsor
9291 Old Redwood Highway, Building 400
Windsor, CA 95492
RE: Keiser Park Master Plan, SCH# 2000032102
Dear Ms. Kastrup:
As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned near the rail corridor in the Town be planned with the
safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not
only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This
includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad
right-of-way.
Of specific concern is the impact from increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic on the
existing at-grade highway-rail crossing on Windsor River Road
The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is
sought for the new development. Working with Commission staff early in the
conceptual design phase will help improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the
Town.
If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.
Verytn1J~ours,

/ / ~" /

,f!~~
;/

Kevin Boles
Environmental Specialist
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: Mitch Stogner, NCRA
Lillian Hames, SMART

APPENDIX C

Initial Study

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

C-1

ESA / 206050
February 2008

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Initial Study
1. Project Title:

Keiser Park Master Plan

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Town of Windsor
Community Services Department
PO Box 100
9291 Old Redwood Highway, Bldg 400
Windsor, California 95492

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Beth Kastrup, Management Analyst
(707) 838-5383

4. Project Location:

Keiser Park
700 Windsor River Road
Windsor, California 95492

5.

Town of Windsor
Community Services Department
PO Box 100
9291 Old Redwood Highway, Bldg 400
Windsor, California 95492

Project Sponsor's Name and Address:

6. General Plan Designation{s):

Parks, Surrounding Residential/Low-Medium
Density Residential

7. Zoning Designation{s):

Recreation and Surrounding Residential

8.

Description of Project:

The Town of Windsor Community Services Department proposes to expand the recreation
facilities at Keiser Park, located at 700 Windsor River Road in the western portion of the
town. Keiser Park is the largest park in the town at 27 acres (see Figure I). Current facilities
include a picnic area, barbeques, restrooms, a ball field, a soccer field, an informal play field,
a children's play area, and a community garden. The highlight of the park is an oak grove in
the southeast corner.
The proposed Mater Plan would construct a recreation center, an aquatic center (with two
swimming pools), three ball fields (two with soccer field overlays), restroom facilities, and
two children's play areas (see Figure 2). The Master Plan includes development of three
parcels of land acquired by the Town, enhancement to the existing facilities, and additional
parking. The three parcels would require a general plan amendment and a zoning change
from low to medium density residential to public/open space and recreation, respectively.

Keiser Park Master Plan
lnitwl Study

ESA / 206050
February 2008
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Environmental Checklist

The recreation center would be 36,000 square feet (sq. ft.) and would operate Monday
through Friday from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and
on Sunday from noon to 7:00 p.m.. The recreation center would provide recreation and
leisure class opportunities to the community.
The aquatic center would include a 25 yard by 50 meter competition pool, a 6,000 sq. ft.
recreation pool, and an associated 9,000 square foot aquatic center.

f,

The expected use of the park on a weekday between March and October is estimated at 150
patrons during a sporting event. On a weekend between March and June the estimated usage
could increase to 950 patrons with sporting events and party rentals. In addition, the Town
estimates there would be four special events a year (i.e., Fourth of July) which could attract
from 2,000 to 7,000 patrons.
As part of the Master Plan, the existing entrance and exit to Keiser Park would be moved
approximately 50 feet to the east to align with Oak Park Street. The street improvements (i.e.,
sidewalk, crosswalk, curb, and gutter) for the proposed realignment have been constructed,
and the project would include the connection of the new driveway to the existing roadway. A
second access would be added to the project from the extension of Jaguar Way.
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. The area surrounding the project site is
predominately residential, ranging from rural residential (on the western side of the park) to
more dense housing on the eastern side. Also adjacent to the project site is the Windsor High
School campus. The Park is bordered to the north by Windsor River Road and single-family
residential uses. Windsor High School campus, with a student population of about 1,500, is
located to the south of the project site. The high school campus includes classroom buildings,
athletic fields with nighttime lighting, surface parking, and other school buildings. To the
west and east, single-family residential uses border the project site.

!/

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required

•

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 10 and 404 Permit)

•

California Department of Fish and Game (Streambed Alteration Agreement)

•

Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES General Construction Permit and Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan)

•

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

[g]
[g]
[g]

Aesthetics

D

Agriculture Resources

Biological Resources

D

Mineral Resources

[g]
[g]
[g]

[X}Public Services

[XI

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Utilities and Service Systems

Air Quality

Hydrology and Water Quality

[g]
[g]
[g]

Noise

D

Population and Housing

D

Recreation

[g]

Transportation and Traffic

[g]

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Cultural Resources

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Land Use and Land Use Planning

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial study:

D
D

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.

D
[g)

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 effCct
I) 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.

D

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 EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.

December 13. 2007
Date

Donna Legge

Town of Windsor
For

Printed Name
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Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IZJ
IZJ

D
D

D
D

D
D

1.

AESTHETICS-Would the project:

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 corridor?

c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

IZJ

D

D

D

d)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect views (day or night) in
the area, or would be inconsistent with an applicable
measure to mitigate the effects of light and glare
identified in the 1996 Final ElR for the Town's
General Plan.

IZJ

D

D

D

Discussion
a-c)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would involve physical
changes to the site that could affect a scenic vista, scenic resource, or degrade the visual
character of the site or surrounding area. This impact will be discussed in detail in the
EIR.

d)

Potentially Significant. The implementation ".fthe Master Plan would involve adding
night lighting to ball fields, building security lighting, and parking lot lighting. This
impact will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

!

Agricultural Resources

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

2.

AGRICULTURAL 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
Department of Conservation as an optional model·to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:

a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Keiser Park Master P!an
Initial Study
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use?

c)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance to
non-agricultural use?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

D
D

D
D

D
D

No Impact

~
~

Discussion
a-c)

Less than Significant. Keiser Park does not include active agricultural uses, nor is the site
zoned for agricultural use. The park and its vicinity is designated by the California
Department of Conservation as urban and built-up land defined as "land occupied by
structures with a building density of at least one unit to one and one-half acres" as shown
on the Important Farmland Map for Sonoma County. Therefore, the implementation of the
Master Plan would not convert Farmland to non-agricultural use and would result in no
impact (California Department of Conservation, 1996). The implementation of the Master
Plan would therefore have no effect on farmland or any property subject to a Williamson
Act contract.

References
California Department of Conservation, S0110111a Cou11ty I111porta11t Farmland 1v!ap, 1996.

Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

3.

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:

a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Bay
Area Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD 1997), the
BAAQMD Ozone Attainment Plan (1999), or any
other applicable air quality plan?

D

D

D

b)

Cause a net increase of any criteria pollutant that
would violate, either individually or cumulatively,
any air quality standard of the BAAQMD or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

D

D

D

c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

D

D

D

d)

Violate any odor emission standard of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District or create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?

D

D

D

l(eiser Park Master Plan
Initial Study
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Discussion
a-d)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to Keiser Park, introducing facilities and altering the circulation system. The project EIR
will analyze the impacts of the proposed project on air quality during project construction
and operation.

Biological Resources

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D

D

D

4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCESWould the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialMstatus
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 (see
also CEQA Guidelines, ' 15065, subd. (a))?

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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

D

D

D

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

D

D

D

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?

D

D

D

e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as the Town's
tree preservation policies?

IS]

D

D

D

n

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

IS]

D

D

D

Discussion
a-t)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to the park, introducing facilities and altering the internal roadway system. The EIR will

Keiser Park Master Plan
Initial Study
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analyze the impacts of the Master Plan on biological resources, as special status species
and plants are present at the park.

Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.

CULTURAL RESOURCESWould the project:

a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA §15064.5?

D

D

D

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a unique archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA §15064.5?

D

D

D

c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

D

D

D

d)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-cl)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of'lhe Master Plan would involve physical
changes lo the site that could affect a cultural resource. This impact will be discussed in
cletai I in the El R.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

6.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITYWould the project:

a)

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

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist~Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

D

D

D

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

D

D

D

~-'
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Imp.act

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

1:8']

D

D

D

iv)

Landslides?

1:8']

D
D

D
D

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

1:8']

D
D

c)

Be located on 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?

1:8']

D

D

D

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 property?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-d)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to the park, introducing facilities and altering the intemal roadway system. The ElR will
analyze the impacts of the proposed project on geology and soils during project
construction and operation.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

7.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Na Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

D

D

D

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?

D

D

D

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

D

D

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?

D

D

D

Keiser Park Master Plan
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Na Impact

IS]

D

D

D

e)

Be 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)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

D

D

D

g)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intennixed with wildlands?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-g)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to the park, introducing facilities and altering the intenial roadway system. The EIR will
analyze the impacts of the proposed project on hazardous materials during project
construction and operation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

8.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITYWould the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

IS]

D

D

D

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 pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

IS]

D

D

D

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

D

D

D

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or, by other means, substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?

D

D

D

Keiser Park Master Plan
Initial Study
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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?

l2sJ

D

D

D

n

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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?

l2sJ
l2sJ

D
D

D
D

D
D

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

l2sJ

D

D

D

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 dam?

l2sJ

D

D

D

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-j)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to the park, introducing facilities and altering the internal roadway system. The EIR will
analyze the impacts of the proposed project on hydrology and water quality dming
project constrnction and operation.

Land Use and Land Use Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

9.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNINGWould the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community or
substantially alter the type or intensity of land use on
the subject property, causing it to be incompatible
with surrounding land uses or the overall character
of the surrounding neighborhoods?

D

D

D

b)

Conflict with an 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, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

D

D

D

c)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

D

D

D

Keiser Park Master Plan
Initial Study
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Discussion
a)

Potentially Significant. The park is located within an urban area, with surrounding
residential land uses and located north of Windsor High School. The Master Plan would
expand the park, by moving and reconstructing existing ball fields with soccer field
overlays. The proposed recreation center, aquatic center and most of the parking would
be constructed adjacent to the Windsor High School athletic facilities, setback from
existing residential uses. Establishing additional uses at the park could change the
character of the neighborhood, and the park would continue to be a gathering place for
the community. This impact will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

b)

Potentially Significant. The applicability of land uses plans, policies, and regulations
will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

c)

Potentially Significant. The applicability of habitat conservation plans or natural
community conservation plans will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

Mineral Resources

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

10. MINERAL RESOURCES-Would the project:
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?

D

D

D

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally~important
mineral resource?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-b)

No Impact. There are no known mineral resources within the park, and no operational
mineral resource recovery sites at the project site or in the vicinity. Therefore,
implementation of the Master Plan would not result in any impacts to mineral resources
since it would not result in the loss of availability ofa known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region or the state, or result in the loss of a locally-important mineral
resource. Therefore, the Master Plan would not affect mineral resources.

Keiser Park Master Plan
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Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D

D

D

11. NOISE-Would the project:
a)

Expose persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the Town's
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. More specifically,
significant noise impacts may be expected whenever
the sound level exceeds the compatibility criteria
identified in the "Land Use Compatibility for
Community Noise Environments."

b)

Expose persons to, or generation of, excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

IZl

D

D

D

c)

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

IZl

D

D

D

d)

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

D

D

D

e)

Be 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, and
would conflict with the airport/land use criteria
specified in the Airport Land Use Commission's
Airport Land Use Policy Plan or would otherwise
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-j)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add development
to the park, introducing facilities and altering the internal roadway system. The EIR will
analyze the impacts of the Master Plan on noise during project construction and
operation.

Population and Housing

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

D

D

D

No Impact

12. POPULATION AND HOUSINGWould the project:
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)?

Keiser Park Master Plan
Initial Study
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

~

b)

DiSplace substantial numbers of existing housing
units, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

D

D

D

c)

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

D

D

D

Discussion
a)

No Impact. The implementation of the Master Plan would not result in any new
residential land uses on the site. While the Master Plan may include infrastructure
connections to proposed on-site structures, the Plan would not extend any new
infrastructure to undeveloped areas located off outside of the park that could indirectly
induce population growth. The proposed enhancements at the park would increase
employment at the site in the form of lifeguards at the pool and staff members in the
recreation center; however, it is estimated there would be no more than seven full time
employees. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial population growth, and
would result in no impact.

b, c)

No Impact. The park does not contain any existing residential uses. The site does include
one structure that was previously occupied as a single-family home; however, the
structure has been vacated and is currently used for storage space by the Town.
Therefore, the project would not result in substantial displacement of existing housing or
people, and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

L

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D
D

D
D

D
D

13. PUBLIC SERVICES- Would the project:
a)

__,

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of, or the need for, 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 following
public services:
i)

Fire protection?

~

ii)

Police protection?

~

Keiser Park Master Plan
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

iii)

Schools?

~

iv)

Parks?

~

v)

Other public facilities?

~

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

D
D
D

D
D
D

D
D
D

Discussion
a.i-v)

Potentially Significant. Keiser Park is located well within the urban services boundary.
The EIR will identify and evaluate the Master Plan's potential impacts to public services
including law enforcement, fire protection, and schools. Where feasible, and in
accordance with the General Plan, mitigation measures will be identified to minimize
and/or avoid impacts to public services.

Recreation

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

D

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

14. RECREATION-Would the project:

a)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?

D

b)

Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

D

D
D

D

Discussion
a)

Less than Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would add facilities to an
existing community park, including a recreation center, an aquatic center, and ball fields.
The enhancement of an existing recreational facility would not result in an adverse affect
to the Town's current park performance standard.

b)

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The implementation of the Master Plan would
construct new recreational facilities at an existing community park. Physical effects that
could result from the Master Park are discussed in the other sections of this IS/MND and
all impacts have been determined to be less than significant with implementation of
measures identified in this IS/MND and corresponding EIR.
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Environmental Checklist

Transportation and Traffic
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

15. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFICWould the project:
a)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-tocapacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

D

D

D

b)

Cause an increase in traffic, either individually or
cumulatively, that would exceed the following level of
service standards established by the Town of
Windsor's General Plan:

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D
D
D

D
D
D

D
D
D

1. LOS D or better for freeway mainline sections and
freeway ramps.

2. LOS D for signalized intersections.

D

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)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

~

0

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

~

g)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

~

Discussion
a, b)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would increase the use at
the existing park by adding recreational facilities and increasing the amount of park land
under Existing and Cumulative Conditions. This impact will be discussed in detail in the
EIR.

c)

No Impact. The implementation of the Master Plan would not change air traffic patterns,
increase air traffic levels or result in a change in location that would result in substantial
safety risks. Therefore, the project would result in no impact

d)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would involve physical
changes to the site that would affect the existing pedestrian or bicycle circulation. This
impact will be discussed in detail in the EIR.
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Environmental Checklist

e)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would involve physical
changes to the site that could affect emergency access. This impact will be discussed in
detail in the EIR.

f)

Potentially Significant. The implementation of the Master Plan would construct a new
main parking lot to suppott the new recreation facilities with approximately 190 spaces.
This impact will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

g)

Potentially Significant. Increasing the recreation use at Keiser Park could conflict with
ac_Iopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. Therefore, this
impact will be discussed in detail in the EIR.

Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporling Information Sources):

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would the
project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board or
Publicly Owned Treatment Works?

D

D

D

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?

D

D

D

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

D

D

d)

Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and resources,
and new or expanded?

D

D

D

e)

Not 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?

D

D

D

D

Not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?

D

D

D

g)

Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

D

D

D

Discussion
a-g)

Potentially Significant. The EIR will identify and evaluate the Master Plan's potential
impacts to water supply, sanitary sewer, drainage, solid waste, and gas and electric
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Environmental Checklist

service. Where appropriate and feasible, the EIR will identify mitigation measures to
minimize and/or avoid impacts to public utilities and service systems.

Mandatory Findings of Significance
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCEWould the project:

a)

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 self-sustaining 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?

D

D

D

b)

Have impacts that would be 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.)

D

D

D

c)

Have environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

D

D

D

Discussion
a)

The EIR will evaluate the Master Plan's affect on the quality of the environment in the
Biological Resources section.

b)

The EIR will evaluate the Master Plan's cumulative effect.

c)

The EIR will evaluate the Master Plan's effect on human beings.
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2
Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: C:\MATT\Keiser Park\EIR\Keiser Park.urb9
Project Name: Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Project Location: Bay Area Air District
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
ROG

NOx

co

S02

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.01

0.11

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.00

129.77

Hearth

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Landscape

0.02

0.00

0.29

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.49

Consumer Products

0.00

Architectural Coatings

0.07

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

0.10

0.11

0.38

0.00

0.00

0.00

130.26

Source

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated
ROG

NOX

co

S02

PM10

PM25

CO2

City park

1.70

2.36

21.04

0.02

2.83

0.54

1,518.46

Racquetball/health

0.09

0.01

0.09

0.00

0.01

0.00

6.15

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

1.79

2.37

21.13

0.02

2.84

0.54

1,524.61

Source

Operational Settings:
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not includl;) double counting adjustment for internal trips

Analysis Year: 2009 Season: Annual
Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type

Acreage

Trip Rate

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

TotalVMT

44.81

acres

27.00

1,209.87

9,022.61

0.08

1000 sq ft

61.30

4.90

36.57

1,214.77

9,059.18

City park
Racquetball/health

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

53.8

1.7

97.9

0.4

Light Truck< 3750 lbs

12.9

2.3

94.6

3.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.8

1.0

98.5

0.5

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.5

0.0

100.0

0.0

Vehicle Type

t
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Vehicle Freet Mix

Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.9

0.0

77.8

22.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.0

0.0

20.0

80.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.4

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

3.2

71.9

28.1

0.0

School Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions

Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

City park

5.0

2.5

92.5

Racquetball/health

5.0

2.5

92.5

% of Trips-Commercial (by land use)
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2
Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:IMATI\Keiser Park\EIR\Keiser Park.urb9
Project Name: Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Project Location: Bay Area Air District
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
ROG

NOx

co

S02

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

0.04

0.59

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

711.08

Landscape

0.26

0.04

3.21

0.00

0.01

0.01

5.50

Consumer Products

0.00

Architectural Coatings

0.36

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

0.66

0.63

3.71

0.00

0.01

0.01

716.58

Source

Natural Gas

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
ROG

NOX

co

S02

PM10

PM25

CO2

City park

8.61

11.13

111.58

0.09

15.51

2.97

8,708.23

Racquetball/health

0.73

0.05

0.45

0.00

0.06

O.Q1

35.30

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

9.34

11.18

112.03

0.09

15.57

2.98

8,743.53

Source

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2009 Temperature {F): 85 Season: Summer

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type

Acreage

Trip Rate

Unit Type

No. Units

Total Trips

TotalVMT

44.81

acres

27.00

1,209.87

9,022.61

0.08

1000 sq ft

61.30

4.90

36.57

1,214.77

9,059.18

City park

Racquetball/health

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

53.8

1.7

97.9

0.4

Light Truck< 3750 lbs

12.9

2.3

94.6

3.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.8

1.0

98.5

0.5

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.5

0.0

100.0

0.0

Vehicle Type

Page: 3
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Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Ute-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.9

0.0

77.8

22.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.0

0.0

20.0

80.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.4

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

3.2

71.9

28.1

0.0

School Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

City park

5.0

2.5

92.5

Racquetball/health

5.0

2.5

92.5

% of Trips-Commercial (by land use)

-
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.2

Combined Winter Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)
File Name: C:IMATT\Keiser Park\EIR\Keiser Park.urb9
Project Name: Keiser Community Park Master Plan
Project Location: Bay Area Air District
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
ROG

NOx

co

S02

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

Natural Gas

0.04

0.59

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

711.08

Hearth

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.59

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

711.08

Source

Landscaping

~

No Winter Emissions

Consumer Products

0.00

Architectural Coatings

0.36

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

0.40

Area Source Changes to Defaults

---,
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Winter Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source

City park
Racquetball/health
TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOX

co

S02

PM10

PM25

CO2

10.66

16.61

122.66

0.08

15.51

2.97

7,544.51

0.04

0.07

0.50

0.00

0.06

0.01

30.58

10.70

16.68

123.16

0.08

15.57

2.98

7,575.09

Operational Settings:
Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2009 Temperature (F): 40 Season: Winter

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Summary of Land Uses
Land Use Type

Acreage

Trip Rate

UnitType

No. Units

Total Trips

Total VMT

44.81

acres

27.00

1,209.87

9,022.61

0.08

1000 sq ft

61.30

4.90

36.57

1,214.77

9,059.18

City park

Racquetball/health

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Percent Type

Non~Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Light Auto

53.8

1.7

97.9

0.4

Light Truck< 3750 lbs

12.9

2.3

94.6

3.1

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

19.8

1.0

98.5

0.5

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs

6.5

0.0

100.0

0.0

Vehicle Type

I
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Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type

Percent Type

Non-Catalyst

Catalyst

Diesel

Ute-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs

0.9

0.0

77.8

22.2

Ute-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs

0.6

0.0

50.0

50.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs

1.0

0.0

20.0

80.0

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs

0.4

0.0

0.0

100.0

Other Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Urban Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motorcycle

3.2

71.9

28.1

0.0

School Bus

0.1

0.0

0.0

100.0

Motor Home

0.6

0.0

83.3

16.7

Travel Conditions
Residential

Commercial

Home-Work

Home-Shop

Home-Other

Commute

Non-Work

Customer

Urban Trip Length (miles)

10.8

7.3

7.5

9.5

7.4

7.4

Rural Trip Length (miles)

16.8

7.1

7.9

14.7

6.6

6.6

Trip speeds (mph)

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

35.0

% of Trips - Residential

32.9

18.0

49.1

City park

5.0

2.5

92.5

Racquetball/health

5.0

2.5

92.5

% of Trips -Commercial (by land use)

CALCULATION OF METHANE AND N20 EMISSIONS
Vehicles:

From URBEMIS 2007:

1524.61

Vehicle Emissions =

1383.13

1383 metric tons/year of CO2

From Table 6 California Greenouse Gas Emisssions and Sink Summary:
in 2004 transportation fossil fuel combustion was
Mobile source combustion
Mobile Source Combustion
So for Mobile sources ...

188 MMT CO2
0.6 MMT CH4 as eC02
11.8 MMT N20 as eC02

CH4 emission=
N20 emissions =
CH4 emissions =
N20 emissions =

Space Heating:

0.32 percent of CO2 Emissions
6.28 percent of CO2 Emissions

as eC02
as eC02

4.43 metric tons CH4/year as eC02
86.85 metric tons N20/year as eC02

130.26 118.1722

From URBEMIS 2007:
Natural Gas =

118 metric tons/year of CO2

From Table 6 California Greenouse Gas Emisssions and Sink Summary:
in 2004 residential fossil fuel combustion was
Stationary source combustion

27.9 MMT CO2
1.3 MMT CH4 as eC02
0.2 MMT N20 as eC02

Stationary Source Combustion

So for Stationary sources ...

CH4 emission=
N20 emissions ;:;;

4.66 percent of CO2 Emissions
0. 72 percent of CO2 Emissions

CH4 emissions=

5.50 metric tons CH4/year as eC02
0.85 metric tons N20/year as eC02

N20 emissions =

as eC02
as eC02

Landscape Maintainance:

From URBEMIS 2007:

0.49 0.444529

Landscape Emissions

0.4 metric tons/year of CO2

From Table 6 California Greenouse Gas Emisssions and Sink Summary
in 2004 transportation fossil fuel combustion was
Mobile source combustion

Mobile Source Combustion
So for Mobile sources ...

188 MMT CO2
0.6 MMT C H4 as eC02
11.8 MMT N20 as eC02

CH4 emission;;;;
N20 emissions =

0.32 percent of CO2 Emissions
6.28 percent of CO2 Emissions

CH4 emissions=
N20 emissions =

0.00 metric tons CH4/year as eC02
0.03 metric tons N20/year as eC02

as eC02
as eC02

APPENDIX E

Town of Windsor Tree Manual

Keiser Park Master Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

E-1

ESA/206050
February 2008

CHAPTER 27.36

- TREE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION

27.36.010 - Purpose of Chapter
The Town of Windsor is endowed with a wide variety of both native and non-native trees, giving
the Town a unique visual character. Trees are a source of great beauty, provide shade, and other
environmental benefits, enhance property values, create community identity, and generally
enhance the quality of urban life. The Town is committed to planting new trees, as well as
protecting all existing trees to the greatest extent practicable.
This Chapter provides regulations for the protection, preservation, and maintenance of native
Oak trees and trees of significance, groves and stands of mature trees, and mature trees in
general. It is also the intent of this Chapter to perpetuate these trees through the replacement of
trees removed as a result of a new development.

27.36.020 - Applicability
The provisions of this Chapter shall apply in all zoning districts to the removal or relocation of
protected trees as identified in Section 27.36.040 (Protected Trees). Exceptions to the provisions
of this Chapter are outlined in 27.36.030 (Exceptions). Town sponsored/funded projects are
subject to tree protection and preservation requirements but are exempt from security deposit
requirements.

27.36.030 - Exceptions
The removal or relocation of protected trees is exempt from the provisions of this Chapter under
the following circumstances.
A.

Existing trees on residential property. Existing trees on single-family residential
property less than one acre in size but not including protected trees, or trees that were
required to be preserved, relocated, or planted as a condition of approval of a Tree Removal
Permit or other discretionary permit.

B.

Emergency situation. Cases of emergency where the Director, a member of a law
enforcement agency, or the Windsor Fire Department, determines that a protected tree
poses an imminent threat to the public safety, or general welfare.
In the case of an
emergency situation on private property where persons or property are threatened the tree
may be removed under the following conditions:
EMERGENCY REMOVAL CONDITIONS
1.

Abatement

When a tree has partially failed and persons or property are threatened the tree may be
removed without Town review or approval. The Town does not require an arborist
report before the removal in this instance.

2.

Authorization

Such cases must be substantiated after the fact by the property owner and tree
professional with photographs, abatement information, insurance claim or other relevant
information as well as completion of a Protected Tree Removal Application. The
information is to be submitted to the Town Planning Department within five days of
emergency removal. All other authorizations are subject to the standard procedure for
tree removal.

C.

Traffic visibility obstructions. Removal or relocation of trees necessary to maintain
adequate line-of-sight distances as required by the Town's Traffic Engineer or Director of
Public Works.

D.

Public utility damage. Removal of trees for the protection of existing electrical power or
communication lines.

E.

Nursery. Removal of trees planted, grown, or held for sale by a nursery.

F.

Orchards. Removal of orchards or fruit trees grown, planted, or held for sale for cash crop
or commercial purposes.

27.36.031 - Hazardous Trees
Property owners are responsible for the trees on their own property. The Town does not require
advance permission for removal of Protected or Designated Trees in emergencies. However, it
does require documentation of the problem after the fact. This is to avoid the unlawful removal
of sound trees on the grounds that they are hazardous. If there is no immediate danger, and the
structural deficiency can be corrected, it should be. If the Town determines that there was no
reasonable basis for believing there was an emergency. the property owner may face penalties
for violating this Ordinance.
The health and safety of a tree are two distinct and separate functional characteristics. A
vigorous and healthy tree may not necessarily be of sound wood or structure. To remove a
dangerous protected or designated tree, it must first be evaluated and the tree determined to be
"hazardous" as defined in this section. This must be verified in writing by the Town Arborist
before the tree can be removed.

A.

Tree Hazard Responsibility. On private property, it is the responsibility of the property
owner to mitigate or abate a known hazardous condition of a protected or designated tree
that may be of questionable structure or deemed as hazardous. Most tree hazards can be
prevented with regular checkups by a tree care professional and timely maintenance action
by the property owner.

i

I .
I •

B.

C.

Recognizing Tree Hazards - Criteria and Evaluation of Hazards. Determining whether
or not a tree's defects constitutes a condition that presents an imminent hazard to an area
requires a high degree of knowledge and experience. Hazard tree assessment of a protected
or designated tree should only be evaluated by an arborist. Refer to the Town of Windsor
"TREE TECHNICAL MANUAL" for specific criteria in evaluating tree hazards. The
manual includes a checklist for evaluation as well as reduction and prevention methods.
Town Liability For Public Right-of-Way, Publicly Owned Property. In the event that
a tree on private property is evaluated by an arborist and a report is submitted that
indicates that a tree may be a hazard to the public (overhang sidewalk, buildings,
pedestrian use area, etc.) but recommends for reasons of health, maturity, etc. that the tree
be retained, the Town may require that Risk Management review and make a
determination on the issue ofliability. If the tree is determined by the Town's Risk
Manager to be a liability, maintenance and/or removal may be required. Payment of costs
shall be determined by the Town Manager or his/her designee.

27.36.032 - Tree Technical Manual
Regulations to implement this Ordinance are entitled "Tree Technical Manual". The manual will
be made available to the public and shall include but not be limited to standards and
specifications regarding: ( l) protection of trees during construction; (2) replacement of trees; (3)
maintenance of protected trees; (4) format and content of tree plans/reports.

27.36.040 - Protected Trees
A protected tree is any of the following:
A.

The following native oak trees six inch or greater:
Black Oak (Quercus kelloggii)
Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii)
Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia)
Oregon Oak (Quercus garryana)

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata)
Interior Live Oak (Quercus
wislizenii)
Oracle Oak (Quercus x morehus)
Chase Oak (Quercus x chaseii)

The following trees:
California Buckeye (Aesculus, californica) six inch or greater
California Bay (Umbellularia, californica) twelve inch or greater
Size is trunk diameter measured at a height of 4.5 feet from surrounding grade. Multiple trunk
trees must possess at least one trunk with the above diameter (based on species) to be considered
protected. (Smaller trees may also be protected under special circumstances. On projects where
Planning Commission/Town Council approval is not required, determination will be made at the
direction of the Planning Director.)
B.

Heritage trees as identified by Council resolution

C.

Significant groves or stands of trees. On projects where Planning Commission/Town
Council approval is not required, determination will be at the direction of the Planning
Director.

D.

Mature trees located on a parcel of one acre or more. Smaller trees may also be protected
under special circumstances. On projects where Planning Commission/Town Council
approval is not required, determination will be at the direction of the Planning Director.

E.

Any tree required, to be planted or preserved, as environmental mitigation for a
discretionary permit.

F.

Landmark trees are trees identified during the development process and for which
preservation is encouraged during the design phase of the project by keeping development
and construction activity outside the designated Tree Protection Zone (TPZ). An arborist
report prepared by a Town approved arborist shall be prepared assessing the structural
integrity and health of the tree(s). Project developers should be aware of their significance
and understand that special measures, unusual protection techniques, and more rigid
preservation standards will apply. Development density and project layout may be
affected where landmark trees are located in order to protect them. Over-mature,
senescent, or ancient trees may not qualify for preservation if they are unstable, hazardous,
in poor health, or otherwise unsuited for preservation in an urban setting. However, if
older larger trees are not in optimum condition that in itself would not be a reason for
removal. (Rev 04/18/07 Ord 2007-214)
Landmark trees shall be designated on the development plan for preservation and
protection. When a tentative map is part of the development entitlement the conditions
shall include the following notes to be recorded on the map:

I.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The location of the tree shall be identified by lot/parcel number.
The Tree is subject to all regulations of the Tree Protection Ordinance.
Maintenance shall be completed in accordance with the Tree Technical
Manual.
Tree Removal is subject to Planning Commission review and action.
Standard Tree Protection Notes including references to the arborist report and
supplemental reports shall be included.

27 .36.050 - Preservation of Existing Trees
A.

The design of each project shall recognize the desirability of preserving protected trees to
the greatest extent feasible. The design of the grading and site improvements shall reflect
consideration of the following safeguards:
l.

Provision of sufficient growing areas as required by individual species;

2.

No disruption or removal of structural roots;

3.

Fencing of trees at or beyond their drip lines during grading and construction
activities;

4.

No ornamental landscape, filling, cutting, development, or compaction of soils within
the drip line;

5.

Preservation of oak leaf litter below the drip line; and

6.

Other measures required by the particular species of tree(s) to be preserved as
recommended by the consulting arborist, horticulturist, or landscape architect.

B.

It is recognized that the preservation of all existing trees on a development site may
sometimes conflict with reasonable land developmental considerations (e.g., adequate
drainage, grading, circulation, safety, and provision of utilities.) However, the design of the
proposed development shall address preservation of the most desirable and significant of
the healthy trees and the developer is encouraged to utilize creative land planning
techniques to achieve this goal.

C.

Grading and landscaping plans shall implement the approved tree preservation plan. The
locations of all protected trees shall be indicated on the plans by the number of the tree as
described in the tree study. Notes shall identify which trees are to be preserved, and which
may be removed. Plans shall be consistent with the required tree protection mitigation
measures included in the project application, initial study, mitigated negative declaration, or
environmental impact report and monitoring plan, and the conditions of the development
approval.

D.

Prior to use inauguration, the preserved trees shall be trimmed for healthy balance,
structural integrity and ornamental appearance.

E.

The precise vertical and horizontal locations (plus or minus one foot) of all protected trees
to be preserved or removed shall be shown on the site plan as part of the initial application
unless the project does not involve exterior alterations or construction activities.

27.36.051 - Project Arborist Requirements
The Town strongly recommends the use of a Town arborist in the preparation of any required
arborist report or Tree Preservation and Protection Plan. Arborist reports must be prepared by an
arborist, pre-approved by the Town of Windsor. All approved arborists must possess a current
Certified Arborist Certificate from the International Society of Arboriculture and be a current
member of the American Society of Consulting Arborists. An applicant may submit an arborist
report prepared by his/her own arborist who is certified, however, the report will require a peer
review pre-approved Town arborist at the applicant's expense. A deposit fee will be collected
when an application is submitted for review. The fee will be used to cover the cost of report
preparation and recommendations. Additional fees will be collected if the actual costs exceed
the initial deposit fees. The applicant will be provided with a written request for the fees. If the
initial deposit fee exceeds the final report costs the applicant will be refunded the difference.

l
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In the event that an applicant's arborist is used and the recommendations conflict with the Town
arborist recommendation, the Planning Director will make a decision on the recommendations.

27.36.060 - Tree Removal
A.

Permit required. No protected tree shall be removed, cut down, or otherwise destroyed,
unless a written permit is issued by the Planning Department. For individual sites including
single-residential lots a "Tree Removal Permit" must be completed and submitted to the
Planning Department for review and action. For site development that allows for tree
removal as part of a project's conditions of approval, the written permit may be in the form
of signed authorization by the Planning Department, a tree preservation plan signed by the
Planning Department, written approval for a grading permit, encroachment permit, or other
similar permit. In all cases, removal of a protected or designated tree requires written
authorization from the Planning Department.

B.

Tree replacement requirement. The following conditions determine whether a protected
or designated tree must be replaced.

l.

Protected Trees - If the Town authorizes the removal of a protected tree(s)
because it is dead, dangerous, or a nuisance, no tree replacement is required. In
all other cases, the tree(s) must be replaced, with the exception of protected trees
approved for removal by the approving body in relation to a development
application.

2.

Designated Trees - The Planning Director or the Director's designee shall require
tree replacement if it is necessary or desirable to implement the intent of the
original site design. The number and nature of the replacement trees shall be
determined by the Director or designee, taking into consideration the value of the
tree removed and the site design.

,·
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3.

Street Trees - If the Town authorizes removal of a street tree in connection with a
development project, it shall specify the replacement requirements in the permit
authorizing removal.

4.

Development Projects - If a project applicant chooses to remove trees only from
development areas (building envelopes, access roads, etc.), the project applicant
may be required to replace the tree/trees. Refer to the "Town of Windsor Tree
Technical Manual" Sections 6.20, 6.30, 6.40 and 6.50 for approved forms of tree
replacement. On projects where Planning Commission/Town Council approval is
not required, replacement will be at the direction of the Planning Director. If the
protected tree is dead, dying, or diseased replacement/in-lieu fee will not be
required. For development projects that require Planning Commission/Town
Council approval, protected trees authorized for removal will be addressed as part
of the development conditions of approval. The approving body shall be the
deciding factor on appropriate replacement/in-lieu fee and the project will be
conditioned accordingly.

5.

Development and General Plan Density Issues - The Town Council and/or
Planning Commission may direct removal of protected and designated trees for
development purposes. Certain levels of removal at the direction of the Council
and/or Commission may be allowed to meet density and housing goals and
policies of the General Plan. These levels are solely at the discretion of the
Council and/or Commission and certain criteria and review is required, prior to a
final determination. See the Tree Technical Manual for additional criteria.

C.

Appraisal valuations. All trees lo be replaced shall be the same native species as those
removed, unless specific approval has been granted, by the Director. Appraisal value shall
be determined-by using the most recent edition of the "Guide for Plant Appraisal",
published by the Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers. The appraisals shall be
completed on the most recent "Form for Northern California" published by the
International Society of Arboriculture.

D.

Location of replacement trees. Replacement trees may be located on residentially zoned
parcels of at least 1.5 acres and on any commercial or industrial zoned parcel, regardless of
size, where feasible. Where infeasible, replacement trees may be located on public land or
maintained private open space. In-lieu fees may be used to acquire and protect stands of
native trees in preserves or place trees on public lands.

E.

Diseased or hazardous trees. In no case shall an applicant for a Tree Removal Permit be
required to replace or otherwise pay for the value of a tree that is diseased or in danger of
collapse, or that the Town has requested to be removed.

F.

Posting of notification of pending permit. The applicant shall be issued a summary
notice to be posted on a pole, tree, or fence nearest to the front of the subject parcel. Copies
shall be posted on each corner of the parcel visible to the public. The notice shall state,
"Application has been made to the Department to cut and/or damage certain trees on this
site, previously described in a Council resolution as a protected tree. A copy of the tree
removal plan is on file with the Department."

G.

Considerations for denial of Tree Removal Permit. A finding of any one of the
following situations shall be grounds for denial of the permit.
1.

Removal or damage of a healthy tree could be avoided by:
a.

Reasonable redesign of the site plan prior to construction;

b.

Trimming, thinning, tree surgery, or other reasonable treatment, as determined by
the Director.

2. Adequate provisions for drainage, erosion control, land stability, windscreen buffers
along the road and between neighbors have not been made where these problems are
anticipated as a result of the removal.
3. The tree to be removed contains an active bird nest of a rare and endangered species
and relocation of the nest is not possible.

H.

Security Deposits. A security deposit shall be posted to cover the value of protected trees
for preservation. The security deposit will be collected with and subject to the same
requirements as site improvements. Typical methods may be improvement agreements,
encroachment permit, building permit, or other similar methods used by the Town to secure
improvement requirements. Release of security for tree preservation shall be the same as
the time frames defined within the agreement/permit method used to secure improvements.
Security deposits for tree preservation shall be subject to a tiered system as defined below:
a. Up to the first $100,000 of tree value the deposit is 20%, thereafter tree valuations
in excess of $100,000 shall be I 0% of the valuation in excess of$ I 00,000. Total
security deposit amounts for any project shall not exceed $50,000.
Creeks, riparian corridors and significant groves or stands of trees are considered a
biological resource and construction activity is restricted from these areas. Creeks,
riparian corridors and significant groves or stands of trees are exempted from security
deposit requirements.
Town of Windsor sponsored/funded projects are exempt from security deposit
requirements.
If any tree fails to survive, or declines to a point where it is deemed to not be expected to
survive, the Town may use the security value of the dead or declining tree(s) to purchase
new trees for on or off-site use. In the event that replacement cannot be accomplished onsite, the security will be placed in a fund with the Town of Windsor for use in planting
trees within public right-of-way, parks, public landscape areas, or other areas as deemed
appropriate by the Town of Windsor.

If a tree or trees, that have been designated to be protected, are determined to have failed
or died on their own and not through impacts from development, the security deposit shall
not be used for replacement. This determination shall be made at the discretion of the
Planning Director and may include an evaluation by the Town arborist, the cost to be
borne by the developer.

NOTE: Single developed lot property owners that are proposing remodels, additions,
pools, etc. are exempt from security deposits.

27.36.061

TREE MITIGATION

An arborist report is required for all development project sites that contain protected trees. The
Town maintains a list of arborists approved to work on Town projects. An initial deposit amount
to prepare the report shall be paid by the owner/developer of the project. The deposit amount
will be used to cover the cost of the report preparation. Additional fees will be collected if the
actual costs exceed the initial deposit amount. If an arborist is utilized who is not on the list,
that arborist's report is subject to a peer review by an approved Town arborist with the cost to be

borne by the developer/owner of the project. Tree mitigation may be in the form of in-kind
replacement, in-lieu replacement, and/or a combination of both.

A.

New Commercial and/or Residential (2 or more units) Development Projects. In the
event that there are no viable and/or practical alternatives except to remove a protected
tree, the Town will require mitigation. All removed protected trees shall be replaced at
the following ratios:

I.

•

All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to be in good (4) or
excellent (5) health, and/or with moderate (3) to good (4) structure, shall
be replaced on a one-to-one trunk diameter basis. (Example: A 24-inch
protected tree in good or excellent condition must be replaced with new
trees totaling 24 inches in trunk diameters.)

•

All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to have fair (3) or
marginal (2) health, and/or with marginal (2) structure, shall be replaced
on a two-to-one trunk diameter basis. (Example: A 24-inch protected tree
in fair-to-marginal condition must be replaced with new trees totaling 12
inches in trunk diameter.

•

All protected trees, determined by the project arborist to have poor(!)
health or poor (I) structure, are not required to be replaced.

Tree Mitigation:

An approved arborist must determine that a tree designated for preservation in a development
project has a good chance at long-term survival as determined by an assessment of proposed
development impacts. Simply preserving a tree does not excuse it from designated mitigation
requirements; it must, in the professional opinion of the arborist, have a good chance to survive
after all the impacts of construction are considered.

a. In-Kind Replacement: If the location of replacement tree planting will remain as
a natural area suitable for the healthy and long-term growth of native trees,
replacement of protected trees should occur in-kind. That is, a native tree species
shall be replaced with the same native tree species. If the location of replacement tree
planting will be part of an irrigated, ornamental landscape area, replacement of
protected trees may occur with a water tolerant oak tree species as identified by the
project arborist. If an oak tree species cannot be used the project arborist may
recommend a high-value ornamental tree species (as designated by a 70% species
rating in the Species Class/fica/ion and Group Assignmenl Handbook, which is an
official publication of The Western Chapter of the International Society of
Arboriculture ).
Replacement tree ratios shall be applied as follows:
•
24-inch box replacement tree = 2-inch replacement trunk diameter
•
36-inch box replacement tree= 3-inch trunk replacement diameter

•

48-inch box replacement tree = 4-inch trunk replacement diameter

Replacement trees shall be a minimum 24-inch box size. If less than 6 inches are
required, any combination of box sizes may be utilized. Where more than 6 inches of
total replacement trunk diameter are required, the following minimum ratios of
replacement tree sizes must be incorporated:
•
•

50% minimum must be a 48-inch box.
50% may be any combination of 24-inch and 36-inch boxes

Example: If a project requires removal of one 24" protected tree, a total of 24 trunk inches must
be replaced. At least 12" of replacement trees must be 48" boxes. This requires at least 3 -48"
boxes, and the balance of the requirement may be composed of either 24" or 36" boxes. If 36"
boxes are chosen, then 4 would be required. A total of 24" ofreplacement trunk may be
composed of 3-48" boxes plus 4-36" boxes.
Example: If a project requires removal of a 12", 26", and 10" protected trees, a total of 48 trunk
inches must be replaced. At least 24" of replacement tree must be 48" boxes. This requires at
least 6 - 48" boxes, and the balance of the requirement may be composed of either 24" or 36"
boxes. If 24" boxes are chosen, then 12 would be required. A total of 48" of replacement trunk
may be composed of 6-48" boxes plus 12-24" boxes.
At the time of replacement, equivalent sizes of trunk are required. After ten years time it is
expected that replacement trunks will yield an equivalent volume of canopy to that which was
originally removed, even though the equivalent canopy will be spread across a greater number of
individual trees. This achieves the Town's goal of"no net loss" of protected tree canopy.
b. In-Lien Replacement: In the event that a development site is insufficient in size
or use to plant any or all of replacement trees, the Town may accept payment of
in-lieu fees by the applicant to the Town Oak Tree Fund. In-lieu fees will be
utilized by the Town to purchase and install trees in future public open space,
park space, or other areas designated for tree planting.
Replacement tree costs for the purposes of satisfying in-lieu fees shall be based on
the following scale of typical northern California wholesale tree cost plus average
installation cost:
•
•
•

24-inch box
36-inch box
48-inch box

=
=

2-inch trunk diameter
3-inch trunk diameter
4-inch trunk diameter

=
=

$400
$800
$1,600

In-lieu fee replacement trees shall be a minimum 24-inch box size. If less than 6
inches are required, any combination of box sizes may be utilized. Where more
than 6 inches of total replacement trunk diameter are required, the following
minimum ratios of replacement tree sizes must be incorporated:
•

50% minimum must be a 48-inch box.

•

50% may be any combination of24-inch and 36-inch boxes

Example: If a total of 24 trunk inches is to be replaced, the in-lieu fee requires half to be 48-inch
box and the remainder may be 36-inch and/or 24-inch box. (3, 48-inch (3x$1,600), 2, 36-inch
(2x$800), and 3, 24-inch (3x$400) for a total of $7,600). (Rev 04/18/07 Ord 2007-214)

2.

Security Deposits:

Security deposits may be collected with and subject to the same requirements as site
improvements, as outlined in Section 27.36.060 H. Security deposits are subject to a tiered
system based on a percentage of tree values with a deposit amount not to exceed $50,000. The
project arborist prepares a final evaluation of the protected trees based on impacts, protection,
and maintenance during the construction period. If a tree(s) is recommended for removal at the
end of construction the security amount collected may not meet the requirements of this
ordinance for replacement. The developer shall be subject to the replacement requirements
outlined in this ordinance. The developer shall be responsible for payment of the difference
between the bond amount and the mitigation amount defined in this ordinance. The health and
structural rating of the project arborist report will be used in determining the mitigation amount
of the lost tree(s).

B.

Existing Residential Lots (additions, accessory structures, etc.) An arborist report is
required for residential project sites that may impact protected trees. The Town
maintains a list of arborists approved to work on Town projects. If an arborist is utilized
who is not on the list, that arborist's report is subject to a peer review by an approved
Town arborist with the cost to be borne by the developer/owner of the project. Private
property owners that are considering additions, decks, pools, and/or other accessory uses
are required to identify protected trees that are located on the properly and may be
impacted by the proposed addition/use.
I.

Tree Protection/Removal Requirements.

The Town requires the land developer to protect and preserve trees during the
development/subdivision of residential parcels. The resulting lots are then sold to property
owners with the understanding that the trees should be protected. Properly owners may request
any number of modifications to their properties that may in turn result in impacts to the
protected trees. Lots with protected trees are subject to the following requirements for
additions, pools, and/or other accessory uses that may result in an impact to the protected trees.
a. An arborist report is required for all properties considering additions, pools,
and/or accessory structures that may have an impact on a protected tree, including
improvements within the tree protection zone.
b. In the event that there is no viable and/or practical alternative to removal of
protected trees to accommodate the addition, pool, and/or accessory structure the
following shall apply:

1.

A request for a Tree Removal Permit for protected trees 15" or greater,
determined by the project arborist to be in good (4) or excellent (5)
health, and/or with moderate (3) to good (4) structure will require
review and action by the Planning Commission at a noticed public
hearing. The request will require a Tree Removal Pennit, arborist
report, statement justifying removal of the tree, and payment of a
permit application fee. For protected trees 14" or less which are
requested to be removed, the Planning Director shall review the request
and make the determination for removal. If the Planning Director
authorizes removal, mitigation shall be required either by in-kind
replacement or in-lie fee payment, as defined in this ordinance. If the
Planning Director denies the request for removal, the decision may be
appealed.

2.

A request for a Tree Removal Permit for all protected trees,
determined by the project arborist to be in fair (3) or marginal (2)
health, and/or with marginal (2) structure may be approved and require
mitigation. The Planning Director shall review the request and make
the determination for removal. If the Planning Director authorizes
removal, mitigation shall be required either by in-kind replacement or
in-lie fee payment, as defined in this ordinance. If the Planning
Director denies the request for removal, the decision may be appealed.

3.

A request for a Tree Removal Permit for all protected trees, determined
by the project arborist to be in poor (1) health, poor(!) structure, or to
be structurally unsafe or hazardous (] ), will be approved and will not
require mitigation.

c. Denial and/or appeal of a Tree Removal Permit and its conditions is subject to
Section 27 .36.090 - Appeals, Extensions, Revocation.

2.

Tree Replacement Requirements:
a. In-Kind Replacement - In-kind replacement shall be the same as outlined in
Section A. I .a. The arborist report shall specify the replacement value. The
applicant/owner shall include a replacement landscape plan with the Tree
Removal Permit. The building permit for the addition, pool, and/or other
accessory use shall be conditioned to require installation of the replacement
trees, prior to building permit final.
b. In-Lieu Replacement - In-lieu replacement shall the same as outline in Section
A. l .b. The arborist report shall specify the replacement value. The
applicant/owner shall pay to the Town the in-lieu fee with the Tree Removal
Permit. The building permit for the addition, pool, and/or other accessory use
shall be conditioned to require a Tree Removal Permit and payment of the in-lieu
fee, prior to initiation of the work.

C.

Penalties for Unauthorized Tree Removal:

Enforcement and Civil Penalties shall be applied to violations of this Tree Mitigation Ordinance
per Section 27 .36.100 Enforcement, in Chapter 27.36 of the Tree Preservation and Protection
Ordinance.
Illegal or unauthorized removal of any protected tree will require payment of a determined
'replacement value,' as defined in Section 27.36.100, which is different and separate from
mitigation replacement as addressed in Section 27.36.061.

27.36.070 - Tree Protection and Preservation Plan
A.

Where an applicant proposes to remove one or more protected trees, the Director may
require a tree plan for review by the Department.

B.

Tree plans shall be prepared by an arborist, horticulturist, or registered landscape architect.

C.

All Tree Protection and Preservation Plans must include the following basic information:
I. The location of all trees present that are greater than 6 inches in trunk diameter at a
height of 4.5 feet above surrounding grade, including all that will be preserved,
removed, or transplanted.
·
2. All trees that overhang the proposed project site and are located on immediately adjacent
properties.
3. The report cover shall include the arborist's name, certification number, project
reference name and address, and report date.
4. A cover letter describing the project site, the date of inspection, and summarizing the
total number of trees present, to be removed, and preserved.
5. A site plan that identifies the location of each tree, including its report reference number.
6. Assessment data for each tree.
7. Comments and observations regarding health or structure.

8. Estimate of the impacts of proposed development activities on long-term health and
structural integrity.
9. Recommendations for removal or preservation based on the development impacts
expected from the proposed plan.

10. Recommendations for modification of the proposed plan to reduce or eliminate impacts
to the tree.
Refer to the Towns "TREE TECHNICAL MANUAL" for more detailed information related to
the preparation and contents of the Tree Protection and Preservation Plan.
D.

The Director may waive the requirement for a tree plan or the requirement for a survey
based upon a determination that the tree(s) would have little or no ornamental value in an
urban setting or that the tree(s) are located so that they would not be impacted by the
proposed development.

27.36.080 - Tree Protection Requirements
The Director shall determine during project review whether and to what extent measures will he
required to protect the existing trees during construction. This decision shall be based upon the
proximity of the area of construction activity to existing protected trees. The protective measures
shall include, but are not limited to, the following:
A.

Prior to initiating any construction activity on a construction project, including demolition
or grading, temporary protective fencing shall be installed at each site tree.
1. Fencing shall be located at the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) illustrated on the
Improvement Plans.
2. Fencing shall serve as a barrier to prevent encroachment of any type by construction
activities, equipment, materials storage, or personnel.

B.

The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) is illustrated on the Improvement Plans and represents the
area around each tree, or group of trees, which must be protected at all times with tree
protection fencing.
I. No encroachment into the TPZ is allowed at any time without approval from the
project arborist.
2. Any unauthorized entry into the TPZ is a violation of this Ordinance and shall be
subject to enforcement through civil, criminal or administrative remedies, including
applicable penalties.

C.

D.

E.

Contractors and subcontractors shall direct all equipment and personnel to remain outside
the fenced area at all times until project is complete, and shall instruct personnel and subcontractors as to the purpose and importance of fencing and preservation.
No grade changes shall be made within the protective barriers without prior approval by the
Director.
No attachments or wires other than those of a protective or non-damaging nature shall be
attached to a protected tree.

F.

Excavation or landscape preparation within the protective barriers shall be limited to the
use of hand tools and small hand held power tools and shall not be of a depth that could
cause root damage.

G.

. When the existing grade around a protected tree is to be raised the project and/or Town
arborist shall provide written directions on which method(s) may be used to drain liquids
away from the trunk.

H.

When the existing grade around a protected tree is to be lowered the project and/or Town
arborist shall provide written directions on which method(s) may be used (terracing,
retaining wall, etc) to allow the dripline to be left at the original grade.

I.

No equipment, solvents, paint, asphalt, or debris of any kind shall be placed, stored, or
allowed within the protective barrier.

Refer to the Town's "TREE TECHNICAL MANUAL" for additional information on tree
protection requirements.

27.36.090 - Appeals, Extensions, Revocation
A.

Appeals. The decision of the Director shall be considered final unless an appeal is filed in
compliance with Chapter 27.52 (Appeals).

B.

Expiration/extension. A Tree Removal Permit shall be exercised within one year from the
date of approval or other lime limit established through a discretionary permit approval.
Time extensions, for up to a total of two additional years, may be granted in compliance
with Chapter 27.44 (Permit Implementation and Time Extensions). ff a Tree Removal
Permit is not exercised within the established time frame, and a time extension is not
granted, the provisions of Chapter 27.44 shall be initiated to consider the permit expired.

C.

Performance guarantee. The applicant/owner may be required to provide adequate
performance security for the faithful performance of conditions of approval imposed as part
of the Tree Removal Permit.

D.

Construction monitoring. Monitoring of tree protection and restoration measure specified
as conditions of approval shall be performed by site inspection conducted by the Director.

E.

Revocation. A Tree Removal Penni! may be revoked or modified, as provided in Section
27.56.050 (Permit Revocation and Modification), with any of the following findings that
the tree removal, relocation, or protection activities:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Cannot support the original findings;
Resulted from misrepresentation or fraud;
Has not been implemented in a timely manner;
Has not met, or has violated any condition of approval;
It is in violation of any code, law, ordinance, or statute;
Is detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare; or
Constitutes a nuisance.

27.36.100 - Enforcement
Enforcement. Any person who cuts, damages, or removes a protected tree in violation of this
Chapter shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction may be punished in
compliance with the applicable provisions of the law. A violation of this Chapter shall also
constitute a public nuisance and may be abated and/or enforced through civil, criminal, or
administrative proceedings in accordance with the Town Code. Further, a violation of this
Chapter during construction may result in an immediate stop-work order. until permits are
obtained and required mitigation procedures are in place.

CIVIL PENALTIES

If a civil action or administrative enforcement is brought by the Town, a civil penalty in an
amount not to exceed five thousand dollars ($5,000) per violation may be assessed, against
anyone who violates any provision of this Ordinance or the Tree Protection and Preservation
Plan.
Where a tree is illegally removed, or damaged to a degree that survival is not expected, the
penalty shall be the replacement value of each tree, and shall be paid to the Town. Replacement
values shall be developed using the most recent edition of the "Guide for Plant Appraisal",
published by the Council of Tree & Landscape Appraisers. If a violation occurs during
development, appraised values for each tree will be found in the Tree Protection & Preservation
Plan. If a violation occurs outside the development process, values shall be determined by an
arborist pre-approved by the Town.
Where a tree is illegally damaged, the damage cannot be fully corrected but the tree is expected
to survive, then the penalty shall be the replacement value times the percentage of the tree
damaged.
A civil or administrative action may also be implemented to provide appropriate relief to abate,
enjoin, or otherwise compel the cessation of such violation.

If civil action is brought by the Town, the court shall award all costs associated with
investigation, preparation for trial, costs of the trial, reasonable expenses including overhead and
administration costs incurred when prosecuting the action, and reasonable attorney fees, to the
prevailing party in such action.

APPENDIX F
Cumulative Projects
Table 4-1 lists projects within the Town of Windsor, and the project site vicinity, considered in
the analysis of Cumulative Impacts in relevant sections of Chapter 4, Environ111e111a/ Selling,
Impacts, and 1\1itigalion 1\1easures.
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Town of Windsor Planning Department

PROJECT INDEX MAP/ CURRENT STATUS SUMMARY: December 31, 2007
Index#

PRO,JECT NAi\ll~

I

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

101
102
103
104
105
106
107
.l--(jg

109
WJ.

2Q2
;,00-

204
20§.

;?,Q6

±W2G&

A. Subdivision
Soccer Park Subivision

Airport Bus Ctr IV Sub.

Shiloh Oak Subdivision/ Ca\ctti
Conde General Partership Subivision
Evans - Drew Subdivision
DcnBeste Trucking Subdivision
Richardson Commercial Subdivision

2-1-6

Withdrawn

2-l+
2-H

2tt
2.J.4

Project Status List 123107.xls

Lt. Ind. Remain
Hvy industrial Remain (Lots I. 2)
Lt. Ind. Remain (Lots 2. 3. 5)
Retail Remain (Lot 1)
Retail; 43.9 ac. Lt. Ind. Remain

27.3 ac. Lt. Industrial
21.5 ac. Lt. Industrial
Developed
3.2 ac. Retail subdivision (Lots I. 2)

B. Use Permit, Design Review
Replaced w/ #233
Magee Plastering/ 9660 Old Redwood
Drive-Rite Auto/ 9670 Old Redwood
Weiss Incubators/ 295 Shiloh Rd
Les Schwab Tires/ 6700 Hembree Ln
Nase Industrial/ 5750 Skylane Blvd

215

210

1.8 ac.
7.5 ac.
3.1 ac.
3.8 ac.
4.7 ac.

Airport Bus Ctr V Subdivision
Luzaich Subdivision

Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Shiloh Center Lot 5 / 6450 Hembree
Shiloh Center Lot 6 / 6560 Hembree
Shiloh Center Lot 7 / 6550 Hembree
Shiloh Center Lot 8 / 6580 Hembree
Windsor School District Office
Office Depot/ -6400 Hembree Ln
Homewood Suites/ 9150 Brooks Rd

m

Description

Ln
Ln
Ln
Ln

So

0.6 uc. Contractor's Storage Yard
13 bay auto repair ( 14.3 ksf bldg)
64 ksf Lt. 1ndustria!
9 bays auto repair ( 15.8 ksf bldg)
23.6 ksf office (Bldgs A)
20.5 ksf office (Bldg B)

7.2 ksfrctail bldg
4.0 ksfrestaurant + 4.0 ksfretail bldg
18.2 ksf retail bldg
14.2 ksf retail bldg
5. 7 ksf office bldg
24 ksf retail bldg
8.5 ksf retail
6 ksf restaurant
I 08 room hotel

PROJECT
ENTITLEi\IENT
APPROVAL
NUMBER l'ER:\IITS

87-015
93-06
96-13
99-42
05-23
00-15
00-21
00-27
00-43

90-277
98-13
99-06
99-18
99-41
00-07A
00-25
00-26
00-31
03-50
00-33
00-34
00-40
00-47
00-52

01-16

Map
Map
Map
Map

Rec.
Rec
Rec
Rec

ivlap Rec
J\,Jap Rec
X
i'vlap Rec

APPLICA TlON

ONLY

CONTACT PERSON

Phil Trowbridge 544-7194
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Mark Luzaich 838-1616
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
John Caleui 415-381-3 J62
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Charles Evans 576-7800
n/a
Phil Richardson 415-3832900

Occupied
Occupied
X
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied

Ken Magee 838-7974
1-lari Dhaliwal 433-3301
Robert Weiss 481-2502
Ted Benson 836-0302
\Verner Nase 584-8770

Occupied
X
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
X
X

Bob Kennedy 836-9242:
Bob Kennedy 836-9242;
Bob Kennedy 836-9242:
Bob Kennedy 836-9242:
Mark Whedcr 524-2612
Bob Kennedy 836-9242:
Ajaib Bhadare 696-1738

PROJECT NAME
Index#
BMW
800
American
Way
U+

m

Trendwest Resm1s / 1251 Shiloh Rd

;J-1-9.

Expired
Denbeste Warehouse/ 7705 Conde Ln
Lewis-7975 Cameron Dr# 1800
Sonoma Imperial/ 5770 Skylane Blvd
Kentucky Fried Chicken - A& \V /
6610 Hembree Ln
Withdra\vn
Kiernan/ 9996 Old Redwood
Robinson/ 8260 Old Redwood
Starrett/ 810 Denbeste Ct.
Larsen/ 10315 Old Redwood
Airport Bus. Ctr. / 1360 19th Hole Dr.
Mortum)' / 9660 Old Red.(#202above)
Johnson Pools Bldg/ 6114 Old Redwood
Kadello/Larsen/9988 Old Redwood
Intermodal Station/ 9001 \Vindsor Rd
Moore/8465 Old Redwood
Lewis/ 7711 Bell Rd
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
SCOE Community School
Fed-Ex Ground Distribution
Sanderson Ford
Micro-Vu Addition
Starrett / 820 Denbcste Ct.
Wilson/ Warehouse

22()

221
22?.

223
224
225
226
227
228
229

23Q
;,J.-1-

231
232
~

234
~

~

23-7
238
239
240
241
242
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Description

ENTITLEi\lENT
PROJECT
APPROVAL
NUMBER PERi\IITS

APPLICATION
ONLY

CONTACT PERSON

01-20

Occupied

Bob Moore 578-8152

01-22

Occupied

Bill Bugenhagen/
503-977-5229

63. lksf office-warehouse
5.2 ksfbldg. / office-manufacturi1~g
14.0 ksfoffice
3.0 ksf drive thru combo restaurant

01-23
01-24
01-31
01-47
01-56

Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied

Del Starrett 526-9645
Randy Lewis 838-6633
Glen Dugan 858-454-5290
Del Starrett 526-9645

0.5 ac. Landscape contractor yard
8.0 ksf Professional ofiices
7.1 ksf Lt Industrial/Office
I 0.0 ksf neighborhood retail
2 office bldgs -- 16.9 & 4.3 ksf
2.9 ksf mortuary and caretaker unit
6.6 ksf retail
0. 7ksf office/retail, 3.4ksf warehouse, I sfd
1.9 ksf office/retail
21.2 ksfRetail
11.4 ksf Manufacturing
5.3 ksf office/retail. 3.1 ksf warehouse
200,000 case/ year winery
108 students
65 ksf building/ 7.4 acres
7 acre auto dealership
18.3 ksf addition manufacturing
48 ksf warehouse
14 ksf warehouse

01-46
02-12
02-15
02-19
02-23
02-25
03-10
03-13
03-18
03-19
03-24
03-53
04-05
04-12
04-17
05-24
05-34
05-51
05-53
05-56

5.4 ksf.motorcycle sales & service
(Index# 103, Lot 9)
228 unit Resort hotel (1 lac.)

Scott Kiernan 836-7608
Mark Robinson 744-9400
Del Starrett 526-9645
Paul Larsen 838-2600
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Carmine Romano
Paul Larsen 838-2600
Paul Larsen 838-2600
Dane Schilling, Public Works
Bob Moore 578-8152
Randy Lewis 838-6633

Occupied
X
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
X
Occupied
Occupied
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Mark Wheeler 524-2612
John Caletti 415-381-3162
Tim Sanderson 433-3318
Robert Moore 578-8152
Del Starrett 526-9645
Edwin Wilson 636-0828

Index#

PRO.JECT NAi\lE

243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254

LaFranchi Retail
Kadello/Larsen --Peterson Trucking
Kadello/Larsen Windsor Truck & Auto
G&C Auto Body
Pool Creek Business Center
Shook & Waller Office/\:Varchouse
ABC Offices
Marriott Springhill Suites Hotel
DuMOL Winery
Jenkins Retail/Ol'fice
Colliers International
Kittyhawk Wine Storage

II

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

301

Oakhill Estates
Coralee Meadows
Los Robles Meadows I & 2
Los Robles lVleadows 3
Hidden Creek 2
7954 Shira Ln / Smith rvlinor Sub.
Windsor Creek 11
Coate Minor Sub (superceeded below)
9490 Starr/ Eulin rvtinor Sub.
Spencer Subdivision
9440 Starr/ Blodow Minor Sub.
Vintage Greens/ Condiotti Enterprises

;@

303
Jt)4

305
306
;()+

308
309

m

;J..J.+

m
m
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
3±-1-

The Villas/ Schellinger Construction
Vintana Phase 5
Vintana Phase 6B
124 Cockrobin / Coughlan Minor Sub
825 \\/incisor Rvr Rd/ Lissberger iv[inor
Overlook Subdivision
Cole Subdivision
65 Bluebird Dr/ Barker Minor Sub
1192 Gum view Road/ Prior Minor Sub
Blue Oak Estates
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Description

PRO,JECT
ENTITLEi\IENT
NUMBER PERMITS
APPROVAL

8.5 ksf retail
6.2 ksf office/warehouse
3.5 ksfauto repair
10.3 ksf auto repair
20 ksf office: 4 7.1 ksf manfctr/ wrhse
18 ksf office/warehouse
I 0.5 ksfoffices
84 unit Hotel
19.6 ksfwinery
20. l ksf retail/ office
3 acres container storage
39 ksf wine warehouse

05-29A
06-33
06-34
06-47
07-18
07-22
07-28
07-42
07-46
07-47
07-54
07-64

Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Two duplexes remain
Single family detached
Single family detached/ Remaining lots of
original subdivision approval
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
20 single family attached/ 11 single
Single family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached

89-021
89-098
89-518
89-51 SA
89-570
89-817
92-057A
93-39A
96-25
97-08
97-20
97-29
98-23

98-36
98-37
98-42A
05-13
99-09
99-21
99-22

APPLICATION
ONLY

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

#Units
1.00
Occupied

#Units

Ken LaFranci 578-4514
Paul Larsen 838-2600
Paul Larsen 838-2600
Edwin Wilson 636-0828
Greg LeDoux 795-8855
Del Starrett 526-9645
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Nick Desai 433-0 IO I
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Bob Jenkins 484-2800
Sonny O'Dobrinak 925-279-4609
Michael Palmer 527-7586

#Units
Pat Imbimbo 578-5344
Frank Rezende 586-0500
Frank Unciano 433-7332
Mark Negri 571-8938
Bill Schellingcr 545-1600
ivlichacl Smith 838-4343
Mike Bianucci 829-8521
Richard Coate 838-2878
Charlie Traboulsi 577-0425
Alan Spencer 542-8000
Charlie Traboulsi 577-0425
Phil Trowbridge 544-7184

7.00
Occupied
1.00
1.00
Occupied
1 net remain
1.00
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
1.00
4.00

Bill Schellinger 545-1600
David Bradley 925-9374373
1.00
1.00
11.00
31.00
1.00

Occupied
Occupied

CONTACT PERSON

Dick Couglan 528-1272
Scott Lissberger 527-8159
Phil Richardson 415-3932900
Bill Schellinger 545-1600
Richard Barker 838-0171
Dennis Prior 838-4136
Charles Evans 576-7800

Index#

322
;;;:s
J±4
325

m

327
328
¥-9~

m

332
~

;;J4

335
336
;H.:;z.

338
W)

340
J4+

342
343
;,44

345
346
347
:,4%

349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359

PROJECT NAME

Description

Single family detached
9431 Victoria Way/ Bennet Minor Sub
Apmiments
Miller Apmtmcnts
Single family detached
87 Cockrobin / Patil Minor Sub
Single family detached
Sally's Meadow/ Trembley Construction
Apmiments
Winter Creek Village/ Burbank Housing
Single family detached
Bonita Robles
Attached units
Hembree Village
Single family detached
67 Cockrobin / Garcia Minor Sub
Single family detached
Morgan Woods/ Schook & Waller
Add mobilehomes to existing park
Royal Mobile Manor
Single family detached
280 Billington/ Chiddix Minor Sub
Single
family detached
9223 Vinecrest / Andre Minor Sub
Single family detached
320 Wilson/ Hoffman Minor Sub
Single family detached
6490 Old Redwood /Khiroya Minor Sub
Single family detached
1160 Gumview / Griffith Minor Sub
Single family detached
250 Billington/ Watts Minor Sub
Single family detached
488 Ginny Dr/ Coate Minor Sub #2
Khiroya Apmiments / 8550 Old Redwood Apmiments
Single family detached
Vintage Greens "Ultimo"
Single family detached
Vintage Greens Area "C"
Single family detached
Palino Subdivision
Single family detached
450 Duncan Dr/Coate Minor Sub #3
Single family detached
7996 Hembree/ Creekside Place
Single family detached
475 Ginny Dr/ Coate Minor Sub #4
Single family detached
9921 Starr Rd/ Sousa Minor Sub
Single family detached
400 Jensen Ln / Jensen Minor Sub
Single family detached
50 Windsor Palms Dr/ Silveria
Add duplex
365 Patrick Ln / Faccini
Single family detached / possible duplex
55 Fomih St/ Bennett
Single
family detached
1114 Gumview / Wheeler
Single
family
detached
9879 Berry Ln / Wheeler
Single family detached
6440 Old Redwood Hwy/Gamber
Single family detached
Burbank Self-Help/ Los Amigos
9750 Brooks Rd So./ Remsen
Single family detached
750 Windsor River Rd/McCalligan
Single family detached
595 Jensen Ln / Albe1tson
Single family detached
9933 Starr Rd/Columbo
Single family detached
9963 Old Redwood l-lwy/Khiroya
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ENTITLEi\lENT
PROJECT
APPROVAL
NUMBER PERMITS

99-26
99-28
99-39
99-43
99-45
00-11
05-28
00-37
00-46
01-40
02-07
02-09
02-11
02-13
02-14
02-16
02-18
02-28
05-21
02-35
05-22
03-21
03-26
03-29
03-38
04-04
04-06
04-23
04-25
05-06
05-07
05-08
05-19
05-27
05-60
06-04
06-05
06-06

APPLICATION
ONLY

1.00
Withdrawn
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
1.00
200.00
Occupied
Occupied
Expired
2.00
Occupied
1.00

1.00
2.00
1.00

Withdrawn 1/03

Occupied
3.00
Withdrawn
1.00
Withdra,vn
5.00

1.00
4.00

Occupied
4.00
1.0 net
1.00

CONTACT PERSON

Ira Bennett 539-8086
Larry Miller 571-7548
Rick Kadello 838-2600
Terry Trembley 523-0400
Bill Monahan 526-1020
Russ Leepin 887-9100
Bill Schellinger 545-1600
VJ Khiroya 575-1247
Ed Waller 578-3933
Robb Davis 836-0461
Dave Chiddix 568-7526
Esteve Andre 579-601 l
Kathleen Hoffman 829-5456
V .I Khiroya 575-1247
Peggy Griffith 838-3396
Mel Watts 570-2093
Richard Coate 838-2878
VJ Khiroya 575-1247
Phil Trowbridge 544-7184
Phil Trowbridge 544-7184
Phil Trowbridge 544-7184
Richard Coate 838-2878
Dave Sandine 578-8383
Richard Coate 838-2878

Diane Silveria

Occupied
2.0 net
2.00

1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00

4.00
1.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
1.00

Kelly Bennett 431-2270
Ken Wheeler 837-7564
Ken Wheeler 837-7564
Tim Gamber 579-4064
Chaney Delaire 526-1020
Mike Robertson 523-7490
James McCalligan 578-4525
Ross Albertson 578-3933
David Columbo 568-5591
Anish Khiroya 545-1409

Index#

PRO,JECT NAi\IE

360
361
362
363
364
365
366

Windsor Redwoods/ Burbank Housing
Burbank Housing Manzanita Self-Help
9815 Tolleson Rd/ \:Voolcot
345 Wilson/ Elsey
Cornell Village
7893 Hembree Ln / Cavcn
Simpson Housing Solutions

III

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT

4{l+

180 Windsor River Road/ Paul Larsen
Town Green Village Phase 2
Town Green Village Phase 1
\:Vithdrawn
Town Green Village Phase 3
Reiman House/ American Hotel
McCracken Building
Town Green Village 4
Town Green Village 5
Windsor Mill

4-G;e

4004Q4

4%
49€i
4W
4-0&

409
410
411
412
413
414
4-8

416
4++

418
419
420
421
422
423
424

60 Shiloh Rd/ Colombo
Windsor Bowl
National Storage Centers !Vlixed Use
Town Green Village 7
Jacob's Ladder Mixed Use
Sustainable Village
Lafranchi Mixed Use
Village at Windsor/ Conde Lane
Terra Green
Town Green Village 6
Windsor Live/Work
Windsor Creekside Commons
Windsor Gateway/ Telfer
Diana's Market
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Description
65 apartments
Single Family detached
Single family detached
Single family detached
Singlc family attached
Single family detached
41 apartments

PRO,JECT
ENTITLEi\lENT
1'\Ui\lBER PERi\IITS
APPROVAL

06-16
06-59
07-05
07-06
07-30
07-35
07-55

49 sfd (condos) over 22.3 ksfretail
6 sfd (condos) over 4.8 ksf retail
3 sfd (condos) over 2.8 ksfretail
13 sfd (condos) over 9.5 ksfretail
66 sfd (condos) over 30.4 ksfretail
53 sfd detached. 23 live/work townhomes.
127 sf attached
9 apts. over 9.0 ksfretail
8 apts. over existing bowling center
4 apts. over 4.6 ksf office use
15 sfd (condos) over 8.9 ksfretail
6 apts. & pre-school day car~ center
for 96 children
107 sfcl (condos) over 66.5 ksfretail
5.4 ksf retail. 2.3 ksf office. 9 I-bdrm apts
16 sfd(eondos) over 12.1 ksfretail
27 sfd + 16 sfd (condos) over 14.7ksfretail
12 livc / work units
86 sfd. 78 res condos. 45 k retail
152 sfd (condos) over 40 ksfretail
3 res units over 1.7 ksfrestaurant/dcli

00-13
01-07
01-IO
01-28
01-39
01-41
01-42
02-21
03-49
04-IO
04-26
04-29
04-34
04-48
04-50
04-51
05-29
05-45
05-48
06-19
06-20
06-22
06-26
06-37

CONTACT PERSON

65.00
22.00
1.00
4.00
44.00
3.00
41.00

#Units
9 apartments over 3.7 ksfretail
20 sfd (condos) over 17.5 ksfrctail
34 sfd (condos) over 25.0 ksf retail

APPLICATION
ONLY

#Units

#Units

\:Vithdrawn

(See #409)

Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
34.00

Paul Larsen 838-2600
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Ken Cohan 836-9112
Andrew Silverman 283-0703

19.00
201.00
9.00
8.00
4.00
15.00
Withdrawn

2.00

Wayne Elsey 3288291
Bruce Shimizu 837-9922
Ken Caven 542-8795
Tracie Oaks 562-256-2171

Dave Columbo 568-5591
Ken LaFranchi 578-4514
Rick Melish 523-1722
Ken Cohan 836-9112
David Kelley 838-5306

140.00
Sean Rodrigues 849-2000
Withdra,vn
Ken LaFranchi 578-4514
16.00
Kim Tagle 415-420-4436
43.00
Scott Johnson
Placeholder only
Ken Cohan 836-9112
12.00
ivlisha Weidman 415-821-3382
164.00
Richard Derringer 310-2291
119.00
Mike Telfer 925-228-1515
Carlos Hermosillo 838-1733

PRO,JECT
PROJECT NAME
Index#
Oaks@ \Vindsor Village, Ph 2
425

Note:

ksf = thousands of square feet
Revised January 23, 2008 rj
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Description

Nlli\lBER

14 sfd (condos) over 8.4 ksfretai! & office 06~46

PERi\lITS

ENTITLEi\lENT
APPROVAL

APPLICATION
ONLY

CONTACT PERSON

14.00

Ken Cohan 836-9112
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Cultural Resources
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Es.

4.
'fl.

Land
Management

8950 Cal Center Drive

www .esassoc.com

Building 3, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95826
916.564.4500 phone
916.564.4501 fax

December 5, 2007
Ms. Leigh Jordan, Coordinator
Northwest Information Center
Sonoma State University
1303 Maurice Avenue
Rohnert Park, CA 94928

Subject:

Records Search Request for the Keiser Park Master Plan Project - 206050

Dear Ms. Jordan:

0
0
0
D
D
[j

L
L
L
!...
L

ESA is conducting environmental studies for the Town of Windsor Keiser Park Master Plan, Sonoma County.
The project is located on the Healdsburg USGS 7.5' Quad (See attached map). Our budget for this records
search is $300. If the time requirements for gathering the following information approaches this limit, please let
me know so I can determine what types of information are more crucial for our needs.
Please include the following information for the Project Area (PA) (see map legend):
•
•
•
•
•

Cultural Resources Sites and Surveys within a Y<i mile of the PA
A copy of site forms for resources within the PA
A list of Historical Resources, Historic Resource Surveys, or literature on Historic Districts within a Y<i
mile of the PA
A review of Historic Prope1ties Directories, e.g. National Register, California Register, California
Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest within a Y<i mile of the PA
A review of any historic USGS maps or GLO Plats you may have that cover the PA

If you have any questions, please give me a call, (916) 564-4500

Sincerely,

Katherine Anderson
Cultural Resources Associate

[
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Figure 1
24K Topo with Project Area
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TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP
I0755-FSCIUPPS POWAY PAIU<WAY #281 • SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92131
TELEPHONE (858) 554--0550 • FACSIMILE (858) 777-5765 • W\Y\V.l\ffOWLAW.(."'()M

Kathryn A. Ogas
Brenda L. Tomaras

kogas@mtowlaw.com
btomaras@mtowlaw.com

February 11, 2008

VIA E-MAIL
Heidi Koenig
ESA
1425 N. McDowell Boulevard, Suite 105
Petaluma, CA 94954
Re: Keiser Park, Windsor, Sonoma County
Dear Ms. Koenig:
Our firm represents the Lytton Band with respect to cultural resources matters. Thank you for the
Jetter regarding the above-referenced project, as well as the additional information provided via
telephone. While the Tribe has no specific information which it could provide to you for inclusion in
your report, it believes that the project land falls within traditional Pomo territory. The Lytton Band is
interested in the protection and preservation of Pomo artifacts and sites and believes that, given the size of
the project area, such cultural resources may be encountered during the project development. The Band
would therefore request special care be taken to assure the protection of any such previously undiscovered
resources. Fu1iher, if any Pomo sites or human remains are encountered during your cultural survey, we
would request that the Tribe be contacted immediately.
The Tribe fmiher feels it is important to note that these initial letters from your office, without
provision of any more specific information regarding the project are merely tools for your use as an
archaeologist and can in no way be considered adequate communication or consultation vvith the Tribe for
any legal purposes or requirements. We would therefore request that you notify your client that adequate
and appropriate consultation with the Tribe is still required for any projects which require any kind of
entitlements.
We would also request that you forward a copy of the cultural survey for comment if granted
permission to do so by your client(s). Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or
corrections at (858) 554-0550.
Very Truly Yours,
TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP

Brenda L. Tomaras
Attorneys for the Lytton Band

